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Preface

Our book provides new evidence and ideas that help us understand the choic-
es we make as individuals and employers, about life's two central domains,
work and family. We must understand the consequences of those choices, and
what we can do to make allies of work and family.

The research evidence comes from our study of the values, work lives, and
family lives of business professionals, graduates of two business schools in
Philadelphia. We've taken this evidence, interpreted it, and written about its
practical implications for action in a way that we hope will be useful to any-
one seeking insights about the increasingly difficult challenge of balancing
work and family.

We've got some good news, and we've got some not so good news. Some
of what we show will confirm what many readers already suspect about how
work and family affect each other. Other findings will be surprising—and
provocative. We've taken a fresh look at an enduring dilemma by examining
in considerable depth both the work and the personal sides of the work-fami-
ly story.

In recent years there has been a spate of management books on the
work-family connection. Many of them focus on women and how they cope
with the obstacles they face as they try—often with great difficulty—to com-
bine productive careers with satisfying personal relationships and family
lives. Researchers in a variety of other disciplines have also addressed
work-family issues. But in each case, the focus is on only a small slice of this
complex subject. Some treat family dynamics as a function of a narrow range
of career and work factors. Others concentrate on the impact of work and
careers on limited aspects of family life. We've found something lacking:
research into the details that are crucial to understanding the tensions experi-
enced at the nexus of work and other life roles.

Work and Family—Allies or Enemies? addresses this gap. Our hope is to
make a lasting contribution to the literature in the work-family field—not
just on the business or organizational side, and not just on the family side, but
for both domains. We're convinced that if society is to achieve greater inte-
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gration of work and family, and make it possible for people to lead more ful-
filling personal lives while contributing more effectively to organizations,
work like ours—which shows how these two central life domains affect each
other—is critical.

Why do we call it Work and Family—Allies or Enemies? People face tensions
in their lives: tensions between career and family, and tensions that flow from
the very different experiences of men and women. We also find opportunities
to enhance integration between the work and family domains, to turn seem-
ing enemies into allies. If our book broadens the understanding of these ten-
sions and how intelligent choices might better resolve them for individuals,
the business organizations to which they contribute, their families, and our
society, we will have succeeded.

In her seminal work of 1977, Work and Family in the United States, the
noted sociologist and organizational theorist Rosabeth Moss Kanter issued a
call to action for a generation of researchers to take a cross-domain approach
that examines how work and family affect each other. She also challenged
researchers to study the particular combination of work and family circum-
stances that either promote or stifle well-being. More than twenty years later,
it seems the rate of research progress has failed to match Kanter's sense
of urgency. We hope our work gets closer to fulfilling at least part of her
mandate.

This book differs in its purpose and scope from other recent books on
work-family linkages in some important ways. The first has to do with the
book's research underpinnings. We wanted to make sure there was a strong
foundation for our conclusions, and we have built upon and sought to inte-
grate prior conceptual and empirical studies on career-family dynamics,
stress, social support, and strategic human resource management conducted
by ourselves and others.

The second has to do with our survey. Our book is based on original data
gathered through a large-scale survey of approximately 860 employed alumni
of business schools in two Philadelphia universities, Drexel University and
the University of Pennsylvania. With all this information we can show how
demographics, values, attitudes, and experiences influence women's and
men's career and lifestyle choices and attainments.

We have given equal emphasis to work and family for men and for women,
seeking to redress the lack of balance or symmetry that has characterized
most previous literature on work-family linkages. Past studies with a domi-
nant interest in the careers of men have focused on examining the influence
of men's career experiences on their family roles. On the other hand, studies
dealing with women's careers have tended to focus on the role of family vari-
ables in limiting their career choices, expectations, and career success.

We have included both men and women precisely so we could examine
reciprocal relationships—how work affects family and how family affects
work—for both genders. Our survey data are as much about career and work
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as they are about family and personal life. Further, we focus on both the orga-
nization and the individual. By integrating these multiple levels of analysis,
we hope you will agree that we've charted new and worthwhile territory.
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1

The Changing Dynamics

of Work and Family

Wark and family, the dominant life roles for most employed women
md men in contemporary society, can either help or hurt each

other. They may be allies, or they may be enemies.
People are finding it increasingly difficult to cultivate pursuits outside

of work that enhance their quality of life. Parents find themselves working-
more and more hours1—with significant implications for the nurturing of
the next generation. But time is certainly not the only problem. Indeed, it
may not even be the main problem. We've observed something that runs
much deeper: the psychological impact and interference of work on home
and of home on work.

The conflict between work and family has real consequences. It affects
the career attainments and quality of family life of both men and women.
For women, these consequences include serious constraints on career
choices, limited opportunities for career advancement and success in the
work role, and the need to choose between two seeming opposites: an
active and satisfying career, or marriage and children.2 Many men face
having to trade off career and personal values while they search for ways to
make dual-earner families work. Often this requires embracing family
roles far different, and more egalitarian, than those they learned as
children.

Men and women today are asking how they can find the time and
energy to fulfill their various commitments to work, family, and other peo-
ple and groups, and how to achieve satisfaction and success in all the dif-
ferent facets of their lives. They need to ask as well about how to find the
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psychological wherewithal. We think we've found some of the answers, by
examining the tensions that come from living in what are, essentially, two
worlds: work and family. We've explored how business professionals of differ-
ent ages juggle the often incompatible demands that come from work and
from family. We've asked whether integration between the two worlds is even
possible and, if so, what can be done to create greater opportunities for that
integration to occur, and to make allies of work and family.

As we sought the answers from our in-depth examination of 861 business
professionals, several themes emerged that make up the core of our book. We
introduce them here, along with some of the findings that gave rise to each
theme. These themes have significant implications for future efforts to
achieve greater integration between—and hence make allies of—the two
worlds of work and family. They play a vital role in Chapter 9, where our
agenda for action is organized specifically around each of the six themes.

After we have reviewed these themes, we introduce a model we developed
to help understand how work and family affect each other. We then discuss
what we call the "great divide" between men and women—the differences in
gender identity that exercise such a powerful influence over how work and
family may be allies. We then draw a picture of the future, where we forecast
how our careers will change and what these changes mean for understanding
work and family.

Six Major Themes

1. We can have (much of) it all, but it's especially
tough for working mothers.

There is some good news coming out of what we have found in our research.
It is possible to have both a fulfilling career and a satisfying family life, but it
requires balanced involvement in both these spheres of our lives.

What are the challenges to having it all? One obstacle is that traditional
values continue to shape the division of labor at home, which means it is eas-
ier for men than women to invest time and energy in both work and family.
As a result, working mothers are the most vulnerable to suffering career
penalties and work-family stress. They are generally less satisfied with their
personal growth and with their careers. They earn less income than women
without children, a penalty they suffer in part because they work fewer hours.
It's a vicious circle: their career satisfaction is lower because they work fewer
hours, are relatively uninvolved psychologically in their careers, receive fewer
opportunities for career development, and spend more time on their house-
hold activities. Motherhood turns out to be a career liability as things exist
today.

For men, however, fatherhood is a career asset. By choice or by favored
treatment, fathers have more authority on the job than men without children
have. This greater authority is the main reason why fathers are more satisfied
with their careers and why they achieve more.
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Tradeoffs between the conflicting demands of work and family are
inevitable and are another major obstacle to being highly involved in both.
Unfortunately, it is still the case that women make—indeed, feel forced to
make—more of these tradeoffs than do men. Women spend more time on
household activities and far more time on children, and they make more
adjustments to their work schedules.

Conflicting demands present a challenge. In general, the more time we
spend on household activities and children, the less our income, advancement
up the hierarchical ladder at work, and career satisfaction. People who are
highly involved in their careers tend to limit their involvement in their fami-
lies, just as family-oriented people often restrict their career involvement.

How do we deal with these conflicting demands? It requires choice.
Choices depend at least in part on values and life stage. Unfortunately, the
range of choices is limited by the discriminatory constraints we've just
described, to which dual-earner mothers are the most vulnerable. To create
options that help make allies of work and family, so that more of us can have
(much of) it all, we need to change the traditional gender roles. Mainly, men
must take up more of the childcare and household responsibilities. This, of
course, might well benefit men by increasing their satisfaction with their
family lives.

2. Work and family can be allies.

Other good news: certain aspects of work and family life help affect integra-
tion between the two domains and make them mutually enriching. These
assets include resources, involvement, and emotional gratification, which are
major elements of the model we use to explain how work and family affect
each other and how they can be made allies.

There are many ways that work and family can help each other, although
they play out differently for men and women. For instance, women build
close ties and acquire useful information and support for managing family
issues from their social networks at work, which are a resource that make
work an ally of family. The enhancement of esteem that comes from work
and career is another potential asset for life beyond work. Careers can pro-
vide emotional gratification and create opportunities for satisfaction with
personal growth. As but one example for men, greater success on the job gen-
erally leads to a better feeling about family.

The support partners offer each other at home also helps make allies of
work and family. Family-friendly employers provide additional assets. There
is less of a career penalty on mothers in these organizations, and they are bet-
ter able to enjoy the benefits that a satisfying job has on parental perfor-
mance. Both men and women experience less conflict between work and fam-
ily when they feel their employer supports their lives beyond work.
Family-friendliness leads to feeling better in our personal life and about our
job and employer. Those of us in family-friendly firms do spend less time on
work and more on life outside work—but our job performance is no different
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from that of people in nonsupportive organizations, and we are more com-
mitted to our organizations.

Individuals and families need to seek out new and creative ways to make
integration between work and family a reality. Employers must strive to cre-
ate work environments that promote integration by respecting the whole
person and allowing for flexibility. Society, too, has a stake in enhancing
opportunities for work-family integration, and making allies of the two
domains. As we describe in Chapter 9, we need to build an infrastructure for
flexibility that supports options for individuals and organizations.

3. Time is not the major problem.

Everyone knows that work sometimes gets in the way of family, and vice
versa. But is time the major problem? Yes, the "time bind" is real, but a more
subtle and pervasive problem is the psychological interference of work with
family and of family with work. Psychological interference reduces family
satisfaction and satisfaction with personal growth. Although time interfer-
ence is a problem, it does not affect these feelings about personal growth.

Psychological interference between work and family also diminishes the
parental performance of both mothers and fathers. And while a parent might
be physically present, kids rarely miss picking up on the psychological
absence of a mom or dad who's with them but whose mind is elsewhere.

It is critical that we acquire the skills to manage the boundaries between
these two spheres of life. That is the way to reduce psychological interference
and help make allies of work and family.

4. Authority on the job is essential for work-family integration.

Managing boundaries is only one step toward an alliance between work and
family. Authority over work—control over when, where, how, and with
whom work gets done—has a major impact on both career outcomes and sat-
isfaction with life beyond work.

In the new century, big changes in careers are coming (some which we
describe below). It will be increasingly important that employers give
employees autonomy. This is about more than flex time and telecommuting.
Employees, as individuals and as groups, are best suited to figure out and
implement new and creative approaches for getting the job done in a way that
fits—and supports—their lives outside of work.

5. Women may lie better adapted for the jobs of the future.

Success in the brave new world of twenty-first century careers will require
the ability to handle ambiguity, manage multiple tasks simultaneously, and
build networks of support at work and in the community. Each of us needs to
be adept at juggling career, family, and other commitments. Women seem to
be more skilled in these areas than men.3
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Employers should be willing to invest in women as leaders for the future,
and to create a work environment that values their particular skills. Men need
to develop these skills as well, and organizations should find ways to aid this
process.

6. Kids are the unseen stakeholders at work.

Parents' work experiences and career values influence children's health and
welfare in significant ways. For instance, kids whose parents are more focused
on career than on family have more behavior problems and do worse in
school, because there is greater interference on these families from work.
These parents are less psychologically available to focus on their children.

The issue is complex, however, and plays out differently for men and
women. Children whose mothers are highly involved in their careers, for
instance, experience relatively few behavior problems. Why? These mothers,
with their greater self-esteem and greater competence, are providing a posi-
tive role model. A child's mental health is also affected positively by the self-
esteem and sense of competence that comes with a father who is satisfied with
his job. In contrast with mothers, however, it is less career involvement for a
father that increases his psychological availability to his children, and results
in kids with fewer behavior problems.

What is the bottom line? Corporate responsibility to kids and parents
must go beyond providing childcare facilities and benefits. Work needs to be
designed so parents can be available—both behaviorally and psychologi-
cally—so they can focus on their children.

How Work and Family Affect Each Other

How can work and family become allies? We are convinced from what we've
found in our research that it is a matter of using the strengths from each
domain to help create integration between the two. The model we derived
from our research focuses on the mutual and reciprocal effects of work on
family and of family on work. We are interested primarily in cross-domain
effects—how experiences and choices in one domain affect outcomes in
another.

We focus on cross-domain effects because we're looking for what causes
conflict and what increases opportunities for integration. We want to find the
implications, based on our original research, of the impact work has on fami-
lies and vice versa. Of course, identifying cross-domain effects is only useful
to a point. The key question is whether work and family are enemies or allies.
Does each domain promote well-being in the other (which would make them
allies) or create difficulties or conflict (which would make them enemies)?
Our answer—that they do both—guides every recommendation, every bit of
our analysis. Knowing this is the answer is central to figuring out what can be
done to enhance the integration of work and family, and reduce conflict
between them.
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In Chapter 8, we go over in detail a model we developed for capturing and
explaining the complex relationships between work and family lives. We'll
introduce it here in overview.

To build our model, we took the answer to the allies-enemies question and
then posed another: Is it more plausible that work influences family in a given
situation, or vice versa? What we find is that the work-family linkages can act
as bridges that help people travel successfully in and between the two worlds.
What we call resources, involvement, and emotional gratification
are derived from each role. While these three elements can be an asset in
making allies of work and family, they serve this purpose only if employed
intelligently.

Resources

A resource is a supply of support or aid that helps make us more capable of
dealing with a situation or meeting a new difficulty. Some resources, such as
time or money, are tangible. Others—information, acceptance, and self-
esteem—are all examples of important but less tangible resources. We've
found that the resources provided within one role enable us to be more avail-
able to people in the other role, to become more competent in the other role,
and to experience greater satisfaction in the other role. That's why the avail-
ability of resources is so important: they foster work-family integration, and
help make allies of the two domains. Conversely, their absence produces
work-family conflict, because we don't have the time, flexibility, information,
or self-esteem to participate in the other role fully, effectively, or happily. The
result: the two domains are enemies.

Involvement

Our model also shows that work-family integration is more likely to occur
when our involvement in both domains is balanced. When we are involved in
both roles—when we care deeply about work and family—we are likely to apply
the resources derived from one role to the other. But an intense involvement
in one role to the exclusion of the other has the opposite effect, and produces
conflict. Balance makes the difference between allies and enemies.

Emotional gratification

Positive emotions experienced in a role also promote work—family integra-
tion. We can transfer our good moods directly to the other role and thus par-
ticipate without extensive stress or distraction. When negative emotions spill
over from one role into the other, however, they interfere with satisfaction
and success.

The bottom line, again, is this: when work and family provide these assets,
there is a strong likelihood that they will be allies. But when work or family
fails to supply resources or emotional gratification—or when involvement in
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work or family is so strong that it crowds out the other role—work and family
are likely to be enemies in conflict.4

The Great Divide Between Men and Women

If there is one thread running through the six themes we introduced above, it
is the great divide between how career and family affect men and women, and
how the different genders view these two life domains. It is a divide as great as
the divide between career and family themselves. Study after study in organi-
zational behavior, sociology, family systems, and labor economics point to the
same conclusion: men and women have very different career and family expe-
riences. Few of these differences are benign; in fact, most put constraints not
only on women but on men as well.5

Consider this, for instance: it used to be that men could give their individ-
ual attention, energy, and time to their careers because they had the full-time
support of a stay-at-home wife who assumed almost total responsibility for
keeping a home and tending children.6 In the world of the business profes-
sional (the focus of our book) being married with children has long been a
sign of personal stability and responsibility. Back in 1959, the classic book The
Organization Man showed the manager's wife playing a vital and complemen-
tary role in promoting her husband's advancement on the job, in what was
later called the "the two-person career."7 It was the era of the male breadwin-
ner and the stay-at-home wife. There was little variation in personal
lifestyles, and problems related to the link between work and the family, if
they did exist (and surely they did), were largely ignored. If they were ever
raised, the focus was exclusively on how the managers' excessive time com-
mitments to work affected family life.8

Things could hardly be more different today. Revolutionary changes have
taken place in the composition of the workforce. There has been tremendous
growth of nontraditional family structures, and societal values have shifted as
far as striking a balance among roles is concerned. Consider these facts:

• Women now comprise about half of the American workforce. The
number of women in the workforce has grown to levels greater than
at any time since careful statistics have been kept.9

• 63 percent of married women with children under six years old are in
the workforce.

• 40 percent of all workers are part of a dual-earner couple. There is
less pressure on men to be the sole breadwinners.

• The percentage of workers with working spouses and children at
home is 50 percent higher than it was just 20 years ago.

• 2 3 percent of employees are single parents.
• A third of all dual-earner couples in the United States work split

shifts.
• A growing number of families have responsibility for the care of

elders.
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What hasn't changed is also noteworthy: despite these changes, most men
have not increased their participation in the family domain to the point
where it's equal to women. Nonetheless, gender roles are changing—but at
different rates and in different ways for men and women. There is a new
social contract emerging for men and women in business and in other sectors
of our society.10

These changes in how gender roles are defined in our culture are also
beginning to bring changes to the meanings of career and of family in the
lives of men and women. This, in turn, raises far more questions than reassur-
ing answers about central roles people play in life: husband, wife, worker,
manager, friend, community member. For many in our society, the role
behaviors learned through early socialization are no longer viable. Many
readers surely find themselves in an uncomfortable place, somewhere
between the old world of traditional gender roles and a future where new def-
initions of these roles seem to offer greater flexibility and opportunity for ful-
fillment. Unlike the typical member of earlier generations of employees, a
large segment of today's workforce—particularly women—faces new and
intense pressures to find ways of "getting a life" while satisfying the needs of
demanding careers. It's a mantra heard everywhere.

When it comes to life choices about career and family, our available
options are changing and increasingly diverse, with some growing and others
shrinking. This makes lifestyle decisions more complicated than in the past.
And the choices are made even more complex because we find ourselves in a
period of transition, one that is forcing many of us to navigate our way, with-
out the benefit of social and organizational road maps, through a thicket of
emergent roles at work and at home. Clearly, individuals, organizations, and
society are going to have to adopt a new kind of flexibility to make it possible
for men and women to contribute meaningfully in a variety of roles. Society
is just beginning, however, to grasp what it means to get to the point where
that flexibility is the order of the day rather than the exception. Our goal is to
broaden the understanding of how to get from here to there.

Throughout our book, the model we've introduced here applies differ-
ently to men and women because of the great divide between the two sexes.
For example, work—having a "job"—is a means of building self-esteem. But
as such, work functions differently for men and women. Men have tradition-
ally found in their work the opportunity to enhance self-esteem by providing
for their families. For women, however, work as an esteem-builder functions
differently, because role expectations are different. Traditionally, women
have found work to be an esteem-builder because it provides an opportunity
for self-expression and development outside the home. These traditional role
expectations, while still prevalent, are changing. There does appear to be a
trend toward more egalitarian arrangements in which men and women take a
greater share of responsibility in both work and family domains.

In Working Fathers, James A. Levine and Todd L. Pittinsky make this case,
noting that while "fathers still do less housework and child care than mothers
. . . over the last three decades, men's participation in these areas has
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increased substantially in both proportional and absolute terms."11 Even so,
there remains a significant gender gap. As Levine and Pittinsky point out,
even with the changes ". . . it is still mothers, on average, who take the
responsibility for worrying about what has to get done, when, and by whom.
And it is mental energy, not just physical energy, that goes into caring for
anybody or anything."12 This relates directly to the question of whether time
is really the problem or whether it is a matter of the psychological conflicts
that come from thinking about one domain when trying to focus on the
other.

Some try to make the point that the problem of work-family conflict tran-
scends gender.13 They are right in some respects, but in our view it's also still
about gender. The fact remains that expectations for behavior and commit-
ments in men's and women's roles are neither equal nor the same. Men and
women are still expected to do things differently, to value things and relation-
ships differently.14 That is why the task of creating allies of work and family
for both women and men requires taking gender roles and gender inequity
into account. And it is precisely why one of our major conclusions is the need
to change the values, norms, and expectations for gender roles, both at home
and at work.15 It's about getting to the point where what matters isn't really
gender but roles—where the choice to invest either in work or family is avail-
able in equal form and measure for both men and women. One motivation
for this change stems from the differences in wage and career success that
result from societal stereotypes about women and their capacity to commit to
work outside the home.

Some readers may remain unconvinced. Our findings throughout the
book reinforce the centrality of differences in gender roles, so much so that it
is worth setting the stage for our exploration of the differences and similari-
ties between the men and women in our study by posing two key questions:
In the context of work and family, what is a man? And in the same context,
what is a woman?

Of course, the answers will be different, depending on whom you ask and
when you ask. Let's review in brief some of the important elements that go
into figuring out the answers, beginning with the work side of the equation.
Here are some interesting findings from the American Graduate Survey
1998, part of an annual survey of students in business schools around the
world conducted by Swedish researchers.16

• A greater percentage of female respondents than male report that
"working with increasingly stimulating tasks" and "professional
development" are career goals, whereas men are more often con-
cerned with attaining a sound financial base. Likewise, more men
than women show interest in becoming affluent quickly.

• Men expect to make long-term commitments to their first employers
more often than women do.

• Men are more likely to be amenable to working over 80 hours per
week.
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• Some astonishing—and dismaying—discrepancies between men and
women appear in regard to their expected income after achieving
their MBAs. Five years after graduation, women expect to earn an
average of $67,000 per year less than their male peers anticipate, and
after ten years women expect incomes that are, on average, $200,000
less than what the men believe they will earn.

• Men are more likely than women to choose opportunities for reach-
ing managerial levels as an attractive characteristic of potential
employers. Women, on the other hand, appear more intent on con-
necting with and relating to people.

• Higher percentages of women than men are attracted to companies
whose work benefits people and society.

Another study of men's and women's attitudes toward career and family
issues found important differences on such issues as employer and govern-
ment support for childcare, parental responsibility, and traditionally defined
gender roles.1' So, "although there has been considerable change in attitudes
toward the role of women in society," this study concludes, "research sug-
gests that general stereotypes about women are deeply held and resistant to
change."18

What is a man?

These studies provide us some insight into more external measures of the dif-
ferences between the genders. But what is a man's self-identity? What has it
been traditionally? And what changes are taking place?

In The Male Ego, Willard Gaylin makes the case that American manhood is
eroding in three long-held, traditional roles: as protector, procreator, and
provider. "Nothing," he writes, "is more important to a man's pride, self-
respect, status, and manhood than work. Nothing. . . . Pride is built on work
and achievement, and the success that accrues from that work. Yet today men
often seem confused and contradictory about work."19 It is in that confusion
that we find the seeds of change.

Michael S. Kimmel, a leading researcher in the area of men and masculin-
ity, provides us with a fascinating overview of the changes in how men's roles
are defined from the 1950s up to the present.20 He explains that men have to
redefine themselves because women are changing themselves and their roles.
Men are now "searching for ways to control their lives outside of work."
Women want both work and family, and so men have to as well. But even as
men say they want both, Kimmel reports, "the desire to change is often more
rhetorical than real; few men would actually switch places with their non-
working wives if given the opportunity. In reality, taking on an increasing
share of domestic responsibilities usually represents a trade-off."21

Men who call themselves "involved" fathers often report that their lives
are more meaningful.22 Still, writes Kimmel, the "definition of masculinity
has proved remarkably inelastic—or, depending on your perspective, amaz-
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ingly resilient—under its current siege. Except for a few involved fathers, it
binds men as tightly as ever to success in the public sphere, in the world of
other men, as the markers of manhood and success."23

Of course, the traditional male role comes with costs. There is the lost
opportunity to contribute to the development of our children, and to gain
satisfaction from this aspect of life. There are health costs, too. It turns out
that being involved as a father is good for our health, and good relationships
with kids provide a buffer against work stress for fathers.24

What, then, is a man? Are they breadwinners? Nurturers? It looks as if the
answer is becoming, more and more, a combination of the two.25

What is a woman'?

Childcare is still largely viewed as the primary responsibility of women, while
men are supposed to provide for the family.26 This forms the backdrop for a
brief exploration of women's changing role definitions and gender identity.

Elizabeth Perle McKenna calls women "the half of the human race that still
takes the dog to the vet."27 But a woman in the workplace, with ever-increas-
ing responsibility, is also a phenomenon of our times. And while progress has
been slow, the number of women in the professional and managerial ranks is
greater than ever—and "in almost every dimension, the numbers are moving
in the right direction." That's from a 1997 report on women in top manage-
ment positions by Catalyst, an organization dedicated to advancing women in
business leadership. But Sheila Wellington, Catalyst's president, was quick to
make this point: "It is clear that women have a long way to go in order to
achieve parity in these influential positions or in earning power."28

The Catalyst report contains some telling statistics. The highest percent-
age of women officers are found in diversified financial companies (31 per-
cent) and apparel companies (28 percent). They find none in the textile
industry, and none in mining and crude oil production companies. Just over
one out of every ten corporate officer positions overall are held by women,
and only half of these positions have responsibility for profit and loss. Even
fewer of these female officers (3 percent) hold titles in the very highest ranks
of the company (executive vice president and above).

The percentages for women are even smaller when one looks at earnings
data. Of the 2,458 most highly compensated people in Fortune 500 firms,
only 61 were women. That's a mere 2.5 percent—a percentage which,
nonetheless, has doubled since 1994.

Unfortunately, there is plenty of evidence that involvement in family hurts
the career achievements of women managers. It produces time conflicts that
tend to be resolved by women reducing their level of career involvement. It
produces symptoms of strain that intrude into the job domain. It reinforces
stereotypes that limit opportunities for development. And it provokes hus-
bands' feelings of competition and jealousy, to which women may respond by
curtailing their career involvement—and thus their career success.29

All this is quite unfortunate, because there's plenty of research in addition
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to ours to show that women are likely to have higher self-esteem and emo-
tional well-being if they are employed, especially if they work by choice and
in jobs that stimulate and challenge them.30 And it is not only the women who
lose out; there is evidence to suggest that parent-child relationships depend
more on the satisfaction a working mother finds in her job than the number
of hours she spends with her children.31

Wives are much more likely to restructure work around family needs than
are husbands. Mothers feel the pressure children put on marriages more
strongly: in most families, mothers take primary responsibility for childcare
and housework. Again, it's the traditional gender role. And even when child-
care responsibilities are shared, mothers are more likely than fathers to worry
about their children and are usually more willing to express those feelings.32

These differences between men and women have a lot to do with whether
work and family will be allies or enemies—especially in a dynamic world of
changing careers. It makes sense that traditional gender roles go together
with the traditional model of a career. At its base, that traditional model has
several implicit assumptions: that the professional is a male breadwinner who
is employed full-time; that his spouse or partner is not employed (or, if
employed, is a secondary wage earner); and that she bears primary responsi-
bility for housework and childcare. Within this concept, career success for a
man is defined narrowly—in terms of the job level he has attained, the salary
he earns, how he has advanced in the hierarchy of increasing levels of respon-
sibility, and how long that has taken. The observable, external indicators of
success are what matter.

Such a model of careers, though, is simply irrelevant to the work experi-
ences of many women. Their careers have likely included periods of part-
time employment or nonemployment for childbirth and child-rearing.

What does the future hold? And what are the differences between men
and women that will matter in the future?

The Changing Face of Careers

Despite large numbers of married women with children in the workforce,
organizational career systems—the implicit and explicit means by which
organizations manage the flow of people through their careers—continue to
be based, by and large, on traditional concepts. And those concepts, with
their narrow view of career progress and success, apply primarily to men.

The traditional concepts, with career progress and success defined so nar-
rowly, do not respond to the fact that there is an increasingly diverse work-
force, with different needs, values, and aspirations than in the past. And it
does not respond to the transformation of careers themselves that has already
begun, and which in the new century promise even to challenge what we
mean by a "job." The traditional concept of career is being shaken to its very
core, and the differences between men and women—as well as whether work
and family are allies or enemies—will play a big role in the successes and fail-
ures of the future.
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Tim Hall calls what is coming the "protean careers of the 21st century,"
recalling the sea god in Greek mythology who could change his shape at will.
Hall predicts a new world of careers that are adaptable, that are continually
revised by the individual."

• The new careers will represent a move away from traditional
emphases on externally defined indicators of progress and success,
where the firm controlled the career. Instead, the career will be in the
hands of the individual, whose employment security will come from
continual learning and adaptation.

• The emphasis on learning will really be on learning how to learn.
That is how individuals will continually develop and extend their
career identities. The self-directed, protean career will have learning
to learn as its basic currency.

• The old competencies will give way to the raeta-competencies of
adaptability and self-management.

Some contend that hierarchies will disappear. Individuals will have to
manage themselves, which means they'll need self-management skills. Out-
side the old corporate structure, getting ahead will require foresight—the
worker will have to plan the next useful career step as a managerial career
becomes, increasingly, a do-it-yourself project.34 The ability to self-analyze,
to figure out what kind of job is available and how that job will evolve, will
become crucial.53 The key to tomorrow's success will be resumes reflecting
not simply the positions that people have held, but rather the life experiences
they have had.'6

The firm itself will have a new role. No longer providing established
career tracks, the "place of employment" will need to provide opportunities
for individuals to develop their skills and contribute on projects to add value
to the business. Plus, these organizations will need to be more family-
friendly—a prerequisite if they are to manage the self-directedness that will
be required of employees. The connection between employer and employee,
once seen as a life-long relationship built on blind faith, will transform to be a
continually negotiated exchange of value.

Could it be the "end of the job," as William Bridges suggests? He con-
tends that the job is a "social artifact" and that we are entering a brave new
world—a "de-jobbed" society where everyone will be a freelancer. We'll do
projects and work on things, but we won't have jobs in the traditional sense of
rungs on an organizational career ladder. To survive, we'll need what he calls
the "DATA approach" to managing our own careers—knowing our own
Desires, Abilities, Temperament, and Assets.37 His is another call for the self-
managed career, with employability, not employment, as the goal.

Careers in the future also imply a changing balance between work and
family.'8 More and more of us will be working free of bosses, rules, and
offices. We'll be able to make choices about where and when to do our work.
Some have suggested that the old dilemma managers have faced—"How can
I spend more time with my family?"—may become a new dilemma tomor-
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row: "When will I be able to do my work?" Individuals, not the company
and the boss, will determine schedules, and so individuals will be more
responsible for managing their time, including the time they spend with their
families.39

This transformation of careers alone, however, will not be sufficient to
make it possible for men and women to "have it all." While these changes at
the nexus of work and family hold out real promise, they will not be realized
unless they are accompanied by substantial changes in how gender roles are
defined—which suggests a future requiring some radical alterations in the
fabric of what is typical in employers and society today. We've already noted
as one of our themes that women may be better adapted to this brave new
world than are men.

We have a lot more to say about the transformation of gender roles and of
how work is organized throughout the book, especially in the last chapter
where we tie the implications of our research to the specific recommenda-
tions that constitute our action agenda. For now, here's an encapsulation of
what we think needs to be done to build the much-needed infrastructure for
flexibility.

• Employers should value what people bring to their business roles
from their other roles. Doing this would mean recognizing and sup-
porting the whole person. At the same time, we must maintain healthy
boundaries between work and family.

• Firms need to redefine how work is structured to allow for greater
flexibility, not only on a day-to-day basis but also over the long term.
For example, we should embrace ways to make parents more avail-
able for their kids.

• Let us recognize as well that dual-earner families are becoming the
norm—which has implications for individuals, employers, and soci-
ety. We must build a future that recognizes the need for commit-
ments from each parent at different times.

• Society as a whole needs to embrace a redefinition of gender roles,
one that allows both mothers and fathers to take on more of each
other's traditional roles. It is time for gender equity in the workplace
and at home.

• We also need to redefine what it means to commit to work. And we
need to rethink the traditional timing of career and family life
stages.40 People's career interests may change, and life stages affect
career stages.

The chapters of our book reflect, to a greater or lesser degree, these over-
all ideas. Chapter 2 is the first of six in which we describe different aspects of
our findings. Figures and tables appear in most chapters, and there are more
detailed data in "Additional Tables" at the end of the book. These tables are
identified in the Notes. In Chapters 2 through 7 we highlight in boxes some
of the critical choice points—for individuals, employers, and society—that
are implied by our findings. We focus in Chapter 2 on the choices people
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make about the time and energy they devote to work and family roles, and
introduce four types of people in terms of how they prioritize life roles.

As a starting point, we look at the personal values that underlie decisions
about investments in different roles. We examine these choices in light of the
social and cultural forces that influence these decisions, particularly those
relating to differing expectations for and by women and men. It is in Chapter
2 that we begin to develop our sense of the challenges both women and men
face in seeking to manage dual involvement in both work and family, particu-
larly given the traditional roles.

In Chapter 3 we address family life and career success. Our central ques-
tion in this chapter is whether it is possible to be highly involved in our fami-
lies and still be successful in our careers, given that the time and energy
required to be successful at home intrude on career pursuits. Here we explore
in some detail the ways in which the quest to "have it all" is similar or differ-
ent for men and women. And this chapter is where we test how persistent
gender role stereotypes affect careers, and show that marriage and children
are resources for many men's careers but hindrances for the careers of many
women.

Our focus in Chapter 4 is on how work and career affect satisfaction with
family and with personal growth and development—in other words, having a
life. Here we develop our contention that having a life is not so much an issue
of time as it is a matter of managing the psychological interweaving of work
and family and of capitalizing on the assets careers generate. We also explore
how the issues of time, inter-role dynamics, and the impact of values are dif-
ferent for men and women, and take a close look at time allocations and the
experience of role conflicts at different life stages.

Chapter 5 is about kids. How do work and career affect the children of
working parents? And is it different for mothers and fathers? As we show in
this chapter, children are stakeholders in the workplace, even if unseen and
with no voice in decisions about parental work experiences. We examine the
impact of work and career on parents' perceptions of their performance as
mothers or fathers, their feelings about childcare, and three indicators of child
development: behavior problems, physical health, and school performance.

In this chapter, we develop a theory about the causes and consequences of
parents providing support to their children, which we use to explain our
observations about how parents' careers affect their children. We also look at
how role conflicts affect parents and children. And we explain how both work
and career can generate resources that help parents and create obstacles. As in
Chapter 4, we conclude that it is psychological experiences, more than the
amount of time, which have the greatest impact on children—pointing once
again to the importance of managing the boundary between work and family.

In Chapter 6 we look at the impact of support provided by one's life part-
ner or spouse. Two essential questions motivate our discussion: Why do part-
ners provide support? How does it help? We show how support, provided at
the right time, can prevent work-family conflict. We draw the distinctions
between the impact of emotional support and behavioral support, showing
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who benefits and how. And we illustrate the cross-domain nature of support:
for example, how a partner's support at home affects one's career experiences
and success.

Chapter 7 is our examination of the forces at play in family-friendly
employers, which we view as an essential element in the web of resources and
support needed for people to effectively integrate their work and family lives.
There is good and important news here on the economic and social benefits
of family-friendliness. This chapter also includes our look at how the combi-
nation of employer and partner support affect each other in the impact they
have on work and family life. We're looking for the answer to an important
question: Does support from one domain enhance or compensate for lack of
support in the other domain, or are they independent?

Having explored the family-to-work and work-to-family relationships in
the previous chapters, in Chapter 8 we look closely at the reciprocal nature of
the relationships between work and personal life. This is where we flesh out
the model that shows how resources, involvement, and emotional gratifica-
tion in one role affect the other. We also summarize our major findings on
the effects of family on work and of work on family, as well as on differences
between men and women.

Our final chapter is about building the bridges that will get us from a
world where work and family are most likely to be enemies to one where
being allies is the norm. We present our agenda for action implied by our
findings, and we look to the future, reviewing the key work-family integra-
tion issues that need to be addressed over time as well as what must be done
today.
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Choosing Work or Family .. . or Both?

How involved should I be in my career? In my family? Can I "have it
all"—a fulfilling career and a satisfying family life? Why is it so hard

to balance work and my family life? In today's busy world, it seems people
are increasingly concerned with the answers to these questions.

The good news from our study is that as tough as it can seem, it is pos-
sible to be highly involved in both career and family. Some people,
though, choose not to be highly involved in these two domains. And
women endure far more constraints than do men when it comes to making
choices about involvement—indeed, to many working mothers the option
of being highly involved in career isn't really available.

Choices and priorities are key.1 In this chapter, we begin our explo-
ration of how the choices we make and the priorities we set govern to a
large degree whether career and family will be allies or enemies. We intro-
duce a classification system for understanding life priorities, and explore
some of what distinguishes people who fall into different groups based on
those priorities. Our understanding of these groups forms the basis for a
good portion of the analysis in the remaining chapters, where we show
how our personal values determine how work affects family and family
affects work. Readers even have the opportunity to apply our measures to
their own lives.

Most business professionals we surveyed do pursue demanding careers
and active family and personal lives, but they do not necessarily value the
two domains equally. Record numbers of women have entered profes-
sional and managerial careers in recent years, and many remain in the
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workforce after having children. This dual-earner lifestyle—with both part-
ners pursuing careers—translates into a difficult and often painful effort,
especially for women,2 to combine extensive career and family responsibili-
ties. And there are greater demands on men to be more engaged with their
families, because of their wives' increasing career commitments.3

The upside to this trend is that involvement in both career and family can
enhance the quality of our lives by expanding our capacity for self-fulfill-
ment.4 In this respect, the two domains become allies. At the same time, how-
ever, the extensive demands from career and family force us to make choices,
and these choices involve tradeoffs, sometimes conscious and other times
not. When we make those choices, we may feel the two domains are enemies.

How much time do I want to devote to my work and family roles? How
emotionally involved do I want to be—can I be—in each role? As each of us
realizes that we'll probably have to make some tradeoffs between career and
family, our involvement in one sphere of life likely diminishes the level of
investment we are willing or able to make in the other part. For most people,
career and family are life's most demanding roles. Each requires time and
emotional involvement.5

As we show in this chapter, people who are deeply involved in their careers
tend to restrict their engagement with family life. The converse is true as
well: people who are heavily involved in their families limit their career com-
mitments. In fact, the higher the involvement in one domain, the lower the
involvement in the other.6

Why are we likely to have low involvement in one role when we're highly
engaged with the other? It takes substantial time and energy to be highly
involved in any role. Extensive involvement in both work and family roles can
bring us fulfillment and satisfaction, especially if we have high-quality experi-
ences within the roles, but it can also increase the likelihood that the roles
will conflict.' There's only so much time in a day or week, and the demands of
work and family often pull us in different directions.

Inevitably, a weekend meeting with work colleagues or a lengthy business
trip conflicts with some family-related activity, perhaps a daughter's soccer
match or a son's music recital. Many people anticipate that extensive involve-
ment in both work and family roles will produce high levels of conflict and
stress, and decide, perhaps even unconsciously, to lower their involvement in
one of the two roles to reduce the conflict. And beyond the issue of time
alone, our focus of attention to one role might make us less available psycho-
logically for our other commitments.

Allies or enemies? Undoubtedly, each of us must make sacrifices. And of
course, no one can truly have it all—but each of us can have more of it all than
we may think.

Not everyone responds in the same way to the need to make tradeoffs
between life roles. Why do some of us and not others reduce our career com-
mitments in favor of family responsibilities, or vice versa? Why do others
seem not to favor one domain over the other? We believe it has to do with the
relative importance each of us attaches to the different roles we play. Figure
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FIGURE 2.1

We may take steps to limit our involvement in one or the other role

2.1 shows some of the ways people who focus primarily on family limit career
commitments so they can devote time and energy to family, and how people
who focus mainly on career limit their involvement in the family role to meet
career needs.

There appears to be an important distinction between a focus on career
and one on family. This leads us to one of our key findings: that people fall
into distinct groups based on the value they place on different life roles.

Life Role Priorities

We asked a series of questions about the importance of different roles in life
and found that people we surveyed fall into one of four different groups. We
call these life role priorities. People in each group have a somewhat different
life orientation, having made the choice to spend their time and invest their
emotions in particular ways. Life role priorities are shaped by family struc-
ture, personal values, work experiences, and other factors. The groups are
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• Career
• Family
• Career + Family
• Self/Society

With Figure 2.1 in mind, let's discuss each one.8 Readers will likely recog-
nize themselves in the descriptions of the groups.

What Is My Life Role Priority?

Life role priority is a measure of the relative priority or focus attached
to work, family, and other roles. Readers can determine which life role
priority group they fall into by responding to the survey questions we
used with our business professionals. Knowing your life role priority
group can make a difference in efforts to create allies of career and
family. Here's how to calculate it:

Stepl
From the following list, please select the two things or activities in

your life that give you the most satisfaction. Place a " 1" next to the
activity that gives you the most satisfaction and place a "2 " next to the
activity that gives you the second-most satisfaction, respectively. Please
choose only two in total.

Career or occupation
Family relationships
Religious beliefs or activities
Participation in activities directed at national or international
betterment
Leisure and recreational activities
Participation in community affairs

Step 2
Please rate the importance of each factor in judging your success in

life by checking the appropriate number from 1 to 5.

Not Moderately Very
important important important

Career 1 2 3 4 5
A long-term 1 2 3 4 5
relationship

Step 3
Calculate your life role priority as follows:
Career = If the ranking of "career" is higher than the ranking of

"family" in Step 1 and the rated importance of "career" is higher than
the rated importance of "a long-term relationship" in Step 2.
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Family = If the ranking of "family" is higher than the ranking of
"career" in Step 1 and the rated importance of "a long-term relation-
ship" is higher than the rated importance of "career" in Step 2.

Career + Family = If the ranking of "career" is higher than the rank-
ing of "family" in Step 1 but the rated importance of "a long-term rela-
tionship" is as high or higher than the rated importance of "career" in
Step 2.

Career + Family = If the ranking of "family" is higher than the
ranking of "career" in Step 1 but the rated importance of "career" is as
high or higher than the rated importance of "a long-term relationship"
in Step 2.

Self/Society = If neither "career" nor "family" is ranked highest in
Step 1.

The career group

Some 13 percent of the business professionals we surveyed fall into the career-
focused life role priority group, making it the smallest of the four. It includes
people whose careers are clearly the center of their lives. Men are more likely
than women are to be in this group.

What characterizes people who prioritize their careers, relative to the
other groups?

• They work longer hours.
• They are more psychologically involved in their careers, and less in

their families.
• They are more likely to aspire to senior management positions.
• They are less likely to be married (especially true for women).
• They anticipate having fewer, if any, children.
• They spend less time on household activities.
• If they do have kids, they spend less time on childcare responsibilities

(especially true for women).
• They take little or no time off from work following the birth or adop-

tion of a child.
• They tend not to adjust their work schedules to accommodate family

or other personal needs.
• Career-focused people are less likely to relocate for family reasons.

In short, people in this group are more oriented to work than to any other
part of their lives. And it has little to do with being young, just starting out in
a career, and looking to get ahead early: this group is among the oldest in our
sample.

The family group

At the other end of the spectrum, the family-focused group is the largest
among our business professionals. For 42.4 percent of our sample, family is
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the most important life domain. Not surprisingly, women are more likely
than men are to have family as their life role priority.

Here are some characteristics of people whose life role priority focuses on
the family, again relative to other groups.

• They are most likely to be married and have children.
• They expect to have a relatively larger number of children.
• They spend more time on household activities.
• They spend more time on childcare responsibilities (especially true

for women).
• They are more psychologically involved in their families, and less in

their careers.
• Family-focused people take more time off from work following the

birth or adoption of a child, and are more likely to return to work
part-time.

• They are more likely to adjust their work schedules to accommodate
family or other personal needs.

• They are less likely to aspire to senior management positions.
• They are less likely to believe their careers have a higher priority than

do those of their partners.
• Family-focused people are more likely to relocate for family reasons.

The two lists we just presented are the "what" piece of the equation—in
other words, what characterizes the career and the family life role priority
groups. Why, though, do people in these groups restrict their involvement in
either family or career? One reason is the anticipation that intense involve-
ment in both family and career will produce conflict between the two roles
(see Figure 2.2).

For many of us, it may be true that working long hours means not being
able to spend much time with the family. What about the reverse? Some of us
probably think about how spending a great deal of time with our family will
make it difficult to travel extensively or work evenings and weekends. Those
conflicts make enemies of our two main life roles.

If we fall into either the family-focused or the career-focused life role pri-
ority group, it stands to reason that we resolve the dilemma^—the role con-

FIGURE 2.2

The anticipation factor
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flict—by devoting substantial time to the role we hold to be most important
and by reducing involvement in the other role. Family-focused people focus
on family and restrict their career commitments, and career-focused people
do just the opposite.

Of course, nothing in life is quite so uncomplicated. A person's life does
not easily fit some simple description of how much he or she focuses on this
or that life domain. But we can see from this overview of these two groups
among our business professionals that life role priority determines, at least in
part, what gets emphasized in life and what does not.

Let's now look at the two other groups.

The career +family group

Some 29.6 percent of the business professionals we studied fall into the life
role priority group we call career + family. These people place about equal
emphasis on the two life domains as they juggle their work and family com-
mitments.

In some respects, members of this group—more likely to be men than
women-—are similar to those in the career-focused group. For instance, their
career commitments are at least as high. Career + family people

• Work long hours.
• Are psychologically involved in their careers.
• Are likely to aspire to senior management positions.

They are also likely to relocate for career reasons, as do people in the
career-focused group. But in other respects, people with the career + family
life role priority are more like those in the family-focused group:

• They are likely to be married and have children.
• They expect to have a larger number of kids.
• They spend a moderate amount of time on household and childcare

activities.
• They are psychologically involved with their families.

These characteristics reveal that career + family people make a choice not
to limit their engagement with one role to accommodate the other role.
Because career and family are both sufficiently important to the self-identity
of people in this group, they focus on pursuing both roles with high intensity.
So, while it's true in general that high involvement in one role restricts
involvement in the other, this doesn't have to be the case.

The career + family group generally fares quite well as they juggle work
and family. They seem to handle tradeoffs differently from people in the
other groups. And, as we'll see in the next several chapters, the career + fam-
ily-focused people are generally satisfied with various aspects of their lives.
The important lesson here is that while many others may choose to focus
their lives on either career or family, members of this group demonstrate that
it is possible to focus on both roles—with success.9
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The self/society group

The last of our four life role priority groups comprises the people for whom
life role priority is neither career nor family, but instead is either themselves
or our society. We call this group self/society, and it includes 15 percent of
business professionals. Self/society-focused people have several distinguish-
ing characteristics, relative to other groups:

• They work fewer hours.
• They are less psychologically involved in their careers, and in their

families.
• They are less likely to aspire to senior management positions.
• They are less likely to be married or have kids.
• They spend a moderate amount of time on household and childcare

activities.
• They spend more time on leisure activities.

In most instances, leisure or religious activities play the dominant role in
the lives of people in this group, although for some community or political
interests are central. A slightly higher percentage of women than men are
represented in the self/society group. Compared with others, members of
this group are relatively dissatisfied with their lives (as we show in Chapter 4).

Shaping Life Role Priorities

Since our life role priority influences our decisions—our choices—about how
we spend our time and where we invest our emotions, it is important to
understand how these priorities develop. We compared the four life role pri-
ority groups on a range of demographic background factors, personal values,
and work experiences. Several trends emerge.

Demographics

First, we find that when it comes to shaping the life role priority of a business
professional, his or her educational aspirations don't seem to matter much,
nor do country of citizenship, race, religion, or political orientation. Parents'
education and work experiences also have no noticeable influence. In other
words, most of the background factors we considered do not distinguish peo-
ple holding different life role priorities.

We do find gender and age differences in life role priorities, however. For
example, men are more likely to be in the career or career + family groups.
Women are more likely to be in the family and self/society groups. People in
their forties are more likely to be found in the two career-oriented groups,
whereas those in their twenties and thirties are more likely to be self/society-
focused.

We shouldn't view life role priorities as permanent characteristics of peo-
ple that remain constant over time.10 For instance, nearly 38 percent of our
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family-focused group have a preschool child in the home, compared with
only 5 percent of the career-focused group—suggesting that a focus on family
may emerge as kids enter the picture. Moreover, the fact that people in their
forties are more likely than people in their twenties and thirties to be in either
the career or career + family group suggests that a heightened interest in
career may appear as children get older and are less dependent on their par-
ents.11 Changes in life circumstances may produce shifts in the levels of
involvement in career and family roles over the span of a lifetime.12

On the other hand, some people retain or even strengthen their life role
priority as they get older. For example, family-focused individuals who limit
their career commitments may place even more importance on family activi-
ties in the future to justify their earlier decision.13 Moreover, because low lev-
els of career involvement among family-focused types may reduce the rewards
they derive from work, they are more likely to invest additional time and emo-
tion in the family role, where the satisfactions may be greater. Conversely,
through a cycle of reinforcement, career-focused types may become increas-
ingly engaged in work since it provides substantial rewards and accomplish-
ment, thereby making the family role seem less attractive by comparison.14

Definitions of success

What most strongly distinguishes each of us as members of a life role priority
group is how we define, and ultimately value, success in our careers and in
our lives. Our analysis focuses on two sets of values.15 The first set relates to
career success.16 We asked: How important is each of the following in defining
success in your career?

• Status—having social status, prestige, and power in one's career;
earning a great deal of money; advancing rapidly.

• Time for self-—having flexibility in determining work hours; having
time for self and family.

• Challenge—having a career that is challenging, creative, and enjoy-
able.

• Security—having a career that provides for steady employment and a
secure retirement; living in a preferred geographical area.

• Social—helping other people and being respected by others at work.

The second set relates to how people judge their own life success.

• Growth—having a life that provides for creativity, personal growth and
development, helping others, friendships, and political involvement.

• Wealth—having a life of material wealth, a high standard of living,
and career success.

• Family—having a life that includes children and a long-term relation-
ship.

The values associated with the four life role priorities vary from group to
group. The career-focused group places substantial importance on status and
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career challenge as well as on material wealth. This same group places rela-
tively little importance on time for self in their careers, or on opportunities
for personal growth, or on developing a family. In contrast, the family-
focused group is most concerned with having sufficient time for themselves
and their families, and places a great deal of importance on family relation-
ships in their lives. This group is relatively unconcerned with career status,
personal growth opportunities, and material wealth.

Not surprisingly, the career + family group places a high value on status,
career challenge, and material wealth as well as on family relationships. The
self/society group is most clearly distinguished by its low concern for career
status and material wealth, and by its substantial concern for time and per-
sonal growth opportunities.

Experiences at work

The experiences we have at work are also related to our life role priority
group.17 Business professionals who have a great deal of authority in their
jobs, receive developmental assignments, feel accepted by their coworkers,
and successfully establish networking relationships are most likely to be
career-focused or career + family-focused. In other words, there is a connec-
tion between the kinds of work experiences we have and the importance our
careers play in our lives.

Positive work experiences may influence the extent to which a career
becomes the focal point in our lives. Growth experiences at work can
encourage us to attach substantial importance to our work role.18 Of course,
it's impossible to determine precisely whether positive work experiences
encourage people to hold careers in high priority, or whether career-ori-
ented people actively seek these experiences from work. Most likely, both
explanations fit.

How Gender and Family Structure Affect Our
Involvement in Career and Family

Life role priority is only one indicator of involvement in different life roles.
There are other factors that illustrate the different levels of involvement men
and women have both in their careers and in their families. Here we explore
in depth how gender and family structure—whether we are married, and if so
whether our partner is employed, and whether we have children—help us
understand the work and family commitments of our business professionals.

Gauging involvement in career

How highly involved are we in our careers? The life role priority measure
gives us a summary indication. Here we look at several specific aspects of
career involvement: the amount of time we spend on work-related activities,
psychological involvement in career, aspirations to climb the corporate lad-
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der, and the priority given to our own careers compared to those of our
1 9spouses or partners.

In a number of ways, and just as we observed with life role priority groups,
we see that men are more highly involved in their careers than are women, as
Figure 2.3 shows. Men work about three hours more a week than women, on
average.20 And men's career aspirations are substantially higher than are those
of women. Nearly twice as many men as women aspire to senior management
positions and more than twice as many men as women hope to become a
CEO. In addition, men are much more likely to believe their own career
takes precedence over that of their spouse or partner.

Our career commitments are also influenced by our family structure—our
marital status, our spouse's employment status, and whether we have chil-
dren.21 For example, dual-earner men and women are about equal when it
comes to psychological involvement in their work, as are single women and
men. While dual-earner fathers work substantially more hours a week than
do dual-earner mothers, dual-earners without children—both men and
women—work about the same number of hours a week. So do single men and
single women. In fact, single women and dual-earner women without chil-

FIGURE 2.3

How involved are we in our careers?
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dren work as many hours a week as dual-earner fathers. It is the dual-earner
mothers among our business professionals who most limit their time com-
mitment to work.22

The gender difference in career aspirations takes on a new light when we
view it in the context of family structure. Among dual-earner fathers and
mothers, there is no difference in aspirations for senior management or CEO
positions. Take children out of the picture, however, and a gender difference
emerges: dual-earner men without children have substantially higher aspira-
tions than do their female counterparts. The most ambitious career aspira-
tions are held by men in the traditional family structure; stay-at-home wives
rearing the children make it possible for single-earner fathers to strive for
advancement up the corporate ladder.

Gender and family structure work in tandem in other ways to influence
our involvement in career. This is illustrated by the fact that single women
are the most psychologically involved in their careers—even more so than
dual-earner fathers and dual-earner mothers. The joint effects of gender and
family structure are important. Let's explore more deeply the causes of these
effects, which can be explained, in part, by cultural norms.

It is true that men and women who share the same family structure are
equally involved psychologically in their careers. And women are just as likely
as men to view work as a major source of meaning and gratification in their
lives—although in very different ways. But one aspect of career involvement
where gender plays the dominant role is career priority relative to one's part-
ner. It doesn't matter whether there are children in the family: dual-earner
men place a higher priority on their own career relative to their partners'
career than do dual-earner women. And, despite the fact that dual-earner
fathers and mothers have essentially equal aspirations for advancement in the
corporate hierarchy, aspirations are higher for men in general.

Traditionally, our culture has emphasized career success for men and the
maintenance of interpersonal relationships for women.23 Indeed, many men
still equate making money and achieving status and power with their mas-
culinity. But we don't think this is the entire explanation. It's likely that many
more women would aspire to top management positions were it not for two
additional factors: the "glass ceiling" effect and the demands of family life,
disproportionately borne by women.24

The glass ceiling, while invisible, is a very real barrier that prevents
women (and minorities) from reaching the seats of organizational power,
often stalling their careers at lower- and middle-management levels.25 Insti-
tutional sexism, gender-role stereotypes, and biased management practices—
all elements of the glass ceiling—can serve to discourage even the most ambi-
tious women from striving for top management positions. For most of us,
reality has a way of dampening our aspirations.

Of course, many women have concluded the path to the executive suite is
simply not worth pursuing, glass ceiling or no. Every accomplishment comes
with a price, and a senior management position may simply demand more
time and greater single-minded devotion to career than many women (and
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men, for that matter) are willing to devote, especially if status and power are
not important personal values.

Women face a lot more competing demands for their time than do men,
because child-rearing remains women's responsibility. We mentioned that
dual-earner mothers substantially reduce their work hours compared to all
other groups of business professionals. Many of these women, realizing that
long work hours get in the way of family responsibilities, make a choice to
limit career involvement, at least temporarily, to meet family needs. Less than
10 percent of these dual-earner women believe their careers have a higher
priority than do their husband's careers.

These findings would seem to imply that women are generally less
involved in their careers than are men because they are more highly engaged
in their family lives. To explore this possibility further, let's look at the family
involvement of both women and men.

Demonstrating involvement in family

Many circumstances attest to our involvement with family life. We get mar-
ried, or perhaps establish some other long-term relationship. We become
parents. We devote a substantial amount of our time to home and family
activities. We adjust our work schedules to accommodate family needs. We
become psychologically involved in the daily lives of family members.

If being married and having children defines "family involvement," it
would appear from our business professionals that men are more involved in
family life than women. But a closer look at other aspects of family involve-
ment reveals a different picture (see Table 2.1). For example, women spend
about two hours more each week on household activities than do men. When
we factor in family structure, we see an interesting contrast in dual-earner
families with children: the difference in time spent on household activities by
women and men is nearly four hours a week. Granted, these differences in
time spent are not that great. But when it comes to childcare activities, the
differences are dramatic. In general, women average more than three times the
number of hours per week than men. This disparity in time spent on the kids
is even greater between dual-earner mothers and dual-earner fathers. Indeed,
there is a substantial difference in the total number of hours spent each week
on work, home, and children by dual-earner mothers (96 hours) compared to
dual-earner fathers (76.3 hours).26 It is plain to see that dual-earner mothers
take on a "second shift" of family responsibilities when they get home from
work.27

Women are more focused on family than men are in other respects, too.
For example, women are more psychologically involved than men are with
their families of origin (their own parents and siblings). The same holds true
for their families of creation (their own spouses and children). Moreover,
women are much more likely than men are to take an extended amount of
time off from work after childbirth and to return to work part-time.

Why this greater involvement? In large part, the answer lies in the way
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TABLE 2.1

How involved are we in our family lives?

1 MEN | I WOMEN!

••MARRIED* « 80.5% 63.7%

>• PARENTHOOD
Currently parent* < 68.4% 34.9%

Expect to become parent* •« 69.1% 72.1%

Number of children now * < 2.2 1.6

Number of children anticipated < 2.4 2.3

- HOURS PER WEEK SPENT ON
Household activities' •< 9.4 11.5

Childcare activities * < 13.2 40.5

> HIGH PSYCHOLOGICAL INVOLVEMENT
In family of origin* < 30.5% 44.6%

In family of creation* -. 77.8% 92.5%

»• ADJUST WORK SCHEDULE FOR FAMILY
< 21.3% 22.3%

-CAREER INTERRUPTIONS
Took time off after first child * < 47.3% 77.7%

Amount of time taken off (median)" < 1 day- 1 wk 6wk-3 mo

Returned to work part-time* < 1.7% 34.9%

» Difference between men and women is statistically significant.

females are socialized, beginning in childhood. Generally, the process of
establishing intimate relationships with other people is a central part of a
woman's self-identity.28 Since the family is a natural arena in which to estab-
lish intimate relationships, it is no surprise that women commit more time to
their families than do men.29 It could even be that for women—having tradi-
tionally had responsibility for the family domain—involvement in the intima-
cies of family life becomes second nature.

Socialization affects males as well, of course. Men are taught to expect
their wives to assume responsibility for the family's emotional well-being.
These expectations are reinforced in the media, at work, and in other social
institutions. Even with the changes we've seen in recent years in the division
of household labor,30 women are still expected to restrict their careers to
accommodate family needs.31

This is where our finding that women in managerial and professional cir-
cles are less likely than men to be married and have children comes into play.
It's something observed in other research and undoubtedly reflects the ten-
sion many women anticipate between career and family.32 Sensing that mar-
riage or parenthood will interfere with a demanding career, some of these
women make the choice to focus on work and postpone or even avoid mar-
riage or motherhood altogether.
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Gender differences emerge perhaps most strongly when it comes to the
issue of tradeoffs between life domains. While it may appear to some people
that everyone has equal access to a variety of options, there are in fact some
striking inequities in how tradeoffs unfold.

Inequities in Our "Available" Choices

How we spend our time, where we invest our emotions, and where we're
willing to forego involvement is often a choice. But is it as much a choice for
women as it is for men?

Who has more choice;'

How often have we heard that men can have it all—a successful career and a
satisfying home life—whereas women have to make tradeoffs between com-
mitment to a career and commitment as wife and mother? Here are some
examples that speak to the issue of how, for many women, work and family
are competing priorities in a zero-sum game.

The Choices We Face
As a society, we must choose to correct the problem of unequal
access to success in both work and family roles. This will
require creating the options that allow more of us—especially
women, but men too—to match our values with our actions.

• Women who are highly focused on their careers are less likely to get
married than women not focused on their careers. For men, the like-
lihood of marriage is the same whether or not they are highly focused
on their careers.

• Women who are highly focused on their careers are less likely to have
children than women not focused on their careers. Yet men who are
highly focused on their careers are just as likely to have children as
men who are not focused on their careers.

• Women who are highly focused in their careers have fewer children
than women not focused on their careers. For men, it makes no dif-
ference: those highly focused on their careers have just as many chil-
dren as men not focused on their careers.

These examples could mean that women who are highly focused on their
careers are discouraged from starting or expanding a family, and thus make a
choice not to get married, not to have children, or to have a small number of
children (see Figure 2.2). But they could also mean that a high level of
involvement in family—being married, having children—deters a woman
from becoming highly involved in her career. Most likely, both scenarios
apply. And both are consistent with the idea that women, compared with
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men, are more likely to experience constraints; to have to make tradeoffs
between career and family.

The dynamics of tradeoffs

We asked our business professionals directly about being forced to make
tradeoffs, and whether they believe family interferes with career. The results
are shown in Table 2.2.

What exactly do we mean by tradeoffs? The dictionary definition is "the
exchange of one thing for another."33 In the work-family arena, a tradeoff
involves foregoing success and fulfillment in one area of life to gain success
and fulfillment in another. As with other compromises, these imply achieving
less in either the work or family domain.

The vast majority of us are making tradeoffs all the time as we juggle
career and family responsibilities. What drives all of us to make these trade-
offs? First, there is the sense that we can't have it all in life. Then there is the
realization that the conflicting demands of work and family require that we

TABLE 1.2

Does family interfere with career?
Are tradeoffs necessary?

Percentage of men and women who believe their family
interferes with their career* 1 — r̂ r: — i i i

1 MtN 1 I WOMEN 1

«• MARRIED •< 15.6* 27.5a

> NOT MARRIED " 5.2° I5.9b

> PARENT < I5.61 46.0"
> NOT PARENT •< 9.1* 9.3b

f HAVE PRESCHOOL CHILD(REN) « 17.9* 53.6*
> NO PRESCHOOL CHILDREN « I3.3b I I . 9b

Percentage of men and women who believe tradeoffs
between career and family are necessary* | — ĵ jq — i |WOMEN|

••PARENT •< 16.4* 34.3*
> NOT PARENT < 9.0* 2 1 .4b

> HAVE PRESCHOOL CHILD(REN) < 17.3° 40.0*
>• NO PRESCHOOL CHILDREN " I3.7b 2l.4b

»• HIGHLY INVOLVED IN FAMILY « 13.0* 30.6*
> NOT HIGHLY INVOLVED IN FAMILY « I6.4b I8.2b

NOTE. For each comparison, groups in the same column with the same superscripts are
not significantly different from each other.
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decide which area of our life is most important, forcing us to adjust our com-
mitments. Many people we surveyed—nearly 43 percent—believe they had
to decide which was more important to them, their career or their family.34

One thing on which nearly everyone agrees is that making tradeoffs is not
particularly satisfying. The more people believe they are making a tradeoff,
the less satisfied they are with their careers, their families, and their lives.
Although many people who make family-career tradeoffs do so with convic-
tion, believing it's the right thing to do, those tradeoffs are still compro-
mises—and few if any compromises come without some dissatisfaction, or at
least ambivalence.

Are tradeoffs between career and family inevitable? Yes, at least somewhat,
since the demands of these two roles often conflict with one another. They
are also inequitable. They fall disproportionately on one group within society.

More dual-earner mothers report that family interferes with their career
than all the other groups—an indication of what happens as a result of these
women having to bear the brunt of home and child responsibilities. Women
with children (especially preschool children) and those who are highly
involved in their family lives are most likely to feel they must make tradeoffs
between career and family. Dual-earner mothers are more likely to make
these tradeoffs than dual-earner fathers, dual-earner men in general, and
women without children.

When we ask people more specifically about how work interferes with
family and the tradeoffs they make, the conventional wisdom—that women,
compared with men, are more likely to experience constraints or have to
make tradeoffs between career and family—prevails again (see Figure 2.4).
And when we narrow things down and compare dual-earner mothers with
dual-earner fathers, the differences between the sexes become even more
pronounced.

One of our particular interests is the decision to forego career success (or a
higher level of career success) for family commitments. People in this situa-
tion deliberately restrict their pursuit of career success to accommodate the
needs of their family. More dual-earner mothers than fathers believe that
family demands—especially the demands of being a parent—limit their
career success, and that they must make sacrifices in family and personal life
to achieve career success. Mothers, more preoccupied with family concerns
while on the job, experience greater stress and pressure at work. Because of
their extensive family responsibilities, they tend to turn down career develop-
ment opportunities. Clearly, gender is a major factor when it comes to trade-
offs.

Some of us make more tradeoffs than do others. One reason is the strong
desire (or need) to devote a great deal of time to one particular life domain.
For many women, that usually means family—and undoubtedly, the alloca-
tion of time to family cuts into the time available to devote to career. This is
why dual-earner mothers we surveyed report making tradeoffs more than all
other groups. Nearly 70 percent of the dual-earner mothers feel they must
decide whether work or family is more important—and in their case, it gen-



36 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

FIGURE 2.4

What interferes with career and family?

erally means making sacrifices in career so that they can participate more
fully in home and family life.

We believe a woman's conception of what it means to be a good parent
drives these sacrifices. If being a successful mother means having a rich emo-
tional relationship with children, being a consistent source of tangible and
emotional support, and being physically and emotionally accessible to chil-
dren when needed, then it is virtually impossible to succeed without taking
considerable time and attention away from the career. These values, devel-
oped through early gender role socialization and reinforced by the unwilling-

NOTE. All differences between men and women and
between dual-earner fathers and dual-earner mothers
are statistically significant.



Choosing Work or Family .. . or Both? 37

ness of many husbands to participate more in home life, cause these women
to restrict their career involvement and trade off career success for family ful-
fillment and well-being.

This conception women have of their family role helps explain our earlier
suggestion that some career-oriented women may avoid extensive family
commitments by remaining single or choosing not to have children. Why?
They are more likely than men to perceive that career commitments and
career success are, or will be, jeopardized by the responsibilities that come
with those choices. This isn't surprising, since women overall tend to be more
highly involved in their families than do men. These conflicting pressures
from career and family require women, more so than they require men, to
decide which role is more important in their lives. The unmarried women
who have not directly experienced these conflicts may learn about potential
conflicts from family, friends, and the media, and hence anticipate extensive
career-family conflict.35

Another problem women face is the perception of their employers that
those among them who want to balance career and family are not committed
to their work.36 These women, stereotyped as lesser contributors and with
bosses who may choose not to invest in them, lose out on training, coaching,
and other career development opportunities.37 Then there is the issue of flex-
ibility in work arrangements—because employers often provide little, women
are often left with two alternatives: work long hours or quit. In this way
employers actually discourage career-oriented women from establishing
strong family commitments—in other words, forcing a tradeoff.

The Choices We Face
Employers that choose not to support life beyond work create
an imperative for their employees: choose between career
advancement and devotion to family.

Among our business professionals (women and men alike) who work in
organizations they feel are not supportive of their personal life interests,
more than half believe they must choose whether work or family is more
important. Contrast this with those who work in supportive organizations,
where one-third feel they must decide between the two. If employees are
required to choose between advancing their careers and devoting time to
their families, if the employer is unsympathetic to employees who are jug-
gling work and family responsibilities, and if the employer fails to provide
flexibility, family-involved employees find it difficult to meet family commit-
ments and still succeed at work. Chapter 7 explores the context and conse-
quences of employer support for life beyond work; there we show how an
employer's family-friendliness can, among other benefits, increase the
chances of career success for working mothers.

Society encovirages men to succeed in their careers, spurring a high level
of career involvement among many dual-earner lathers. Women, however,
invest more time and emotional energy in their families than do men, and
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many believe it is virtually impossible to be fully engaged in their careers and
still live up to society's (and their own) expectations about their roles as wives
and mothers. It is small wonder then that substantially more dual-earner
mothers than dual-earner fathers believe a demanding career makes it diffi-
cult to be an attentive spouse or partner. And it should come as no surprise
that many family-involved women avoid making extensive commitments to
their careers, at least while their children are very young. In fact, dual-earner
mothers with preschool children work nine fewer hours each week (39) than
dual-earner mothers with older children (48).

Are tradeoffs constant? Each of us may find that our criteria for what we
consider a successful career shift over the course of our lifetime. Some
women, and perhaps some men, may willingly restrict their career involve-
ment when their children are very young without feeling devastated by the
tradeoff. The importance of being physically and emotionally available to
their children outweighs the importance of attaining career growth and suc-
cess. Several years later, however, these same people may reevaluate their
family responsibilities and their career aspirations and decide to increase
their level of involvement in work.

Tradeoffs are inevitable. After all, most people want to experience some
level of fulfillment in a variety of life activities—family, career, community,
and self-development—and it's unlikely to happen without some compro-
mises. We think it is important to prioritize life goals, to decide which activi-
ties and accomplishments provide the most meaning to our lives at any given
time. Facing tradeoffs might not be so bad, therefore, because it forces us to
define our priorities. But tradeoffs become problematic when they are too
severe and when they detract substantially from our quality of life—as in
when being a loving spouse or parent cuts too deeply into a satisfying work
life.

The Choices We Face
Tradeoffs between work and family are inevitable. The down-
side of these tradeoffs can be mitigated, at hast in part, by see-
ing them as opportunities to make conscious choices among life
priorities; to become clearer about our values.

Of course, not all men and women respond to the inevitable tradeoffs by
favoring one domain over the other. Some people have figured out how to
ease some of the pressures that come with tradeoffs by, for example, success-
fully managing the boundaries between their different life domains and tak-
ing advantage of the resources available to them at work and at home. More
on this in later chapters.

Four Conclusions about Choice and Involvement

From what we have presented so far, we reach four major conclusions about
involvement in different spheres of life.
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It is difficult to be highly involved in both career
and family at the same time.

Career-focused people are less psychologically involved in their families, are
less likely to adjust their work schedules to accommodate family or personal
needs, spend fewer hours per week on household activities, and take less time
off from work following childbirth compared to people who are less engaged
in their careers. At the same time, individuals with family as their life role pri-
ority are less involved in their careers and are less likely to aspire to senior
management positions.

We believe the expectation or anticipation of work-family conflict leads
many people to focus their lives on either career or family. This is not to say
that people in the career group ignore their families or that family-focused
individuals disregard their careers. Rather, people in each group give primary
emphasis to one role or the other, which guides the way they divide their time
and distribute their emotional energy. The fact that more than 70 percent of
our sample are focused primarily on one part of their lives (the career group,
the family group, and the self/society group) lends further credence to this
view.

Nonetheless, it is possible to be highly involved
in both career and family.

Remember that nearly 30 percent of the people we studied are in the career +
family group. These people are generally satisfied with their lives, and they
demonstrate that people can reap the benefits and cope effectively with the
demands of being highly engaged in both career and family, often with the
support of other people in their lives.38 Social support can help us juggle our
work and family lives, as we show in Chapters 6 and 7. The information,
understanding, and direct help we receive from partners and employers can
help reduce role conflict and increase both our sense of personal well-being
and our career success.

Women experience more constraints than do men
and must make more tradeoffs.

Career-focused women are less likely to get married and have children than
are other women (and, for that matter, career-focused men). Moreover, those
women who do combine marriage and children with a career—the dual-
earner mothers—substantially reduce the time they spend at work and expe-
rience more interference between family and career than do dual-earner
fathers. Working mothers are the most vulnerable to pressures to curtail their
career commitments.

Of course, we could attribute these differences to the fact that women are
more likely to have family as their life role priority, whereas men are more
likely to be in the career group. But this doesn't tell the entire story. Even
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within the family-focused group, women work fewer hours and hold lower
career aspirations than men. And even within the career-focused group,
women are less likely to get married and have children than men. Thus, the
constraints women face are due to more than their life role priorities. No sur-
prise: it is the unfortunate reality that women face more obstacles than men
do in juggling career and family.39

There is a great deal of diversity in the priorities people attach to
different parts of their lives.

From what we found among our business professionals, we conclude that life
role priorities depend very little on our background characteristics. Mostly,
they develop from how we define success in our careers and in our lives.
Career-focused people value status, challenge, and money; family-focused
individuals value family relationships; and people in the self/society group
value personal growth and development. Giving priority to specific roles in
life enables us to live in ways that in turn reinforce our basic values.

We return to the life role priorities—choices about where we devote our
time and energy—in subsequent chapters as we examine the ways in which
career and family affect each other over the course of life. To begin, we'll
explore how family life affects career success. Do extensive family responsi-
bilities limit the success we achieve in our careers? If so, why? What role do
our work experiences play in this process? Are women, in fact, more con-
strained by family responsibilities when it comes not just to their career
involvement, but also when it comes to their capacity to achieve actual career
success?

The next chapter presents answers to these questions, as we extend our
exploration of how our values and the specific choices we make influence
whether work and family will be allies or enemies. We focus on the effect of
family on career, follow that with a chapter on the effect of career on family,
and then explore more specifically how parents' careers affect their children.
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How Family Affects Career Success

Despite the variations in life role priorities that we've just observed, it
is still the case that for many (if not most) business professionals, hav-

ing a successful career means a great deal. It does more than pay the bills
and provide a nice lifestyle—a successful career carries social status and
creates a feeling of self-fulfillment. It is no surprise, then, that the majority
of the business professionals we studied—more than 80 percent—told us
that when they judge the success of their own lives, their careers are a very
important part of the equation.1

Most business professionals eventually get married and have children,
which creates the challenge of achieving a meaningful integration of fam-
ily life and career. We've seen that it can be difficult to maintain a high
level of involvement in both career and family—although it is possible. But
can we really achieve success in one domain if we are highly involved in
the other? Our focus in this chapter is on whether it's possible to achieve
career success if we are deeply involved with family—which has implica-
tions for employers and employees alike.

Here we explore how family responsibilities affect our business profes-
sionals in the career domain. Not surprisingly, we discover that marriage
and children can limit career success, but not always. Women pay a hefty
price, while men can actually benefit. How this works may come as a
surprise.

One may justifiably conclude that the story of how family affects career
is a story about enemies. When it comes to career, we see that there are
detrimental consequences that accompany commitments to marriage and
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children, particularly for women. Traditional sex role stereotypes exact a con-
siderable toll—there is even a bias against men who do not fit the traditional
mold. We believe (and recent research affirms) there is a bias in many organi-
zations against dual-earner fathers and in favor of men whose wives stay at
home.2 Generally speaking, we see that having a family is a career asset for
men: Compared to single men and those without children, married men and
fathers have greater authority on the job, which improves their chances of
career success.

The challenge of transforming social roles for men and women, and of
transforming organizational cultures, is daunting—but necessary if we are to
make family an ally of work not just for some, but for all. Transformation is
the subject of our concluding chapter, where we offer some practical recom-
mendations for change. Before that we'll show how aspects of one's life out-
side of work—for instance, social support from our spouses and partners—
can actually create value for one's career and thus make family work's ally.

Here we want to explore what is behind the bias faced by women and by
certain men with families—how family works as a bonus or penalty—and
gain an understanding of the choices and tasks facing each of us as individu-
als. Men and women need to see how involvement in their families affects
their career accomplishments. Such insight can be invaluable as each of us
makes our individual choices about what really matters to us in our lives, and
as we look for ways to cope effectively with the pressures and stresses of our
different life roles. Ultimately, we believe it can help us achieve success and
satisfaction in our lives, and will strongly affect whether the adverse effects
discussed here can be reversed and family can become more of an ally of
work.

Two Questions

We are able to answer two important questions, thanks to what we learn from
the business professionals we studied. Knowing the answers, we believe,
helps clarify the choices men and women face.

• Do family responsibilities restrict career success or do they enhance
career success?

• Do family responsibilities have the same effects on the careers of men
and women?

A sizable group of our business professionals believe the demands of fam-
ily life interfere with achieving career success. And even more are convinced
they could achieve more success in their careers if they were willing to make
sacrifices in their family and personal lives. But are these beliefs well-
founded?

The idea that family commitments can limit career success is not new. The
reason for the limit is straightforward enough: family commitments intrude
into the time and energy we could otherwise devote to a career. That is surely
why married women and women with children work more sporadically than
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women without these family responsibilities, and why they are more likely to
hold part-time positions than all other groups of adults in the workforce.3 We
also know that men and women who are highly involved in their families often
adjust their work schedules to accommodate the needs of their families.4

Are the effects the same for men and women? Some researchers argue that
women incur a "family penalty" in their careers because women shoulder
most of the family and home responsibilities. A man, conversely, gains a
resource or "bonus" from having a family, one that actually boosts his career
success—his wife's involvement in the home enables him to pursue career
interests relatively free of family distractions.5

We want to understand whether and how such bonuses and penalties apply
to our business professionals. How persistent and pervasive are they? What
role do bonuses and penalties play in whether family and work are or can
become allies or enemies? To answer these questions, we first need a defini-
tion of career success.

What Is Career Success?

Success, whether in career or family, means different things to different peo-
ple. Each of us has our own set of values and our own feelings about what suc-
cess looks like. It is possible, however, to go beyond subjectivity and apply
some extrinsic indicators of whether people have, in fact, achieved career
success.

We measure career success from two perspectives. One is the objective per-
spective—career success viewed from the outside. 'Two of the most common
and recognizable objective yardsticks of career success are the income we
earn and the level we reach in a corporate hierarchy. These translate into
familiar terms: money and power, two of the most widely shared values among
people pursuing managerial and professional careers in business.6 The world
typically views wealthy and powerful people as successful in their careers.

The business professionals we studied are successful, at least by the world's
objective money and power measures. A third of them earn $100,000 or more
annually, and a fifth earn more than $140,000 each year.7 The vast majority
are in middle- or upper-level positions. Moreover, about a quarter indicate
that their current level is as high as they wish to go in their organization. Of
the rest, a full two-thirds are moderately or highly optimistic that they will
reach their desired level in the organizational hierarchy.

The other perspective is psychological. In this sense, career success is in the
eye of the beholder. Who better than ourselves to judge the success of our
own careers? We know what's important to us, and we know how we feel
about the direction our careers have taken. Any reasonable definition of
career success, we believe, must account for the individual's satisfaction with
his or her career accomplishments. Taking into account the psychological
perspective, relatively few of our business professionals are dissatisfied with
their careers. By the subjective career success measure, then, they are doing
well. Figure 3.1 provides an overview.
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FIGURE 3.1

Different measures of career success

What Leads to Career Success?

Are there particular characteristics that lead to career success? Some people
seem to be more or less likely to attain success than others, as we learn from
the business professionals we surveyed.

Gender, age, and background

Not surprisingly, we find that a person's age makes a considerable difference:
older business professionals are more likely than their younger counterparts
to earn higher annual salaries, be in upper-level positions, and be highly satis-
fied with their careers. The greatest differences in career success are found
between those above forty and those in their twenties and thirties.

There are also striking gender differences in income and achieved hierar-
chical level, although not in career satisfaction. Nearly two-thirds of men—
compared to only 38 percent of women—earn annual salaries of $71,000 or
more. In addition, more than twice as many men as women occupy upper-
level positions.8

A person's race is unrelated to income but is related to achieved hierarchi-
cal level and career satisfaction.9 About twice as many whites as nonwhitcs are
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in upper-level positions, and whites in general are much more likely to be sat-
isfied with their careers as well.10

Self-employment and industry are also related to career success. Self-
employed individuals are more likely to be in upper-level positions and to be
highly satisfied with their careers than are salaried employees in organiza-
tions. In addition, people in the financial or banking field earn more money
and are more satisfied with their careers than those in other fields."

Life role priorities and other values

We also explored the effect of people's values on their career success out-
comes. Those who place substantial importance on status in their careers and
those who value material wealth in their lives are most likely to earn high
incomes, occupy upper-level positions, and experience high levels of career
satisfaction.

Life role priorities consistently relate to career success. People whose life
role priority is career + family are more likely to have reached an upper-level
position than are those in any of the other three groups. These same people
are also more satisfied with their careers. At the other extreme, those in the
self/society group earn the lowest incomes, are least likely to be in upper-
level positions, and have the lowest career satisfaction.

Work experiences

By the measures we've just presented, the most successful business profes-
sionals are likely to be white men in the career + family life role priority
group, over forty, self-employed, working in finance or banking, and placing
a strong value on status and material wealth. Most readers will probably not
fit this description. What else, then, matters?

The experiences we have at work matter a great deal. Not surprisingly, the
most important determinants of career success occur in the work environ-
ment. The people who are most successful in their careers

• are psychologically involved in their careers
• put in long hours at work
• have a great deal of authority in their jobs
• receive developmental job assignments that build their skills
• network extensively with others, both inside and outside their

employer organization

It's not difficult to grasp why career involvement promotes career suc-
cess.12 Employers tend to have the highest regard for employees who devote
the most time to work, who appear to demonstrate that they are highly moti-
vated, and who are most involved psychologically in their careers. This view
reinforces itself: not only do highly involved employees often perform more
effectively on the job (as we find •with our business professionals), they also
may be given more attention and more opportunities to achieve success. We
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observe, for example, that individuals highly involved in their careers receive
more coaching and more developmental job assignments than do those who
are relatively uninvolved in their careers. It has been well documented that
these factors—job authority, developmental assignments, coaching, and net-
working—play an important role in promoting career success.13 Each factor
can help an employee develop skills and contacts that in turn contribute sub-
stantially to a successful career.

It makes sense that employers in general are most willing to invest in the
people who appear to be the most committed to their work. As we will see
below, however, this preference has a negative effect when it comes to the
career success of women.

Family: Bonus or Penalty?

It is often claimed that when it comes to careers, certain elements of family
are a help to men and a hindrance to women.14 Presumably, employers view
married men as motivated, responsible, and stable, and are therefore more
willing to invest in the careers of married men than unmarried men. There
seems to be a bias in favor of married men in the traditional family structure.
Moreover, married men often have the active support of wives, who can bol-
ster their husbands' careers.15 Hence the bonus.

The flipside—the penalty—is that marriage detracts from a woman's
career success. Married women, goes the conventional wisdom, are less likely
to be committed to their own careers and are less likely to relocate for their
jobs because of the constraints of their husbands' careers. In addition, organi-
zations may view married women as a risky investment—after all, they're
likely to have children and become even less committed to their careers in the
future.

We've dubbed this hypothesis "BOP"—for family "bonus or penalty." It is
rooted in old stereotypes, flowing from the view that married men are so
focused on generating income for their families that their work demands will
inevitably take precedence over other family responsibilities. Further, the
hypothesis is based on the belief that married women—especially mothers—
are so committed to their families that their family responsibilities will
inevitably take precedence over their careers.

As with most stereotypes, there is an element of truth here, although gen-
der differences in career and family orientation have diminished in recent
years and will likely diminish even more in the years ahead. We're glad to see
these stereotypes starting to fade. We later discuss some concrete suggestions
for how individuals, employers, and society in general can make advances
toward changing these stereotypes.

The question before us here is whether the BOP hypothesis answers the
questions we posed earlier about the effect of family life on career success.
Specifically, what are the effects of marriage, the influence of children, and
whether a spouse works outside the home? The answer, put bluntly, is that
gender rules. Let's look more closely at the ways in which women—particu-
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larly working mothers—are the most vulnerable to suffering career penalties
and work-family stress.

Marriage: help or hindrance?

Does marriage affect the careers of men and women in the same way? Our
findings on marriage support half of the BOP hypothesis. Marriage does pro-
vide a bonus for men, but it does not exact a penalty on women.16 As we see in
Figure 3.2, married men reach a higher-level position in the organization
than do unmarried men. In fact, 58 percent of the married men we surveyed
occupy upper-level positions in their organizations, compared to only 34 per-
cent of the unmarried men. And these higher-level positions translate into
more money for the married men, who in turn are more satisfied with their
careers.17

Why are married men more successful in their careers than unmarried
men? We looked at a wide range of factors in search of the answer: how
involved they are in their careers, how likely they are to relocate for their
careers, and how much coaching they receive from others at work (to men-
tion just a few). It turns out that only one factor explains the greater success
of married men: these men have more authority in their jobs than unmarried
men. Authority has a positive impact on their income, the organizational
level they attain, and their career satisfaction.18 Authority over work—control

FIGURE 3.2

Does being married help a career?

NOTE: In determining significant relationships between marriage and career
success for men and women, the measures of income, level, and career
satisfaction were adjusted for age and other relevant background factors.



48 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

over when, where, how, and with whom work gets done—does indeed create
greater career success.

How do these men come by greater authority on the job? As the BOP
hypothesis suggests, married men may be given more authority or encour-
aged to take on additional authority simply because they are perceived as
mature and responsible. Alternatively, it might be that married men, because
of their own needs and their feelings about themselves, actively seek more
authority in their jobs.19 Perhaps they are more mature or more self-confi-
dent because of their family responsibilities. We do know from our research
that married men are actually less interested in pursuing challenging work and
material wealth than unmarried men, so it seems unlikely that they are seiz-
ing opportunities to grab more authority on the job. It is more probable
(although we can't prove it directly) that organizations treat married men dif-
ferently from the way they treat other men, at least with regard to the author-
ity they give to people on their jobs. Such a conclusion would certainly fit
well with prevailing stereotypes.

As for women, marriage certainly doesn't help career success, but it
doesn't detract from it either. In this respect, the BOP hypothesis is off—
there is no marriage penalty for women. Add children to the equation, how-
ever, and the picture becomes quite different.

FIGURE 3.3

Does having children help a career?

NOTE: In determining significant relationships between marriage and career
success for men and women, the measures of income, level, and career
satisfaction were adjusted for age and other relevant background factors.
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Does having children interfere?

Like marriage, fatherhood has a positive effect on a man's career (see Figure
3.3). Fathers make more money and are more satisfied with their careers than
men without children. More than two-thirds of the fathers earn $71,000 or
more a year compared to one-half of the men with no children. Twice as
many fathers are in upper-level positions. Some 57 percent of the fathers,
compared to only 40 percent of the men without children, are highly satisfied
with their careers. Again, the one factor that explains these differences in
career success is the greater authority fathers report they have on the job.

Unlike marriage, motherhood does indeed work against the career success
of women on both objective and psychological dimensions. At the objective
level, mothers incur an income penalty (they earn less). So, in this respect,
our findings support the BOP hypothesis.

Delve deeper into the many factors that might explain this income penalty,
and one stands out above all others: the number of hours worked in a week.
Income increases the more hours we are willing to work, even if we are on
salary—and mothers work about thirteen fewer hours a week than do women
without children. Many mothers make a choice to limit the time they devote
to work so they can meet their family responsibilities, and this decision has an
obvious negative career consequence: if we choose to work fewer hours, we
restrict our financial success.

The Choices We Face
With the way things are now, unfortunately, choosing moth-
erhood can mean not only decreased financial success for
women, but a career satisfaction penalty as well.

It should come as no surprise that women who put in fewer hours at work
are penalized. Most people believe, quite reasonably, that the more time
spent at work, the more we can produce. Add to this that employers typically
use presence in the workplace—so-called "face time"—as an indicator of
career commitment and work contributions.

Fathers in general are not as restrictive of the time they devote to work. In
fact, the fathers we surveyed work about the same number of hours a week as
do men without children. No wonder so many more mothers than fathers—
47.4 percent compared with 11.9 percent—believe that being a parent has
limited their career success!

In addition to the income penalty, there is a second penalty at work here.
We call it the satisfaction penalty. Being a mother detracts from a woman's
degree of career satisfaction. Why? A number of factors explain this phenom-
enon. Compared to women without children, mothers

• spend more time on household activities
• spend less time at work
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• are less involved psychologically in their careers
• receive less coaching at work

As we've already noted, career satisfaction is enhanced if we work long
hours, are psychologically involved in our work, and receive opportunities for
career development. Conversely, spending a lot of time on household activi-
ties detracts from our career satisfaction. No wonder mothers are less likely
to experience high levels of satisfaction with their careers.211

When we look closely at an array of factors that represent a woman's
involvement in home and family—being a mom, having young children,
being psychologically involved in family life, devoting many hours to house-
hold chores—a pattern emerges: a woman's family commitments diminish
her career activities and outcomes. Figure 3.4 provides an overview of how
attention to the world of family can result in career penalties for women.

There are several differences between women who have a great deal of
family commitments and women who do not. Women in the former group21

• spend less time at work
• are less involved psychologically in their careers
• make more adjustments to their work schedules to accommodate

family and personal needs
• receive fewer developmental assignments
• receive less coaching at work

A woman and her family have some control over the first three. Women
with heavy family responsibilities may choose to limit the time they devote to
work to meet their family's needs. In a similar vein, some women may decide
to limit their psychological involvement in work or adjust their work sched-
ules, at least for some time during their careers. Work may simply be a less
central part of their lives compared to their family commitments.

FIGURE 3.4

A woman's commitment to family has a detrimental effect on her career
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Why women with extensive family commitments—in particular, women
with young children—receive fewer developmental job assignments is more
complicated. Part of the answer is that many of these women decide to limit
their career involvement to some extent. We find that nearly twice as many
dual-earner mothers as dual-earner fathers turn down job activities or oppor-
tunities they feel they should take on. Clearly, this is a concession that allows
some women to attend to home and family matters. In that sense, the deci-
sion is voluntary—although there may be considerable ambivalence involved.

It is also possible that employers simply do not offer as many develop-
mental assignments to these women. Perhaps employers assume in advance
that the opportunities will be turned down. Or employers may believe these
mothers won't be able to handle the assignments satisfactorily because they
involve extra hours, evening or weekend work, perhaps travel. Or employ-
ers may simply believe it's not worth investing in the careers of these moth-
ers, who may quit their jobs because of work-family conflicts.22 Most likely,
several factors are working in tandem here, some based on the woman's
own decisions (which may in part reflect the anticipation of conflict) and
others on the discriminatory treatment they experience at their employer's
hands.

We have already shown that certain work experiences—time, psychologi-
cal involvement, authority, and opportunities for career development—pro-
mote career success. We've also seen that women with families suffer a
penalty that constrains career success—a penalty that men do not generally
experience. Now we can see an important reason: women's family responsi-
bilities interfere with some of the very work experiences that would have
improved their chances for career success.23

These family responsibilities limit the career involvement of women more
than they do men. And, as we've said, having young children reduces a
woman's exposure to developmental job assignments. Then there is the issue
of work schedules: having children is more likely to lead women than men to
adjust their work schedules to accommodate family or personal needs.

In short, family responsibilities penalize women; they inhibit career
involvement and opportunities for career-building assignments. The result is
diminished career success.

A working spouse: advantage or disadvantage?

If there is any sort of family-related penalty for men, it has to do with
whether their spouses work outside the home. If husband and wife both work,
they are likely to share home and childcare activities more than men or
women whose partners stay at home. But are individuals in the latter group
more successful in their careers? It is plausible to expect they would be; after
all, as the BOP hypothesis suggests, stay-at-home spouses may make it possi-
ble for sole breadwinners to devote more time and energy to the workplace.

To find the answer, we compared the career success of two groups of men:
dual-earner fathers (whose wives are employed outside the home) and single-
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earner fathers (whose wives stay at home). We would have liked to contrast
the career success of dual-earner mothers and single-earner mothers (with
stay-at-home dads) as well, but the small number of single-earner mothers
among those we surveyed precluded such an analysis.

What do we find? There are no differences in organizational level or
career satisfaction between the two groups of men. However, single-earner
fathers do earn higher incomes.24 Why? We know it's not a matter of age or
type of employment, because we adjusted our measure of income for these
factors.25 We did find that single-earner fathers are more psychologically
involved in their careers and spend less time on household activities than
dual-earner fathers, and that the wives of single-earner fathers spend more
time on household and childcare activities than the wives of dual-earner
fathers. Even these factors, however, do not explain the salary difference
between the two groups.26

We wondered if the discrepancy was related to the number of hours
worked, or factors on the job. But single-earner fathers do not work longer
hours. They don't relocate any more frequently, nor do they receive more
coaching, authority, or developmental assignments than do dual-earner
fathers. Educational achievements, career/life values, or job performance—
all of which are essentially the same for both groups—cannot explain the
greater income of single-earner fathers. Why, then, do single-earner lathers
earn higher incomes?

Ours is not the first study to demonstrate that there's an income penalty
for dual-earner fathers.27 And the specific reasons behind this penalty remain
a matter of conjecture. The disturbing conclusion we come to is that the fam-
ily bonus appears to be available mainly to men in "traditional" marriages—
those with children and a stay-at-home wife.

It seems that employers, consciously or unconsciously, favor single-earner
fathers when it comes to distributing financial rewards. There are several
possible explanations.28 One is that employers may believe single-earner
fathers require more money than single men (whose expenses are less) or
dual-earner men (whose wives contribute to the family income). The result,
though, is that employers are allocating financial rewards based not on merit
but on perceived need.29 Maybe employers prefer the traditional male-headed
household structure. Today, most senior managers are themselves single-
earner men. Perhaps those in power personally prefer others who have family
structures similar to their own. Managers may be more likely to develop rela-
tionships with their own kind, and in turn reward those with whom they have
these close relationships—establishing, in effect, a sort of cycle where they
perpetuate their stereotype of the single-earner father.30

Whatever the answer, when it comes to the family income bonus, not all
married men are created equal. Of the four groups of married men we stud-
ied, the single-earner fathers earn the most money. Dual-earner fathers, then,
don't do as well as single-earner fathers. How do they stack up against their
female counterparts, dual-earner mothers, when it comes to career success?
We might expect to find greater career success among dual-earner fathers
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because they are highly involved in their careers. Dual-earner mothers,
remember, are more highly involved in their families. If there are differences
in career success between these men and women, perhaps we can attribute it
to these patterns of career and family involvement.

What we do find is that although dual-earner fathers and mothers reach
similar organizational levels and are equally satisfied with their careers, dual-
earner fathers earned substantially more money than dual-earner mothers. In
fact, 70 percent of the dual-earner fathers earn at least $71,000 a year, com-
pared to 33 percent of the dual-earner mothers. And 23 percent of the fathers
earn in excess of $142,000, compared to only 8 percent of the mothers.

Why such a pronounced difference in salaries? It relates to something we
demonstrated earlier: dual-earner fathers spend less time on household and
childcare activities than dual-earner mothers. They seem to believe their
working wives will pick up any slack at home. Presumably, dual-earner moth-
ers spending a great deal of time on household and childcare activities are
freeing their husbands to devote more time to their careers.31 Consequently,
these men can spend more hours at work, and hence they are rewarded with
greater income. Put simply, if you are a dual-earner father or mother, your
financial success is due primarily to how you allocate your time. The old gen-
der role expectations are in full force here: men devoting more time to work,
women taking primary responsibility for the household and children.

What Conclusions Can We Draw?

At the outset of this chapter we posed two questions: Do family responsibili-
ties restrict career success or do they enhance career success? And, do family
responsibilities have the same effects on the careers of men and women?
We've shown that family life can and does indeed influence career success, but
in different ways for men and women, and we can draw two major conclusions.

Work-related experiences are crucial and powerful
determinants of career success.

The most successful individuals work long hours, are psychologically
involved in work, have a great deal of authority on the job, receive many
developmental job assignments, and network extensively inside and outside
the company. In fact, these work-related experience are much more impor-
tant than family factors (such as marriage and parenthood) in determining
income, hierarchical level achieved, and career satisfaction. From the busi-
ness professionals we surveyed, we can actually quantify how much: work-
related experiences are roughly three times more important than family fac-
tors in determining income, five times more important in determining
organizational level, and fifteen times more important in determining career
satisfaction.

Women, however, find their involvement in work—and consequently
their exposure to career development opportunities—determined in large



54 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

part by their family responsibilities. It's a vicious circle: these women cannot
(or do not choose to) be as involved in work as their male counterparts, and as
a consequence do not get the same opportunities as men—opportunities that
are crucial to career success. In a sense, this very connection between family
responsibilities and work experiences produces the family bonus or the family
penalty.

There is a family bonus for men and
a family penalty for women.

Married men and men with children are advantaged in their careers. And
only one factor explains this family bonus: the amount of authority on the
job, which married men and fathers possess to a disproportionate degree.32

But why should this be? As we mentioned earlier, the "B" or "bonus" part of
the BOP hypothesis is that marriage and children enhance the aura of a man's
maturity, responsibility, and stability. Family men, employers may reason, are
more committed to their work and to their employer than men without such
family ties.33 It is ironic, then, that we find married men are no more involved
in work and no more committed to their employers than single men or men
without kids. Stereotypes run deep and die hard.

There are exceptions, however. Fathers as a group fare well in their careers
compared to men with no children, although dual-earner fathers suffer some
penalty. And some fathers are penalized for their family involvement. For
example, fathers who spend a great deal of time on household activities earn
less money, reach lower organizational levels, and experience lower career
satisfaction than fathers who spend only a modest amount of time on home
chores. Clearly, whoever cares for hearth and home experiences diminished
career attainments.

Again, gender is the key factor. Whereas marriage and children can pro-
mote the careers of men, marriage has neither a positive nor a negative effect
on women's career success. The presence of children, though, has a detri-
mental effect on women's income and career satisfaction.

These conclusions about how family affects work seem to be largely nega-
tive. They are the unfortunate reality of having to make the tradeoffs we dis-
cussed in Chapter 2. Except for the traditional male head of household whose
wife stays at home, family does appear to be the enemy of career success. For
this traditional father, however, career success comes at a significant price at
home, as we learn in the next chapter.

Career and family can be allies—if choices are made and priorities are set
to achieve that outcome. In Chapter 9, we offer some ideas about how to get
there for people in a variety of family structures. First, though, we will
explore the ways in which our careers can affect our family and personal lives,
and then move on to look specifically at the positive and negative impacts of
our careers on children—where the picture becomes more complex.



4

Having a Life

(,(, /~~^ et a life!" How often have we heard someone urge us to develop
VjTinterests beyond our job? All around us, we're being exhorted to

do things that will enrich and round out our life experiences and make us
better human beings. And if we take the advice, we're supposed to end up
healthier, more productive, more whole.

For most of us, this means spending time with our loved ones or doing
things that we value—recreationally, spiritually, or in some other way
that's important to us. It also means making the conscious decision to
spend time or energy on those activities even if that choice may have nega-
tive consequences for our economic status or career advancement. It
means finding a way to make work the ally of "getting a life"—of finding a
way to overcome the inevitable conflict between two different life
domains.

How do we get to the point where we can get a life? And how do we
know if we've succeeded in getting one? The answer, in part, is to find a
way to be satisfied with work and family. As we've been doing throughout,
we're emphasizing what we call cross-domain effects. Our last chapter
addressed how family affects work and career. This chapter is about how
work and career affect family and personal life.

Some of what we report will come as little or no surprise to most read-
ers. We get confirmation that what each of us values—what we care
about—influences our satisfaction with the different domains of our lives.
We also see that choices we make about our involvement in our careers
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have a lot to do with our family and personal life satisfaction, and hence with
whether work is the enemy or ally of life beyond career.

It will come as little surprise that persistent gender role stereotypes have a
lot to do with the life satisfaction of people in our survey, and probably that of
most readers. Most men are busy being breadwinners. They experience
greater satisfaction in their family roles to the degree they spend more time at
work—which is consistent with the traditional notion that a man's identity is
shaped largely by his work role, and that a good breadwinner is a happy fam-
ily man.1 Women, however, derive family satisfaction when they play their
nurturing roles at home, and when they take advantage of the emotional sup-
port that comes from social networks at work. This fits well with the tradi-
tional view of women.

Is there anything surprising, then, in our findings about how work affects
life? Most surprising is what we learn about time. It appears that the problem
of overwork2—too many hours spent at and on the job—may be getting more
attention than is warranted. To be sure, this time problem cannot be ignored.
And, yes, many business professionals really do feel overwhelmed by work.
But that feeling comes not so much from time spent as from the psychologi-
cal and behavioral impact of work on other life roles. The mental struggle
each of us goes through to interweave and strike a balance among our differ-
ent life roles affects whether we can get a life to a greater degree than how we
allocate time.

Another seeming contradiction is that many women feel better about their
families when they spend more time on themselves, as opposed to spending
time on nurturing others. Perhaps they have a greater need than do men to
refresh and rejuvenate, given that they face not only the pressures of work but
also childcare and household demands—their "second shift."3

Let's take a closer look at these and other findings that tell us what it
means to have a life, and how our experiences at work, our values, and our
family structure affect the effort to make allies of work and family. Among
other things, we'll explore the attributes of our experiences at work, beyond
the mental struggle of interweaving, that we find can help make work the ally
of the family. We discuss the critical importance of establishing boundaries.
And we also show evidence that supports the theme we introduced in Chap-
ter 1: It is possible to have a fulfilling career and a satisfying family life, but it
requires balanced involvement in both these spheres of our lives.

Where Our Career and Life Values Lead

What we experience in our work and our careers influences not only our sat-
isfaction in the work domain, but also our satisfaction with both our families
of creation (spouses and children) and our sense of personal growth. If satis-
faction is a step toward making allies of the two domains, it certainly helps to
learn what creates it. In this book, we're most interested in those aspects of
our lives where there is choice—where each of us can act as our values suggest.

But first, let's ask whether our business professionals are indeed satisfied
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with their lives. It turns out that most feel very satisfied with their personal
growth and development. Even more are very satisfied with their families.
(See Table 4.1.)

Satisfaction with different aspects of life for men and women does seem to
depend, at least in part, on age and family structure (Table 4.2). For instance,
men whose wives stay at home—traditional male breadwinners—rank lowest
when it comes to satisfaction with family. Being a parent appears to have pos-

TABLE 4.1

Satisfaction with family (of creation) and
oersonal prowth

— rercent mgmy satisfied with'

PERSONAL
FAMILY GROWTH

>SEX*

Men < 69" 52
Women ^ 77b 54

> FAMILY STRUCTURE*
Dual-earner women with no children •« 84" 57

Dual-earner mothers « 76a' 48

Dual-earner fathers < 73*''''c 57

Dual-earner men with no children < 7lb'c 44

Single-earner fathers < 66C 50

Single women « — 58

Single men < — 48

TABLE 4.1

Does age make a difference?

Percent highly satisfied with'
FAMILY PERSONAL GROWTH

••AGE GROUPS* 'MEN WOMEN' IMEN WOMENl
20s < 87" 92" 55 57
30s < 69" 78" 43 54

40s+ < 66" 58" 58 52

* Respondents were asked to rate how satisfied they were with different aspects of
their lives using a scale of I = not satisfied, 3 = moderately satisfied, and 5 = very
satisfied, with 2 and 4 between I and 3 and 3 and 5, respectively.The measure for
family satisfaction combined 3 items, as described in Appendix One.Those with scores
of 4.0 or higher on the combined measure are considered highly satisfied.

* Within each column, those with any of the same letters in superscript are not
statistically significantly different from each other.

* Respondents were asked to rate how satisfied they were with different aspects of their lives
using a scale of I = not satisfied,3 = moderately satisfied,and 5 = very satisfied,with land 4
between I and 3 and 3 and 5, respectively.The measure for family satisfaction combined 3 items,
as described in Appendix One. Those with scores of 4.0 or higher on the combined measure
are considered highly satisfied.

* Those with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from each
other.

* Based on a test of the mean differences among the seven groups, those with the same
letters in superscript are not statistically significant in their difference from each other.
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itive effects on whether men (but not women) feel satisfied with their per-
sonal growth and development.4 Compared to mothers, women without chil-
dren feel somewhat better about family. The parental role imposes far fewer
constraints on men than on women, and men derive greater societal status
from being a parent. Our findings also suggest that traditional family roles
for men, which limit the father's role in child-rearing, actually diminish the
capacity of these men to appreciate the satisfaction of fatherhood to its
fullest. Meanwhile, women are busy working their second shift, bearing the
brunt of responsibility for raising the kids. As a result, they're less able to
invest in their own personal growth and development.5

In general, people in their twenties are more satisfied with their families
than are people thirty or older. It may be the case that families are perceived
as less demanding when we're younger, because of simpler demands from
children and fewer demands from aging parents.

Beyond our age and our family structure, there are of course many other
factors that determine how satisfied we are with our lives. One key is how we
value the different domains of our lives. The life role priorities we introduced
in Chapter 2 have a strong influence, as shown in Tables 4.3 and 4.4.

When it comes to satisfaction with family, it's not surprising that people in
the family-focused group come out on top. Nor is it that surprising that peo-

TABLE 4.3

Do life role priorities affect satisfaction with
familv?

' Percent highly satisfied with family

.LIFE ROLE PRIORITY' ^^ iwOMENl |TOTAL|

Career + Family < 73 78 74*

Family < 77 81 78*

Career < 45 38 44C

Self/Society « 53 67 57b

TABLE 4.4

Do life role priorities affect satisfaction with
nprsnnal CJrnwth'

Percent highly satisfied
with personal growth

* LIFE ROLE PRIORITY* ^^ |WOMEN| |TOTAL|

Career + Family < 57 59 57°

Family < 55 52 54*-"

Career < 41 67 48*'b

Self/Society < 41 50 44b

* Those with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from each
other.

* Those with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from
each other.The main effect of life role priority and the interaction between sex and life
role priority is significant.
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pie in the career-focused group are less satisfied with family than are people
in all the other groups. Those in the career + family group are more satisfied
with personal growth than the other three types.6 Why? They balance their
commitment to the work and personal life domains, and end up with more of
a "life" in the process.

In addition to life role priorities, we looked at a related set of personal and
career values that matter in how much satisfaction we feel with our families
and personal growth.7 For instance, the more one values family as a success
factor in life, the more likely one feels satisfied with family and with personal
growth.8 Conversely, the more one values the material wealth and standard of
living that derive from career achievements, the less likely one is to feel satis-
fied with family. And the more highly one values personal growth, the greater
the satisfaction with that aspect of life. These findings confirm in general the
findings related to life role priority.

The message here? Making the strongest allies of work and family may
require that we adopt certain values. As an example, choosing to value mater-
ial wealth at the expense of family satisfaction may be counterproductive. If
indeed building satisfaction with our lives in both domains is important to us,
we must find ways to ensure that our choices lead toward that goal.

Where does time come in? Many employers, public policymakers, and
analysts are seeking ways to provide time so that people in the workforce can
achieve greater satisfaction with their lives beyond work. How people allo-
cate time has become a national concern. Vice President Al Gore went so far
as to convene a conference in Nashville, Tennessee, in June 1996, to focus
attention on the need to make time available for family. Both President Clin-
ton and Hillary Rodham Clinton addressed the gathering. But is more time
the remedy to what has been called the "time famine?"9

How Time Matters

What we've found shows that to craft solutions to the problem of getting a
life we must look beyond time alone. How we spend our time is only one fac-
tor in determining how we feel about family and personal growth. Our expe-
riences at work are more important. Attention must be paid not only to the
impact of worktime on our lives beyond the job, but also to the psychological
and behavioral impact of work on our lives outside of work.

Still, it would be wrong to diminish altogether the degree to which time
does matter. After all, how we allocate our time in a typical week can speak
volumes about our priorities—or the priorities imposed on us. And whether
and how much time is available has an impact on the choices we make.

Two aspects of time in particular carry some weight when it comes to satis-
faction with our families and our personal lives, depending on our age and
whether we're men or women. First, there are the hours we work. Second is
relaxation time. How these times are allocated affects whether work and fam-
ily are enemies or allies.

For our sample, hours spent at work generally have no impact on satisfac-
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tion with family or personal growth. But this masks what we find when we
look more closely by gender and age. For men, working more hours increases
satisfaction with family. This may seem paradoxical, but it certainly supports
traditional notions about the male role.10 Similarly, young men starting out in
their careers feel better about their personal growth when they spend more
time at work.11

It is the opposite case for women over thirty. More time working means
less family satisfaction—again, an affirmation of traditional gender role dif-
ferences. For younger women, however, the length of the workweek doesn't
make much of a difference when it comes to family satisfaction. It may be that
these women don't experience the family problems caused by long work
weeks because many don't yet have children.

Relaxation time appears to be crucial. Overall, ten hours spent relaxing
each week goes a long way toward creating satisfaction with family for most
people. This is particularly true for women when we look across all age
groups: they feel better about their families the more time they take for
themselves.

The Choices We Face
Experiment with how time is allocated between work and
relaxation, seeking a balance that supports a sense of satisfac-
tion with family and personal growth.

Allocating more time for relaxation, however, will only affect our satisfac-
tion up to a point. Similarly, addressing the number of hours spent working
will only take us so far toward getting a life. There are many other work and
career factors that affect how men and women feel about their families and
their personal growth. These factors help illustrate how time, while impor-
tant, is not the primary issue. And they play a crucial role in our discussion in
the next chapter, where we seek to understand the impact of parents' values
and career experiences on their children's health, behavior, and performance
in school.

Looking Beyond Time

We need to look beyond time, to factors that make up our work-related expe-
riences in order to understand how work affects our personal lives. These fac-
tors, many of which are about the way we feel about various aspects of work
and career, play a critical role in determining the degree of satisfaction we
feel with our lives.12

Psychological involvement in and satisfaction with career

The first of these factors is the degree to which we are involved psychologi-
cally in our careers. Too much involvement can have a detrimental effect at
home—if we think a lot, and worry a lot, about work, we're likely to be less
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satisfied with our family. Conversely, the deeper our career involvement, the
greater our satisfaction with personal growth. Psychological involvement in
career, then, works in opposite directions when it conies to satisfaction with
family and with personal growth. This is a key point.

A second factor is career satisfaction. It may appear paradoxical that satis-
faction with career signals a high level of satisfaction with family life and that
people feel worse about their families the more psychologically involved they
are in their careers. However, it's not an enduring paradox: feeling good
about our families is greater to the extent we enjoy our careers, but not when
we become too immersed in work. That can lead to detachment from our
families.

People become overinvolved psychologically in their work for all sorts of
reasons. One may be that work serves as some sort of refuge from a dissatisfy-
ing family life—a place where people can have the gratification that comes
with being rewarded for labor, and where emotional intimacy is simply not
required.13 But this can become a vicious circle: when work consumes too
much of our attention, we're left with little room for developing satisfying
family relationships, which in turn can lead us to pour every drop of emo-
tional energy into work.

Authority

As we mentioned earlier, another issue that has little to do with time is the
importance to our personal lives of having authority in our work roles.
Authority translates into autonomy—discretion in choosing what work to do,
how to do it, and even where and when to do it. Having decision-making
authority enhances personal growth because it can make it easier for us to
arrange our work life to allow for the pursuit of personal life interests beyond
work. It also fits in with where the world of work is headed—careers and the
design of work increasingly in the hands of the individual, with self-manage-
ment the norm. This need for authority and control plays an important part
in our recommendations in the final chapter.

Future career prospects

Beyond authority on the job, several other work factors affect our levels of
satisfaction, particularly with personal growth. These factors are connected
to the sense we may have of future career prospects. For instance, people are
more satisfied with their personal growth to the extent that they have had
recent developmental assignments at work, which suggests they're being pre-
pared for future career challenges. Similarly, people are more satisfied with
their personal growth when they feel they're likely to be promoted within the
next two years, and when they feel that achievement of their ultimate aspira-
tions for advancement is likely.

Yet another work factor beyond time is the commitment we feel toward
our work organizations. For instance, employees (both men and women) feel
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greater satisfaction with their personal growth when they have a sense of
commitment to their employers. And people are more committed employees
to the extent that they perceive their employer as supportive of family and
other non-work pursuits.

When it comes to our careers, a positive orientation toward the future is
associated with feeling good about personal growth and development, and
that positive outlook reduces the psychological pressures of work. Hope for a
bright future is a matter more of psychology than of time. Along with author-
ity and psychological involvement, it plays an important role in determining
how work affects family life and personal growth.

How Gender Matters

Thus far, in discussing factors other than time, we have not referred to any
differences between men and women. But such differences are ever-present,
and a powerful determinant in the struggle to make allies of work and family.
Where, then, do they come into play in looking at how work and career affect
personal life?

A different meaning of'work

In our opening chapter, we introduced an idea that is central here: that work
itself means something different for women and men. The traditional gender
roles society assigns to men and women become part of the complex psychol-
ogy each of us internalizes, conditioning us to experience work in particular
ways and, by doing so, reinforcing these differences.14

Several findings support our conclusion. Men are more likely than
women to measure their personal growth according to how well they per-
form in their jobs. Men also highly value that their careers provide a venue
for achievement in the world, and help establish their place in society as
breadwinners. Our study's men confirm the power of this stereotype: work
and career in today's world mean for them providing for family and perform-
ing well, above all else. For women, work and career mean first and foremost
being able to grow personally while simultaneously caring for others outside
of work.15

Gender roles are undergoing change—at least somewhat—and the tradi-
tional differentiation may also change as choices for men and women expand.
We're making progress toward the goal of a more egalitarian society in which
the range of choices available to men and women must be more than what we
have today. Still, the differences persist.

The social world of work

A key difference is the dissimilar way in which men and women view the
social world of work and career—that is, the value they place on the social
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attachments that derive from work and career, and how they see their per-
sonal lives affected by the social value of their careers.

For example, the more men value the social aspects of career, the less satis-
fied they are with their families. It's the opposite for women: the more they
value these aspects, the more satisfied they are with their families. And the
more women feel accepted at work by others, the more likely they feel satis-
fied with family.16

Men today may have only so much capacity for social relationships, and
investing in social relationships at work leaves too little for building relation-
ships at home, and vice versa. Or it may be that men who are relatively dissat-
isfied with their families fill an emotional void with their social relationships
at work. In effect, they compensate for the absence of, or the failure to estab-
lish, gratifying family relationships—just as with psychological overinvolve-
ment with career. Both explanations are plausible, but we think the former is
more likely. Gender role socialization and cultural conditioning make many
men less skilled than women in establishing close social ties.1'

Men and women get different resources from their social networks at work,
and they use those networks differently.18 We believe that networking for
women has a greater impact on enhancing self-esteem, generating a feeling of
acceptance, and creating a pool of useful information and advice. In turn,
those resources help make women more emotionally available and more
competent in their family roles.

A man may also find that networking activities contribute positively to his
self-identity and to how he sees his role in society. When networking
increases a man's sense of his own value in his career, it also enhances his self-
esteem, which leads him to feel better about himself in other important social
relationships, such as family.19 So, for a man, success in the networking part of
his career serves mostly to raise his self-esteem as breadwinner.

Both women and men advance their careers through networks. But why
does the greater value women place on social relationships at work increase
their family satisfaction? It may be that women are better able to draw upon
connections with others as sources of support in coping with conflicts
between work and family. That social support, in turn, reduces conflict and
enhances their family lives.20

The social value of career may be more accessible to women, because soci-
ety sanctions this in ways it may not for men. Is it simply more acceptable for
women to say that helping others and being respected by others are impor-
tant to them in assessing the success of their careers, whereas men are less
likely to feel comfortable including this as part of their definition of career
success? It may be that men in our society are not trained to derive the same
kinds of resources from social relationships as women—who in doing so
make work an ally of family life.

Women may rely more on the support of others at work to understand—
even to accommodate and help meet—the needs they have as working family
members who still carry primary responsibility for the social and emotional
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health of their families. Women can get important resources from their work
relationships—information, advice, and understanding—that help them
manage the dilemmas they face as mothers. This would certainly explain why
the women in our study who most value the social aspects of their careers also
feel most satisfied with their families.

Role conflicts

The interweaving between our work and personal lives (beyond the issue of
time) is a psychological phenomenon, one with profound impact. Our experi-
ences in our different life roles, both psychological and behavioral, can make
allies of work and family—or they may breed enemies. When mental pres-
sures from work interfere at home and with personal life, work can become
family's enemy.21 This impact of work interference, which can cause us to
experience conflicts between our roles at home and work, is often quite dif-
ferent for men and women at different ages.

To understand how perceived role conflicts affect us requires drawing an
important distinction between real-time allocations to work and personal life
and the psychological attention we pay to these different roles.22 With that
understanding, we can make sense of several seemingly incongruous observa-
tions, particularly about women and their relaxation.

We find that mothers over thirty experience greater family satisfaction the
more they experience work psychologically interfering with their leisure.
The converse, of course, would be that their family satisfaction is lower when
psychological interference with their relaxation is lessened. Yet earlier we
observed that women in general feel better the more time they take to relax—
in other words, when they spend more time on themselves. What does this
mean?

Without understanding the difference between real-time allocations and
psychological attention, these findings would appear to be completely con-
tradictory. Could it be that these mothers, even as they benefit from taking
time for themselves, feel better about their families so long as they believe
that their own leisure suffers because of their mental preoccupation with
work demands?

The "guilt" argument—that women feel more guilty if they spend time on
their own leisure, because they feel more responsible than men for the wel-
fare of their families—finds further support among young married women
without children. They also experience greater family satisfaction to the
degree work interferes psychologically with their relaxation. Conditioned as
they are by society to play caregiving roles, it may be that these women feel
better about their marriages when they attend not to themselves but to their
husbands—who represent the family members to be cared for, a kind of
equivalent to the children of the older women.

Clearly, working women—especially mothers—are the most vulnerable to
suffering work-family stress.23 The results for satisfaction with personal
growth show a fairly clear difference between how women in their thirties
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and women in other age groups are affected by role conflicts. Specifically, sat-
isfaction with personal growth for thirty-something women is reduced when
work interferes with both family and leisure. It seems these women run the
greatest risk of suffering diminished satisfaction with personal growth from
psychological conflicts caused by work demands.

Time horizons

Men and women have different time horizons over which they view the inter-
weaving of career and personal life interests. This difference can be illus-
trated by contrasting several observations. One has to do with what our pro-
fessionals tell us about taking time off from work following the birth of a
child (see Table 4c in Additional Tables). Unlike the more routine, often day-
to-day decisions we make about allocating time for work, family, and other
interests, taking a big chunk of time off from work for birth may happen only
once or twice in a lifetime. It's likely to have a qualitatively different kind of
effect on work and personal life outcomes.

One might assume that the more time taken off following the birth of a
child, the more satisfied one is with one's family. Women in their thirties24 are
generally more satisfied with their families the more time they took off or
planned to take off from work following their first child's birth. This illus-
trates the traditional view—apparently still relevant—that women, more nur-
turing and attuned to a broader cycle of time, are willing to make near-term
sacrifices for the long-term benefit of their families.

Men in their twenties, however, actually feel worse about their families the
more time they take off. It may seem like another paradox, but it's consistent
with the traditional view that men (especially young men) derive family satis-
faction from involvement in pursuing success in their work roles.

The time horizon difference is also made clear by these facts: it's only for
men that feeling good about family is affected by satisfaction with their jobs
at the moment; for women, it's long-term satisfaction with career that has a pos-
itive effect on family satisfaction. Job satisfaction is relatively short term,
whereas one may hold many jobs over the course of a career.

The differences between the sexes also come through when we observe
men and women attempting to manage the boundaries between their work
and their families. Take, for instance, the case of a man who actively juggles
his work schedule to meet day-to-day family demands—one important way
of managing the work-family interface. It's not just the family that benefits;
that man increases his satisfaction with family in the process. A woman,
though, is likely to find that juggling her work schedule has neither a positive
nor negative effect on her family satisfaction. Why? Again, it's a matter of
time horizons: juggling is a short-term activity, but women—unlike men—
have a long-term view. They may do far more juggling than men each day,
but what matters most to women in terms of building family satisfaction are
the long-term relationships they build with their families and their social net-
works at work.
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Balance and Boundaries

What we discover about time allocations, the effects of various career experi-
ences, and the impact of work interference are consistent with our observa-
tions regarding life role priorities and other career and life values. That is, the
relative emphasis we give to career, family, self, or society influences how we
feel about our personal growth, but in different ways for men and -women. Per-
haps this results from the traditional imbalance between roles taken in society
by men and women.

For both sexes, satisfaction with personal growth is enhanced when we
value an aspect of life that has been undervalued in traditional gender roles:
for men, investment in family; for women, investment both in career and per-
sonal development. The increase in personal growth satisfaction here may
represent some kind of beneficial balance being struck among different life
pursuits. We think people benefit from investing in the parts of themselves
that don't often get exercised: men as nurturing parents, women as hard-dri-
ving executives. In these roles, men and women express more of their poten-
tial, and are thus more satisfied with their personal growth.

The Choices We Face
Look for ways to invest in the good qualities our society says
your gender traditionally undervalues—and gain the benefits
that come with valuing all aspects of your self.

Balancing our masculine and feminine sides, though, is only one element
in making allies of work and the family. Are there other steps we must take?
How can we overcome the problem of excess psychological involvement in
career? What steps can be taken to lessen the detrimental effects of role con-
flicts? One thing is that each of us needs to create and maintain psychological
boundaries between career and our other life interests.

Our evidence on role conflicts shows that establishing and maintaining
boundaries between these two life domains is essential. This means being
able to

• protect one role from interference by another
• shift from one frame of mind to another as needed
• act in a way that is appropriate to the role we're in at the time.

Meaningful boundaries help resolve role conflicts and help make us avail-
able to those who matter to us in our non-work roles—not only behaviorally,
but also psychologically.25 And establishing those boundaries is one of the
prerequisites to success in the changing jobs of the next century.
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The Choices We Face
An important step in making allies of work and family is to
establish and maintain meaningful boundaries between those
two life domains.

The earlier in life we establish healthy boundaries between the different
domains of life, the better equipped we will be to confront and conquer the
psychological pressures each role puts on the other. The stakes get greater
over time: as we get older, the sources of our satisfaction change.26 The vary-
ing demands we face in our different life roles change, and pressures from
multiple role demands can increase over the course of our lives—making the
management of our boundaries even more important.27

Boundaries between and balance among our different life roles are major
components of "getting a life." Each of us must choose to establish bound-
aries. Each of us must also make choices about what we value most, and
understand the potential consequences of those choices—for instance, that
choosing to value career above all else may mean sacrificing satisfaction with
family.

We think there's a reason people whose life role priority puts them in the
career + family group seem to have more of a life than do all others. For them,
balance means something very specific. It is the same level of commitment to
the domains of work and family. This balance seems to make career + family
people the most likely to be able to get a life; that is, to feel satisfied with their
families and their careers.

However, the many differences we observed—between men and women
and between people who hold diverse values—suggest that it would be
unwise, if even plausible, to prescribe universal fixes to the challenges faced
by business professionals seeking to lead integrated lives. Much of the solu-
tion is really a matter of individual choice. To increase the quality of our lives
beyond work, we must be able to express to people at work what is really
important to us outside of work. We need to build the skills and secure the
resources that will enable us to achieve our life goals. One of those resources
is the support we can secure from the people in our social networks at work—
a resource women are more adept at using to benefit their families than are
men. Like members of our families, people in our social networks can help us
clarify our boundaries and help keep us on track as we seek to align our
actions with values; and in turn, help make work the ally of personal life.

Establishing limits and striking a balance are especially critical as informa-
tion-based work fast becomes the norm. The physical boundaries that once
separated work and personal life have come under tremendous pressure. In
fact, they are rapidly disappearing. Whereas once the natural order (the phys-
ical world) compelled people to work at some times and not others, in today's
wired world many of us find we can work around the clock, given the chance.
In the future it will fall to individuals to create and manage appropriate
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boundaries between work and personal life so that there can be effective
functioning in both domains.

To sum up, how we spend our time matters, but not as much as the psy-
chological relationship between and among different life roles. We find that
the mental struggle each of us goes through to interweave our different life
roles matters far more than how time is spent. If we can in some way master
that mental challenge, we are on the path to success. All sorts of career factors
and experiences—authority at work, commitment to our employer, and
bright future prospects, to name a few—are assets that can help create allies
of work and the family.

For employers, our findings imply that helping business professionals get
a life will require more than creating time for employees to spend on their life
roles outside of work. Instead, the people in our study show us that employers
need to see that enriched personal lives result from satisfying jobs and careers
in which people are able to retain a sense of balance, and maintain appropri-
ate boundaries between work and family.

Boundaries built on a foundation of clearly understood values help. Once
established, those boundaries help provide a sense of coherence and integrity
in our lives, giving us the strength to challenge the limits set by persistent
gender role stereotypes both at home and at work. They help make it possible
for us to overcome the conflict between our varying life roles and enjoy
greater satisfaction in the different domains. They help us get a life.

As one participant in our study told us, "Better balance helps me make
good decisions." It also leads to a greater likelihood that work and family will
be strong allies.
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Children: Unseen Stakeholders at Work

Researchers have historically paid considerable attention to the impact
employment—the simple fact of working outside the home—has on

mothers and their children.1 Relatively few studies, however, have focused
directly on how the quality of a parent's work life influences both the
capacity to care for children and the health and development of their chil-
dren.2 Many parents today are breaking new ground by arranging their life
roles in original ways—such as the dual-earner couple, both of whom
work outside the home. Of course, we won't know the long-term conse-
quences of variations in work arrangements until this generation of chil-
dren grows up. We can, however, assess the impact of career and work
experiences on the care that children receive and their current health and
development, and use what we learn to help guide both personal action
and corporate and social policy.

Few parents involve their children directly in decisions about either the
design of their work or about their careers. Nonetheless, children are
stakeholders at work—that is, parents' decisions have a significant effect on
their kids' health and welfare.

How do the work experiences of our business professionals affect the
care of their children? What impact does time spent at work have on a par-
ent's capacity to care well for children? How do these issues play out dif-
ferently for fathers and mothers? In what ways is work either an ally or
enemy to children's health, behavior, and performance in school? These
are the questions we address in this chapter.

For this examination of the effects of work and career on children, we
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use indicators in two categories. In the first, we look at how parents evaluate
their own performance in the parental role and how satisfied they are with
arrangements they have made for childcare.3 In the second, we explore how
children fare when it comes to their health in general, their behavior prob-
lems, and their performance at school.4

Not surprisingly, we find that children benefit when mom and dad view
being a parent as important. Conversely, they suffer when their parents value
career over family responsibilities. And children of career-focused parents are
more likely to experience behavior problems, and do less well in school, than
are those whose parents are focused on family.

One surprising result of our study is that parental performance by our
business professionals suffers among those who earn the most. With all the
tangible benefits money can buy for children, earning a high income still does
not overcome a serious problem kids face: when their parents (especially their
fathers) are so psychologically involved in work that they cannot attend well
to the demands of being a parent. Behavior problems in particular are preva-
lent when dad's psychological involvement in his career depletes his availabil-
ity to the kids—although when mom is psychologically involved in her
career, the self-esteem she accrues benefits the children.

Parents reading this chapter may find some of our observations discon-
certing. We are looking at the effects of parental values, life and career
choices, and work experiences on our children, and some will surely recog-
nize the negative effects we uncover in their own families. However, we also
show ways in which work is an ally of the family and how the resources work
provides can help parents and children. We will later address what we believe
can be done by individuals, employers, and policymakers to make things bet-
ter for all concerned.

We gauge here how our business professionals are affected as parents by
work and career, as well as the effects on their children. We then use that
information to draw some conclusions for working parents beyond our study.
To begin, we present a model for understanding how work affects our perfor-
mance in the parental caregiver role.

A Model for Understanding Work's Effects on Children

How do work and career affect us as parents? Several things matter: our work
and career experiences, the allocations of time and attention we make to dif-
ferent life roles, our personal values, and our family structure. How? We
believe these factors influence our self-esteem, our psychological and behav-
ioral availability to our kids, and the resources we can use and obtain—all of
which contribute to the provision of support to our children. Figure 5.1 illus-
trates our model, which is closely linked to the overall model we introduced
in Chapter 1 (and which we detail in Chapter 8) for capturing and explaining
the complex relationships between work and family lives.

Let's look more closely at how each of these elements in the middle of Fig-
ure 5.1 contributes to our effectiveness as parents, and our children's welfare.
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FIGURE 5.1

How work affects the capacity of parents to care for their children

NOTE: The center box is dotted to indicate that the "contributors" are studied theoretically, but not empirically, in our
research; that is, we do not have direct measures ofsome of these concepts.

Our self-esteem

For each of us, how we take up parenting tasks is affected by the answer we
give to this question: What kind of person am I? Many elements comprise
our concept of self—our self-identity—and our experiences at work and in
our career certainly have an effect. These experiences can enhance or detract
from whether we perceive ourselves as effective people and as useful members
of the community and society as a whole—in other words, how we feel about
ourselves. And it certainly makes sense that the better we feel about ourselves,
the more likely we are able to care for others, children in particular.

Our availability

As parents, we need to be there when our children need us. If we're not avail-
able, we can't give them the care and attention they require. Availability,
though, means more than being physically present. We must also be psycholog-
ically available to our children, so that we can focus our attention on them
without distraction from other concerns—such as those that originate at work.

The stakes are high when it comes to psychological availability, and chil-
dren are adept at figuring out whether mom and dad are paying attention.5 As
one researcher has made so clear: "So long as a child is in the unchallenged
presence of a principal attachment-figure, or within easy reach, he feels
secure. A threat of loss creates anxiety, and actual loss sorrow; both, more-
over, are likely to arouse anger.'"5

How does this play out for our kids? Take the example of a parent who is
physically present with his or her daughter but busy thinking about problems
that need solving at work. That child is likely to feel a challenge to her pres-
ence. The perceived challenge translates into negative consequences for her
sense of security, and in turn for her developing self-esteem.
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Business professionals may face a considerable challenge when it comes to
maintaining psychological focus on their children. The work of these men
and women professionals is often unconstrained by physical location. Even
when business professionals don't bring something tangible home in their
briefcases, they often find themselves solving work problems in their minds
while in the midst of their families.

Everyone finds it difficult, if not impossible, to be in two mental places at
the same time. The home role and the work role each require our full atten-
tion at times, and we are called upon to do some difficult psychological jug-
gling between the two. It is critical that working parents develop the "mental
agility and versatility" to switch adeptly between roles.7 It is especially impor-
tant for those of us with work tasks that can be readily taken up just by think-
ing about them. In Chapter 9 we address some practical steps to manage
boundaries and thus make psychological juggling easier.

In addition to being psychologically availabile, parents also have to be
physically (or behaviorally) available to their children. That means not only
being there to help out with homework in the evening, for example, but also
to ensure that our children get to school, to the doctor, and to others to
whom we entrust their well-being—even if only temporarily. Parental avail-
ability of that sort is influenced in part by the total number of hours our work
requires and by how much discretion we have to arrange our work schedules.

Economic and social resources

Work and career also provide resources for our family lives. For parents,
work provides resources that can make us more effective as caregivers for our
children. The most obvious is economic—our income—but there are also
social resources.

We discussed earlier how men and women use the social and emotional
support that comes from people we meet in our work roles. These social net-
works can serve to enhance self-esteem. In turn, those resources help make
parents more emotionally available to their families—an obvious boon for
children. Enhanced self-esteem leads people to feel better about themselves
in other important social relationships, such as family. Again, the kids at
home benefit. We are better able to care for others when we feel good about
ourselves.

Social networks at work can also provide a pool of useful information arid
advice that can bolster parental effectiveness, even if only by helping us real-
ize that our child-rearing challenges are not unique. With the fabric of com-
munity looser today than in decades past, the supportive relationships we
develop at work often substitute for what people once got from their neigh-
borhoods or communities. The information other parents at work provide
help keep us better informed about how to care for our children and where to
find childcare resources, pediatricians, and so on.8
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Now that we have presented our conceptual model of how our work affects
our children, let's take a closer look at the impact of what is on the left-hand
side of Figure 5.1 on the outcomes on the right-hand side. We'll use what
we've asserted about the middle box to inform our discussion. What are the
specific effects of our psychological and behavioral availability? How in partic-
ular do the economic and social resources we get from our careers affect our
children? What is the impact on our kids when our self-esteem is either high
or low? And what are the differences in all this between mothers and fathers?

What Affects Parenting and Child Outcomes?

At a June 1996 conference on family and work convened by Vice President Al
Gore, President Bill Clinton recounted what he told his staff at the outset of
his administration: If the work of the White House becomes too demanding
to the point that it begins to harm your family relationships, he told staff
members, you should quit. He even gave two examples of people following
his advice.

Like other high-powered executives who jump off the fast track, in both
cases these Clinton staffers essentially traded success in one role (work) to
prevent failure in another (parent).9 But are such trades necessary? Isn't it
possible to be successful in both domains? Some aspects of work and its rela-
tion to family life make us feel as though we're performing better as parents
and enhancing the lives of children. Other aspects, however, have harmful
consequences for parents and their children.

Before we look at those outcomes, let's review some of our earlier observa-
tions about the impact of being a parent. Not surprisingly, among our busi-
ness professionals,

• parents are more focused on their family lives, fitting their work
around their families to a greater extent than do people without chil-
dren10

• family life interferes with work for parents more than for nonparents11

• parents spend less time on their own relaxation

In general, having children means we have less time for ourselves. Parents
also have a greater need for their work and career to accommodate family
demands. Being a parent, however, affects men's careers and women's careers
in different ways.

• Fathers are more satisfied with their careers than are men without
children.

• Mothers are less satisfied with their careers than are women without
children.

• Fathers are more committed to their organizations than are men
without children.

• Mothers are less psychologically involved in their careers than are
women without children.
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• Fathers have reached a higher level on the corporate ladder in their
organizations than have men without children.

• Mothers place more value on having a career that affords more per-
sonal time and less value on acquiring wealth than do women without
children.

• Fathers have more authority in their jobs than do men without chil-
dren.

• Mothers spend less time on work and more time on household
responsibilities than do women without children.

Mothers also relocate less frequently for their careers than do women
without children, and are more likely to work in a small company. To sum up
the essence of the "bonus and penalty" hypothesis, motherhood is a career
liability, while fatherhood is a career asset. Having looked at how being a par-
ent affects work, let's turn around and consider how work and career affect
parents and children, and uncover some ways in which parents' careers pro-
vide bonuses and penalties for their kids.

Our values and priorities

Parental performance and childcare. Among our business professionals,
fathers and mothers are more likely to see themselves as performing well as
parents the more they value family.12 Similarly, placing high value on family
translates into greater satisfaction with childcare arrangements.13 The mean-
ing is clear: the more our core values are bound to family, the more likely we
are to think we do a relatively good job as a parent and in providing care for
our children when we delegate that task to others. Let's explore this connec-
tion further.

Some parents might say, "I must be good at being a parent because being a
parent is important to me." A statement like that is more than some sort of
self-justifying rationalization; it is another way to understand the relationship
between values and the behavior they motivate. The underlying statement
might be: "Because my role as a parent is important to me I try hard to be
good at it." And this applies to both fathers and mothers.

The Choices We Face
If you value being a parent, you are more likely to feel that
you 're good at being a parent.

But the effect of career values on perceptions about childcare cuts differ-
ently for women and men. Take, for instance, the career values of aspiring to
hierarchical advancement and wealth. Mothers who want money and power
from their careers see themselves as providing relatively more resources to
their children; these mothers perceive that their children receive relatively
higher-quality care than do mothers who have lower career aspirations and
who care less about wealth.



Children: Unseen Stakeholders at Work 75

Yet it is the opposite for fathers: the less a father aspires to hierarchical
advancement, the better he feels about his performance as a parent. And the
lower the value a father places on wealth, the better he feels about the care his
children receive.

Our explanation has to do with the different impact career has on each
gender's sense of identity. We believe that relatively high career aspirations
result in high levels of self-esteem for a mother, and high esteem in turn
enhances a mother's capacity both to care effectively for her children and to
arrange for effective childcare from others. When it comes to fathers, the
benefit to children comes from dad having relatively low career aspirations,
which then produces greater availability—both psychological and behav-
ioral—for his children. This, in turn, makes him a more effective parent.

Child outcomes. Parental values also affect the health and development of
children.14 For instance, all three of the child outcomes we looked at— health
in general, behavior problems, and school performance—are enhanced in
children whose mothers or fathers say that family is very important in how
they judge the success of their lives. School performance is relatively good
among children whose parents place higher value on these attributes of a
career: flexibility, time for self, and time for family. And children's general
health is higher if their parents place relatively high value on the intrinsic
rewards of work: challenge, creativity, and enjoyment.

We find a striking difference in the children of parents who fall into two
particular life role priority groups. The contrast says a lot about the effect of
work on kids: children of career-focused parents are more likely to experience
behavior problems than are those whose parents are in the family-focused
group. These same children are also likely to be doing less well in school.

Behavior problems are indicators of a child's emotional or mental health.
In explaining our model presented in Figure 5.1, we suggested that the
higher a parent's self-esteem, the more the availability, and the greater the
resources, the better the outcomes for children. In other words, children are
less likely to have emotional problems when, for instance, their parents are
more psychologically available. When career concerns invade the psycholog-
ical space parents must reserve for their children, their children's emotional
health is likely to suffer.

Why this happens is complex and perhaps surprising. Children's emo-
tional health does not result directly from how much time their parents spend
at work.15 However, differences in the degree to which work interferes with
family do help explain our findings. It seems that career-focused parents have
children with relatively more behavior problems precisely because they expe-
rience more of such interference, or role conflict, than the other life role pri-
ority types (especially those classified as family-focused).

There are several explanations for this phenomenon. Because their work
interferes more with their family life, career-focused parents may be less able
to attend to their children's emotional needs—and so these kids develop
behavior problems. It may also be that the more work interferes with family,
the more likely a career-focused mom or dad feels emotional strain—which
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may reduce self-esteem and the availability to care for children's emotional
needs. For career-focused fathers specifically, another possible reason is the
high level of psychological involvement in careers, which implies less psycho-
logical involvement in and availability to meet the needs of a child, and hence
greater behavior problems.

A parent's life role priority affects a child's performance at school in much
the same way as behavior problems. The family-focused parents among our
business professionals say that their children are doing better in school than
the children of career-focused parents. The reason: family-focused parents
are more involved in their kids' lives.

Taken together, it is clear that our values affect how well we believe we
function as parents, how satisfied we are with the care our children receive,
and how well our children develop. Again, we think this happens because of
how our values and priorities contribute—either positively or negatively—to
our sense of identity, self-esteem, and availability to meet and satisfy the
needs and interests of our children.

Our work and career experiences

As our model shows, values and priorities about career and family are not all
that matters in determining how we feel about our parenting and how our
children are doing in terms of their health and development. Certain aspects
of our experiences at work also make a difference. Some make perfect sense;
others may be surprising at first, until we take a closer look at the various ele-
ments on the left side of Figure 5.1.

Parental performance. Those among our business professionals who see
themselves performing well as parents share several characteristics of their
careers and work experiences:16

• good job performance
• a high level of job satisfaction
• an employer that is supportive of family needs
• self-employment or working in a family business
• a relatively low annual income

Let's look first at the bottom of the list above: income. Judging from our
business professionals, it turns out that perceptions about parental perfor-
mance suffer among those who earn the most. We are surprised to find that
high income produces perceptions of poor parental performance. After all,
we've already noted that those of our business professionals with very high
incomes arc perfectly happy when it comes to childcare.17 And those whose
incomes appear to be higher than those of their peers' also feel relatively sat-
isfied about childcare. So, in terms of creating a sense of satisfaction with
childcare arrangements, an abundance of economic resources is clearly bene-
ficial for both mothers and fathers. Perhaps money does allow us to buy good
childcare, even if we can't purchase good feelings about our parental perfor-
mance.
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Why, then, does high income produce perceptions of poor parental per-
formance? Could it be that people who earn very high incomes know deep
down that they are neglecting their responsibilities as parents in favor of their
work obligations, in essence making a trade of family for career? With their
feet held to the fire, perhaps these parents might say something along these
lines: "How else could I earn all that money if I didn't have to make some sac-
rifices at home, like working too many hours or being too involved in my
work?"

Indeed, high income in and of itself does not result in poor parental per-
formance. What is really operating here is that intense psychological involve-
ment in career leads to the perception of lower parental performance by peo-
ple with very high incomes.18

There is an important message here. Sure, a greater economic resource
comes with a parent's higher income. And that parent may gain some self-
esteem from that high income. However, whatever benefits children may
realize from that money seem to be swamped by the lower psychological and
behavioral availability of mom or dad.

Unlike high income, a satisfying job and a supportive work environment
improve perceptions of parental performance. Doing a good job and being
satisfied with work both contribute to feeling that we perform well as parents.
So do working in one's own business or working for an employer that is sup-
portive of family needs. In fact, other studies show that there are an array of
benefits associated with family-supportive work environments, both for
employees and employers.19 In Chapter 7, we focus on the specific impacts of
an employer's family-responsiveness.

Doing well at work and feeling good about our jobs contribute to high lev-
els of self-esteem. We feel more competent, and we build confidence that
enhances our capacity to meet the demands of our parental role. And when
we succeed in fulfilling our work responsibilities, it leads us to feel good
about being of use to our families, not to mention our communities and soci-
ety. Further, being in a work environment that supports family needs—and,
in the case of self-employment, allows for high levels of autonomy—con-
tributes to our sense that we have the support of others and the requisite flex-
ibility to be good parents.

The Choices We Face
Add children to the equation when choosing a career and select-
ing among job opportunities. The self-esteem that comes from a
satisfying career and a job well done benefits our children.

In other words, parents with these employment conditions benefit from
their access to social and emotional support. They can be available for their
children. What we see here is that the quality of work affects the experience
of parenting. Satisfying jobs performed well in supportive work environ-
ments help parents—mothers and fathers alike—feel that they are doing well
as parents.
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Childcare. Career and work experiences also affect how parents assess the
care their children receive.20 For fathers, the work factor that matters has a
negative effect: whether they have recently taken developmental assign-
ments. The more developmental assignments taken, the worse fathers feel
about childcare. Why? Perhaps it's the difficulty in arranging for childcare
when one has to travel—often a feature of these assignments.

For the moms, it is quite different. Several characteristics of work help
mothers feel better about their childcare arrangements: when they have more
authority and control in their work roles, when they feel accepted by others at
work, when they have undertaken network-building activities, and when they
are committed to their employer organizations.

Discretion, social attachments acquired through networking, and support
from others at work provide critical resources mothers need to create and
maintain adequate childcare systems. Authority at work provides discretion
in how, when, and where work gets done, which helps create the flexibility
mothers need to facilitate the timing and staffing of childcare by someone
other than themselves. Connections to others—through feeling accepted,
networking, and having a sense of commitment to one's organization—are
assets for mothers in their efforts to structure their work lives while meeting
critical family demands.

People at work can provide different types of support that are useful in
managing childcare arrangements. For example, other parents with childcare
experiences may offer needed advice or even specific ideas about where to
find good providers. And when problems arise with childcare, having some-
one to talk with about frustrations and concerns might help a parent feel bet-
ter about a difficult situation.

Child outcomes. We also learn from our business professionals that certain
aspects of work generate resources that benefit the general health of our chil-
dren.21 There are three in particular: earning a high income, having authority
in the work role, and achieving a high level in the employer organization.

The economic resource generated by a high income can be used to
enhance the quality of a child's physical environment. For instance, this
might translate into purchasing high-quality medical care or even hiring
someone to dust every day. But it may not be as obvious that other resources
from work—such as authority on the job and hierarchical advancement—
have a positive effect on our children's physical health.

Authority at work, for instance, gives us discretion in how we as parents
spend time and energy on family. This increases the likelihood that we can be
behaviorally available to attend to the needs of our children when they are
sick or have a doctor's appointment. And when we have authority, and when
we have achieved a high level in our organization, we may also feel greater
self-esteem. This comes in part from a heightened sense that we control our
own destiny. When our children observe us—their adult role models—feel-
ing bad about ourselves, they in turn are less likely to feel good about them-
selves. And when they feel bad about themselves, they are less likely to take as
good care of themselves, including physically.
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There are other work factors that affect children's health in different ways,
depending on whether it is something mom or dad experiences. For example,
children have relatively few health problems when their working mothers are
more involved in network-building activities, presumably because these
mothers gain some knowledge about how to obtain high-quality healthcare
through their networks. And a kid whose dad is better able to restructure his
work life to accommodate family needs (such as meeting healthcare needs)
has fewer health problems than other kids.

As with general health, some aspects of work improve children's mental
health and behavior.22 In most cases, however, the effect is different for moth-
ers and fathers. Relatively speaking, children have fewer behavior problems if
their moms have a high degree of control or authority in their work roles and
if their dads are highly satisfied with their jobs and feel they perform their
jobs well. Yet again, the gender contrast in the impact of work and career
experiences is most apparent when it comes to psychological involvement in
career. Children have fewer behavior problems if their mothers are psycho-
logically involved in their careers; mom's self-esteem is enhanced, and the
children benefit. And children have fewer behavior problems if their dads are
not highly involved psychologically in their careers; psychological involve-
ment depletes a dad's psychological availability to his children, which works
against the children's interests.

As with satisfaction with childcare, authority or control at work is an
important factor for mothers in its effect on children's emotional health. The
flexibility that comes with authority allows mothers greater discretion to
attend to the emotional needs of their kids. That authority may also help bol-
ster a mother's sense that she is respected and seen as capable, which in turn
may make her more effective in providing competent nurturing for her chil-
dren. Plus, many kids feel good about themselves when they see their mom as
someone with authority. Mom becomes a positive role model.

Men, as we've noted, seem to derive different benefits from work when it
comes to their self-identities. When it comes to kids' emotional health, there
seems to be a benefit when dad has a highly rewarding job at which he feels he
is performing well.23 We think it's because fathers in that situation have
higher self-esteem.

Children's school performance is enhanced when either mom or dad
achieves a high level of responsibility at work, independent of how much
income is earned. Again, we think it has to do with parental self-esteem.
When certain aspects of career, such as hierarchical advancement, benefit a
parent's self-esteem, children are more likely to see the value of applying
their own efforts at school. These kids, in turn, perform better. For mothers,
this effect is likely even greater. Furthermore, a strong network in her profes-
sional life likely enhances her self-esteem and her capacity to serve as a posi-
tive role model. A mother's career network may also provide social and emo-
tional support and information about professional resources in the area of
education.
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Our time allocations

Continuing with the left-hand side of the model in Figure 5.1, we come to
time allocations and how they affect parents and their children. We have
argued that how we spend our time doesn't matter as much as the psycholog-
ical relationships among different life roles. For business professionals, we
are convinced that getting a life requires more than finding time to spend on
life roles outside of work.

Nevertheless, time does matter—but in ways that might seem surprising.
What is most critical is our behavioral availability to our children and how
that affects the quality of care our kids receive and their health and welfare.24

For parents, time is one of the most precious resources. Committing time to
the responsibilities of parenthood can be a great dilemma for working moth-
ers and fathers. And some of the choices we make have a greater impact than
do others.25

Routine time allocations. Let's look first at the more routine (or weekly) allo-
cations of time and their effect on how well our business professionals are
doing as parents and on the health and development of their children. Much
to our surprise, hours devoted both to work and to children do not influence
how mothers and fathers feel about their performance as parents.26 This runs
counter to the widespread belief that people spend too much time on work,
with negative consequences for their kids.

In addition, time spent at work and on children has no effect on how the
people in our sample feel about childcare arrangements, nor do they deter-
mine whether kids are healthy or how they do in school. Even when we
totaled up the time spent by mom and dad, the effect on their children was
not significant.27

When it comes to routine time allocations, what mom spends on relax-
ation is the most important. The more time mothers take for their own relax-
ation, the better they feel about themselves as parents, the better they feel
about their childcare arrangements, and the fewer their children's behavior
problems. Relaxation results in rejuvenation, and time for self helps build
self-esteem. With that comes an enhanced capacity—both psychologically
and behaviorally—to attend to kids' needs.

The Choices We Make
To be better parents, moms need to make the choice to take
time for themselves, and they need the support of their
spouses, their employers, and society as a whole to do so.

Time after childbirth. As for nonroutine time allocations, more than a week
off work after childbirth or adoption seems to make a big difference, again
especially for mothers. Mothers who take more time perceive themselves as
better parents (as do fathers, though the impact for mothers is much greater).
For postpartum mothers, this time commitment to a newborn baby increases
availability and self-esteem.



Children: Unseen Stakeholders at Work 81

For both men and women, the end of the first week after childbirth or
adoption seems to be a critical juncture. Among our business professionals
there is a significant jump in parental performance ratings from those who
took a week or less compared to those who took more than a week. Why is a
week so important? Could it be that there is some biological imperative that
newborns need direct and constant attention of a parent in that period imme-
diately following birth?

The issue of returning to work part- versus full-time after childbirth or
adoption is quite different from the amount of time taken off. The reason is
related to something we've said repeatedly: men and women are taught to
have different expectations and assumptions about gender roles. Not surpris-
ingly, then, mothers and fathers feel differently about parental performance
depending on whether they return to work full-time or part-time. The effect
for mothers of returning to work part-time is the same as when taking time
off after childbirth: they feel they are performing better as parents.

Fathers who return part-time, however, report extremely low performance
as parents.28 Among our business professionals, not one father who returned
to work part-time said he was performing well as a parent. We believe these
fathers feel they are not adequately fulfilling their paternal obligation to work
full-time—something they see their peers doing. In other words, these
fathers may have been at a low point in self-esteem because they weren't
meeting traditional expectations as the breadwinner.29

When it comes to satisfaction with childcare, gender differences emerge
depending on how much time is taken off. As with parental performance, the
more time men take off the worse their perception of childcare quality. For
women, on the other hand, the more time off, the better their feelings about
childcare.30

Our attention to work and to our families

We have already explored a host of issues beyond time at work that influence
our children. We've seen how our life role priority, the psychological involve-
ment in careers often associated with high incomes, and the amount of con-
trol and discretion we may have at work can influence the care and health of
our children. We've also seen how behavioral availability—how much time
we devote to children and to work—has no direct impact on a surprisingly
large range of outcomes for kids.

What also matters is the degree of attention we pay to our different life
roles and the role conflicts we experience. How do role conflicts between work
and family affect our performance as parents? How do they affect our psy-
chological availability to our kids? What do these conflicts mean for our chil-
dren's care, and for their mental health?

The relationship is quite clear: the more work, family, and relaxation
interfere with each other, the less effective our business professionals see
themselves as parents.31 For mothers and fathers, parental performance is
lower the more they think work interferes with family and with relaxation.
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Our conflicts between life roles do not, however, affect our children's gen-
eral health or school performance. But kids are more likely to have behavioral
problems if their parents' work interferes with family life, if their parents'
(especially their fathers') work interferes with relaxation, or their parents'
work behaviors spill over into their family life. Our conflicts between work
and other life roles—which are as much a matter of psychology as anything
else—affect our kids' behavior. And, clearly, a child's mental state is affected
by the mental state of his or her parents.

The Choices We Face
Find ways to minimize your role conflicts and your kids are
less likely to have behavioral problems.

The psychological intertwining of work, family, and relaxation poses a
substantial dilemma for parents. Managing the psychological boundaries
between different life roles is important because of the effects the interplay
among life roles has on the unseen stakeholders at work—the next genera-
tion, our children. Rapid advances in telecommunications technology are
reducing the physical boundaries between work and personal life, which
make finding ways to manage boundaries among roles all the more impera-
tive. In Chapter 9 we'll get to some suggestions for about how to do this—not
only on an individual and family level, but also for employers and the broader
society.

Summing Up

"Parenting is an emotional experience."32 So, too, is work. This helps explain
why the amount of time we spend at work and with our kids doesn't matter as
much as we would have expected. Instead, what creates the negative feelings
we may have about the care our children receive and about our kids' health
and development are the effects of both psychological and behavioral inter-
ference between work and family life.33

The gender differences in these effects make clear that mothers and
fathers live in two different worlds. Yes, there has been some progress toward
egalitarianism in the social, cultural, and political milieu surrounding con-
temporary gender roles.34 But numerous differences remain for mothers and
fathers in the effects that their personal values, choices about careers, and
work lives have on children. Those effects are consistent with a traditional
view of the relationship between being a parent and career experiences:
fathers gain greater career satisfaction and achievement, while mothers limit
their investments in career and work.

Parents' work and career do provide benefits for children, though in dif-
ferent ways for mothers and fathers. Similarly, numerous aspects of how work
is organized facilitate the tasks of parenting in different ways for men and
women. Working mothers' networks provide social, emotional, and instru-
mental support in the care of children, while men's flexibility in work
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arrangements allows them to care for their children as needs arise on a day-
to-day basis. If mothers are highly involved in their careers, and if they have a
great deal of control at work, their children are psychologically better off.
Children have fewer behavior problems if their fathers perform well and are
satisfied with their jobs. But if fathers are too involved in their careers, their
kids' behavior suffers.

Children are the unseen stakeholders in the workplace, and that has an
important implication. Corporate responsibility to kids and parents must go
beyond providing childcare facilities and benefits, as important as these are.
Yet childcare may do no more than make it possible for parents to have the
time to be at work. Parents need work designed so that they can also be psy-
chologically available to their children. They need work experiences that
build self-esteem. And they need the resources, both economic and social,
that good careers and enriching jobs can provide.

Let's now take a close look at the dynamics of relationships between
spouses and partners, and the effects these relationships have on both work
and personal life outcomes.
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6

Support from Our Fanner

Rr many men and women, juggling work and family responsibilities is
substantial source of stress. Fortunately, few of us have to face

work-family stress alone. Or, perhaps we should say that the fortunate
among us do not have to face work-family stress alone. People can—
and do—benefit from social support provided by other individuals and by
institutions.1

By social support, we mean some sort of exchange of resources between
individuals that is intended to help the person receiving the support.2

These resources take a variety of forms, including information, direct help
with daily chores, understanding, and even praise. Support also comes
from several different sources. Our family, our local community, and our
employer can all provide resources that help us cope with the pressures of
integrating our work and family lives. In this chapter we focus on the sup-
port people receive from their family, specifically from their spouse or
partner.3 In the next chapter we explore the kind of support employers can
provide.

We have discussed the importance of being available to our children
not only behaviorally—that is, by spending time with them—but also psy-
chologically, by being attuned to their emotional and physical needs. The
support partners provide each other breaks down into similar categories
(see Figure 6.1). Behavioral support includes help with household activi-
ties such as cleaning, cooking, household repair, car maintenance, and
yard work, as well as help with the children such as playing, feeding, car-
pooling, and the like.4 Such support serves as a resource to partners by
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freeing up time that would otherwise be devoted to home and family. We can
then devote that time to other parts of our lives, such as our careers. Behav-
ioral support is an indirect means of support. In other words, partners are not
the direct recipients of the assistance.

The other categories of partner support, where the person receiving the
support is directly affected, are emotional types of support. We distinguish
between two forms of emotional support: personal support, which provides
assistance with our personal and family problems; and career support, which
helps us deal with work-related problems.5 A partner who provides emotional
support expresses concern about our welfare, listens to our problems and
worries, offers us advice and praise, and respects our accomplishments. Emo-
tional support enables us to feel wanted, loved, and appreciated, and can be a
rich source of useful information and counsel.6

This chapter answers two central questions. First, why do partners provide
support? Given the highly touted benefits of support, it's surprising that so
little research has explored the conditions under which partners provide sup-
port to one another.7 We identify three such conditions:

• our partners support us when we need their support to achieve
important life goals

• our partners give us support when they believe we deserve it
• our partners support us when they care deeply about the family and

participate actively in family life—in other words, when they are psy-
chologically involved in family

We explore whether some people are more likely to receive support from
their partners than are others, and whether certain partners are more likely to
provide support. We find, for instance, that men and women who are very
involved psychologically in their careers (and hence may need the most sup-
port) actually receive somewhat limited partner support. We explain in more
detail below how this affirms our view that the psychological interference of
one domain with the other is a greater enemy of work-family integration
than is time.

FIGURE 6.1

Our partners provide support in many different ways
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The second question we examine is: How does partner support help men
and women with their work and family responsibilities? We show that part-
ner support can reduce work-family stress and increase the well-being of the
partners and their children. In general, help with personal and family issues
has a more powerful effect on our lives than behavioral support. That is not
to say that behavioral support doesn't help—for instance, our partners' assis-
tance with the children can increase our level of career success along with
benefiting the kids.

We also find something surprising here: that the timing of support matters
a great deal. Support that does not initially prevent the interference of work,
family, and leisure on each other may be of little or no use. It may even
worsen the situation.

As has been our primary focus in this book, we concentrate on cross-
domain effects—here, the effect of partner support at home on work and
career. However, we do discuss the effect of a partner's support on family and
personal lives, to give a fuller understanding of the overall importance of such
support. And we highlight the differences and similarities between men and
women when it comes to receiving support and benefiting from support.

When Do Partners Receive Support?

Before we explore the conditions under which partners receive support, let's
look at the prevalence of support. When it comes to behavioral support, the
partners of our business professionals spend more time with their children
(25.5 hours a week on average) than with household activities (16.7 hours per
week). This should surprise no one: after all, few would deny that spending
time with children is a more important (and more enjoyable!) activity than
working around the house.

We also find that partners are more likely to provide a high level of per-
sonal support (80 percent) than a high level of career support (32 percent).
Partners may need more help with personal and family problems than with
career dilemmas, and partners may feel more comfortable seeking and pro-
viding empathy, information, advice, and praise on personal and family con-
cerns than for career-related issues.

Impact of gender and family structure

As with most everything we've looked at in this book, there are differences in
partner support depending on gender and family structure (see Table 6.1).
Men receive more help from their partners with the household and children
than women receive from their partners. (Recall that some men among our
business professionals have stay-at-home wives; the husbands of all our
women work.) More women, however, receive high levels of both personal
support and career support from their partners than do men.

These differences are a bit misleading, because family structure plays as
large a role as gender in determining how much support people receive from
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TABLE G. I

Gender and family structure affect the support we receive
from our partners

>TYPE OF SUPPORT
Dual- Dual- Dual-earner Dual-earner Single-

All All Earner Earner Men with Women with Earner
Men Women Fathers Mothers No Children No Children Fathers

Hours per week partner « 20.2 8.5 1 ^ 19.8' 9.2b I2.2b 7.9" 25.8° 1
spends on household

Hours per week partner * 28.4 16.5 23. T 20.0" -- - 36.4b

spends with children

Percent receiving extensive < 78.1 86.3 76. 1"'' 81. 3^'' 90.6a'b 90.0b 73.8C

personal support

Percent receiving extensive < 32.1 40.0 32.3" c 30.4*"'c 39.6a'"'c 47.2b 26.7C

career support

NOTE. All differences between men and women are statistically significant.
Regarding the effects of family structure, groups in the same row with any of the
same fetters in superscript are not significantly different from each other.

their partners. For example, there is hardly any difference in the amount of
household help received by dual-earner men and dual-earner women who
don't have children. It is when children enter the picture that we see a differ-
ence: women providing more help with the household than men. Of course,
this is consistent with our findings that dual-earner mothers substantially
reduce the number of hours they spend at work so they can spend more time
on home and family responsibilities.8

Single-earner fathers receive the most behavioral support from their part-
ners. Why do these fathers receive more assistance with the household and
children than any other group? The most obvious reason—that their full-
time housewife partners have more time to spend on home and family activi-
ties—is only part of the story. There is also a psychological consideration:
since these wives are more psychologically involved in their families than the
partners of dual-earner men and women, they are probably more inclined to
spend extra time on home and family chores.9 These wives may even believe
they are obligated to spend more time and provide greater partner support
because of a quid quo pro with their husbands, who earn more money than do
husbands whose wives also work.

On the emotional side, however, single-earner fathers do not fare so well.
This is especially true with respect to career-related support, and there are a
few possible explanations. Perhaps the wives don't feel these men require a
great deal of career support; after all, single-earner fathers (as a group) are
already quite successful at work. Or, it could be that because these wives are
not part of the workforce, their husbands don't feel they have much to offer
them in the way of career-related support. It could also be that these women
feel ill-equipped to provide such support if requested. Another possible
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explanation is that there is a greater differentiation of roles in these single-
earner families, and consequently there is more segmentation between work
and family.

Independent of gender and family structure, we receive support from our
partners under three primary conditions:

• when we need their support to achieve important goals and values in
life

• when we deserve their support
• when they are psychologically involved in family life

Let's examine each of these conditions in more detail.

When we need support

There are many reasons we need the support of our partners, as Figure 6.2
shows. For instance, people who work long hours need help with the kids and
around the house, as well as support that can help them deal with issues at
work. Often, we provide support to our partners because we believe they

FIGURE 6.2

When do we need support?
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need that support to satisfy their personal values and improve the family's
well-being.

Our values determine the different types of partner support we receive,
particularly when it comes to the emotional types of support. For instance,
people who value personal growth, wealth, and status receive such support
from their partners. Undoubtedly, the understanding, praise, and advice that
make up this support can help build these individuals' self-confidence to pur-
sue new challenges. This, in turn, helps them achieve success and recognition
at work.10

It is the same situation for men and women who place a great deal of
importance on social relationships. To achieve satisfying social relationships
at work, many people receive personal support from their partners in the
form of understanding, respect, and information, which helps them deal
effectively with the interpersonal relationships they value.

Two things we may look for in a career—achieving security and having
time for ourselves—bring personal support to men but not to women. And
working long hours brings personal support for women but not for men.
Why? Remember that by personal support we mean assistance with personal
and family problems, not career problems. We think that people whose
behaviors or values differ from traditional gender role norms may require
additional understanding, reassurance, and encouragement from their part-
ners. Among such people may be men who value security and free time in
their careers (values which may be considered traditionally feminine) and
women who work long hours (a traditionally masculine behavior).11 Going
against the grain, then, may require some additional help—a need partners
recognize and then fulfill.

In short, men and women provide support to their partners when they
believe their partners can benefit from the support. One partner is most likely
to provide behavioral support when the other partner works long hours
and thus needs help with household and children. One partner provides
emotional support to help the other partner align his or her actions with
important career and life values—wealth, status, personal growth, and social
relationships.

There is, however, something curious in what we find: men and women
who are very involved psychologically in their careers actually receive some-
what limited personal support and help with children. Why? Perhaps the
same people who are quite willing to provide a great deal of support to hard-
working partners tend to withhold support from partners who are too psy-
chologically absorbed in their work. Put more bluntly, they'll put up with
long work hours, and even support that, but preoccupation with work is
another matter. This affirms our earlier observation that when it comes to
work and family being allies or enemies, the problem is not time so much as
the psychological interference of one domain with the other.12

How do people decide whether their partners require a lot of support?
There are two possible answers. Perhaps the more obvious one is that indi-
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FIGURE 6.3

Partners repay partners for their support

NOTE: The diagram above indicates that the more time Partner A spends with the children, the
more time Partner B spends with the children but the less time Partner B spends on the household.

viduals are very direct and quite active in communicating the need for partner
support. People who work long hours, for example, may explicitly seek relief
from childcare responsibilities or may request information or advice on per-
sonal or family problems.

But it is also likely that we are highly sensitive to our partners' needs. We
understand each other's values and how satisfying those values contributes to
happiness and family well-being. In such situations, partners do not have to
request support explicitly; after all, given this loving relationship, which is a
relationship unlike any other, it should come as no surprise that our partner
may have already anticipated our need for support and be willing to provide
it. In any respect, those who require partner support—because they work
hard and hold certain values—tend to get it.

When we deserve support

What makes us think our partner deserves our support? Most of us want to
help those who've helped us, like the old adage that "no good deed goes unre-
warded." So, a powerful principle governing the exchange of support is that
of equity or reciprocity (see Figure 6.3).13

Men and women who provide behavioral support to their partners find
that they receive behavioral support in return. The more help we provide our
partner with household chores, for instance, the more household assistance
we receive from our partner. When we chip in with the housework, our part-
ner is willing (or feels obliged) to take on a share of the household chores too.
We respond to our partner's household support by spending more time with
our children as well. Could it be that one good deed deserves two in return?
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The Choices We Face
Choose to help your partner out with the kids or around the
house, and he or she will likely return the favor.

Another exchange of support not only illustrates reciprocity, but probably
also reflects partners' shared values. That is, the more time one partner
spends with the children, the more time the other partner spends with the
children. And, the more time one partner spends with the children, the less
time the other partner spends on household activities. People are likely to be
attracted to partners who have the same sense of commitment about children,
with the result that one partner matches or approximates the time the other
makes available to the children. It seems that families in which both partners
spend a great deal of time with the children have set priorities such that the
children take precedence over household chores.

Men and women who are psychologically involved in their families and
who attach great importance to family relationships also get personal support
in return from their partners. Again, this illustrates the principle of reciproc-
ity.14 Perhaps we say: "If my partner cares strongly about the family, the least
I can do is provide my partner with understanding, encouragement, praise,
and advice." And men who go against traditional gender role expectations by
having a high level of psychological involvement in family are also rewarded
with behavioral support: their partners are likely to spend more time on
household activities.

When our partners are involved in family life

Why are family-involved partners so supportive? The high value they place
on their families, we believe, motivates them to help their partners and their
children lead rich, satisfying lives. Indeed, for family-involved people, pro-
viding support to other family members may be a crucial part of their self-
identity, defining who they are and who they want to be.15 Men and women
who are highly involved in their families may just be very comfortable in
interpersonal situations, finding it easier than most—and even enjoyable—to
provide behavioral help and to express their emotional support openly to
their partners. This may even come from a sort of predisposition to family
life.

Readers at this point may be asking: Does this support we see among fam-
ily-involved partners suggest that career-oriented partners are unlikely to
provide support? Or can career involvement create resources that enable
partners to provide support? The answers depend in part on the type of sup-
port. They also depend on gender.

Let's look first at behavioral support. Both men and women who are psy-
chologically involved in their careers do not provide much behavioral support
to their partners. They are probably so absorbed and preoccupied with their
own careers that they are less available to pay attention to home and family
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activities. Moreover, men who spend a great deal of time at work are not
heavily involved in home and family activities. Women who work long hours,
however, do not restrict their involvement with household chores or child-
care. In other words, men end up allowing work to intrude into family
responsibilities, while women do not.16

Does involvement in work limit our willingness to provide personal and
career support to our partner? Both men and women who work long hours
provide their partners with high levels of personal support, perhaps because
they feel guilty about being absent from the home. They may allay their guilt
by helping their partners with personal and family problems. Men who work
long hours are also likely to provide their partners with a great deal of career
support. We think that heavy time commitment to work gives these men
expertise on work-related matters their partners seek out.

Women who are psychologically involved in their careers provide their
partners with a great deal of emotional support, both personal and career.
Although they may not be inclined to do much around the house or have time
for this, these women do provide their partners with encouragement and
advice in their attempts to solve personal, family, and work-related problems.

These women may feel more competent to provide this kind of support
because of their empathy or expertise accrued as a result of their career
involvement. Empathy and expertise serve as resources by making these
women feel competent to provide both personal and career support—and in
this respect work becomes the ally of family. It is directly analogous to what
we discussed in the previous chapter about how a parent's work experiences
can create resources that positively affect children.

Now let's turn our attention to some particular ways in which partner sup-
port benefits men, women, and children.

Are There Benefits to Partner Support?

Figure 6.4 illustrates a model to explain how partner support can, in theory,
help people in three distinct yet complementary ways.17

The first is partner support's stress-prevention function, represented by
Arrow 1 in the diagram. Support from our partners may lessen the pressure
from time and emotional demands that we face in our work and family lives.
A spouse caring for a sick child at home, for instance, may allow us to attend a
crucial meeting at work. Similarly, our partners might explore with us ways to
seek a more flexible work schedule so our jobs don't interfere as frequently
with family responsibilities. In both examples, the result is to ease the severity
of conflicts between work and family.

Second, partner support may aid our overall well-being, represented
by Arrow 2 in the diagram. Even if we don't experience high levels of
work-family stress, partner support may increase our well-being. When we
receive support from our partner, we may find we feel better about our family
situation, our career, and ourselves. By bolstering our feelings of confidence
and self-esteem, personal and career support may help us solve career-related
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FIGURE 6.4

Support from our partners has potential benefits

NOTE. Arrow I reflects the stress-prevention role of partner support. Arrow 2 reflects the role
of partner support in wefl-being. Arrow 3 reflects the buffering role of partner support. Adapted
from Greenhaus & Parasuraman (1994).

problems and become more satisfied—possibly even more successful—at
work.18 Behavioral support may also help us feel better about our relationship
with the partner who provides that support.

Finally, partner support may serve a buffering function (represented by
Arrow 3) by helping us cope with work-family conflict. In this way, support
may act as a shield that protects us not from work-family stress itself, but
rather from the devastating effects such stress can have on our health and
well-being. For example, the understanding and advice our partner provides
may help us grasp how a particular problem at work is hampering our capac-
ity to pay attention to family, and in doing so help us find a way to mitigate
the impact of the conflict at home.

So, partner support may benefit people in their work and family lives. But
does it? The matter is more complicated than it initially appears. Partner sup-
port, whether behavioral, personal, or career, can—but does not necessar-
ily—help in all of the ways we've just described.

Work-family conflict

Let's look first at Arrow 1 in Figure 6.4. We find that personal support consis-
tently helps reduce work-family conflict.19 When we receive a great deal of
personal support from our partner, there are at least three noteworthy results:

• Our work is less likely to interfere with our family life.
• Our family is less likely to interfere with our work.
• We experience relatively little behavioral interference.

Surprisingly, though, career support from our partner (the other type of
emotional support) does not reduce work—family conflict. Because career
support deals specifically with work-related issues and problems, it may sim-
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ply be too limited in scope to help us when work and family interfere with
one another.

Why is it that personal support reduces work-family conflict? The con-
cern a partner expresses about our personal and family problems, and the lis-
tening and advising they do, enables us to make changes in our work and fam-
ily lives that ease the conflicts between the two domains. Take, for example, a
man who has very high expectations about how much he can accomplish at
home or work. His supportive partner may encourage him to relax some of
his standards, or set expectations that are more reasonable. As a result he may
experience less work and family pressure. Or consider a woman who needs
more flexibility at work. Her understanding and supportive partner may help
her develop enough self-confidence to approach her boss and work things out
favorably.

The perspective and insights of our partners—and the feelings of accep-
tance and respect they give us—can make the difference in our ability to clar-
ify and confront difficult situations head on, before they produce work-fam-
ily conflict. A partner's advice can help make it possible for us to adjust our
behavior when crossing boundaries between work and family. Partners
remind us to be focused on family life when we come home. And by being
good listeners, they help us let off steam that might have built up at work and
this helps make us better able to focus on our families—to be psychologically
available—after work hours.

In contrast to personal support, behavioral support provides little relief
from conflict between work and family. Take the case of a man who helps his
partner out around the house. This may afford his partner some time, but it
does little to encourage any discussion of long-term solutions to work—
family conflicts. It is a surprising and interesting example of how yet again
the issue of time spent (quantity) does not matter nearly as much as some-
thing that is psychological in nature; that is, the quality of the experience of
support.

Well-being

Turning to Arrow 2 of Figure 6.4, we find that different types of partner sup-
port affect, in diverse ways, the various components that make up "well-
being."

Family and personal satisfaction. Emotional support from a partner commu-
nicates love, respect, and concern. This, in turn, produces positive feelings.
That is why those of our business professionals who receive a great deal of
personal and career support from their partners are very satisfied with their
family lives.20 Such support also helps us develop greater self-esteem and con-
fidence, and as a result we might well seek new challenges and thus experi-
ence greater satisfaction with our personal growth and development.

Help with the household and the children (behavioral support) is of little
consequence when it comes to this component of well-being. Again, as with
its impact on work-family conflict, additional time in the form of assistance
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with household and children does not, in and of itself, produce positive feel-
ings toward family and personal life.

Healthier children. Personal support not only enhances satisfaction with
family life; it also affects the well-being of our kids.21 Our business profes-
sionals who receive a lot of personal support from their partners report that
their children have relatively few behavioral and health problems. We think
this important effect stems from the fact that personal support promotes sat-
isfaction with family life, which in turn radiates to the children. Kids benefit
from growing up with satisfied parents, and feelings of satisfaction and per-
sonal fulfillment that accrue from our partner's understanding and advice
may enable us to interact in a more positive way with our children.22 It is also
true that parents who provide personal support to their partners are likely to
be more attuned to their kids' needs, thereby nurturing healthy and well-
adjusted children.

That personal support from our partner enhances our performance as par-
ents should come as no surprise. If that same support reduces the incidence of
children's behavioral and health problems, it seems quite natural that, as a
result, we take a better view of our parental performance.23 Career support,
however, creates no significant benefit for kids.

Behavioral support, however, influences the well-being of children, but in
only one way: when partners provide help with the children, the kids experi-
ence relatively few behavioral problems. The time and attention devoted to
children by the partner may communicate care, love, and concern that help
meet the children's emotional needs and reduces the likelihood of behavioral
problems.

Career success. Career success is another element of well-being. We measure
career success from two perspectives: the objective indicators of money and
power (that is, income and level in the organizational hierarchy) and the sub-
jective indicator of career satisfaction. Previously, we identified some of the
key work experiences that are dominant influences on career success. We now
look at those same experiences (coaching, networking, and authority on the
job) to help us understand why a partner's support has the effects it does on
career success. Could it be that partner support promotes these work-related
experiences, which in turn affect the level of career success that is achieved?

Both men and women who receive extensive personal support or career
support from their partners are more satisfied with their careers than those
who receive relatively little of these two types of emotional support. These
men and women also tend to have a high level of authority in their jobs,
receive a lot of coaching at work, and feel accepted by other employees.
Those who receive a great deal of career support from their partners also
engage in extensive networking and take many developmental assignments.

It's not clear whether these men and women are specifically advised by
their partners to seek out these work-related experiences, or whether the
confidence they derive from their partner's support enables them to pursue
these experiences. In either case, both types of emotional support foster these



Support from Our Partner 97

kinds of positive work experiences, which in turn promote career satisfaction.
In addition to the impact of partner support on career success, we also

observed that a partner's personal support improves the job performance of
women, but not men. We think women are better able (or more willing) than
men to accept and use the information and advice from their partners to
enhance their performance at work.24 This fits with our assertion that women
might well be better suited to the career environment of the future, one in
which there will be a continual need for learning and rapid adaptation to new
environments.

When it comes to behavioral support, we find that men (but not women)
whose partners spend a great deal of time with the children reach higher lev-
els in the organizational hierarchy than men whose partners spend limited
time with the children. The explanation is straightforward: receiving that
help enables men to devote long hours to work and to achieve a high level of
job performance, both of which contribute to their rise in the organizational
hierarchy.25 In other words, receiving help with the children frees men to
spend more time at work and pursue their career with fewer distractions and
a higher level of proficiency.

Why doesn't behavioral support benefit women in the same way? We
think it is because women are still preoccupied with the kids even when dad
spends time with them. Consistent with what we've been saying about gender
stereotypes, mothers have ultimate responsibility for the children, and so
they are always at least somewhat distracted psychologically.

Both men and women whose partners spend a great deal of time with the
children also earn more money than those whose partners spend relatively lit-
tle with the children. How can we explain this result? Frankly, it is a bit baf-
fling. Although they also receive extensive coaching in the organization,
achieve high levels of job performance, and rarely need to adjust their work
schedules to meet family and personal needs, none of these factors explain why
income rises when partners spend more time with the children. We can't rule
out the possibility that a high salary already existed, which enabled the partner
to spend more time with the children in the first place.26

When partner support is not beneficial

We've looked at the stress-prevention and well-being functions of partner
support—behavioral, personal, and career—and have seen that partner sup-
port can enhance our careers and our personal and family lives. Personal and
career support, the two types of emotional support, are particularly power-
ful: they reduce work-family conflict, increase satisfaction with family and
personal growth, enhance the well-being of our kids, and produce high lev-
els of career satisfaction.27 Behavioral support—especially help with the chil-
dren—has other benefits: reducing the incidence of children's behavioral
problems, promoting financial success, and helping men to rise in the corpo-
rate hierarchy.
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Remember, though, that there is a third potential function for partner
support: its buffering function. Does partner support do any good as a buffer?
In fact, we find little evidence for the notion that high levels of partner sup-
port shield or buffer a person from the negative effects of work-family stress.
On the contrary, there are a number of instances of what has been called
"reverse buffering" in which partner support actually reduces the well-being
of individuals experiencing high levels of work-family conflict.28 Figure 6.5
illustrates what happens when reverse buffering occurs.

Notice that the well-being of people who experience high levels of
work-family conflict is actually lower when they receive a great deal of sup-
port than when such support is more limited. Prior research attributes this
reverse buffering effect to a number of factors. There is speculation, for
example, that support when we are experiencing intense work-family conflict
may actually make us feel guilty, because it makes us more aware of how we
are neglecting our family responsibilities, and in turn our sense of well-being
declines. And high levels of partner support—especially personal and career
support—may have another negative result: it may cause recipients to feel
dependent on their partners, induce them to dwell on the very problem the
support is aimed at helping get them past, and in turn render ineffective any
coping with work-family stress.

The Choices We Face
If you are going to provide support to your partner, remember
that it best serves before work-family conflicts become over-
whelming. After the fact, it may actually do more harm than
good.

FIGURE 6.S

Paradoxically, when we're stressed by work-family conflict,
support may reduce our well-being
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In summary, we found no buffering effects, but did find the reverse in
some instances. So, although we don't fully understand why support can
backfire, it is clear from what we find with our business professionals that
support from a partner is more effective in preventing work-family conflict
than in helping people cope with the aftermath of such conflict.

Four Conclusions About Partner Support

In previous chapters, we have explored the choices people make, how family
affects work, and how work affects family. Here we've explored how support
from our partners affects our personal life and career outcomes—and reached
four major conclusions.

Support is more effective in preventing work-family conflict
than in alleviating it once it occurs.

Individuals who receive a great deal of personal support from their partners
generally experience relatively little work-family conflict. But people who do
experience intense work-family conflict are no better off—indeed, they are
sometimes worse off—when they receive support from their partners.

In other words, support may prevent a partner from experiencing
work-family conflict, but timing is everything. If the support does not ini-
tially prevent the interference of work, family, and leisure on each other, it
may be of little or no use—or even make things worse. So, we need to be
aware of our partners' work and family demands if we are to provide enough
support (especially personal support) before the conflict becomes debilitating.
We are not suggesting that people should withhold support to partners who
already experience intense work-family conflict, but rather that the support
is likely to be more useful if it is provided before matters get out of hand.
Moreover, if support is provided after the partner experiences intense conflict
among roles, we should take care to ensure that our partner does not end up
feeling guilty or dependent or in some other way resentful.

The benefits of personal and career support are more pervasive
than the benefits of behavioral support.

Empathy, praise, information, and advice regarding personal and family con-
cerns—what we call emotional support—have far-reaching benefits. They
reduce work-family conflict, enhance satisfaction with personal development
and family life, heighten the well-being of kids, and promote a high level of
career satisfaction. Personal support communicates concern, love, and
respect that nurture the recipient's self-confidence and self-esteem. And dia-
logue that brings new information and a fresh perspective can help partners
solve problems in the work-family arena.

This is not to reduce the value of behavioral support. It conveys that we
care. When we assist with home and children, we provide our partner with
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time and energy to devote to other activities. He or she can pursue career
advancement and even earn more money.

Behavioral support works best—it is most beneficial and most powerful—
when it is accompanied by emotional support, because it puts it in the context
of affection, caring, and empathy. The combination of different types of part-
ner support creates a whole greater than the sum of the parts. Our partner's
assistance with the kids reduces our work-family conflict only when he or she
also provides a lot of emotional support. Similarly, our partner's assistance
with home chores reduces children's behavioral problems only when it comes
with substantial emotional support.29

The very nature of partner support makes
the family an ally of work.

The support we get from our partner—which essentially originates within
the family—has many of its roots and consequences in the workplace. We see
cases where the number of hours one works influences the support provided
by the partner—an instance of the workplace affecting family dynamics. And
we find that support from a partner crosses boundaries to affect career experi-
ences (such as opportunities for coaching and developmental assignments)
and career success. Family creates resources for work life and vice versa.
What we've learned about partner support reinforces the importance of
understanding the interdependences between our work and family lives.

Our final conclusion concerns the role of gender in partner support. Do
men and women receive support for different reasons? Do they reap different
benefits from support? These questions are not easy to answer. Certainly,
women devote more time to home and family than do men. And while gender
differences in behavioral support may be diminishing, women still bear pri-
mary responsibility for the well-being of the household and the children.
We're surprised to find that women receive more personal and career support
than do men—although we attribute this difference in large part to the mod-
est level of such support received by single-earner fathers.

In general, men and women receive support for the same reasons
and experience the same benefits of support.

There are a few exceptions.30 Several of these exceptions suggest that men
and women whose values or behavior run counter to gender role expectations
receive more support than those who are more in synch with traditional
expectations. Take men who value security and free time in their careers and
who are psychologically involved in their families. They receive extensive
support from their partners, as do women who log many hours at work. If the
desires for security, free time, and a high level of family involvement are not
traditionally expected of men, and if putting in long hours at work is not tra-
ditionally expected of women, then the one thing these people have in com-
mon is an inconsistency with gender role expectations. Perhaps individuals
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realize that partners who go against gender role norms need and deserve their
support. In Chapter 9 we address how some people are challenging tradi-
tional gender roles—a difficult path to follow alone. Partner support could
mean the difference between success and failure.

Partner support isn't the only kind of support that can benefit our work
and family lives. In the next chapter, we explore employer support—organiza-
tional policies and practices with respect to life at work and life beyond work.
Just as partner support can make family the ally of work, so can employer
support have a substantial impact on whether we succeed in making work the
ally of family.
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Support from Our Employer

Over the past few years in this country, society at large has begun to
look more closely at the family-friendliness of employers.1 A family-

friendliness movement has sprung up, driven by social and cultural forces
pushing for gender equity, a sense that society may be neglecting the needs
of children and of our communities, and a heightened awareness of the
importance of personal and spiritual development. This movement's focus
on the workplace stems from an increased sensitivity to the role employers
play in shaping their employees' personal lives. More and more, people are
realizing that employer policies and practices dealing with work and life
outside of work can have a substantial impact beyond the workplace. In
fact, they are among the deciding factors in whether people succeed in
"having it all"—in living lives that are fulfilling and productive.

In this chapter we demonstrate the importance of employer support for
their employees' family and personal lives, commonly referred to as fam-
ily-friendliness. We focus on three questions: Why are some firms family-
friendly and others not? Under what conditions are firms more or less
likely to be seen as supportive of family and other life interests? And what
is the impact of family-supportiveness on the work and personal lives of
business professionals?

Our exploration is in some respects the inverse of what we looked at in
the preceding chapter. The observations here build on the earlier material
not only about partner support, but also in general about the impact of
work and family experiences on the personal lives and careers of our busi-
ness professionals. We show, for instance, how a firm's family-friendliness



104 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

helps alleviate the family penalty suffered by working mothers. We explain
how family-friendliness affects parents' work experiences and how children
benefit. And we explore whether the beneficial effects of a partner's support
on personal and professional life are different when the recipient works in a
family-friendly environment.

In general, our findings provide some very good and promising news for
those vanguard employers that are developing new solutions to the challenge
of work-family integration. People who perceive their organizations as fam-
ily-friendly are better off in terms of their lives beyond work and their feel-
ings about their jobs and their organizations. And while these same people
spend less time on work and more on other life interests, their job perfor-
mance is no different from those who see their employers as unsupportive of
their personal life needs. On top of this, these people are more committed to
the long-term interests of their organizations. Family-friendliness appears to
be win-win for employers and employees alike.2

What Do We Mean by Family-Friendliness?

Typically, whether an employer is designated as family-friendly depends on
the answers to several questions.

• Do formal programs and policies exist that allow for flexible work
options such as flex-time, flex-place, and job sharing?

• Are employees assisted in meeting their childcare needs, either
through development and maintenance of on-site childcare facilities,
financial support for off-site childcare options, or resources devoted
to developing greater capacity in the community to provide for child-
care? To what extent?

• Are employees getting help to meet their elder care needs? To what
extent?

• Are consultation and referrals available to employees to help them
cope with personal life issues (especially childcare and eldercare, but
also including physical and mental health needs)?

• How much time can employees take for family and medical leaves,
and how much are they paid during such leaves?

• Are there employee-assistance programs? Wellness and fitness pro-
grams? Adoption assistance? Retirement planning? What other ben-
efits exist?

These questions largely measure company policies, which are objective
factors. We think, though, that while these policies and programs are impor-
tant, even necessary, they are not sufficient. Family supportiveness cannot be
judged so simply, and in our study we went beyond formal measures to
explore whether employees perceive their employers as family-friendly—
whether, in effect, employees take advantage of such policies and programs
and find them useful. Rather than assessing the full range of employee bene-
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fits options available in the organizations in which our business professionals
work, or exploring such things as the ratio of daycare center slots to working
parents, we asked our business professionals whether they experience their
organizations as supportive of their family needs.3 After all, the best policies
and programs are worthless if the organization's members don't find them
useful. That is why we focus on the impact of the perceived family-friendli-
ness of an organization on employees.

We think this is the best way to assess the family-friendliness of an organi-
zation.4 As several reports and analyses have noted, it is utilization of pro-
grams and not the existence of the programs per se that matters in determin-
ing whether they can and do have an impact.5

We assessed an employer's support for family needs according to the
responses of our business professionals to five items on our survey instrument.

1. The level of commitment expected by my organization requires that
employees choose between advancing their careers and devoting
time to their family (reverse scored).

2. My organization is understanding when employees have a hard time
juggling work and family responsibilities.

3. Career advancement is jeopardized if employees do not accept
assignments because of their family responsibilities (reverse scored).

4. My organization has a satisfactory family leave policy.
5. My organization allows for flexibility in work scheduling.

We look at the average of these five items as a single indicator.6 It is useful
to see the exact words in the survey instrument so that it is clear that the com-
posite measure assesses the extent to which an organization is seen by
employees as providing flexibility and control, the two factors we have identi-
fied as critical to integration between work and other life interests.'

We think it's likely that more and more employers will adopt family-
friendliness as an explicit goal over the next several years. It's not just the
growing social pressure on employers to be friendlier to the family needs of
their employees. Employers in the vanguard of such change are beginning to
demonstrate that family-friendliness actually can improve economic out-
comes for firms. In other words, family-friendliness comes with bottom-line
benefits to the firm.

Why Are Some Employers Family-Friendly?

Some firms are keen to establish policies and practices that are supportive of
the family needs of employees, while others are not.8 Why do some organiza-
tions take the steps and not others?

There are several explanations for why some employers are family-
friendly. Foremost among these is that employers see family supportiveness
as a way to
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• deal with absenteeism, turnover, productivity losses, and other work-
force problems that result when the stresses employees feel from
family and other personal problems spill over to the job

• attract and retain talented (particularly younger) employees who
express their interest not only in making a contribution and main-
taining high-quality job performance but want to "have a life" while
doing so

• build commitment to an organization

Among our business professionals, the perception of whether an employer
is family-friendly depends on whether we ask men or women.9 Fifty-nine
percent of the men we asked rate their employers as supportive of their family
and personal lives, compared with only 46 percent of the women.10 Why the
disparity? One reason is that women are more acute in the way they judge

FIGURE 7.1

Some industries are more family-friendly
than others'

Sample split at appro ximate median o n ratin g of emplo yer support for family needs

Percentages are proportions of people in relatively unsuppertive and iin relatively
Supportive organizations, respectively

a,b Industies with different letters in superscript are significantly differnt form each other
on  e m p l o ye r  f am i l y - f r i end l i nes s .
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FIGURE 7.Z

Who works for family-friendly employers?'

their employers. After all, women bear the greater burden of responsibility
for family life, and are more keenly aware of whether their organizations sup-
port their lives beyond work.

Whereas small firms are as likely to be seen as supportive of family needs
as are large ones, perceptions of family-friendliness do vary across industries
and depend on whether one works for oneself and on whether the work is
full- or part-time. As Figure 7.1 shows, those of our business professionals
who work in the service sector and the miscellaneous group of industries
(which includes healthcare and real estate in proportionally high numbers)
see their employers as more family-friendly than do those working in manu-
facturing and banking. The impact of industry sector is the same on both
men's and women's perceptions.

Figure 7.2 shows how employment status influences perceptions of an
organization's family-friendliness, and how this works differently for men
and women.

Not surprisingly, self-employed people—those who own their own busi-
nesses—are much more likely to see their organizations as supportive of their
families than are those who work for someone else (whether part-time or full-
time). Self-employment allows us greater discretion over virtually all condi-
tions of employment. While the benefits of self-employment seem to be

Sample split at approximate median on rating of employer support for family  needs.
Percentages are proportions of men and women in relatively unsupportive and in
relatively supportive organizations, respectively, for each employment status.

a,b Types of employment status with eifferent letters in superscript were significantly
different form each other on employer family-friendliness for the total smaple.
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enjoyed by both men and women, proportionally more men in our sample
run their own businesses (22 percent) than do women (10 percent)—another
reason men in general are more likely to feel their organizations are support-
ive of their lives outside work.

A man's employment status (full- or part-time) makes no difference in his
perception of whether his employer is supportive of family needs. Women
who work part-time, however, feel more supported by their employers than
do women who work full-time.11 Indeed, among our business professionals,
most of the women who are employed full-time—the majority of women in
our study—feel relatively unsupported by their organizations. This, coupled
with the flexibility and control that come with self-employment, helps
explain the trend towards women bailing out of the traditional corporate
track to pursue their career goals either as entrepreneurs or in alternative
work arrangements in organizations that allow for such flexibility.12

Benefits of Employer Family-Friendliness

We have explored whether support from our partners is beneficial in making
allies of work and family, and we can ask the same question of employer sup-
port. Does working for a family-friendly employer make things better for our
business professionals? How so?

We've already seen in earlier chapters that people who work for family-
supportive employers fare better than those who work in relatively unsup-
portive organizations. For instance,

• they feel less compelled to make tradeoffs between work and family
• they are more satisfied with their personal growth and development
• they feel they perform well as parents

Figure 7.3 provides a closer look at the full range of the effects of a family-
friendly work environment on careers and on family and personal lives.13

It turns out that people who place high value on flexibility and time for
themselves are more likely to work for family-friendly employers. Why is not
so clear. Do business professionals adopt these values as a result of working
for employers that encourage them to do so? Or do they consciously seek out
family-supportive employers? We can't say for sure, because we didn't ask.
Whatever the reason, we're not surprised to find that people who value flexi-
bility are more likely to be employed in organizations that are indeed seen as
flexible.

We also see that people in family-friendly organizations are more likely to
aspire to senior management positions and are more likely to believe they will
achieve their aspirations for hierarchical advancement. 'Phis indicates that
being in a supportive organization affects how a business professional feels
about his or her future with that employer. It also increases commitment to
their organizations. When people feel their employers are supportive of their
lives beyond work, they are more likely to align their future career plans with
the firm's future direction.
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FIGURE 7.3

Employer family-friendliness benefits career as well as family and
personal lives

People who work in organizations they feel are family-friendly are more
likely to have achieved relatively high levels in their organization hierar-
chies, and they have more authority or control over their work. Because they
work in family-friendly organizations, they are more apt to alter their daily
work schedule to accommodate family needs. In short, people who feel their
organizations to be supportive of their personal lives have greater control
over and flexibility in how they go about pursuing their work and career
objectives.

As for satisfaction, people who perceive their employers as supportive are
more satisfied with their jobs and more satisfied with their careers.

Better use of time

One obvious benefit of working for a family-friendly employer is that people
spend their time more wisely—in ways that are good for them personally and
for their organizations (see Table 7.1). For instance, both women and men
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TABLE 7.1

Employees in family-friendly organizations make
better use of their time*

Hours allocated per week
FAMILY FRIENDLINESS

1 LOW HIGH 1 1 LOW HIGH 1

Work' i 54.5 51.4 52.6 46.6

Relaxation' « 14.0 17.2 15.4 17.9

Household' < 9.5 9.8 10.8 12.3

Children* < 12.8 14.2 37.3 45.1
| MEN 1 | WOMEN |

* Sample split at approximate median on rating of employer support for family needs.
Numbers on table are hours per week.

* Main effects of sex and employer famify-friendliness, as well as interaction of sex and
employer family-friendliness, are significant.

* Main effect of employer family-friendliness is significant.

* Main effects of sex, as well as interaction of sex and employer family-friendliness, are
significant.

spend less time on work and more time on children when they work in orga-
nizations they feel are supportive of their lives outside of work. These differ-
ences are greater for women than they are for men. In addition, women who
work in family-friendly firms spend more time on household responsibilities
than do their counterparts in unsupportive organizations (the time men
spend on household chores is hardly affected by the supportiveness of their
employers).

Both men and women are likely to spend more time on relaxation when
their organizations allow for flexibility and provide support for life interests
outside of work. And, as we noted earlier, while time spent on work is less in
family-friendly organizations, job performance is just as high and commit-
ment to organization goals is even greater. How is it that they perform as well
while putting in fewer hours? They're working smarter.

One recent analysis asserts that some employees choose not to take advan-
tage of family-friendly policies because work is an easier, less emotionally
challenging and complicated place to be than home. That is the thesis behind
Arlie Hochschild's important and provocative work.14 She contends that peo-
ple escape to work—in other words, that people exchange the messy entangle-
ments that are the stuff of families for the surface camaraderie of the modern,
worker-friendly workplace.

Were this true, we would expect to see people who are relatively dissatis-
fied with their families and who receive relatively little personal support from
their partners spending more time at work in supportive organizations—in a
sense, substituting the work environment for what they don't get at home. But
it turns out that the people who spend the most time at work are those who
work in unsupportive organizations and have highly supportive partners.1' So,
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contrary to Hochschild, it's not that friendly, supportive organizations create
an attractive, home-like place to which family-stressed people want to escape.
Instead, we see that having a supportive partner allows people to respond to
rigorous work demands.16

People who truly feel their employer supports the pursuit of harmony
among, and engagement in, different life roles arrange their time in ways that
integrate work with their interests—family, community, and so on—that lie
beyond the bounds of the workplace. Nothing we found fits Hochschild's
notion that business professionals use a supportive work environment as a
refuge from the intense pressures of other life demands.

Offset career penalties for working mothers

We have discussed the "bonus or penalty" (BOP) hypothesis—that men gain
a career bonus and women suffer a career penalty from being married and
having kids. To recap: fathers earn more and are more satisfied with their
careers than men with no children, while mothers earn less and are less satis-
fied with their careers than women with no children. Men, in fact, realize a
career asset just from being married, whether or not they are fathers. Mar-
riage (without children) neither benefits nor hurts a woman's career. Because
they tend to have more authority in their work roles than single men and men
without children, married men and fathers enjoy competitive advantages in
their careers. And in comparison to women without children, mothers suffer
a penalty in part because they have fewer opportunities to develop their
careers, spend less time at work, and are less psychologically involved in it.

Working for a family-friendly employer has a significant effect on these
bonuses and penalties, especially for women. In supportive organizations, the
gap between mothers and women without children is considerably smaller
(see Figures 7.4 and 7.5). In other words, a supportive work environment
reduces the negative impact motherhood seems to have on women's career
outcomes.

The career penalty for mothers is reduced in organizations seen as family-
friendly. Why? We think it has to do with how family-friendly employers
alleviate the disadvantages faced by mothers working in unsupportive organi-
zations, where employers hold on to the stereotype that mothers are uncom-
mitted to their work and careers just because they have children, that they
tend to work fewer hours, and that they make greater adjustments to accom-
modate family interests. Family-supportive employers provide flexibility and
understanding to mothers, viewing mothers not as liabilities but as valuable
contributors to the business.

An employer's family-friendliness affects men, too, but not to the same
extent as women. For instance, the career satisfaction of fathers is enhanced
in organizations they feel to be supportive of their personal lives. Several fac-
tors may be at work here. Fathers enjoy the gratification of fruitful work
without it being quite as diminished by the pull of family demands. These
men spend fewer hours at work and more hours on relaxation and family.
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FIGURE 7.4

Career satisfaction of women working for
supportive and unsupportive employers

FIGURE 7.5

Income of women working for supportive
and unsupportive employers

NOTE: In general, mothers are less satisfied with their careers than are women without
children, and this difference is significantly smaller in organizations that are supportive
of family.

NOTE: In general, mothers earn less than women without children, and the income gap
between these two groups of women is significantly smaller in organizations that are
supportive of family.
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Their organizations offer understanding and flexibility, just as they do for
women.

The impact of employer family-friendliness on men, however, ends at
career satisfaction. It does nothing to close or widen the income gap between
fathers and men without children. Similarly, it has no impact on the differ-
ences in career outcomes between married and single men and between
members of single-earner versus dual-earner couples (see Chapter 3).

Improved quality of life beyond work

One of the motivations behind the family-friendliness movement was to
attract and retain people who demanded a better quality of life outside of
work, and who were unable or unwilling to keep up with the demands of the
time-consuming modern corporation.17 And just as family-supportiveness
helps people in their careers, it can improve the quality of life beyond work.

We touched on this subject earlier. People who work in organizations they
see as supportive of their family and personal lives feel they make relatively
few tradeoffs between work and family, are more satisfied with their personal
growth and development, and perform well as parents. And in Figure 7.3, we
detailed other benefits.

Parents are most likely to report that their employers are supportive of
family needs; after all, we would expect parents to be most aware of company
policies that have an impact on their children. But parents are not the only
ones who benefit from the reduced psychological conflicts between work and
personal life that result from flexible and supportive work environments.
Indeed, people who work for family-friendly employers report less of every
type of role conflict we measured: they feel less interference on work by their
families, they experience fewer behavioral conflicts between work and family,
and they worry less about work when they are spending time with their fami-
lies and when they are relaxing.

It cannot be stated too many times: an employer's family-friendliness,
when really felt by employees, has a positive impact on people's lives, in part
by allowing for—even encouraging—the flexibility needed to integrate work,
family, relaxation, and other pursuits.

Better parental performance

In Chapter 5, we explored how work experiences affect parents and their chil-
dren. We concluded that feeling satisfied with our jobs, performing them
well, aspiring to senior management positions, and taking time for relaxation
all enhance our performance as parents, although differently for mothers and
fathers. What role is played by an organization's supportiveness of family
needs?

Women perform better as mothers when they are satisfied with their jobs.
When we sharpen our focus and account for the impact of family-friendliness
(see Figure 7.6), it turns out this finding is true only in organizations seen as
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FIGURE 7.6

Whether job satisfaction leads to good parental performance
depends on whether mom works for a family-friendly employer

NOTE: There is a significant interaction between employer support and job satisfaction. In unsupportive
organizations high levels of job satisfaction result in poor performance as a mother but in highly supportive
companies, it's just the opposite: being satisfied with your job goes hand in hand with good performance
as a mother.

family-friendly. In fact, for mothers in unsupportive organizations we see the
opposite effect: they are more satisfied with their jobs the less well they per-
form as mothers. In other words, mothers who are highly satisfied at work
rate themselves relatively low as parents if they work in organizations that do
not accommodate their family interests, but rate themselves as good parents
if their firm is family-friendly.

So, employer support for family needs reverses the ill effects of a forced
tradeoff for mothers torn between trying to be a good mother and have a sat-
isfying job.

Another aspect of work we have observed is that men aspire to senior man-
agement to the detriment of their parental performance. The lower a father's
career aspirations, the better he tends to rate himself as a parent. Factor in
whether the organization is supportive of personal life, however, and we see
something different: if a father who aspires to a high position works for a
family-friendly employer, he does better as a parent.18

Employer Support + Partner Support

Clearly, working in a family-friendly organization has benefits. So does the
support we get from our partners. But we have questions about the combina-
tion of these two kinds of support, and the effect support in one domain
might have on support in the other.

Does a supportive work environment result in partners being more or less
supportive? Does having a supportive spouse result in our seeing our
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employer as more or less supportive? It depends on which type of partner
support we're talking about. For instance, business professionals who receive
relatively high amounts of personal support from their partners also get the
most employer support for family needs. There is no connection, though,
between an employer's family-friendliness and a partner providing either
career support or behavioral support (assistance with household responsibili-
ties or help with the kids).

What explains these findings? People who have both a supportive
employer and a partner who provides personal support probably place a high
value on receiving social and emotional support in general. They are, there-
fore, less likely to remain in an organization or in a relationship that does not
provide personal support.19 It may also be that people in supportive organiza-
tions are more likely to receive personal support from their partners because
their work environment allows them to be more psychologically open to
receiving such support.

We have discussed the role of partner support in terms of its functions. We
explored how it can lessen the time pressures and emotional demands we face
in our work and family lives—its stress-prevention function. We also exam-
ined how it can aid our overall well-being—personal, family, and career suc-
cess. Now we want to consider whether the family-friendliness of our
employers affects how partner support may or may not fulfill these two func-
tions.20

Figure 7.7 shows that we find two kinds of interaction between employer
and partner support. There is a compensation effect. In other words, the
impact of partner support on the outcome is greater if the family-friendliness
of the employer is relatively low. We see this effect on the psychological out-
comes of work interference with family, family interference with work, satis-
faction with personal growth, and career satisfaction. Partner support, in
other words, is needed more when we work in organizations that are not
supportive of our lives beyond work. There is also an enhancement effect, or
synergy—the beneficial effects of partner support are greater in family-
friendly firms. We see this effect on both behavioral interference and parental
performance.

Alleviating the stress of work-family conflicts

Working for a family-friendly employer has beneficial effects on all forms of
perceived role conflicts, as does personal support from one's partner. Both
forms of support help reduce the stress of role conflicts. But is the impact of
personal support different depending on whether it's given to a person who
works in either a supportive or an unsupportive work environment? As Table
7.2 illustrates, the answer depends on the form the role conflict takes.21

For two forms of psychological interference—work-to-family and farnily-
to-work conflicts—there seems to be a compensatory effect. In other words,
the impact of partner support is greater when our business professionals feel
their organizations to be unsupportive of their lives beyond work. In these
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FIGURE 7.7

The combination of employer support and partner support works

in two ways

instances, partner support seems to makes up for the absence or employer
support. Conversely, for people with relatively unsupportive partners,
employer family-friendliness reduces these same types of role conflicts to a
greater extent than for those whose partners are supportive. Those with
greater need for support in one domain search harder for support in the
other—and that more motivated, focused search results in greater support.
One source of support compensates for a lack of the other.

A different picture emerges when we look at behavioral interference of
work on family (when people act at home in ways that are more appropriate
to the work environment). Here, the whole is greater than the sum of its
parts—the combined impact of partner and employer support results in a
greater reduction in conflict than we see for either of these two sources of
support taken independently. More specifically, while behavioral interference
on family by work is lower for people who work in supportive organiza-
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TABLE 7.2

How partner support + employer support affects different
role conflicts'

tions—even if they have unsupportive partners—it is much lower if their
organization is supportive also. One source of support enhances the other.

Why do things work out this way? It may be that business professionals are
better able to take advantage of the benefits—flexibility and understanding—
they get from family-friendly employers when their partners at home make
relatively few demands that require them to adjust their behavior to fit the
norms of a family domain that might be different from, or even in conflict
with, the norms of their work world. And it could be that the supportive part-
ners are able to confront issues more directly and are therefore better able to
help their partners shift gears and manage the transition from work to home.

In other words, partner support, coupled with flexibility and understanding
from an employer, enables business professionals to move freely between work
and family roles—in effect, to be themselves wherever they are and manage
their boundaries better. In the case of behavioral interference of work on fam-
ily, then, there is an enhancement effect—the combined impact of partner and
employer support results in the greatest reduction in role conflict.
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Boost to well-being

As with role conflicts, employer support both enhances (in some cases) and
compensates for (in other cases) partner support when it comes to our well-
being—the components of which are family and personal satisfaction, the
health and behavior of children, and career success. Take the example of our
performance as parents. Personal support from a partner improves our
parental performance to an even greater extent when it is given to a person
who feels he or she works for a supportive as opposed to an unsupportive
employer; an enhancement effect.

We have seen that we are more satisfied with both our personal lives and
our families when we have a partner's personal and career support. Oddly
enough, while working for a family-friendly employer improves satisfaction
with personal growth, it has no impact on family satisfaction. And it neither
enhances nor compensates for personal support from a partner (which itself
increases family satisfaction).

FIGURE 7.8

In their influence on personal growth satisfaction, partner and
employer support compensate for each other
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As Figure 7.8 shows, there is a compensation effect on personal growth
satisfaction in the cases of both personal and career support from a partner. In
highly supportive organizations, there is virtually no difference in personal
growth satisfaction between those who do and those who do not receive per-
sonal and career support from their partners. It's mainly for those business
professionals who work for unsupportive employers that we observe the ben-
efits of a partner's personal and career support on how they feel about their
own growth and development.

Finally—and not surprisingly—the pattern of results for career satisfac-
tion is essentially the same as those we just observed for satisfaction with per-
sonal growth. Both personal and career support make more of a difference in
increasing career satisfaction when it is given by partners to business profes-
sionals who work in unsupportive organizations. In other words, there is a
compensation effect operating here as well.

Summing Up

Family-friendly firms have a significant impact on the lives and careers of the
business professionals who work in them. We've shown that the supportive-
ness of employers for the family and other life interests of employees makes a
difference beyond the quality of life employees experience. There are impor-
tant work and career outcomes as well.

We hope our findings will encourage a greater effort to create family-
friendly work environments—and not only for the sake of the personal lives
of employees. It turns out this makes good business sense. Employer family-
friendliness builds commitment and satisfaction among employees. Corpora-
tions ought to welcome that outcome.

Perhaps even more important, it turns out that although people in family-
friendly organizations work fewer hours, their job performance is equal to
those in unsupportive organizations. In other words, they are working more
efficiently—a win-win situation for employees and employers alike. Firms
that provide understanding and flexibility for the whole lives of the business
professional create environments in which people work smarter.

Family-friendliness is one among a number of important building blocks
in what we call an infrastructure for flexibility—a web of social, political, and
economic support needed if work and the family are to be allies in our society.
Constructing such an infrastructure must be a central task of businesses and
individuals; we offer ideas for how to do this in Chapter 9.

And what makes a family-supportive organization? It is more than policies
and official programs about family and personal life. These are important,
but they go only so far. What really affects people is an organization's culture,
its values in practice. Measure family-friendliness according to formal poli-
cies and programs (as most studies to date have done) and the assessment is
likely to be off by a considerable degree. That is why we focus on how people
actually feel about the degree to which their organizations are supportive.

Our use of a subjective measure led us to find that family-supportive orga-
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nizations do not, as some assert, compel people to use work as an escape from
the challenges of intimacy and family life. To the contrary, we see that busi-
ness professionals who feel supported take advantage of the flexibility and
understanding their organizations provide, using those benefits to live more
satisfying lives.

Support from our employers goes a long way toward alleviating the
penalty mothers in particular face in the workplace. It can either compensate
for or enhance the support we receive from our partner at home. It seems
that for people who feel supported by their organizations in their life inter-
ests outside of work, the role played by emotional support from a spouse or
partner in reducing work-family conflicts and in increasing satisfaction with
personal growth and career is less critical than in those organizations where
work dominates personal life. A partner's support makes a difference for psy-
chological well-being when it is given to someone who needs it because his or
her organization doesn't seem to care. On the other hand, there is a synergis-
tic effect in the case of the happy combination of working in a supportive
organization and having a supportive spouse. This situation makes for greatly
reduced behavioral interference of work on family life and results in very
high levels of parental performance. Partner support and employer support
together enhance the value of each kind of support on these important behav-
ioral outcomes.

As we saw in the previous chapter, we again see the cross-domain effects of
social support. Work can generate resources for personal life, just as personal
and family life can generate resources for work and career.

This brings us to the end of our analyses of findings about how family
affects work and how work affects family for men and women. Our final two
chapters present a synthesis of our observations and choices for individuals,
employers, and society—all geared toward making allies of work and the
family.
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What Have We Learned?

The business professionals we surveyed are doing quite well. About
half have very satisfying careers, more than seven in ten are highly

satisfied with their family lives, and 53 percent feel very good about their
personal growth and development. But the combination of career and
family life doesn't translate into overall satisfaction for every group. Sin-
gle-earner men, for example, are most pleased with their careers but least
satisfied with their families. Dual-earner mothers are pretty much the
reverse—satisfied with their families but not so much with their careers.
Dual-earner fathers are reasonably satisfied with career and family.

We raised several fundamental questions in Chapter 1, and they have
guided our study. What is the relationship between work and family? Do
work and family stand in opposition, competing for time and attention,
draining energy, evoking conflict? Or do people draw on their experiences
in each sphere of life, enriching the other parts of their lives in a process of
integration? Do women and men experience their work and family lives in
similar or different ways? One thing was certain to us going in: that work
and family touch one another in profound ways, and their relationship is
neither simple nor straightforward.

Chapters 2 through 7 have presented the major findings of our study.
Now it's time for synthesis. Here we present a model that captures what
we've brought to light: a highly complex relationship between two often
disparate spheres of life, work and family. This chapter is the necessary
prelude to our recommendations that follow, where we address what indi-
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viduals, employers, and society must do—the choices they face—to make
allies of work and the family.

A Model of Work-Family Relationships

More than anything else, our research has demonstrated the interdependence
of work and family lives. We may not always know what causes what—which
is the chicken and which is the egg—but we do know that work and family are
intertwined in myriad ways. Knowing this, however, isn't much different
from what we knew from the outset. It certainly doesn't answer the question
of whether these connections between work and family are positive or nega-
tive. This knowledge alone won't reveal for us whether work and family
enrich each other or whether they place obstacles and constraints in each
other's way. Now we've come to the overarching question: All things consid-
ered, are work and family allies or enemies?

To find the answer, we reflected on all our findings. We looked for where
the work-family linkage represents a positive impact, and where it is nega-
tive. In other words, we looked at the conditions under which work or family
promote well-being in the other domain (which makes them allies) and those
where work or family create difficulties or conflicts for each other, spurring
tradeoffs (which makes them enemies). Then we sought to determine which
domain was "calling the shots." In other words, we asked which is more plau-
sible in a given situation: that work influences family or that family influences
work.

This analysis proved illuminating. Work and family indeed conflict with
each other—especially for women—and limit success and fulfillment in
important ways. We hear about this conflict all the time. But work and family
also serve as allies, providing positive experiences and feelings that spill over
to affect each other in helpful ways. The positive interdependencies between
work and family can be just as extensive and important as the more harmful
effects. From our analysis, two key concepts emerged:

Allies in integration. Work-family integration occurs when participa-
tion in one role enhances the quality of life within the other role.
When work is family's ally, it improves our experiences and outcomes
within the family. When family is the ally of work, our family life
strengthens our experiences and outcomes at work.

Enemies in conflict. Work-family conflict occurs when participation in
one role detracts from the quality of life within the other role.1 When
they are enemies, our work lives interfere with satisfaction and suc-
cess in the family or our family lives interfere with our satisfaction
and success at work.

Figure 8.1 shows when work-family integration and conflict are most
likely to occur. Figure 8.2 is our general model of work-family relationships,
a picture of a process we're about to describe. It shows three key components
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FIGURES.)

When are integration and conflict most likely to occur?

FIGURE 8.2

A general model of work-family relationships
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FIGURE 8.3

Ways in which work and family help each other

of Figure 8.1—resources, involvement, and emotional gratification—that
affect our availability, competence, and emotional gratification in each
domain.2 In Chapter 1, we introduced this general model and provided brief
definitions of its key components. Figure 8.3 provides some specific examples
of the three key components in our work and family domains. Let's look more
closely at each of the three key components in our model and how they work.

Resources

A resource is a supply of support or aid that helps make us more capable of
dealing with a situation or meeting a new difficulty. Some resources are tan-
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gible, such as time or money. Many other resources are intangible. Informa-
tion, acceptance, and self-esteem are all examples of important, but less tan-
gible, resources.3

We obtain resources in both our work and family domains. In the work
domain, a wealth of resources comes as a result of family-friendly policies and
practices. Others come from our daily work experiences, which are also a rich
source of resources. Partner support—behavioral, personal, or career—pro-
vides resources from the family domain.

Figure 8.4 offers an overview of how resources in one role affect behaviors
and feelings in the other role. For instance, the resource of flexible control
over work time enables an employee to be available behaviorally to family
members—that is, to be physically present when a partner, child, parent, or
other relative needs assistance. This in turn leads to good feelings (shown as
"emotional gratification" in the figure). Similarly, the monetary resource can
allow behavioral availability to family members through the purchase of the
services of outside help, for example, also leading to emotional gratification.

As we've discussed so often in this book, however, availability isn't only
about behavior, or physical presence. It has a psychological aspect as well; it
means being attentive and sensitive to another person's emotional needs. The
figure shows that being understood and accepted at work and possessing high
self-esteem allows a person to be psychologically, or emotionally, available to
a family member. The better we feel about ourselves in one domain, the more
able we are to give emotional support to others in another setting. The out-
come is emotional gratification in the other role.

FIGURE 8.4

Resources in one role affect our availability, competence, and
emotional gratification in the other
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High self-esteem also promotes competence in family activities, because
self-confidence gives us the power to attempt—and persist at—challenging
tasks.4 Of course, information and advice provided at work also provide us
with the knowledge and counsel to achieve greater competence in dealing
with family demands.5 Plus, being available and competent in the family
domain is likely to enhance the emotional gratification we get from family
life, since we feel useful and capable in family matters.

The more resources, the better: an abundance of resources promotes
work-family integration, and makes allies of the two domains. Time, flexibil-
ity, knowledge, acceptance, and self-esteem received within a role enable us
to become available and competent in the other role. Of course, the opposite
is also true. Work or family environments that provide little time flexibility,
that drain our energy, that hinder our feelings of acceptance, and that erode
our self-esteem increase the likelihood of conflict between work and family.
Without flexibility, it is difficult to resolve time and scheduling problems
effectively, and feelings of rejection and low self-esteem hamper our develop-
ment of skills that can be applied fruitfully in the other role. Work and family
become enemies.

Involvement

Involvement refers to the time and psychological energy we devote to our
various social roles—parent, employee, neighbor, Little League coach, and so
on. Some of our roles are more central to our concept of self than are other
roles. And the more involved we are in a particular social role, the more
intensely we invest ourselves in that role and the more extensively we partici-
pate in role-related activities.6 Achieving success in a highly meaningful role
is a powerful source of self-esteem.7

Imbalanced involvement—where we are much more involved in work
than family, or vice versa—creates such a preoccupation and absorption in
the more involving role that it weakens our behavioral and emotional avail-
ability in the other role.8 Our limited availability to other people can prove
harmful to our own competence and emotional gratification in the role get-
ting short shrift.9 Imbalanced involvement thus produces extensive
work—family conflict (see Figure 8.5).

If we are highly involved in both work and family, however, we're likely to
experience work-family integration. Just as resources serve as enablers in
efforts to make allies of work and family, so does balanced involvement.
When we embrace balanced involvement—that is, when both work and
family are important to us and we care deeply about both roles—we will be
highly motivated to apply the resources derived from one role to enrich the
other. Those of us strongly involved in both roles, for example, may actively
seek more flexibility at work to enable us to meet our family needs. We may
also be better at using partner support to help us meet our work-related
challenges.



What Have We Learned? 121

FIGURE 8.S

Imbalanced involvement in one role has negative effects
on the other

Emotional gratification

In our work roles, emotional gratification is what we feel when we are satis-
fied with our jobs and careers, when our work experiences satisfy important
goals, and when our work lives are interesting and rewarding.10 We get emo-
tional gratification in our family roles when we experience satisfaction with
our families, when important social and emotional needs, values, and goals
are met at home.

The level of emotional gratification we experience in one domain directly
affects our level of emotional gratification in the other, as Figure 8.6 illus-
trates. In other words, this "emotional spillover" can be positive or negative,
producing integration or conflict. When it is positive, it is because we are able
to transfer our good mood from one role directly to the other. Satisfaction
with our family lives can make it possible for us to enjoy our work more—we
feel less pressured, less distracted by stressful family situations. Likewise, a
satisfying career can allow us to enjoy our family lives more fully. The nega-
tive spillover produces work-family conflict—when, for example, dissatisfac-
tion at work causes frustration and stress that we just can't shake when inter-
acting in the family domain.11

FIGURE 8.6

Our emotional gratification in one role affects our emotional
gratification in the other
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Positive emotions experienced in a role promote work-family integration,
and help make allies of the two domains. Integration makes it possible to par-
ticipate in our life roles with less stress and distraction. The converse is obvi-
ous: frustration and dissatisfaction within one role can produce work-family
conflict—as negative emotions spill over, they interfere with our satisfaction
and success in the other role. Clearly, emotional gratification in one role is
important to the other.

Now that we have an idea of how these three elements in our model help
determine whether work and family are allies or enemies, let's look specifi-
cally at their effects at work and at home. The two accompanying boxes pro-
vide an overview of what we've learned and what we'll be discussing in this
chapter.

How Work Affects Family Life

WORK LIFE FAMILY LIFE

Resources from Work* Lead to ...

High level in organization Healthier children
Children do better in school

High income More satisfied with childcare
Healthier children

Family-friendly employer Spend more time on home
and children

Spend more time relaxing
Return to work part-time after child
Experience few work-family

tradeoffs
Experience few work-family

conflicts
Perform better as parent

Authority Healthier children

Networking More satisfied with family

Effective job performance Perform better as parent

Men Only
Adjustment of work schedule Healthier children

Women Only
Authority More satisfied with childcare

Children have fewer
behavioral problems

Acceptance by peers More satisfied with childcare

Networking Children do better in school
More satisfied with childcare
Healthier children

^Factors that produce resources at work.
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Involvement in Work Leads to ...

High psychological involvement Lower psychological involvement
in work in family

Less satisfied with family
Perform worse as parent
Partner provides less personal

support
Partner provides less assistance

with children

Career as life role priority Spend less time on home
and children

Take less time off following children
Lower psychological involvement

in family
Less adjustment of work schedule

for family
Less satisfied with family

Men Only
Long work hours More satisfied with family

High job performance Children have fewer
behavioral problems

High psychological involvement Children have more
in work behavioral problems

Women Only
Long work hours Less satisfied with family

Committed to organization More satisfied with childcare

High psychological involvement Children have fewer
in work behavioral problems

Emotional Gratification Leads to ...
from Work

Satisfied with job Perform better as parent

Satisfied with career More satisfied with family

Men Only
Satisfied with job Children have fewer

behavioral problems

Women Only
Satisfied with career Children do better in school
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How Family Affects Work

FAMILY LIFE WORK LIFE

Resources from Family Lead to ...

Partner helps with children Higher income
Higher job performance
More coaching
Fewer adjustments of work schedule

for family

Partner provides extensive More authority
personal support More coaching-

More accepted at work
More satisfied with career

Partner provides extensive More authority
career support More developmental assignments

More coaching
More networking
More accepted at work
More satisfied with career

Men Only
Partner helps with children Higher level in organization

Women Only
Partner provides extensive Higher job performance

personal support

Involvement in Family Leads to ...

High psychological involvement Lower psychological involvement
in family in work

Family as life role priority More adjustment of work schedule
for family

Lower psychological involvement
in work

Lower career aspirations
More relocations for family reasons

Men Only
Marriage and children Higher income

Higher level in organization
More satisfied with career

Women Only
Presence of children Lower income

Less satisfied with career
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Extensive family responsibilities Work fewer hours
Lower psychological involvement

in work
More adjustment of work schedule

for family
Fewer developmental assignments

Emotional Gratification Leads to ...
from Family

Satisfied with family More satisfied with career

Resources and Their Impact

Resources at work have a profound effect on family life and vice versa, as we've
seen from our business professionals. Let's delve deeper into what we've
learned about how resources from one domain affect our lives in the other.

Resources from work affect the family

Our business professionals have better family lives when their work provides
resources. Jobs that provide few of the resources we've been discussing can
have negative consequences for family life by detracting from the quality of
family life and producing work-family conflict. Clearly, whether work is an
ally or enemy of family depends in large part on the resources available in the
workplace—which is precisely why we call so much attention to these
resources. Let's look more specifically at the effects.

We find that individuals who occupy high-level positions in the organiza-
tion, and who earn the substantial income that usually accompanies such
responsibilities, have healthy children who do well in school and have satis-
factory childcare arrangements. So, financial resources from work are impor-
tant. While it is still the case that money and power cannot buy happiness or
guarantee that we perform well as parents, they do seem to enable people to
acquire high-quality services for their children, and perhaps even provide a
home environment that contributes to the kids' academic accomplishments.

As we've noted several times in earlier chapters, flexibility—discretion over
the methods, timing, and location of work—is a resource critical to
work—family integration. Through alternative work arrangements, employ-
ers furnish the time and flexibility employees need to juggle work and family
responsibilities. People who work for family-friendly employers use that flex-
ibility to devote more time to home, children, and relaxation; they're also
more likely to return to work only part-time after the birth of a child. Fur-
ther, these people experience fewer tradeoffs and work-family conflicts and
feel better about their parenting than people who work in less supportive
organizations.

Authority is another resource at work. People with high levels of authority
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on the job tend to have healthy children—perhaps because they have the flexi-
bility to attend to their kids' health needs in a timely manner. The fact that
women with authority are highly satisfied with childcare and have children
with relatively few behavioral problems suggests these women are even more
likely than men to use their job authority to better their families.

We expect that authority at work also boosts self-esteem. The additional
responsibilities associated with jobs that have high levels of authority make
them more challenging, and when we meet those challenges we feel better
about ourselves.12

One intangible, but extremely important, set of resources is the informa-
tion and advice that come from networking with—and feeling accepted by—
other people in our work organizations. Although networking promotes a
feeling of satisfaction with family for men and women, networking and
acceptance generally have a stronger impact on children for women than for
men. Children's health and school performance improve when their mothers
network extensively, and the quality of their childcare arrangements depends
on whether their mothers network a lot and feel accepted by their peers. As
we have suggested, women may use networking not only for instrumental,
career-enhancing purposes but also to meet their emotional and social needs.
It's clear that the information, advice, and perspectives provided by other
people at work help women improve the quality of their children's lives.

Family-friendly employers also provide information and advice, often
through referral services and work-family counseling. The resource of
acceptance often comes through company practices that acknowledge the
difficulties of managing work and family commitments.

As noted earlier, our self-esteem can also be enhanced when we perform
well on assigned tasks—especially those involving a great deal of authority—
and when we participate in particularly challenging special assignments that
stretch our capabilities and promote the development of new talents. We've
already seen the impact of authority on family life. It's also interesting that
individuals who perform well in their jobs feel they perform well in their par-
enting role. Some of the skills we need to achieve high performance in pro-
fessional jobs—listening, coordinating, mentoring, and leading teams—are
also relevant to being an effective parent. Moreover, the self-esteem we
derive from high job performance can give us the confidence to learn and
apply effective parenting skills at home.

Resources from the family affect 'work

Just as resources at work can strengthen family life, resources in the family
can improve work. One of the family's primary resources is the support part-
ners provide for each other." Behavioral support from our partner—in par-
ticular, help with the kids—can provide us with time and flexibility at home
that makes us better able to meet the demands of work. Those of us who
receive behavioral support from our partners find we make relatively few
family-imposed adjustments in our work schedules. In turn, we are more
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available behaviorally to work colleagues. And when we can give that extra
time and attention to work—time less distracted by family concerns—we get
more opportunities for coaching, our job performance is enhanced, and, at
least for men, there's more rapid ascent through the organizational hierarchy.

Partners who bolster us emotionally with personal or career support also
provide resources. Emotional support from our partners—through their
love, concern, empathy, and advice—provides information, guidance, and
acceptance that help build our self-esteem and self-confidence.14 With higher
self-esteem, we're better able to seek out experiences like coaching, network-
ing, and key assignments that ultimately develop greater competence at work,
not to mention higher career satisfaction. For women, receptiveness to
a partner's support is particularly useful in promoting a high level of job
performance.

The scarcity of family resources that results from having little or no part-
ner support reduces our availability, development, and satisfaction at work.
Under these circumstances, the family can be an enemy to work.

There is another way in which family resources can enrich people's
careers, although we did not look at it specifically in our research. It has to do
with skills and social connections developed and reinforced outside of work.
For example, managing a household, coping with interpersonal difficulties,
and teaching children are skills and talents we develop at home, and are
resources that can be applied to the work setting—they can help us become
more effective managers and developers of people in the workplace.15 Our
attentiveness to the emotional needs of family members, for example, attunes
us to the importance of being emotionally available to work colleagues, and
can help us become more competent in solving problems and resolving con-
flicts at work. Household management—with its financial, interpersonal,
entrepreneurial, and administrative requirements—has many applications to
the management of a business enterprise. This educational spillover can
make family experiences and accomplishments strong allies of work. 16

Men and Women Use Work Resources in Different Ways

There are some important differences in the impact of work on fam-
ily for men and women—reflecting somewhat distinct social identities
for men and women. Most men view work first and foremost as a vehi-
cle to success, placing more emphasis on achieving status and wealth
than do most women. Devotion to work reinforces a man's self-image
as a good provider. Men who work long hours and perform well in their
jobs are satisfied with their family lives; their children have relatively
few behavioral problems; and they feel good about themselves and their
role in the family.

Women are more likely than are men to value growth and challenge
in their work, without the emphasis on money, status, and power we see
among men. Women also view work positively when they see it as an
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opportunity to care for others through their work. Also, women more
than men seem to use authority and flexibility at work to provide better
care for their children, with the result that the kids have relatively few
behavioral problems. Not unexpectedly, women are more likely than
are men to value time for themselves and their family in their careers.

Women generally place a higher value on social relationships at
work than do men, and use these relationships to a greater extent. For
example, when women network extensively in their jobs, they are more
satisfied with childcare arrangements and their children have fewer
school and health problems. Networking by men has no such effect.
Similarly, women who feel accepted by their peers at work also express
satisfaction with childcare. Taken together, these findings strongly sug-
gest that women use work relationships—at least in part—to enhance
the well-being of their families. We're not certain whether women
intentionally utilize these relationships to help solve family problems
or whether family well-being is an incidental by-product of sharing
family and personal concerns with colleagues. But what is clear is that
women leverage social relationships at work for the betterment of their
families.

The Effects of Involvement

Involvement in work affects the family

A disproportionately high level of psychological involvement in work can
have several negative effects on the family. It generally detracts from the
quality of a person's family life. In this respect, work can be an enemy of the
family. People who are involved in work to the point of preoccupation tend to
be uninvolved in—and dissatisfied with—their family lives. Among our four
life role priorities, people in the career-focused group are least satisfied with
their families.

Absorption in work reduces availability to other family members. People
absorbed in their work have little energy or inclination to give their time or
attention to others. Their partners are reluctant to provide much of any kind
of support. The expectation of reciprocity discourages individuals from pro-
viding behavioral or emotional support to partners who give little in return.

Career Success: Ally or Enemy of the Family?

Do people who are successful in their careers inevitably pay a price
for that success—in the way of unhappy family lives? We don't think so.
Achieving career success can be a boon to family life. People who are sat-
isfied with their careers are also satisfied with their families. And earn-
ing a high income certainly promotes children's health and parents' sat-
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isfaction with childcare. Moreover, individuals who achieve a high-level
position at work have kids who are healthy and perform well at school.
There are few indications that a high income, a responsible job, and a
satisfying career—our three measures of career success—have harmful
effects on the family.

If career success is not the enemy of the family, what about career is
harmful? The answer is crucial: the preoccupation with work that some
people deem necessary to achieve a successful career. We have shown
repeatedly that people who pour most of their psychic energy into work
simply have little left for their families. In effect, these people are mak-
ing a trade—a satisfying family life for intense absorption in their work.

Undoubtedly, success in certain career fields requires an intense pre-
occupation with work. It may well be that the energy and sacrifices
expected if one is to achieve success in these particular fields are them-
selves the culprits. But some occupations—and an increasing number of
family-friendly employers—do not impose work demands so severe
that family and personal life inevitably suffer. Indeed, if we are to make
allies of work and family, it is critical that we select careers and employ-
ers compatible with the kind of life outside work that fits our values.

There's a vicious circle at work here, as well. The less available work-
absorbed people are to family members, the less competent they're likely to
be in family life—which explains why they view themselves as ineffective par-
ents. Opportunities to master parenting skills simply do not arise when we
are emotionally and physically withdrawn from our children. Moreover, peo-
ple who are unavailable and incompetent in the family domain are unlikely to
meet the needs usually satisfied in healthy family relationships, such as the
intimacy we experience in loving relationships in which we have the opportu-
nity to nurture others. This helps explain why career-focused people, highly
involved in their work, tend to be dissatisfied with their family lives.

Involvement in family affects work

The effects we've seen from work to family tend to be replicated in the other
direction. When we are deeply involved psychologically in our family lives,
we tend to reduce our involvement in work. Recall that family-focused peo-
ple are not strongly involved in their careers, do not aspire to senior manage-
ment positions, frequently adjust their work schedules to meet family and
personal needs, and relocate for family reasons. We have seen that people in
the family-focused group restrict their career involvement to avoid extensive
conflicts between work and family. However, the impact on work of involve-
ment in family responsibilities is more pronounced for women than men.
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Involvement in Family and the Careers of Women and Men

Extensive involvement in family life can be an enemy to work, espe-
cially for dual-earner mothers with young children. These women
carry heavier family responsibilities, work fewer hours, and adjust their
work schedules more than all others—which means they limit their
behavioral availability at work. Their diminished psychological
involvement in work may render them less emotionally available on the
job as well. These dual-earner mothers also receive less coaching and
fewer developmental assignments at work, in part out of choice and in
part because of stereotypes. Absent the career development opportuni-
ties other women may have, these moms have fewer chances to
strengthen their competence or develop new skills at work. They end
up being less satisfied with their careers than women without children.

Women—dual-earner mothers in particular—are generally more
involved in their families than are men. They spend more time with the
children and less time at work than men. Perhaps most significantly,
women are more willing than men are to trade career success for the
well-being of the family. It is the woman, not the man, who suffers the
family penalty when children enter the picture. It is the woman with
family responsibilities who adjusts her work schedule for family rea-
sons, and it is the woman who turns down developmental opportunities
at work. In short, the woman—specifically the dual-earner mother—
often experiences a substantial tradeoff between family and work.

Men, conversely, receive a family bonus that enables them to achieve
high levels of career success. This is especially true for single-earner
fathers. Although we don't rule out that fathers are especially motivated
to achieve success, the more plausible explanation lies with the favor-
able stereotypes of family men held by many employers. It is less a case
of the families providing resources to single-earner fathers than it is
biases among employers that result in fathers being given more author-
ity (and achieving greater career success) than men with no children.
This bias even extends to fathers with stay-at-home wives being paid
more. Clearly, in this situation, the single-earner father's family is an
ally to his work.

Is family simply more important to women than to men? Or do
women view their role in the family differently than men? We believe
it's more the latter. Men who are highly involved in their families do
believe their family is very important to them. But they take an instru-
mental view of their role as husband and father; that is, their function is
tied to the breadwinner role by which they provide financial security to
their partners and children. This is one reason men's satisfaction with
their family lives seems to go hand in hand with the number of hours
they spend at work. Although men—especially dual-earner men—
probably spend more time on home and family activities than their own
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fathers did, they often find it difficult to escape the division of labor by
gender that has been reinforced for generations. Marriages that begin
with an egalitarian orientation often revert to a more traditional separa-
tion of tasks for men and women once children enter the picture.

In most cultures, women have traditionally assumed primary respon-
sibility for assuring the family's emotional wellbeing. No wonder, then,
that women have a more stringent and demanding conception than
men do of what it takes to be a good partner and parent. In contrast to
men's roles, being a wife and mother generally means something more
than—or different from—bringing home the bacon. It means being
available to family members and being attuned to their varied needs.

The Dynamics of Emotional Gratification

Because emotions can spill over from one role to another, the emotional grat-
ification we get in one domain can have a direct effect on the satisfaction we
experience in the other sphere of life.

When it comes to emotional spillover, work can be either an ally or an
enemy to the family. Work is an ally when it produces satisfaction and other
positive emotions that promote satisfaction in the family domain: the more
satisfaction people experience in their careers, the more satisfied they are
with their family lives. People who are satisfied with their work feel good
about themselves and their role in society and transfer these positive emo-
tions—satisfaction, optimism, and self-esteem—to the family domain.

Work that is dissatisfying, that leaves us frustrated and anxious, is an
enemy to family life. The negative emotions from the work domain are trans-
ferred to the family domain.

Similarly, men and women experience positive and negative emotional
spillover from family to work. People who are satisfied with their family lives
find they are satisfied with their careers; the positive emotions in the family
domain spill over to enrich the work domain. When we are satisfied with our
families, we feel better about ourselves and we approach our work with fewer
family-related stresses and distractions. This makes us better able to derive
greater satisfaction from our careers.

But just as a happy family life can be an ally to work, a stressful, dissatisfy-
ing family can impede satisfaction with work. Here family is the enemy of
work.

What Causes Conflict Between Work and Family?

Time is often invoked to explain the conflicts people experience between
their work and family lives. Most of us have heard the argument before: if
only people didn't work such long hours, they'd have a more satisfying family
life. Or, if they didn't devote so much time to home and family, their careers
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would flourish. But is time the culprit? The short answer is: Not as much as
most people think.

To be sure, we did uncover several examples where time spent in one
domain detracts from the other.17 However, time spent working has no bear-
ing on children's behavioral, health, or school problems, and does not deter-
mine parental performance, although it reduces family satisfaction for
women over 30.

What matter more are the psychological conflicts we experience between
our work and family lives. When are our family and personal lives likely to
suffer? It's when the demands of work interfere with our family responsibili-
ties, and when we find it difficult to adjust our behavior as we move between
work and home. It's when our intense absorption in work intrudes into the
quality of family life.

People who are preoccupied with work arc uninvolved and dissatisfied
with their family, are dissatisfied with their performance as parents, and find
it difficult to get partner support. Children and adults alike sense when their
parents or partners are consistently distracted by their work—and relation-
ships can suffer as a result.

Here are some examples of statements reflecting our measure of the inter-
ference of work with family (the first four are about psychological interfer-
ence; the last two are about behavioral interference):

• When I spend time with my family, I am bothered by all of the things
on my job that I should be doing.

9 Because of my job responsibilities, I have to miss out on home or
family activities in which I should participate.

• Because of my job responsibilities, the time I spend with my family is
less enjoyable and more pressured.

• Pursuing a demanding job makes it difficult for me to be an attentive
spouse/partner.

• My partner complains that I treat family members as if they are work
associates or subordinates.

• I find it difficult making the transition from my job to home life.

With the possible exception of job responsibilities intruding into family
activities, these conflicts have little to do with time. Rather, they involve pre-
occupation with work, pressure from work experienced at home, inability to
be a thoughtful partner because of work demands, and difficulty turning off
work behaviors at home. What we've learned about these conflicts points to
the importance of managing the boundaries between work and family. We
must learn how to create greater flexibility to minimize the schedule conflicts
between work and family, and then use that flexibility. We must learn how to
leave work behind and enjoy family life when we're at home—in other words,
to separate or segment our work and family roles at certain times. We have to
learn that behaviors that may be effective at work are inappropriate when
we're at home dealing with family members. The need to "switch gears"
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when traversing the great divide between work and family is paramount. We
have more to say about managing role boundaries in our final chapter.

Recurrent Cycles of Influence

When work and family are integrated, one role strengthens and enhances the
other role. But work-family integration doesn't necessarily mean both roles
strengthen each other at the same time. For some, work may strengthen fam-
ily; for others, family may improve the quality of work. The same can be said
about work-family conflict. For some people, work interferes with family,
while for others it is the reverse.

Individuals who are highly satisfied with their careers are also very satis-
fied with their family lives. Perhaps a satisfying career enables us to relax and
enjoy relationships with family members. It is also easy to imagine how a sat-
isfying family life can, over time, promote a high level of career satisfaction,
since we may be able to pursue our work relatively free of distractions caused
by family stress. But which is the cause and which the effect? Does our career
satisfaction initially enhance our family satisfaction, or is it the other way
around? We don't know. But it is likely that a recurrent cycle eventually
occurs in which satisfaction with work and satisfaction with family mutually
reinforce each other over time.18

There is a similar situation when work and family are enemies. Individuals
highly involved in their work may become be uninvolved and dissatisfied in
their family role. Does absorption in work make it difficult to become
involved in family, or do people run away from dissatisfying family situations
by throwing themselves into their work? Undoubtedly, both situations occur.
Regardless of the initial cause, however, an ongoing cycle can appear in which
high involvement in work not only compensates for low involvement in fam-
ily but also makes future involvement in family less likely.

There is another example of this recurrent cycle. In our discussion of the
family bonus or penalty, we showed that women with children often suffer a
family penalty that detracts from their career success, specifically in terms of
lowered income and career satisfaction. This can prompt a woman to involve
herself even more deeply in her family to compensate for the lack of success
and satisfaction in the world of work. Although a woman's family responsibil-
ities may initially affect her career, her unsatisfying experiences at work can
subsequently heighten her involvement in family life.

In summary, we believe there are recurrent cycles of influence between
work and family lives. These cycles, which may be positive or negative, make
it difficult to determine whether the influence originally resides in the work-
place or in the family domain.19 Regardless of its origin, however, work-fam-
ily linkages take on lives of their own that perpetuate over time.
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In Praise of the Career + Family Focus

We've shown that psychological absorption in work or family often results in
interference between the two roles. The role in which we are absorbed and
preoccupied crowds out rich and fulfilling involvement in the other role.
This suggests that equal involvement in both work and family may result in
fulfillment in both roles. Let's look at what happens when both work and fam-
ily are prominent parts of our lives—that is, when we are psychologically
involved in both work and family domains.

In Chapter 2 we introduced life role priorities and provided an overview of
four groups among our business professionals:

• Career-focused, in which the greatest importance is placed on career
• Family-focused, in which the greatest importance is placed on family
• Career + family-focused, in which dual importance is placed on

career and family
• Self/society-focused, in which the greatest importance is placed

either on personal development or community

Throughout this book, we have returned to these life role priorities to
help explain how work and family affect people in different ways. Now, as we
attempt to answer the big question—whether work and family are allies or
enemies—we return to life role priorities to take a special look at one group:
career + family. Why? People in the career + family group display the highest
level of work-family integration, which we've suggested may be the key to
finding fulfillment in both domains of life.20 These people

• are the most satisfied with their careers
• are among the most satisfied with their family lives
9 are among the most satisfied with their personal growth and develop-

ment
• have children who are doing well physically, emotionally, and acade-

mically
• are among the most satisfied with their overall lives

We believe people whose life role priority is career + family achieve satis-
faction in both spheres of life because their work and family roles are inte-
grated rather than conflicted. Their work interferes with family far less than
it does for their career-focused counterparts. Their families interfere with
their work far less than it does for the family-focused group. Their value for
both work and family prevents one role from consistently being accommo-
dated in favor of the other. In fact, the career + family group experiences
fewer work-family tradeoffs than do any of the other groups.

Contrast this with a family focus. Family-focused individuals give of them-
selves freely to their partners and children, and they have much to show for it.
They have satisfying family lives, and their kids are healthy and well-adjusted.
But their careers—in which they invest relatively little of themselves—suffer.
Their extensive involvement with family responsibilities interferes with
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work; consequently, they have to make many work-family tradeoffs. With the
restrictions family-focused individuals place on their career involvement—so
that they can accommodate their families—these people end up relatively
dissatisfied with the direction their careers have taken.

However, family-focused people are satisfied with something, while career-
focused people seem to have the worst of both worlds. Predictably, they
express little satisfaction with their family lives, probably because they give so
little of themselves in that arena. But they're not especially satisfied with their
personal growth and, most surprising, do not experience the high level of
career satisfaction we might expect of people so focused on work. The
self/society group has its share of problems, too. Their kids may be doing rel-
atively well, but these people are the least satisfied with their careers and their
personal growth, and lag behind most of the other groups in satisfaction with
their family lives.

The self/society group is deeply involved neither in work nor in family.
Indeed, they're among the least likely to be married or have children. No sur-
prise, then, that they experience little career or family satisfaction, at least in
comparison to the other groups.

Contrast again the career + family types, who invest heavily in work and
family. Sure, they work long hours and are psychologically involved in their
career but they also spend time with their families and are psychologically
involved in the lives of their partners and kids. And they reap benefits from
this dual involvement: satisfying careers and rewarding family relationships.

One general principle that emerges from our research is that the more we
invest in a life role, the more we receive from that role in return. The career-
focused group, though, is the most perplexing of all. Apparently, these people
are the exception to this principle of increasing returns from high involve-
ment. By all accounts, they should be exceptionally successful and satisfied in
their careers, given the time and attention they invest in work. But they're not.

It's interesting to compare the career-focused group directly with the
career + family group—people who are satisfied with their careers. Both work
long hours, are psychologically involved in their work, and hold ambitious
career aspirations. Both groups have similar experiences at work in terms of
authority, career development opportunities, and networking. And both
groups value similar rewards in their careers. Why, then, are the career types
less satisfied with their careers?

One possibility is that career-focused people place so much importance on
work that they have overly exacting standards for career success. Their lives
are so imbalanced, and they demand so much of themselves at work, that it is
difficult for them to find satisfaction with their accomplishments in the work
domain.

It's also possible that career-focused people receive so little satisfaction
from their family lives that they just can't enjoy their careers. A satisfying
family life might well be a necessary (although, in and of itself, insufficient)
ingredient of a satisfying career because of the positive emotional spillover
that can take place from one's family to work. Is it jtist a coincidence that the
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people most likely to be very satisfied with their career—the career + family
types—are also very satisfied with their families?

It is tempting to recommend that business professionals adopt a career +
family focus as their life role priority. After all, we are praising their dual
involvement in work and family because the evidence shows it is likely to
bring substantial returns in both domains. We can say with conviction that
although a career + family focus is not the most common (about 30 percent of
our sample), it can lead to a rich, satisfying, integrated life.21 People in this
group demonstrate that it is possible to be involved in work and family with-
out becoming victims of destructive work-family conflict. It is, in short, a
good lifestyle choice for those individuals who want to be emotionally
engaged in—and reap substantial rewards from—both work and family
domains. That said, praise does not necessarily lead to prescription. Our
primary aim in this book is not to prescribe one set of values, but rather
to understand the implications of different patterns of work and family
involvement.

Summing Up

So, it appears that work and family can be close allies. Resources derived from
one role can be fruitfully applied to the other, and positive emotions initially
experienced in one part of life can spill over to enrich other domains as well.
When our experiences, behaviors, and feelings cut across life roles in favor-
able ways, work and family are allies, and are integrated.

Work and family can also be enemies. When work and family fail to pro-
vide resources (or deplete them) and when we experience dissatisfaction and
frustration, our lives suffer. And we can be so involved in work or family that
our absorption and preoccupation prevent us from participating fully and
happily in the other role. Work and family are enemies when they consis-
tently conflict with one another.

All of us can live happier and more balanced lives when each part of life
benefits from the other—when enough flexibility, information, acceptance,
and self-esteem are derived from work and family to help us become
involved, competent, and happy in other parts of our lives. How do we
achieve this work-family integration? Most of us need some support to get
there—from employers, from families, and from society itself. In our closing
chapter, we turn our attention to how such support can be provided, how
people can be helped in crossing great divides, how we can increase the odds
that work and family are indeed allies.
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What Can Be Done?

Throughout our book, we've pointed to the choices about work and
family that affect the quality of men's and women's lives. We've pre-

sented our data and our model for understanding the relationship between
work and family (see Figure 8.2). Now new questions loom, which put the
choices into a more action-oriented context: What steps can achieve
work-family integration? What should individuals do? What should
employers do? What about the public policy arena? Can work be made the
ally of family, and family the ally of work? And do we—our employers, our
families, and society—have the will to change?

We believe there are things that must be done. In this final chapter, we
become advocates for creating what we call an infrastructure for flexibility,
the broad implication drawn by our findings. What we suggest in this chap-
ter also flows from the model in Chapter 8, and our recommendations
should be taken in the context of that model. Some of the suggestions we
endorse here come from others. We're glad to report that at least some of
what we advocate is already being implemented in one form or another.

Our advocacy in this chapter is also tied directly to the themes we first
presented in Chapter 1. Here, the implications embedded in those themes
become an agenda for action for individuals, employers, and society—
which we believe is a prerequisite for creating the opportunities for men
and women alike to shape their work and family lives in ways that are con-
sistent with their personal values. This is the way to make work the ally of
the family, and to make family the ally of work.

Every one of our recommendations, in one way or another, either



144 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

overtly or not, is about creating options. In turn, those options are meant to
create an infrastructure for flexibility. And that infrastructure can be seen as a
framework for our entire action agenda.

What we endorse, first and foremost, are integration and conflict reduction
between family and work. Forging the alliance between work and family
requires understanding, and it requires options. At present, corporate and
social policies in general don't support options because they are based largely
on outmoded gender role stereotypes, employment models, and cultural val-
ues that emerged in the days of a different workforce demography—with dad
at a job away from home, mom back with the kids, and the boss keeping a
close eye on employees to make sure they were adding value.

Every component of our action agenda is based on our conviction that
greater diversity in options is necessary, and that providing this diversity is
consistent with the needs of business—indeed, of society as a whole—to have
committed, motivated employees both now and in the workforce of the
future. Options will also help men and women pursue the things that are
important to them—not only as productive players in the economic system,
but also as members of families and communities.

Benefits

Why bother? What are the benefits of work-family integration to individu-
als, families, employers, and society? It is our hope that by now readers will
have a good idea of our answer. But let's take another look at these benefits.

We are convinced that work-family integration affords people a greater
opportunity to achieve personal goals and lead more satisfying lives. For
adults, it can promote career success and more satisfying relationships at
home. It means we can be more available to deal with eldercare issues. It's a
common observation that reductions in role conflict reduce stress for nearly
everyone—single men and women, as well as parents in the workforce. All of
us can have more satisfying personal lives when work is our ally.

For children, work-family integration means parents can be more avail-
able. In turn, parents can be more involved in their children's lives.

Think of the implications for education. Richard W. Riley, the U.S. Secre-
tary of Education, put it this way: If parents paid more attention to being
involved with their children's learning, "it would revolutionize education in
America. When parents are involved, children get better grades and test
scores, are more likely to graduate high school and go on to college, and are
better behaved in class."1

Then there's the issue of childhood development. We need parents to be
available to their children (especially when they are very young), and
work-family integration is a way to make that happen—because it's an invest-
ment in parents. The stakes are high. Former U.S. Surgeon General Dr. C.
Everett Koop, speaking of the importance of parental availability for infants,
sums ups the research on child development: "The best thing to do is be the
best possible parent—bond, touch, talk, cuddle—make your baby a part of
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you."2 Children need to know and feel the love of their parents, and we as a
society need to provide those opportunities for parents to give that love to
their children.3

Employers also need to pay attention to family issues. It's a business con-
cern with bottom-line implications. In a global economy, with heightened
competition, American employers perhaps more than ever need the advan-
tage of committed employees. That advantage can give the employer an edge
in dealing with some of the features of the new economic landscape.

The new workplace for business professionals is becoming one where
workers are less likely to stay with one employer over the course of a career,
where there's a sort of "free agent" mode of thinking. Employers have an
incentive to keep their employees, however. Long-term employees in an
organization, if they're satisfied with their jobs, are loyal workers. They're
morale-builders. They know the business and the customers, and they know
what quality means in the specific context of that employer. They have what
labor economists call "firm-specific knowledge." That makes these employ-
ees a particular asset to the company.

As business professionals increasingly come to expect the kind of flexibility
we've been describing, they're sure to seek out those employers who offer it.
Employers who fail will experience greater unwanted turnover. Reducing
that unwanted turnover can translate into a competitive advantage. Parents,
especially, are looking for flexible employers. As one researcher has put it,
flexibility "is the major enabler for working parents to participate successfully
in the labor force."4

There are other benefits. Businesses should view creating a flexible envi-
ronment for employees as an investment. Investments bring returns. In this
case, the investment can enhance a company's image among current and
future employees, not to mention customers, and improve the quality of the
workforce now and in the future. Employees will not only give a greater per-
sonal commitment to employers who demonstrate a willingness to be flexi-
ble, they're likely to find ways to work smarter too.

Society also benefits from making allies of family and work. Surely, more
committed workers means greater productivity for the nation as a whole. And
surely the nation benefits from well-adjusted kids who do well in school and
exhibit fewer behavioral problems. Individuals who are satisfied with their
lives make for more active, more contributory citizens. These are but a few
examples.

Our findings about the benefits of work-family integration for men,
women, children, and employers have broader societal implications. That's
why society has a big stake in affecting the sort of change we advocate. We
propose some specific action items for the public sector.

Three Principles for Creating Allies of Work and Family

What happens at home has a profound effect on work. Take partner support,
for example. Receiving behavioral support from a partner makes it possible for
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us to devote more time to work and make relatively few family-imposed
adjustments to our work schedule. In turn, we can be more available behav-
iorally to work colleagues. Emotional support from a partner provides the
information, advice, acceptance, and self-esteem we need to seek out the
experiences and opportunities that ultimately develop greater competence at
work.

Similarly, experiences at work have a profound effect on family life. Flexi-
bility is one important example: if we work for a supportive employer that
provides flexibility, we can devote more attention and energy to home, chil-
dren, and relaxation. We experience fewer tradeoffs and work-family con-
flicts. We feel better about our parenting than do people who work for less
supportive employers.

Our experiences in each domain, the resources provided by work and fam-
ily, the gratification we get from our different roles—all can serve to make
work the ally of family and family the ally of work. Put to optimum use, they
support work-family integration.

What does it take to make this happen? We believe there are three basic
principles that should guide individuals, employers, and society.5

Clarify what's important

The first principle is to clarify what's important. It's about understanding our
values, our life role priorities. From that understanding, we can see how the
choices we make in the work and family domains have consequences across
the divide between the two domains.

We can't overstate the importance of clarifying what's important. We'd
like to see fewer regrets like the one expressed by Laurel Cutler, vice chair-
man of Foote Cone & Belding: "I wish I had known sooner that if you miss a
child's play or performance or sporting event, you will have forgotten a year
later the work emergency that caused you to miss it. But the child won't have
forgotten that you weren't there."6

A large part of clarifying what's important is for each individual to let oth-
ers know what's important to her or him. This is the key to taking a focused
and intelligent approach to negotiating for authority on the job, which is a
source of flexibility. Goals that are articulated and understood are more likely
to be met—and meeting goals generates greater self-esteem. We are more
likely to acquire information and advice (two of the resources we identified
earlier) if our vision and values are clearly known.

Clarifying what's important isn't only for the individual, however. Employ-
ers, too, need to apply this principle. Those that do so make business priorities
clear to employees. They also encourage their employees to be just as clear
about personal interests and concerns. They ask their employees to speak up.
And they listen, and seek to understand work's place in the overall life of each
employee. This is the way to achieve both business and individual goals.

Vice President Al Gore, in a 1997 speech to a group of corporate leaders
gathered at Microsoft, spoke to the issue of clarifying what's important. He
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pointed out that "CEOs who have found ways to honor and respect their
employees' loyalties to their spouses and families and communities have
reduced turnover and absenteeism, and increased creativity and productivity.
Family-friendly workplaces, family and medical leave, flex time, and other
measures to bolster employees' emotional satisfaction are proving to be
extremely valuable to earnings, revenues, and profits." For these employers,
results—and not "face time"—are what count.

This principle of clarifying what's important applies to the public sector as
well. Society needs to choose to value quality of life and the development of
the next generation to a greater extent than we do now. Our leaders need to
place more importance on societal values such as quality of life and human
dignity. And we should reward those who provide resources that allow for
flexibility.

Vice President Gore's focus was on how the private sector can and should
capitalize on our "core capacities as human beings—spirit, creativity, and
heart." This, coming from a national leader, helps to build a sense of value for
what's important, not only to the national "soul," but to our nation's eco-
nomic well-being.

Recognize and support the whole person

For individuals, the second principle—recognize and support the whole person—
requires that we respect different life roles, including work, family, commu-
nity, and others, and that we focus on building supportive relationships at
work and in our personal lives. Strong relationships, combined with a healthy
respect for the diverse needs that arise from different roles, work together to
create the foundation for that infrastructure of flexibility we need to integrate
work and family. They also strengthen our commitment to achieving both
work and personal life goals, in part by helping us to manage boundaries
between roles. Supportive relationships are a necessary resource in both
domains.

This principle has relevance for employers, too. Employers who recognize
and support the whole person are open-minded. They go beyond the mere
recognition that their employees have a life beyond work—they celebrate
that life. They don't just know that this or that employee is married or single,
has children or not. These employers recognize and support their employees
in their varied life roles: not just a "mother" or "father," for instance, but the
parent of a particular child with a unique identity; or a coach in the local Lit-
tle League; or a volunteer providing meals for the homeless.

And they seek to take advantage, in good ways, of the things that employ-
ees' lives beyond work bring to the workplace. Think about the skills
required to achieve high performance in professional jobs—listening, coordi-
nating, mentoring, and leading teams. Aren't they also relevant to being an
effective parent? Plus, skills developed and reinforced at home are resources
that can be applied to the work setting. Attentiveness to the emotional needs
of our family members, for example, can attune us to the importance of being
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emotionally available to our colleagues at work, and can help us become more
competent in solving problems and resolving conflicts at work.

The management of a household, with its financial, interpersonal, entre-
preneurial, and administrative requirements, has many applications to the
management of a business enterprise. These spillovers can make family expe-
riences and accomplishments strong allies of work. Doesn't this suggest that
employers ought to recognize and value the skills family people bring to
work? And doesn't that in turn suggest that employers ought to encourage
their workers to be effective in their families—because it translates into eco-
nomic benefits for the firm?

Society can take steps as well to recognize and support the whole person.
Social policy should be developed that supports the needs of people to man-
age boundaries between work and family and to enhance the value of family
to work and of work to family—and in turn to increase the chances that
they'll function as allies and not enemies. Further, society needs to loosen the
constraints on choices available to men and women, through education and
models that demonstrate the varieties of legitimate roles each of us can play.

Continually experiment with hoiv goals are achieved

The third principle—continually experiment with how goals are achieved—points
to the need to learn from our experiences and those of others. There are no
simple solutions, and what works now may not work later. In our agenda for
action, we're prescribing a major cultural shift. The outcomes aren't certain,
and all of us will need to experiment if we're to secure the best results. We
need to continually reexamine our goals, try new strategies, question stereo-
types we hold, and be willing to adopt new ways of looking at our work and
our lives outside of work.

For employers, this principle is about new approaches to increased effi-
ciency and productivity. Adopting this principle means encouraging employ-
ees to question basic assumptions and to learn about new possibilities in every
aspect of the business, particularly in how work is designed. It means putting
technology to work as an enabler of organizational and employee flexibility.
And it means seeking out the ways in which work and personal life can be
connected to benefit both, and win greater attention and commitment from
employees.

Again and again, as we review the literature on creating family-friendliness
in -work organizations, the same motif emerges: employers have to challenge
assumptions, and they have to change their cultures. These are at the core of
any effort to make work-family integration an effective business strategy.7

As several researchers have noted, one of the most common assumptions
in corporations has been that work and private lives are separate and conflict-
ing, that what's personal is personal and shouldn't intrude on work-related
decisions. Another is that most employees don't want to take responsibility
for improving business processes. These two assumptions end up being an
obstacle to changes that can make work more family-supportive. Even many
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of the employers who have introduced work/life programs have continued to
let these assumptions stand unchallenged. In fact, many people welcome the
challenge of improving business processes when they're given freedom, flexi-
bility, and encouragement to put their personal interests on the table in com-
ing up with constructive changes in how work is accomplished.

With respect to experimenting continually with how goals are achieved, we
need at the societal level to question the old assumptions about what should
be, particularly with respect to gender roles. By doing so, we can open society
to embracing new ways of getting things done. This, in turn, can help prepare
our citizens for a future that promises different models for career and family.

An Action Agenda

We believe that making allies of work and family requires that choice be
available and supported. We also believe that this integration can be achieved
only if individuals, employers, and society are committed to seeing that
happen.8

In her important book, Susan Chira puts the importance of choices in per-
spective.9 While her book is about mothers, the ideas behind what she says
can be applied to all working people—not to mention employers and society
as a whole. Chira writes: "The right balance of work and mothering can only
be decided after struggles with our own hearts. In the end, individual deci-
sions will and should vary. Is giving up a job so painful that doing so will sour
time with children and make mothers feel their lives are failures? Is giving up
time with children so painful that doing so will poison the hours at work and
torture mothers with the belief they've failed their children?"

Of course, we've tried to show that tradeoffs aren't always necessary, and
that there's a way to build alliances between work and family so they are
mutually enriching. But, ultimately, choices are necessary, because we don't
have limitless resources.

Chira argues, as do we, that there needs to be a broader range of discretion
available for people. Again, she's talking about working mothers, but it's easy
to substitute women without children, or men, in these sentences: "Mothers
must be given the freedom to make choices without being blinded and
hounded by the false debate, the confining ideal of the perfect mother, and
the taunts of the self-righteous. Only then, unencumbered, can mothers
make the decision that works best for them. . . . I only ask that no mother
should curb her dreams—whether to be at home or at work—out of baseless
fear or guilt."

We believe this same freedom of choice must be available to all individu-
als: freedom to establish priorities and find the right mix of commitments to
different life domains. It implies that part of clarifying what's important, for
those who value harmony between work and family, is to choose an occupa-
tion, employer, or industry that is supportive of integration. And it implies
further that any activity that helps us find supportive organizations is a good
thing, be it counseling, mentoring, talking to friends, and so on.
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The Choices We Face

In earlier chapters, we offered several suggestions for the types of
choices individuals, employers, and society face in the struggle to make
allies of work and family. These were presented in boxes peppered
throughout the text. Now, in the context of our action agenda, we recap
those choices.

• As a society, we must choose to correct the problem of unequal
access to success in both work and family roles. This will require
creating the options that allow more of us—especially women, but
men too—to match our values with our actions.

• Employers that choose not to support life beyond work create an
imperative for their employees: choose between career advance-
ment and devotion to family.

• Tradeoffs between work and family are inevitable. The downside
of these tradeoffs can be mitigated, at least in part, by seeing them
as opportunities to choose among life priorities; to become clearer
about our values.

• With the way things are now, unfortunately, choosing motherhood
can mean not only decreased financial success for women, but a
career satisfaction penalty as well.

• Experiment with how time is allocated between work and relax-
ation, seeking a balance that supports a sense of satisfaction with
family and personal growth.

• Look for ways to invest in the good qualities society says your gen-
der traditionally undervalues—and gain the benefits that come
with valuing all aspects of your self.

• An important step in making allies of work and family is to estab-
lish and maintain meaningful boundaries between these two life
domains.

• If you value being a parent, you are more likely to feel that you're
good at being a parent.

• Add children to the equation when choosing a career and selecting
among job opportunities. The self-esteem that comes from a satis-
fying career and a job well done benefits our children.

• To be better parents, moms need to make the choice to take time
for themselves, and they need the support of their spouses, their
employers, and society as a whole to do so.

• Find ways to minimize your role conflicts and your kids are less
likely to have behavioral problems.

• Choose to help your partner out with the kids or around the house,
and he or she will likely return the favor.

• If you are going to provide support to your partner, remember that
it best serves before work-family conflicts become overwhelming.
After the fact, it may actually do more harm than good.
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Now let's look at what needs to be done to create greater "freedom of
choice." Our agenda is organized by the themes first presented in Chapter 1.

I. We can have (much of) it all, but it's
especially tough for working mothers.

It is possible to have a fulfilling career and a satisfying family life, but it
requires balanced involvement in both these spheres of life. Traditional val-
ues, though, continue to shape the division of labor at home, which means
that it is easier for men than women to invest time and energy in both work
and family. Working mothers are the most vulnerable to suffering career
penalties and work-family stress.

Women—especially mothers—end up having to make more tradeoffs than
do men to manage the demands of work and family. These tradeoffs have a
particular effect in the work domain: women in general are less involved in
work because they're more involved in family, spending more time on house-
hold activities and far more time on children than men do. Women have to
make the bulk of the adjustments in work schedules.

It is possible, though, to have a fulfilling career and a satisfying life in both
work and family. To create options that allow for work-family integration, we
need to change the traditional gender roles. Mainly, men must take up more
of the childcare and household responsibilities.

But the first step involves making a choice.
Choose to live a balanced life. To enjoy a fulfilling career and a fulfilling fam-

ily life, we must establish balance as a priority. Balanced involvement in the
two domains occurs only if we want it to. Once that choice is made, we—as
individuals, as employers, as a society—can move on to tackling the other
things that have to happen.

Employers and society need to facilitate that choice, by broadening the
range of options available to men and women who want to enjoy a balanced
involvement in their different life roles. Much of our action agenda involves
creating those options.

Once we've clarified what's important, we need to live our lives accord-
ingly. Each of us needs to claim as legitimate both our values and the choices
we make associated with those values. This may require constant negotiation,
not only with our employers but also with our families, on issues such as how
we spend our time. We may find we must go up against not only traditional
expectations in our work and family roles, but the demands other people
make of us—including those rooted in traditional stereotypes that govern
what men and women should do.

Reshape the division of labor at home. Put simply, men need to take more
responsibility at home and with the kids.10 This is critical if dual-earner fami-
lies are to function effectively.

We're glad to see some evidence that men are doing more at home. The
Families and Work Institute conducted large-scale research in 1997 to follow
up on the U.S. Department of Labor's 1977 Quality of Employment Survey.
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The Institute's study, the 1997National Study of the Changing Workforce, finds
that employed fathers spend about a half-hour more with their children per
day than their counterparts twenty years ago.

The report has a number of important findings. The Institute finds that
the roles of married men and women are changing. For instance, the gap in
time spent on household chores is narrowing. Men spend 2.1 hours per day
(an increase of almost an hour over the 1977 study) compared to 2.9 hours
spent by women (a half-hour decline). This is important evidence that there's
a trend toward greater gender equity.11

Of course, there's always the option of leaving the workplace altogether—
though that's not an option available to the average wage earner or even the
great majority of business professionals. It is, however, an option fathers are
taking more and more, reflecting a growing interest in spending more time
with families.

"The trickle of top business and political figures who say they are resign-
ing to spend more time with family has widened to a stream," writes Sue
Shellenbarger in her "Work and Family" column in The Wall Street Journal.12

Her newspaper database search turned up 296 such stories. With the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics reporting that professionals and managers are
working 37 percent more hours per week since 1985, executives are leaving
after soul-searching and "have used family as a starting point for overhauling
all their priorities."

Should we applaud these men? They are, after all, clarifying what's impor-
tant—as we advocate. But their decision to quit the workplace is based on a
tradeoff mentality, not an integration mindset. People don't have to leave
work in order to find family—they can have both. There are ways to achieve
fulfillment in both domains.

In fact, employers can play an important role by encouraging men to take
more time for family and personal life. One way is through formal training,
and the support of role models who blaze the path for male employees.
Another is by making it easier—for instance, through paternity leave policies
that serve the interests of fathers who seek a more balanced life. But perhaps
most important is the redesign of work itself, so fathers can be available to
their families (behaviorally and, more importantly, psychologically) as well as
productive in their work. Working fathers and their employers stand to gain
from changes that create flexibility in how, when, where, and with whom
work gets done.

Change society's gender ideology through education and socialization. Beyond
the steps above, we need to encourage the legitimacy of new social roles avail-
able for men and for women. It's part of continually experimenting with how
we as a nation can achieve the goal of building an infrastructure for flexibility.

Socialization, education, and training are prime media through which val-
ues are shaped. We're glad to see that traditional assumptions about gender
roles are being challenged in many different ways throughout the socializa-
tion process in our country. Take innovative summer camps as examples.
Some summer camps are de-emphasizing traditional forms of competition
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and instead are embracing cooperative, gender-neutral forms of interdepen-
dent action among kids. One observer found that "since it's not competitive, a
lot of girls play sports because they don't feel dominated on the court.""
Other girl's camps teach entrepreneurial skills.14 One way to change cultural
values and expectations for women is to demonstrate, early on, that it's nor-
mal to have economic and social power.

Society needs to go further. In our families and in our schools, let's open
our children's minds to challenging the traditional gender roles. Kids need to
see that egalitarian relationships between men and women are viable and
laudable.

We must adopt a model for education that sees schooling as a cooperative
effort, something that teaches our children not only facts and figures but to
accept diversity, to challenge stereotypes, to work cooperatively, to become
good citizens. Let's train these kids to create the environment for success in
the twenty-first century.

Educate young people about choosing careers that fit their values. The next gen-
eration is about to enter the workforce. Society has an obligation to teach
young people in high school about the importance of choosing careers that
allow them to live integrated lives. We need to arm our kids with the means
through which they can clarify what's important to them and then assert
those priorities, both professionally and personally.15

Celebrate the new breed. There are employers today who are providing sup-
port—through policy and real management practices—for men and women
who are staking claims to new tracks, ones that run counter to the traditional
norms and expectations based on outmoded gender roles. We'd like to see the
press celebrate these progressive companies, and we'd like to see government
play a more active role by creating the incentives to make this even more of a
trend.

2. Work and family can be allies.

Work creates assets for personal life and vice versa, although sometimes
they're different for women and men. Those assets can help affect integration
between work and family, and make the two domains mutually enriching.

Individuals and families should seek new and creative ways to make this
integration a reality. Employers should strive to create work environments
that promote integration by respecting the whole person and allowing for
flexibility. Society, too, has a stake in enhancing opportunities for work-fam-
ily integration.

Establish networks of support at home and at -work. Key to making each
domain an ally of the other is to utilize partner support and support from
coworkers and managers. Each of us can benefit from a network of support
both at home and at work that includes people who value what we do and
who we are in our different roles. Integration can't happen on its own; each of
us needs some help from people who care about us.

We've identified partner support as a resource particularly important in
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work-family integration. It reduces work-family conflict, helping us to main-
tain boundaries between the two domains and adjust our mentalities when we
cross those boundaries.16 We need to strengthen partner support, and take
advantage of the support that's potentially available to us. Couples need to
talk about their values and needs, and get support from each other.

Children stand to benefit here, too. Partner support, especially of the
emotional sort, makes for better-adjusted kids, because their parents have a
better relationship.

Recall that we find that partner support is best when it is given to prevent
rather than alleviate the stress that comes with work-family conflict. We
should strive to anticipate our partner's need for support. This requires lis-
tening, actively and persistently, to the subtle and not-so-subtle cues our
partners give us about what's important. That's how we can be the most help-
ful. And one other point to recall here: we found that one way we can get
more support from our partner, as it turns out, is to be involved in hammer-
ing out new roles, to challenge the existing norms and assumptions about
what men and women are supposed to do.

Educate employees about the value of support from others. Employers ought to
build the concept of partner and coworker support into formal career devel-
opment programs, as well as into mentoring initiatives. One way is to help
employees focus on their individual life role priorities and the role of social
support in achieving integration of work and personal life.17

Invest in what employees do outside of work. Managers should view their
employees' lives beyond work as potential business assets, and look for ways
to invest in what people do when they're not on the job.

We know of a great example of how such an investment can pay off. One
company turned the intense dedication of one of its sales reps to her alma
mater into a win-win situation for employer and employee. It seems the sales
rep spent much of her free time actively fundraising for the school, and
recruiting local high school students. With her permission, her manager
worked things out so she could be assigned as the company's liaison to the
school in its recruiting efforts there. In the end, the employer benefited by
recognizing and supporting the whole person in that employee. The
employee benefited as well. Recruitment efforts improved substantially in the
hands of this booster for the school and company, and the employee was
more committed than ever to her employer.18

Create work environments that value employees as whole people. Companies
need to get away from the notion that people who are serious about their
families are not serious about their careers. Charles Romeo, the director of
employee benefits at ConAgra, Inc., puts it well: "When we make our
employees choose between work and family, we lose every time."19 The John-
son & Johnson credo gets it right: "We must be mindful of ways to help our
employees fulfill their family obligations."20

Family-friendly employers make a tremendous contribution in the strug-
gle to make allies of work and family. Those of us—men and women—who
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feel that our employers support our lives beyond work experience less con-
flict and more opportunities for integration between work and family. Fam-
ily-supportive organizations create greater employee commitment and career
satisfaction, and everyone wins.

Companies should take an activist approach to this recommendation.
Supervisory personnel need training if they are to become business leaders
capable of capitalizing on the skills people develop outside work. They need
to be supportive supervisors who know the company's work-family policies,
apply those policies fairly, and believe work-family programs and policies are
a legitimate part of the workplace and a means of creating long-term value for
the company.21

Creating an Organization that Supports Work-Life Integration

Joan Kofodimos is a creative thinker in the work-family area, with a
keen eye for how to deal with the practical dilemmas of work-family
conflict. The author of numerous works on the subject, she is now a
freelance consultant based in the Boston area.

One of her most important contributions to this field of study is her
book titled Beyond Work-Family Programs: Confronting and Resolving the
Underlying Causes of Work-Personal Life Conflict. It is a great piece on the
cultural underpinnings of resistance to change.

Kofodimos points out that most work-family programs are "a prod-
uct of the value system they seem to be trying to change and . . . as a
result, they cannot accomplish their intended purpose of enhancing
individual well-being and organizational productivity." Employers are
usually concerned with treating the symptoms of work-family conflict,
rather than addressing the fundamental causes. These programs, she
argues, would be more effective "for both individuals and organizations
if they were refrained around a broader context of creating a balance-
supportive culture."

How can we get there? Kofodimos has a plan. To create an organiza-
tion that supports work-life balance, employers must support

• Time-and-energy balance across life areas—recognize that those who
are involved in areas outside of work bring valuable skills and cre-
ative ideas, are more likely to be adaptive, and less likely to burn
out; find new ways to define contributions from individuals (these
provide an ongoing standard against which to choose activities and
behaviors that add value)

• Collaborative connected leadership—embrace power-sharing and con-
sensus decision making; be more sensitive to changes in the envi-
ronment and supportive of others' life balance needs, which will
lead to more widespread commitment and ownership

• Self-realization—value the personal development of employees as



156 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

much as valuing organizational outcomes; provide opportunities
for identifying personal goals and talents and integrating them for
the common purpose

Creating change, Kofodimos notes, requires that change agents
model behavior. There must be a climate for safe dialogue and support
to others seeking to balance their lives. It must be a collaborative
process, with widespread involvement and consensus on the vision and
associated interventions. And employers need to think systemically—
look at the organization as a whole and all its component parts and
practices.

Where should employers consider new practices? Kofodimos rec-
ommends a number of important areas:

• Work design and staffing—optimize existing strengths; provide
cross-training so co-workers can cover one another; eliminate low-
value activities; manage staff reductions collaboratively

• Measurement, compensation, and incentives—focus measurement on
behaviors and outcomes that contribute to the organization's value
creation rather than hours spent at work; develop measures collab-
oratively with members and stakeholders; "assess the extent to
which the individual has acquired critical knowledge or skills or
the extent to which the individual's output has created value for the
organization as a whole, rather than basing compensation on hier-
archical level or seniority"; create a menu of incentives from which
employees can pick those most valuable to them; provide incen-
tives for lion-work behavior that create value for the organization;
stop rewarding behaviors such as overwork and unilateral decision
making

• Performance management—assessments should be collaborative and
focused on value creation; collaboratively develop criteria and
include items focused on "collaborative-connected" orientation

• Training and development—help supervisors develop flexible styles
for administering work-family programs; consider the develop-
mental value of nonwork activities; help individuals develop strate-
gies for balancing their lives

• Career development—paths should offer alternatives and flexibility,
focusing not on hierarchy but on contribution; involve and assist
other family members; allow for leave without penalty

To sum up, Kofodimos warns that balanced organizations must man-
age their boundaries and guard against being pressured to adopt their
old ways. Work with partners "so that all organizations interacting
along the value chain operate according to congruent principles."
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Train managers to take a new look at work processes. Firms should train man-
agers in the principles and skills that will help them see that redesign of work
processes—experimenting with how goals are achieved—is an opportunity to
enhance business results and the personal lives of employees. As these
employers set on the road to developing this kind of family-friendliness, they
need to ask how work gets done and what about that makes it difficult (or
easy) for employees to juggle work and personal life so that neither suffers.
These questions must be raised in a safe environment where employees who
might acknowledge their difficulties balancing involvement in the two
domains aren't concerned that they'll be "branded as less committed or unde-
pendable."22

Training of the sort we're recommending can help dispel two distortions
managers may promulgate. One is that if the boss doesn't have a life, neither
should workers. This is a costly error for employers. The other is that paying
one's dues—through face time, for example—equals results. It doesn't.

That last point is especially important, because employers have a tendency
to measure employees according to how much time they are visibly on the
job. Women and men do spend less time at work and more with kids when
they work for family-friendly employers. At first blush, it would seem that
we're confirming the greatest fears hard-nosed businesspeople have about
introducing personal life considerations into the workplace. But we find that
workers in family-friendly organizations perform just as well as those in non-
supportive organizations. And they perform as well in less time—they've
experimented with how goals are achieved, and now they're working smarter.
And they bring greater commitment to the workplace. For forward-thinking
CEOs, then, there should be little doubt about which is the better choice.23

Promote family-friendliness in the terms of employment. Family-friendly
firms should also establish policies that govern the conditions of what might
be called the "contract" between employee and employer. Many companies
have implemented policies such as those in the following list:24

• Travel policies that avoid last-minute trips, so families can plan ahead
for the absence of mom or dad. Use of technology—such as video-
conferencing—to avoid travel.

• Sick-leave policies that allow mom or dad to care for children home
from school or childcare.

• Personal days that mean employees don't have to present their
"excuses" and ask for permission to do personal things that are
important to them but are in conflict with work schedules.

• Paid parental leave for both mothers and fathers (and encouragement
to fathers so they use the benefit).

• Vacation policies that discourage the mindset of employees who feel
they can't use vacation time because they can't afford to get away
from the job, and that make it possible for parents to take more time
off with their children, who have nearly three months off school.
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• Policies that avoid "macho meetings" at 7 A.M. or on the weekends
and which concede that it's poor management if everyone must stay
in the office until midnight.

• Family-friendly relocation policies which first question whether relo-
cation is really necessary, which offer job relocation assistance for
spouses, and which guarantee that employees who are reluctant to
move don't lose their prospects for future promotion.

IBM has the right idea. Lou Gerstner, the company's CEO, explains why
IBM has become one of the leading employers committed to work-family
integration: "I don't want IBMers worried about who's watching their chil-
dren. I don't want them worried whether they'll be able to leave early to
attend their child's first recital or take elderly parents to the doctor." That's
from an IBM booklet called "We the people @ IBM."

The booklet is filled with great examples of the many initiatives IBM is
supporting that are aimed at fostering integration of work and personal life. It
includes a letter from Ted Childs, the company's director of workforce diver-
sity, in which he talks about the benefits of investment in diversity, which
includes the diverse needs of people with various work-family demands: "In
the final analysis, workforce diversity is about real change in our corporate
culture. It's about replacing old assumptions. With our individual and collec-
tive commitment to diversity, by offering all of our constituencies the oppor-
tunity to attain their full potential, and the rewards that come of it, we will
provide our employees, our customers, and our shareholders the very best
chance to succeed."

In other words, IBM recognizes the bottom-line value—the economic
value—of family-friendliness. It's an excellent example of private sector com-
mitment to work-family integration.

There are a growing number of concrete examples of family-friendliness
steps taken by employers, big and small. When Mobil Oil was losing more
and more employees who didn't want to relocate, the company implemented
placement assistance for spouses and created career development programs at
hub locations to minimize geographical relocations.25 Having received a
quick education in the connection between work and family, and the need to
find ways to integrate the two domains, Mobil took action.

Merck, the pharmaceutical firm, is an innovator in work-life initiatives.
Early on, the company responded to growing work-family conflict by
expanding childcare assistance, flexible work hours, and parental leave poli-
cies. The company inaugurated lunchtime seminars on family matters, and
introduced training programs to encourage manager sensitivity to family
concerns and awareness of accommodations they can make.26 It has contin-
ued to lead with initiatives in work redesign and a full range of options for
flexibility.

At Xerox, a leader in family-friendliness, benefits include flexible sched-
ules, uninterrupted quiet times, childcare and eldercare referrals, adoption
subsidies and counseling, and education information. The company also
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offers "benefits credits"—$10,000 for an employee to use over the course of
his or her career for specific life needs. Credits have been used as mortgage
assistance for first-time buyers, childcare subsidies, and healthcare benefits
have been extended to parents and siblings.27

These are only a few of the many examples we have noted as we survey the
landscape of American business.28 The monthly Work and Family Newsbrief
provides a very useful way to keep track of what corporations are up to across
the country.29

Demonstrate the value of investing in family-friendliness. Companies need to
demonstrate to their shareholders that investing in policies and practices that
encourage integration between work and family has a positive effect on the
bottom line. Researchers can help here by studying the beneficial impact on
employee health, retention, productivity, and commitment. Even the hard
evidence of positive economic benefits to corporations is increasing.30

A Note to Researchers

The issues we've raised in our book require ongoing exploration,
both at the level of theory and at the level of their practical impact. For
instance, we show that career satisfaction and commitment to the work
organization are affected by the experience of work-family conflict.
Further research into how satisfaction and commitment are linked to
job performance can provide a better understanding of the effects of
work-family relationships on organizational effectiveness. There also is
a crying need for more research into the ways in which work and family
affect one another over time.

We have other suggestions, too, for what future researchers can do.
One critical area is gender differences. Researchers ought to explore
the differences between men and women that must inform policymak-
ing. For instance, how do women and men apply work-related
resources to their family lives? What factors may lead to greater
involvement of men in child-rearing and other household responsibili-
ties?

Other gender-related questions deserve closer scrutiny. Do men and
women attribute different meanings to their involvement with and
their role in family life? How does the role of gender in work and family
life change over the course of men's and women's lives? We believe that
analyses incorporating family or life stage may reveal when the linkages
between the two domains are similar and different for both sexes.

So much research to date has focused on the individual. We think
there's a critical need for more research at the level of the dual-earner
couple or family. How do dual-earner partners make decisions about
their role, and that of their partner, in family and career? What are the
consequences of those decisions? What happens to one partner when
the other is stressed, or when work or family strains the relationship?
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A great deal of attention has been paid to understanding work-fam-
ily conflict. We believe it's time for researchers to examine work-family
integration more thoroughly. What are the mechanisms that integrate
work and family lives? Through what process are work and family expe-
riences utilized as resources in each domain?

In this area of work-family integration fall several of the practical
implications researchers should explore. We'd like to see research help
establish the business case for why employers ought to be family-
responsive. What is the financial impact of family-friendly policies on
businesses? What happens when employees are treated as whole people
with lives beyond work? We'd also like to see documentation of the
costs of turnover, absenteeism, and, more subtly, benefits of commit-
ment and motivation towards organizational goals. And are there pub-
lic-image benefits for corporations that take a highly visible role in
advancing a socially responsible agenda like work-family benefits? A
quantification of the bottom-line possibilities would be a tremendous
contribution to the discussion.

At the societal level, research can help identify the societal costs of
not changing cultural values and norms towards greater family-respon-
siveness? What is the impact of work-family conflict on societal costs
like healthcare and productivity? For instance, recent studies have
demonstrated that clinical depression costs society billions of dollars.

These are but a few of the contributions researchers can make to
understand how to make allies of work and family.

Enact even more flexible family leave legislation. The Family and Medical
Leave Act (FMLA) is the prime example of the public sector recognizing and
supporting the whole person. The first bill signed into law by President Clin-
ton, the FMLA is an important federal social policy initiative with a profound
impact. As the Department of Labor's Interim Final Rule for the law states:
"The FMLA—like similar State laws and employer policies—is intended to
promote a healthier balance between work and family responsibilities, ensur-
ing that family development and cohesiveness are encouraged by this nation's
public policy."31

The FMLA has benefited large numbers of working Americans while
imposing minimal burdens on employers. A Congressional report in 1996
noted that "The Family and Medical Leave Act has had a positive impact on
employees overall. It has succeeded in replacing the piecemeal nature of vol-
untary employer leave policies and state leave statutes with a more consistent
and uniform standard. The FMLA has not been the burden to business that
some had feared."32 In fact, Andrew Scharlach's analysis suggested that family
leave legislation actually contributes to economic growth.33

The Congressional report continues: "For most employers, compliance is
easy, the costs are nonexistent or small and the effects are minimal. Most
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periods of leave are short, most employees return to work and reduced
turnover seems to be a tangible positive effect. The FMLA, with its signature
features of guaranteed job protection and maintenance of health benefits,
begins to emerge, even now, as a significant step in helping a larger cross-sec-
tion of working Americans meet their medical and family caregiving needs
while still maintaining their jobs and their economic security—achieving the
workable balance intended by Congress."

Clearly, at least some of our nation's leaders see a role for the federal gov-
ernment in creating conditions that promote "balance," And while the
FMLA of 1993 was an important step, we have much further to go.34

This country lags sorely behind other nations in the provision of support
for parents, including leave.35 Recent data indicate that paid leave is available
at 100 percent in Austria and Finland, 90 percent in France and Sweden, 80
percent in Italy, and 60 percent in Canada and Japan.36 As we write, the
changing global economic situation is bringing these social gains under
attack. We hope they're not lost, and that the United States will catch up.37

3. Time is not the major problem.

The time bind is real, no doubt, but a more subtle and pervasive problem is
the psychological interference of work with family and of family with work.
This makes it critical that we acquire the skills to manage the boundaries
between these two spheres of life.

Clarify what's important so we can find the ways to manage our boundaries. This
is the first of the principles we introduced earlier. Here, it relates specifically
to the need for each of us to continually assess and reassess our needs at work
and at home. We need to make this assessment not only in terms of time, but
also in terms of the psychological attention we need to pay to the people and
things about which we care.

Each of us needs to be able to function in a more fluid, turbulent social
structure in which boundaries will shift and become more permeable. That's
what we face in the careers of the future. We'll need to make sure we unwind,
taking personal time to prevent psychological strain from accumulating.38

One way to manage boundaries effectively, to protect them, and thus to
reduce conflict is to make them less permeable. Work and family roles require
different frames of mind, for most of us. Managing the boundaries means
leaving the work frame at work—and in turn being more psychologically
available to our families. It also means learning to be mentally agile, with the
ability to move quickly from one frame of mind to the other, particularly for
those who work at home. Parents, especially mothers, seem to acquire this
skill particularly well. If we don't learn this skill, the family is the likely victim.
As the ancient Chinese philosopher Lao Tze cautioned, "In family life, be
completely present."

In her landmark study, Ellen Galinsky found that managing" boundaries is
important for our children. "Kids said they wanted their parents to come
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home from work not so wired. They wanted their parents to really be with
them when they're at home instead of being there physically but thinking
about work."39

How can we as parents get past being wired? One way is to take time out.
It will make a difference. As Penn State psychologist Peter Crabb says,
"When human beings don't get enough time to themselves, they become
stressed, sick and they can't function well. There are clear benefits to having
private times and spaces."40 And as we found in our sample, the more time
mothers take for themselves, the better their kids' emotional health.

Crabb's suggestion deals with being wired figuratively. But what about
being wired literally? In a meeting of a taskforce on work and family, Vice
President Al Gore spoke of his dislike for voice mail—it's too impersonal and
too omnipresent, he said, like a slave chain. The implication is that technol-
ogy can serve either to enslave or liberate, as an ally or enemy of the integra-
tion between work and family. Used wisely, it liberates us, allowing us to shift
time and place in a way that can create flexibility—a key attribute of any inte-
grative solution to work-family dilemmas.

What to do? One relatively easy step is to create a schedule (one that
allows for adjustments) with actual time off from electronic and other contact
with work. Add personal life commitments to our calendars, just as we would
write down a professional commitment. If we indeed consider those commit-
ments to be of value we need to give them space in our schedules.

We want people to clarify what's important to them and then align their
actions with those values. This requires knowing the available choices and the
consequences of a choice in one domain on the other domain. Our advocacy
is for options and flexibility, so that people can achieve a level of involvement
in work and family that suits them. The more that individuals find creative
ways to craft their lives the more demonstrated diversity there will be—and
thus the next generation will have a wider array of models from which to
learn and upon which to build.

Get help staying on course with commitments. One of the keys to successful
support from others is confrontation—the kind of support that comes from
being held to account. Everyone can use the help of trusted advisors and
friends when it comes to keeping commitments. This is no less true for main-
taining boundaries than with any other aspect of life. Find people who are
willing to say what needs to be said when we are straying from the path of
aligning our values and our actions.

Respect the boundaries employees set. Companies should encourage their
managers to respect the fact that employees have lives beyond work, and to
respect the boundaries those employees set. When employees feel they are
respected as whole people and can take care of their families and other per-
sonal life interests when they need to, they're less likely to be distracted at
work. In turn, they can make a more focused and productive work effort—
not to mention their higher commitment to work and greater career satisfac-
tion. It's all part of recognizing and supporting the whole person.

Don't ignore issues of time. Some employers are putting our third principle
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into practice as they experiment with issues of time. For instance, at Xerox, a
project team was regularly working long hours, but still missed a lot of dead-
lines. And if someone on the team finished early, it was assumed he or she had
not been given enough work to do. Managers were constantly interrupting
the engineers. To deal with this problem of boundary permeability, the com-
pany set up "library hours"—interruption-free hours in the middle of the
day. Soon, the team was meeting deadlines on a regular basis, without having
to put in extra hours.

In the administrative department of Amerco, teams worked together to
schedule their hours to meet individual needs. The company learned that
"team governance can increase efficiency and worker morale. ... [WJorkers
can organize both their work lives and their home lives with an eye to effi-
ciency and that they can do so without the intervention of a boss."41 When
ESI, a computer company in Oregon, was going to lay off part of its work-
force, they allowed employees to take a vote. The workers chose instead to
reduce their hours at reduced pay. There was no decline in productivity, and
after the crisis ended the workers voted to continue with the policy of a four-
day, thirty-two-hour week.42

4. Authority on the job is essential for work—family integration.

Authority over work—control over when, where, how, and with whom work
gets done—has a major impact on both career outcomes and satisfaction with
life beyond work. An essential component of an infrastructure for flexibility is
greater control over work by the people who do it.

In the new century, with big changes in careers as we've described, flexibil-
ity and authority will become more and more important in empowering the
employee to achieve integration between the two domains, and in helping the
employer to realize the bottom-line benefits that can accrue when work and
family are allies.

Authorize employees to think and act like entrepreneurs. Companies should
give employees the opportunity to take responsibility for their work as com-
petent adults with the capacity to choose and improve on the ways they get
work done, within the context of their lifestyles.43 Employees so empowered
become entrepreneurial, and constantly seek new ways to make a positive
business contribution to their employers.

We have seen the start of a shift by employers toward greater recognition
of the work-home boundary and the need for flexibility and authority.44 First
Chicago Bank, for example, requires managers to submit written plans for
expanding job flexibility.45 While a number of companies have adopted simi-
lar policies, it is essential that more corporations do so, for the benefit of
businesses and the people in them.

Five years ago, we would never have seen recruitment materials for new
MB As that spoke of how you can "have a life" at some large investment bank.
Today, however, most banks and consulting firms that recruit at business
schools place at least some emphasis on work-family issues—although it's
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still more rhetoric than reality. It's our impression that most students don't
believe this rhetoric: still, the shift by companies is a sign of changing times.
Employers are realizing that to attract and retain the best and the brightest
they will have to adjust to create more options and more flexibility for how,
when, where, and with whom work gets done. We hope this new rhetoric will
turn into new reality—sooner rather than later.46

Radcliffe College's Public Policy Institute is involved in a well-publicized
initiative to improve both work and life outcomes. It's a good example of the
kind of innovative, cross-disciplinary, action-oriented research needed for
the field to demonstrate the value of investing in integration of work and
family life. Working with Fleet Financial Group, one of the nation's largest
bank holding companies, the Institute conducted a study that focused as
much on business outcomes as on employee well-being. Changes in work
design were implemented, geared toward providing workers with greater
flexibility and authority on the job, in collaboration with all key parties. The
result: real productivity gains and less stress and a greater sense of control for
employees. Turnover rates for employees who participated in the study were
lower than were those for employees who did not participate.

Companies Need to Rethink How Work Is Organized

Lotte Bailyn, a professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, is a seminal thinker and innovator in the work-family field. She
points out that "companies are organizing work in new ways to make
America more competitive in a world economy. While certain aspects
of these new ways of organizing work are congruent with emerging
personal needs, others create problems." Notes Bailyn in her important
book Breaking the Mold: Women, Men, and Time in the New Corporate
World, a lot of these new approaches require "more time and energy
from employees than they can easily provide given the increasingly
complicated pressures of their private lives. The difficult cross-pres-
sures that result can only be resolved by new ways of relating employ-
ment to the needs of families. The separation of these domains in the
traditional organization of work is no longer tenable. Public and private
spheres must now be linked."

What does Bailyn propose? First, she challenges assumptions about
work and control. "[FJraming the issue as a conflict between employees'
private needs and the competitive and productivity needs of American
enterprise is self-defeating for both. I hope to provide a different way of
thinking about the link between public and private life that will allow
the work of American companies to be organized to create synergy
rather than conflict between these two spheres. The goal is to break the
mold of traditional assumptions; the hope is that the needs of organiza-
tions and employees can be brought into a constructive harmony."

Progressive organizations, notes Bailyn, are responding to families
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in two general ways. Some are creating services and programs to help
diverse families adapt to the corporate world designed for the father-
works-mother-stays-home homogeneous workforce. Others are creat-
ing flexibility in time and place to provide employees with more discre-
tion over work conditions. And others are doing both.

Neither of these responses is adequate, though—the first because it
seeks to eliminate distractions so employees can work even harder for
the company, and the second because employees are penalized for uti-
lizing the options, creating a two-tier structure of employment. "In
order for all employees to feel free to use the flexibilities provided, it
will be necessary to link work-family issues systemically to organiza-
tional change and not deal with them in a piecemeal fashion. These
issues must be accepted as an integral part of organizational life and as
an important business concern."

Bailyn writes: "The ultimate goal is for companies to view [issues of
balance] brought on by an increasingly diverse work force not as mar-
ginal problems, but as opportunities for productive change in the orga-
nization of work."

Rethinking Time
The first step is to rethink time—the traditional way of structuring

and controlling work. In the minds of most managers, time and produc-
tivity are linked. Companies operate as if time were infinitely available
and belonged wholly to the company. Managers would love to have
people work smarter and longer.

Bailyn argues that it would be far better to measure productivity by
output or client load rather than hours of input. Employees must learn
to work more efficiently and eliminate activities that are of limited
value. However, employees have little incentive to do so if the resulting
extra time is recycled back into work.

An experiment in the administrative division of a company provides
Bailyn with a good example of a different—and better—way to handle
the issue of time. Managers lay out business goals (in a broad outline)
and employees define the operations and conditions necessary to meet
them. Managers set boundaries within which teams develop the whens
and wheres. Managers do not set the conditions for work. Employees
have operational autonomy.

"It is only a managerial assumption that one must control the work
process of one's employees," writes Bailyn. "With changes in technol-
ogy and the growing interdependence of work, a transformation in this
mode of managing may be necessary in any case. Operational auton-
omy at the working level may be required for organizational adaptation
to a rapidly changing environment, and it certainly will help individuals
trying to mesh work and family concerns."
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Rethinking Commitment
Most employers today define commitment not based on mutual

respect and trust, but rather in terms that mean giving work top priority
in one's life. However, when employees view the company as accommo-
dating their personal needs, they are likely to feel greater long-run
commitment. "Face time as an indicator of commitment, though
clearly an imperfect rule, works because it unambiguously indicates that
the work of the organization can and does take precedence over other
aspects of one's life. But in the end, it is the underlying sense of respon-
sibility for the work that really matters."

As Bailyn puts it, "If commitment is really to be based on trust and
respect, then it must be interpreted differently, as the thoughtful (not
preprogrammed) response to organizational need. The goal would then
be to establish the conditions of work in such a way to allow employees,
whatever their personal circumstances, to function in this manner as
fully as possible." The manager becomes facilitator rather than boss.
This in turn would force a change in the compensation system that dic-
tates all employees must be evaluated on their output.

Rethinking Equity
Equity implies justice and fairness. It's not the same as uniformity.

"An equitable society," writes Bailyn, "would equalize the impact of
[varying economic and social forces] on its populace; so too would an
equitable organization."

The problem, though, is that "if salary is linked to a carefully prede-
fined job with an objectively attainable value, it is likely to perpetuate
existing conditions that often entail subtle sources of inequitable
rewards." Compensation also presumes that employees are oriented to
moving up the hierarchy. Current systems are not designed to work
equitably with employees who choose differently, for whom status in
the organization is not a priority.

Prepare our children for the new world of work. High school students need to
be able to define their values, think for themselves, and make intelligent
choices about their future. Schools need to make this possible by helping kids
with their awareness of self, to know their strengths and limitations, to know
who they are and what they want to do with their lives. Beyond that, our cur-
ricula should include teaching high school students about how to explore and
create opportunities, and how to network. This relates directly to our earlier
call for a new model of how we educate our children.

The more we expose these young people to different kinds of ideas and to
different models of what's possible for them, the more likely they are to be
prepared for the entrepreneurial roles that will be demanded of them in the
careers of the future. This needs to be done in an arena of psychological free-
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dom, where kids feel safe to explore, to try things out. We need more dia-
logue in the classroom with teachers, with parents, and with other sources of
wisdom in the community. Let's give our kids the means to think about their
role in the world, the means to manage successful careers, and the ability to
use authority on the job successfully.

5. Women 'may be better adapted for the jobs of the future.

Career success in the twenty-first century will require the ability to handle
ambiguity, manage multiple tasks simultaneously, and build networks of sup-
port at work and in the community. Each of us needs to be adept at juggling
career, family, and other commitments. Women seem to be more skilled in
these areas than men.

Employers should be willing to invest in women as leaders for the future,
and to create a work environment that values their particular skills. Men need
to develop these skills as well, and organizations should find ways to aid this
process.

Women—mothers in particular—benefit from working for family-
friendly employers. By leveling the playing field, these employers help allevi-
ate the career penalty for mothers. These women are more likely to stay on
the job and become the role models for younger women who aspire both to
career and family success. Family-friendly organizations also make it easier
for work to be a resource for all parents.

Invest in women as leaders. Jobs and careers are changing, becoming more
and more in the hands of the individual. Many of us are acquiring new
responsibilities for organizing how we work, when, and with whom. The
twenty-first century promises only more changes. We need to value, not
deny, the ability many women have to integrate work and family life. Busi-
nesses that succeed will be the ones willing to invest in women, to grow new
female leaders for the future. Employers should provide mentoring for
women that is particularly sensitive to the differences in their lives outside of
work.4'

It's also worth the effort of companies to make a periodic assessment of
whether working mothers in their employ are being given enough support in
their efforts to succeed at work and at home. If not, employers ought to chal-
lenge traditional methods and mindsets and work with these moms to create
the needed supports.

Keep the revolution going. The struggle for the creation of new and more
varied lifestyle options is far from over. Each of us needs to enlist the aid of
those who care about us, at work and at home, to support our efforts to align
our values and our actions.

Elizabeth McGuire, a graduate student at the Johns Hopkins University
School of Advanced International Studies, expresses the kind of thinking that
bodes well for the future. In a New York Times op-ed piece, she states: "If
Gen-Xers don't succeed in forcing a shift in the very concept of a 'career,' the
balance between work and family we desire will remain out of our reach.
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Instead of the traditional corporate ladder, which emphasizes stamina, we
must seek a model of career progress that resembles mountain climbing,
which requires flexibility, lateral moves and lengthy rests at base camp. . . .
Many people may think we are nearing the end of the workplace revolution.
In reality, we are only just beginning."48

6. Kids are the unseen stakeholders at work.

Parents' work experiences and career values influence children's health and
welfare in significant ways. Corporate responsibility to kids and parents,
then, must go beyond providing childcare facilities and benefits. Work needs
to be designed so parents can be available—behaviorally and psychologi-
cally—to their children.

Renowned child psychologist Penelope Leach writes: "In setting and
reshuffling your priorities, in making choices as you meet today's economic
and parenting challenges, it's vital that you never lose sight of your child and
what he needs." There are "emotional essentials that, if understood and taken
into account, can assure that children will thrive, no matter what actual living
and working arrangement is established by parents." Among them are this:
"Children can thrive in any kind of family where they have love, security, and
support, and in no kind of family where they do not."49 Combining love,
security, and support at home with the attention of competent caregivers is a
winning formula—one that needs to be available to a broader segment of
society.

We've shown that there is a direct link between parents' work arrange-
ments and children's welfare. It's clear that the relationship between work and
children may finally be getting the attention it deserves. As President Clinton
said at an October 1997 conference, the childcare issue "is the single most
important question about social policy today."

Expand and enhance the childcare options available to parents. The childcare
options available today in American society are woefully inadequate. We
agree with Sylvia Ann Hewlett and Cornel West, who state: "Government
and businesses should significantly increase the quality and affordability of
child care for working parents."50

Hewlett and West make some bold recommendations that deserve serious
consideration: Enact tougher regulation of the childcare industry. Create
subsidies to underwrite training and much higher salaries for childcare work-
ers. Restructure federal funding to cut back the dependent care tax credit for
affluent families and increase childcare block grants to the states. Make paid
parenting leave a central component of childcare policy. Target tax credits
and subsidies to full-time moms and dads, so that government supports par-
ents at home as well as parents at work. And integrate childcare into our
schools.51

In April 1998, the U.S. Treasury Department sent a powerful message
about the business and social value of providing childcare for employees.52

The report points to many ways businesses can promote access to childcare
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for employees: by providing on-site care; by contributing to the cost of care
employees bear; by providing access to resource and referral networks; by
participating in public-private partnerships; and by providing greater flexi-
bility for working parents. "It makes good business sense to create a work
environment that supports the needs of each individual, such as by providing
access to childcare," the report noted. "It not only benefits the individual, but
it also benefits the company by enabling it to attract and retain the best peo-
ple. . . . Investments in childcare can pay off in real dividends for employers
and employees. . . . Businesses [should] draw lessons from the best practices
presented here to help determine what best meets their needs going for-
ward." There are implications, Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin stated in the
report, for the "well-being of our economy as we enter a new century."53

Create public sector-private sector partnerships. There's societal action beyond
government itself, as well. Advocacy groups such as the Child Care Action
Campaign, led by Faith Wohl, are making major strides in creating solutions
that combine the interests of the private and public sectors in building an
infrastructure for flexibility that supports the alliance of work and family. The
campaign states that its goals are aimed at increasing "investment in childcare
so that children can develop to their fullest potential and families can get and
keep jobs. Schools, government and businesses all have key roles to play in
making this a reality for American families." The strategy is to "link early
care and education to the public interest in school readiness, welfare reform,
family stability, corporate productivity and profitability, and community eco-
nomic development."

Wohl's interest is in generating the public will to see childcare not so much
as a way to support parents as "the beginning of a lifelong process by which
we become good workers, good citizens, good parents."54 This is another
example of how we must, as a nation, challenge assumptions about the way
things are and, instead, choose a new set of lenses through which to view the
connections among major social institutions.55

One highly visible example of the increasing concern expressed by corpo-
rations about the quality of employees' family lives is the American Business
Collaborative (ABC) for Quality Dependent Care, spearheaded by IBM's Ted
Childs. Twenty-one of the nation's largest corporations contributed a total of
$100 million to help their communities provide care for children and aging
relatives. ABC has generated many creative initiatives, one of which is the
Bridge Project. Through the creative use of technology, teachers can leave
daily messages for parents about school activities, and parents can call any-
time to find out what their kids have learned in school that day and what
homework assignments were made.

This is a great example of how new technology can enhance the quality of
communication and relationships among key stakeholders in the work-fam-
ily nexus. A study of 102 schools in seven states found that parental involve-
ment in their children's education—a key factor in student success—
increased sharply through the Bridge Project.

It's also a good example of public-private partnerships. These will likely



/ 70 Work and Family—Allies or Enemies?

expand as it becomes more widely recognized that meeting the family needs
of workers provides part of the solution to the increasingly complex business
challenges corporations now confront.56

When Paula Rayman, director of the Radcliffe College Public Policy
Institute, spoke at a White House dinner in early 1998, her words were no
doubt motivated in part by her positive experience at Fleet. She called for a
national commission on work, family, and community for the twenty-first
century.

"This commission," Rayman explained, "would examine what new social,
political, and economic institutions should be created to help families and
communities. . . . We need new intermediate institutions to sustain social
cohesion." We hope to see government support for this laudable call to
action. It could be a major promoter of the kinds of public-private partner-
ships we envision.5'

We would also like to see the creation of a national dialogue about the
amount of time and energy we should be investing in family life. Arlie
Hochschild takes note of how some workers respond to the lack of time by
"outsourcing" home/family responsibilities such as childcare, grocery shop-
ping, or yard work. Others "backtrack" (demote themselves) or stay in place
by turning down promotions. Still others start their own business or simply
abandon corporate life in search of a simpler lifestyle.

Hochschild suggests the answer may lie in collective action, a "time move-
ment" to reclaim time from the workplace. She argues that "it is hardly pru-
dent to rely on company executives as our architects of time [since they
absorb all time which is freed]. Therefore, a time movement would need to
find its center outside the corporation, however important it may also be to
cooperate with advocates of family-friendly policies inside the company."

She suggests this time movement should ask questions that challenge the
premises of work culture: Are workers judged mainly on the excellence of
their performance, or mainly on the amount of time they are present in the
workplace? Is there a "culture of trust" that allows workers to pinch-hit for
one another as needs arise? Is there job security—"for there can be little
appeal to shorter hours when employees fear that the long hours they now
work may disappear entirely"?58

Invest in childcare as a profession. Childcare in the United States is generally
a low-status, underpaid occupation.59 It's the opposite in Europe; in countries
that provide childcare at government expense, the profession has status.
Those societies invest in training childcare professionals, and in turn provide
a better option for parents.60

We need to take the same initiative here. The government should provide
benefits and incentives for people seeking careers in childcare. Further, we
need to establish standards of care that are monitored and enforced.

We believe each of us—society as a whole—bears responsibility for all
children, even other people's children. After all, society shares the collective
costs of not caring for children. How other people's kids are raised, how
they're cared for affects all of us. Children who lack the care so vital in the
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first three years of life do poorly in school. We all bear the tax burden of spe-
cial school programs for these kids and perhaps for their harmful behavior
later. Society needs to ensure the provision of good care from birth, so that
kids are raised well. It's the powerful message Hillary Rodham Clinton cham-
pions in her book It Takes a Village.

Build networks of support for childrearing, at work and at the childcare center.
Parents at work have a tremendous resource available when it comes to child-
rearing—other parents. Women get information and gain acceptance from
these networks at work, while men build their self-esteem and self-identity.
In both cases, these networks are a tremendous resource. We encourage par-
ents to talk to their coworkers about bringing up kids, about their family
needs, about where to find childcare. Having someone with whom to share
questions and information can go a long way toward creating a network of
support that can benefit every parent at work.

We also need to recognize that the childcare center today fills a void cre-
ated by the lesser emphasis in society on "communities." Often, it is at the
childcare center that parents make contact with other families. Roger Brown
and Linda Mason, leaders of Bright Horizons Family Solutions, recognize
this and design their childcare centers to enhance the sense of community.
We encourage this kind of connection—it's a key thread in the web of support
children need.

Encourage and support fathers who want to be more involved with their children.
Levine and Pittinsky offer many useful suggestions for fathers and for
employers to strengthen their connections with their children and to enhance
their parental involvement. Encourage dads to eat lunch with their children.
Offer workplace education and support for fathers. Make it possible for them
to become involved in their kids' schools. Create partnerships between the
company and the schools attended by employees' children. And support
fathers who stay home with sick children.61

Provide a range of benefits at work to help parents. We're convinced that cor-
porate responsibility to kids and parents must extend well beyond childcare.
Corporate America needs to embrace a redesign of work so that jobs can be
more flexible and parents can be in greater control and thus psychologically
(as well as physically) available to their kids.

While there's still lots to be done, some companies are blazing a new trail.
As one among an increasingly wide array of examples, John Hancock Mutual
Life Insurance Co. offers pre-tax spending accounts for childcare and elder
care and "a benefit which allows employees to call home to check on family
members (latch-key children).. . for those who don't normally have access to
a work phone."62 The firm also offers "Kids to Go"—a program of childcare
during school holidays for school-age kids—under contract with a local non-
profit agency.

A word of warning: Recent initiatives by companies to support employees
with families have left some employees without children feeling like second-
class citizens. They complain they're expected to work later, travel more, and
forfeit weekends and holidays. They feel they're less likely to be granted flex-
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ible work schedules, have to justify leaving early, get transferred more often,
and pay health benefits which are less subsidized than those of coworkers
with families. But, notes Michele Picard (in "No Kids? Get Back to Work!"),
they're reluctant to speak out, lest they be seen as anti-family.63

Family supports that are essentially subsidized by employees without kids
can cause resentment, as can preference to parents when approving leave or
flex requests. It creates a sense that pay is not equitable. There are fixes, how-
ever. At Hewlett-Packard, for example, everyone gets the same amount of
time off, regardless of circumstance. The company has adopted "a need-blind
work time standard." And Eastman Kodak has domestic partner policies that
extend benefits to committed partners of either sex living in the same house-
hold.

Summing Up

We've presented recommendations for making allies of work and family. In
some cases, they have been quite specific. In others, we've concentrated on
broad strokes. In general, these recommendations flow from the findings we
reported in previous chapters.

Before we leave readers to play their part in creating the tremendous set of
changes we advocate for society, for employers, and for individuals, we want
to return to the three principles introduced earlier in this chapter. We remain
convinced that nothing we recommend can be implemented successfully
unless these principles for action are embraced.

Clarify what's important.

Individuals must clarify what is important to them so that they can identify
their values. People simply cannot act on their priorities if those priorities
haven't been clearly defined. It's the same with employers, and with society.
Clarifying what's important is the first step toward making allies of family and
work.

Recognize and support the whole person.

The success of future generations in the changing workplace depends on
individuals and businesses embracing this principle. It is a necessary step in
building supportive relationships at work and in our personal lives. Without
embracing this principle, no employer will succeed in creating a family-
friendly organization. Value life beyond work to get value at work.

Continually experiment with how goals are achieved.

Central to creating family-friendly organizations is treating employees like
thinking adults capable of making decisions about work in a way that sup-
ports the business and supports their personal lives. This won't happen,
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though, if employers and individuals fail to adopt an experimental attitude—
an entrepreneurial attitude—toward how work is organized, how time is orga-
nized, and how both life quality and business results are achieved.

Hope for the next generation

Much can be achieved with the current generation at work, but of course
long-term hope lies with those who will next enter the workforce, and with
our children still in school. We're encouraged by recent studies showing how
young people see their futures—with changing values and expectations for
men and women.

The Swedish firm Universum conducts an annual survey of MBA students
from around the world, asking about career goals and other issues.64 When
asked to choose three from among sixteen alternatives in response to the
question, "Which career goals do you hope to attain once you have your
MBA?" the top response was "balance personal life and career"—chosen by
44 percent of the sample.

The implication is clear: integrating work and family matters to tomorrow's
business leaders. And barkening back to what we said in Chapter 1 about new
careers, teenagers have similar concerns. In a 1998 column in the Wall Street
Journal, Sue Shellenbarger focuses on how teens she spoke with see their
working future.65 She points to "high hopes" and "high hurdles" as the "tense
realities that frame teenagers' vision of the future . . . a different frame than
the one that bounded their parents' outlook at the same age."

These teenagers see a time when careers will "evolve to meet the needs" of
future families, "demanding less workday time at a desk"—thanks to technol-
ogy. This is good news for the future: these teens are intent on building close
families.

Most of the teens "envision themselves in dual-earner households as
adults, and many plan to delay child-bearing in hopes of better equipping
themselves to carve out time for their children while paying the bills." And
suggesting a shift in choices about what men and women can do, there was lit-
tle resistance in this group to the notion that dads stay at home with kids.
This likely reflects changes in the values promulgated in grade and high
schools as well as in the role models increasingly available to young men and
women.

On working at home, one teen said: "My dad works at home sometimes,
and it doesn't make any difference, or not much. He's physically there, but
mentally he's isolated. Mentally there's a door between us." This young man
speaks directly to the difference between behavioral and psychological avail-
ability and the need to create meaningful boundaries between work and fam-
ily life, especially for those who work at home. Again, the future holds
promise for addressing this critical issue; among this group, the "desire for
relaxed, sustaining family relationships ran deeper" than any Shellenbarger
could "recall hearing from baby boomers as teens." 66

Kids today are thinking in ways different from their parents' generation.
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They seem more conscious of the choices they face and the consequences of
what they might choose. Will society meet the challenge young people place
before it? Will we create the kind of world in which the next generation will
indeed have greater options to adopt a lifestyle that makes sense for each
individual? Will we build the infrastructure for flexibility that allows for the
pursuit of satisfaction in all the domains of life, for the expression of talents,
and for contributions to the world to the fullest possible extent?

Decisions individuals, employers, and society make today and in the next
few years will have a lot to do with what the terrain looks like over the next
few decades. Our job is to speed along the transformation. If we don't move
fast and establish an infrastructure for flexibility, norms and structures that
preclude choice may find their way into the lives of the next generation, set in
stone.

Big changes are upon us, like it or not. The social and economic transfor-
mation we talked about in the first chapter is fast becoming a reality. We must
be prepared to make the most of the brave new world, lest we fail to make the
workplace revolution one that not only benefits business but families and
communities as well.
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Design and Methodology of Our Study

The design of any research project must be consistent with its aims. And
our aim has been to understand the relationships between the work lives
and family lives of business professionals— how work affects family, how
family influences work, and how men and women experience work and
family. To achieve our objective required that we

• Identify a sample of men and women business professionals
• Assess their work and family experiences, as well as the outcomes

of those experiences
• Analyze the data and present the findings in a manner accessible to

a broad spectrum of readers

The Survey Sample

The primary sample for our research consists of alumni of two university
schools of business in Philadelphia: the Wharton School of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania and the College of Business and Administration of
Drexel University. Wharton, which provided about two-thirds of our
sample, is consistently ranked among the nation's elite business schools,
and draws its students from throughout the United States and abroad.
Drexel, which provided about one-third of our sample, has an excellent
regional reputation; most students there come from the greater Philadel-
phia area, but many states and countries are also represented among the
student body.

A total of 861 alumni from these schools each completed written sur-
veys that were mailed to their homes.1 Approximately 64 percent of the
sample hold the MBA degree; the remainder have baccalaureate degrees in
business.

We chose to study business school alumni for several reasons. First,
most graduates of business schools work as managers or professionals in
the private or public sector, which assured that we ended up with a large
number of business professionals in our sample. Second, we wanted to
avoid a sample within one particular organization; the alumni represent a
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wide range of organizations, including the respondents' own businesses, as
well as a broad spectrum of industries. Had we sampled individuals from only
one or two employers, we doubt our findings would be as representative of
our target population—business professionals in general—as they turn out
to be.

We chose these two schools in particular because as faculty members at the
respective institutions we were granted access to the names and addresses of
our schools' graduates for the purposes of this study.

FIGURE APPENDIX I. I

Who's who in our sample?'

This sample com;prises the 861 business professio nals who retu rned the written survey and wre
employed at the time.

On a nine pint scalee where I = first-level position and 9 = top executive, we considered responses of 1-3 to
represent lower, 4-6 middle, and 7-9 upper-level positions, repectivety.
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The average age of our business professionals at the time of the survey is
38.4 years. Nearly two-thirds are men, and the vast majority are Caucasians
and U.S. citizens.2 More than 80 percent of the sample are employed in orga-
nizations of various sizes, often quite large, and the great majority hold
upper- or middle-level positions in those organizations. A sizable minority
run their own businesses. Figure Appendix 1.1 provides a snapshot of per-
sonal, family, and work background characteristics of the business profession-
als we studied.

Of course, caution is the watchword when generalizing our findings to the
broader population of business professionals. Nevertheless, we believe our
sample does represent highly educated men and women who work in middle-
and upper-level managerial or professional positions for mid-size or large
organizations in various sectors of the economy.

We mailed 4,101 surveys: 3,000 (73%) to alumni of the Wharton School
of the University of Pennsylvania and 1,101 (27%) to alumni of the College
of Business and Administration of Drexel University in the closing months of
1992. Approximately 60 percent of the surveys were sent to MBA graduates;
the rest went to graduates of bachelor's degree programs. The MBA graduat-
ing classes of 1969, 1974, 1979, 1984, and 1989 were sampled, as were the
bachelor's degree classes of 1964, 1974, and 1984.

To ensure that women would be represented among the respondents, we
sent surveys to 100 percent of the women graduates in a given class and only a
random sample of men.3 Of the 4,101 surveys, 2,957 (72%) were sent to men
and 1,144 (28%) were sent to women.

Of the surveys we mailed, 3 3 were returned undelivered, leaving a total of
4,068 surveys we believe reached the alumni. From this group, completed
surveys were returned by 927 alumni—a response rate of approximately 2 3
percent.4 Women were slightly overrepresented among the respondents:
although they received 28 percent of the surveys, women constituted 36 per-
cent of the group that returned completed surveys.

Wharton alumni comprised 71 percent of the respondent group, while
Drexel alumni comprised 29 percent. These percentages correspond very
closely to the percentages of surveys distributed to alumni of the two institu-
tions.

Finally, of the 927 alumni who returned completed surveys, 861 are
employed. This group of 861 constitutes the survey sample we examine
throughout the book.

What Did We Ask?

The comprehensive written survey we mailed to the alumni in our main sam-
ple is adapted in part from the existing literature; we wrote other sections
expressly for this study. We measured data from questions in six categories—
the variables described briefly below and in more detail in the sections that
follow.5

1. Personal background includes a variety of demographic characteristics,
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life role priorities, and values and beliefs regarding career success and life
success.

2. Career choices and experiences includes career goals, career involvement,
adjustment of work schedule for family and personal reasons, job authority;
receipt of key developmental assignments and coaching, participation in net-
working activities, family supportiveness of employer, and priority of career
compared to the priority of the spouse's (or partner's) career.

3. Career outcomes includes level of position achieved in the organization,
job performance, number of promotions in the current organization, career
advancement expectations, probability of attaining career goal, annual
income, income relative to peers, job satisfaction, career satisfaction, and
organizational commitment.

4. Family and personal choices and experiences includes marriage, children,
family structure, psychological involvement in family, time devoted to home
and childcare, support received from spouse (or partner), and spouse or part-
ner's involvement in career and family.

5. Family and personal outcomes includes satisfaction with family, personal
life, and overall life, performance as a parent, child's development (emotional,
health, and educational), and satisfaction with childcare arrangements.

6. Role conflicts includes work interference with family, work interference
with leisure, family interference with work, behavioral work interference
with family, and tradeoffs between work and family.

Definitions and Measures of Personal Background Variables

Sex (biological sex of the respondent)

One item: 1 = male, 2 = female

Race (racial identity of the respondent)

One item: 1 = African-American, 2 = Asian, 3 = Caucasian, 4 = Hispanic,
5 = Native American, 6 = other.

Age (chronological age of the respondent)

One item: Also recocled into a "decade" variable (from 20's = 1 to 50's = 4)

Educational Aspirations

What is the highest level of education you expect to attain in your life?

1 = bachelor's degree, 2 = bachelor's degree plus professional certificate, 3 =
master's degree, 4 = Ph.D. or other advanced degree

Religion

Which of the following best describes your religious beliefs?

1 = Catholic, 2 = Protestant, 3 = Jewish, 4 = Agnostic, 5 = Muslim,
6 = Hindu, 7 = Buddhist, 8 = Other

Life Role Priority (relative priority or focus attached to work role, family role,
other life roles)

Based on a combination of responses to three items: (a) a ranking of the two
life roles (from career, family, religion, activities aimed at national or interna-
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tional betterment, leisure, and community) that give the respondent the most
satisfaction; (b) the rated importance of career on a five-point scale (from mea-
sures of Life Success Values described below); and (c) the rated importance of a
long-term relationship on a five-point scale (from measures of Life Success
Values described below). From the responses to these two items, four life role
priorities were identified: career-focused (1), career + family-focused (2), fam-
ily-focused (3), and self/society-focused (4).

Career Success Values (importance of different factors to respondents' judg-
ment that their career is successful)

Based on a scale developed for this study in which respondents rated (on a five-
point scale) the importance of 15 experiences in judging their level of career
success. A factor analysis of the 15 items produced five dimensions of career
success values:

Status, which consists of the mean of the following four items (alpha = .78):

having social status and prestige
having power and influence
earning a great deal of money
advancing rapidly to high level positions.

Time for self, which consists of the mean of the following three items (alpha
= .69):

having flexibility in determining my work hours
having time for myself
having time for my family

Challenge, which consists of the mean of the following three items
(alpha =.56):

working on challenging tasks
being creative in my work
enjoying my work

Security, which consists of the mean of the following three items
(alpha = .50):

ensuring a comfortable retirement
having secure employment
living in a preferred geographical area

Social, which consists of the mean of the following two items (alpha = .24):

helping other people
being respected by others at work

Life Success Values (importance of different factors to respondents' judgment
that their life is successful)

Based on a scale developed for this study in which respondents rated (on a five-
point scale) the importance of 12 experiences in judging their level of life suc-
cess. A factor analysis of the 12 items produced three dimensions of life success
values:

Personal Growth, which consists of the mean of the following five items
(alpha = .63):

personal growth and development
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helping other people
friendships
being politically active
creative activity

Material Wealth, which consists of the mean of the following three items
(alpha = .65):

standard of living
career
material wealth

Family, which consists of the mean of the following two items (alpha = .37):

a long-term relationship
parenting

Definitions and Measures of Career Choice
and Experiences Variables

Current Employment Status

One closed-ended item coded (1) work in family business, (2) run own busi-
ness, (3) employed full-time in organization, or (4) employed part-time in
organization.6

Time Commitment to Work (hours per week devoted to work)

One open-ended item: "In an average week, including weekends, how many
hours do you devote to your work responsibilities?"

Psychological Involvement in Career (extent to which the respondent is
involved in his or her career and the extent to which the career is a significant part
of the respondent's life)7

The mean of the following three items (alpha = .79):

A major source of satisfaction in my life is my career.
Most of the important things that happen to me involve my career.
I am very much involved personally in my career.

Career Goal (aspirations for advancement within an organizational hierarchy)

One item: "Assume that you are employed in an organization that has 9 levels
of managerial/professional positions, ranging from (1) first level manager/pro-
fessional to (5) middle level manager/professional to (9) top executive. Please
indicate the highest position you would like to achieve."

Recoded to create two additional variables: (a) aspiration to become CEO,
coded 9 versus others and (b) aspiration to senior management coded 8 or 9
versus others.

Networking Activities (extent to which the respondent has established contacts
or networks)

The mean of the following two items (alpha = .53):

Within the last two years, how often have you
established contacts or networks inside your company?
established contacts or networks outside your company?
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Job Authority (extent to which the respondent has authority and decision-
making power on the job)

The mean of the following three items8 (alpha = .85):

I have a great deal of authority in my position.
I have considerable decision-making power on my job.
I have an opportunity to participate in setting company goals and policies.

Developmental Assignments (extent to which the respondent has been given
special assignments to provide visibility, exposure, and opportunities to develop
new skills)

The mean of the following two items (alpha = .65):

Within the last two years, how often have you
been given highly visible special assignments?
received job assignments that provided you with new skills, experience and

exposure?

Coaching (extent to which the respondent has had opportunities to receive
coaching, guidance, and training/development)

The mean of the following four items (alpha = .67):

Within the last two years, how often have you
participated in a company-sponsored training, education, or career plan-

ning program?
received coaching or counseling from your supervisor?
received coaching or counseling from your peers?
received guidance or assistance from a mentor or sponsor?

Adjustment of Work Schedule for Family and Personal Reasons (extent to
which the respondent has adjusted or limited his or her work schedule to meet
family or personal needs)

The mean of the following four items (alpha = .70):

Within the last two years, how often have you
adjusted your hours of arrival and departure from work to suit your per-

sonal and family activities?
structured your hours at work in order to be home at certain specific

times?
limited the time you devoted to work during weekends?
limited the time you devoted to work-related travel?

Employer Support for Family (extent to which the organization supports
employees' attempts to balance work and family responsibilities)

The mean of the following five items (alpha = .78):
The level of commitment expected by my organization requires that

employees choose between advancing their careers and devoting time to
their families, (reverse scored)

My organization is understanding when employees have a hard time jug-
gling work and family responsibilities.

Career advancement is jeopardized if employees do not accept assignments
because of their family responsibilities, (reverse scored)

My organization has a satisfactory family leave policy.
My organization allows for flexibility in work scheduling.



182 Appendix One

Acceptance by Others in Organization (extent to which the respondent experi-
ences mutually positive feelings between him/herself and coworkers)

The mean of the following three items' (alpha = .75):

I am accepted in informal business activities with my peers within my
organization.

I like the people with whom I work.
I am really a part of my work group.

Career Priority Relative to Partner's Career
(extent to which the respondent sees his or her career as having more or less pri-
ority than spouse or partner's career)10

One closed-ended item: "Which of the following best describes your current
career priority relative to that of your partner?"

My career has a much higher priority than my partner's.
My career has a slightly higher priority than my partner's.
Our careers have equal priority.
My partner's career has a slightly higher priority than mine.
My partner's career has a much higher priority than mine.

Definitions and Measures of Career Outcome Variables

Level of Position in Organization (level of managerial/professional position
achieved in current organization)

Single item: "Please indicate the highest position you have achieved in your
current organization." A nine-point scale was provided, ranging from (1) first
level manager/professional to (5) middle level manager/professional to (9) top
executive.

Since level in the organization is an indicator of career success (see Chapter 3),
we wanted to develop a measure that was independent of personal background.
Therefore, we regressed level on a range of background variables, three of
which were related to level: age, organizationally employed versus own/family
business, and finance versus other industries. A measure of level was then
developed that was adjusted for these three background variables.

Annual Income (personal annual income in dollars)

Single closed-ended item indicating respondent's personal annual income on a
scale ranging from (1) $ 0 to $24,999 to (16) $ 500,000 or more.

Since income is an indicator of career success (see Chapter 3), we wanted to
develop a measure that was independent of personal background. Therefore, we
regressed income on a range of background variables, three of which were
related to level: age, organizationally employed versus own/family business, and
finance versus other industries. A measure of income was then developed that
was adjusted for these three background variables. See note 7 in Chapter 3.

Career Satisfaction (level of satisfaction with the career as a whole)

Single item developed for this study as part of a 12-item measure of different
facets of life satisfaction. "Please indicate your current level of satisfaction with
your career." A five-point response scale was provided ranging from (1) not
satisfied to (5) very satisfied.
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Since career satisfaction is an indicator of career success (see Chapter 4), we
wanted to develop a measure that was independent of personal background.
Therefore, we regressed career satisfaction on a range of background variables,
three of which were related to career satisfaction: age, organizationally
employed versus own/family business, and finance versus other industries. A
measure of career satisfaction was then developed that was adjusted for these
three background variables.

Job Performance (self-assessment of job performance during the last year)

Single item which asked respondents "How would you rate your job perfor-
mance over the last year?" A five-point response option was provided, ranging
from (1) deficient and below expectations to (5) far exceeds normal expecta-
tions.

Likelihood of Achieving Career Aspirations

Single item: "If you are not currently in the highest position you would like to
attain, how likely is it that you will achieve this position?" Five-point response
option ranging from (1) not likely to (5) highly likely.

Number of Promotions in Current Organization (number of promotions
received since joining the current organization)

Single open-ended item: "How many promotions have you received since join-
ing your current organization?"

Rate of Promotion (frequency of promotion over the total period of employ-
ment within the organization)

Computed by dividing the number of promotions received by the number of
years the individual has worked in the organization.

Career Advancement Expectations (perceived likelihood of promotion within
the next two years)

Single item: "How would you rate your chances for promotion within the next
two years?" Five-point response option ranging from (1) poor to (5) excellent.

Income Relative to Peers (income relative to that of peers who graduated from
the same college)

Single item which asks respondents to indicate on a five-point scale whether
their annual income is (1) much higher than that of fellow graduates from the
same college to (5) much lower than that of their peers.

Job Satisfaction (feelings of positive effect toward the job and level of satisfaction
with the job)

The mean of the following three items1' (alpha = .87):

I am satisfied with my present job situation.
My job situation is very frustrating to me. (reverse scored)
I frequently think I would like to change my job situation, (reverse scored)

Organization Commitment (identification with and feelings of loyalty to the
organization)

The mean of the following three items12 (alpha = .87):

I talk up my organization to my friends as a great organization to work for.
I am proud to tell others I am part of the organization
I feel very loyal to my organization.
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Definitions and Measures of Family and
Personal Choices and Experiences

Marital Status

Based on one closed-ended item: married = 2; not married = 1.

Long-term Relationship (whether the respondent is currently married, living
with a partner, or otherwise in a long-term relationship)

Based on one closed-ended item: in a long-term relationship = 2; not in a long-
term relationship = 1.

Age Entered Relationship (age at which respondent entered current relationship)

Based on the following open-ended item: "At what age did you enter your cur-
rent relationship?"

We calculated the length of the relationship by subtracting the age at which
the relationship was entered from the respondent's current age.

Parental Status (whether the respondent is currently a parent)

Receded from the following item: "How many children do you currently have?"

One or more children = 2; no children = 1

Anticipated Parental Status (for those respondents not currently a parent,
whether they anticipate being a parent at some time)

Based on responses to the following question "Do you have or do you expect to
have/adopt any children?" in conjunction with their current parental status.

Anticipate being a parent = 2; do not anticipate = 1

Value on Parenthood (importance of being a parent in the respondent's life)

The mean of the following three items (alpha = .80):

Being a parent gives me the opportunity to do interesting things that I
might not otherwise do

Being a parent helps me put my life into better perspective
Being a good parent gives me a good feeling about myself

Number of Children

Based on the response to "How many children do you currently have?"

Anticipated Number of Children (number of children the respondent expects
to have)

Based on the response to "How many children in all do you think you will
have/adopt?"

Age of Youngest Child

Based on the ages of children listed.

Preschool Children (whether the respondent has any preschool children)

Computed from the age of the youngest child.

Youngest child less than or equal to six = 1; youngest child older than six or no
children = 0.
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Family Structure (family structure is based on a combination of whether the
respondent is in a long-term relationship (LTR), is a parent, has an employed
partner, and is a man or a woman)13

If in LTR, is a parent, has an employed partner, and is a man = 1 (dual-earner
father)

If in LTR, is a parent, has an employed partner, and is a woman = 2 (dual-
earner mother)

If in LTR, is not a parent, has an employed partner, and is a man = 3 (dual-
earner man with no children)

If in LTR, is not a parent, has an employed partner, and is a woman = 4 (dual-
earner woman with no children)

If in LTR, is a parent, has a non employed partner, and is a man = 5 (single-
earner father)

If not in LTR, is not a parent, and is a man = 6 (single man)

If not in LTR, is not a parent, and is a woman = 7 (single woman)

Time Off Following First Child (whether the respondent has taken or expects
to take time off from job after the first child) 14

"Did you, or do your expect to, take time off from your job with the birth or
adoption of each child?" 1 = no, 2 = not sure, 3 = yes.

Amount of Time Off Following First Child (how much time off the respon-
dent has taken or expects to take following the first child)

"Please indicate your actual or expected time off from work for each child."
From none (1) to more than 5 years (10).

Return to Work Full-Time After First Child (whether the respondent has or
expects to return to work full time after the first child)

"Your employment status immediately after your time off." Full-time = 2;
part-time = 1.

Part-Time Then Full-Time After First Child (whether the respondent has or
expects to return to work part-time initially and then full-time)

"If you did, or expect to, work part-time initially and then full-time at some
later date, please check the box." 2 = checked, 1 = not checked.

Amount of Time Part-Time After First Child (how long the respondent
worked or expected to work part-time before returning to work full-time)

"If you checked a box in question E, indicate how long you worked, or expect
to work, part-time before returning to work full-time (in months)."

Primary Childcare Arrangement For First Child

One closed-ended item that listed 10 possible child care arrangements in addi-
tion to an "other" category. The 10 listed arrangements were: own home with
parent, own home with a relative, own home with a non-relative, another
home with a relative, another home with a non-relative, job-provided daycare
center, daycare center funded by self, daycare center funded with job-provided
assistance or credit, preschool, school.
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Hours a Week in Primary Child Care Arrangement for First Child

"How many hours per week is each child in the primary child care arrange-
ment indicated ahove?"

Psychological Involvement in Family of Origin (extent to which the respon-
dent is involved in his or her family of origin—parents, siblings, etc.—and the
extent to which the family of origin is a significant part of the respondent's life)

The mean of the following three items'3 (alpha = .85):

A major source of satisfaction in my life is my family.
Most of the important things that happen to me involve my family.
I am very much involved personally in my family.

Psychological Involvement in Family of Creation (same definition and measure-
ment as above, except the reference is family of creation—partner, children, etc.).

Alpha = .80

Time Spent on Household (hours a week spent on household activities)

Response to the following open-ended item: "In an average week, including
weekends, how many hours do you devote to your household responsibilities
(including housework and finances)?"

Time Spent on Childcare (hours a week spent on childcare activities)

Response to the following open-ended item: "In an average week, including
weekends, how many hours do you devote to your childcare responsibilities?"

Partner Psychological Involvement in Career (extent to which the partner is
involved in his or her career and the extent to which the career is a significant part
of the partner's life)

The mean of the following three items (alpha = .89):

A major source of satisfaction in my partner's life is his/her career.
Most of the important things that happen to my partner involve his/her

career.
My partner is very much involved personally in his/her career.

Partner Psychological Involvement in Family (extent to which the partner is
involved in his or her family and the extent to which the family is a significant part
of the partner's life)

The mean of the following three items (alpha = .88):

A major source of satisfaction in my partner's life is our family.
Most of the important things that happen to my partner involve our family.
My partner is very much involved personally in our family.

Partner Personal Support (extent to which partner provides respondent with
emotional support regarding primarily personal and family issues)

The mean of the following five items based on the results of a factor analysis
(alpha = .86):

My partner . . .
listens to me talk about my personal or family problems
is concerned about my welfare
gives me advice when I have a family or personal problem
praises me for my personal or family accomplishments
respects my personal accomplishments
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Partner Career Support (extent to which partner provides respondent with
career support)

The mean of the following four items based on the results of a factor analysis
(alpha = .60):

My partner . ..
plays an active role in my career
listens to me talk about my job-related problems
gives me advice when I have a work-related problem
praises me for my job-related accomplishments

Partner Time Spent on Household (hours a week partner spends on household
activities)

Response to the following open-ended item: "In an average week, including
weekends, how many hours does your spouse/partner devote to household
responsibilities (including housework and finances)?"

Partner Time Spent on Child Care (hours a week partner spends on childcare
activities)

Response to the following open-ended item: "In an average week, including
weekends, how many hours does your spouse/partner devote to childcare
responsibilities?"

Partner Employment Status

One item receded to 3 = full-time; 2 = part-time; 1 = not employed

Definitions and Measures of Family and Personal Outcomes

Satisfaction with Family of Origin (extent to which the respondent is satisfied
with his or her family of origin)

The mean of the following three items16 (alpha = .86):

I am satisfied with my present family relationships.
My family relationships are very frustrating to me. (reverse scored)
I frequently think I would like to change my family relationships, (reverse

scored)

Satisfaction with Family of Creation (extent to which the respondent is satisfied
with his or her family of creation)

The mean of the following three items" (alpha = .84):

I am satisfied with my present family relationships.
My family relationships are very frustrating to me. (reverse scored)
I frequently think I would like to change my family relationships, (reverse

scored)

Satisfaction with Life (extent to which the respondent is satisfied with a variety
of life factors)

Respondents rated their satisfaction (1 = not satisfied to 5 = very satisfied) with
each of the following aspects of their lives: standard of living, career, a long-
term relationship, parenting, health, material wealth, religious or spiritual
development, personal growth and development, helping other people, friend-
ships, being politically involved, and creative activity.
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In addition to satisfaction with the individual aspects of life, a measure of over-
all life satisfaction was calculated by averaging the responses to the items listed
above.

Child's Behavior Problems (parent's assessment of the behavioral and emo-
tional problems of the child closest to the age of eight years)1*

Respondents rated how true each of the following statements are about their
child closest to eight years of age. Ratings were made on a three-point scale
from often true to never true that was later collapsed into two levels. The total
score was calculated as the mean of the following 23 items (alpha = .88):

Has sudden changes in mood feelings
Feels or complains that no one loves him/her
Is rather high strung, tense, or nervous
Cheats or tells lies
Is too fearful or anxious
Argues too much
Has difficulty concentrating, cannot pay attention for long
Is easily confused, seems to be in a fog
Bullies or is cruel or mean to others
Is disobedient at home
Is disobedient at school
Does not seem to feel sorry after misbehaving
Is not liked by other children
Is restless or overly active, can't sit still
Is sullen, stubborn, or irritable
Has a strong temper and loses it easily
Is unhappy, sad, or depressed
Is withdrawn/doesn't get involved with others
Has a lot of difficulty getting his/her mind off certain thoughts, has

obsessions
Feels worthless or inferior
Is impulsive or acts without thinking
Has trouble getting along with teachers
Has trouble getting along with other children

Child's Health (parent's assessment of the health of the child closest to the age of
eight years)

"Which of the following best describes this child's general state of health"? 1 =
excellent; 2 = very good; 3 = good; 4 = fair; 5 = poor.

Child's School Performance (parent's assessment of the school performance of
the child closest to the age of eight years)

"Which of the following best characterizes what kind of student this child is
now?" 1 = one of the best; 2 = above the middle; 3 = in the middle; 4 = below
the middle; 5 = near the bottom.

Performance in Parental Role (self-assessment of performance as a parent)

Single item which asked respondents to indicate the extent to which they agree
with the statement "Overall, I feel that I am a good parent" on a scale from (1)
strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
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Satisfaction with Childcare Arrangement for the First Child
(parent's degree of satisfaction with the child's primary childcare arrangements)19

"Please rate your satisfaction with the primary childcare arrangement above by
writing in the spaces to the right the appropriate number from 1 to 5, with 1
"Not Satisfied" and 5 "Very Satisfied."

Definitions and Measures of Role Conflicts20

Work Interference with Family (the perception that the demands of the work
role interfere with the fulfillment of family role responsibilities)

The mean of the following four items (alpha = .73):

When I spend time with my family, I am bothered by all the things on the
job that I should be doing.

Because of my job responsibilities, I have to miss out on home or family
activities in which I should participate.

Because of my job responsibilities, the time I spend with my family is less
enjoyable and more pressured.

Pursuing a demanding career makes it difficult for me to be an attentive
spouse/partner.

Family Interference with Work (perception that family role demands interfere
with work role responsibilities)

The mean of the following five items (alpha = .78):

When I spend time on my job, I am bothered by all the things I should be
doing with my family.

The demands of family life interfere with achieving success in my career.
Being a parent limits my career success.
Because of my family responsibilities, I have to turn down job activities or

opportunities that I should take on.
Because of family responsibilities, the time I spend on my job is less enjoy-

able and more pressured.

Work Interference with Relaxation (perception that die demands of the work
role make it difficult to relax and participate in leisure activities)

The mean of the following two items (alpha = .82):

When I spend time relaxing, I am bothered by all the things at my job I
should be doing.

Because of my job responsibilities, any time I spend relaxing is less enjoy-
able and more pressured.

Behavioral Work Interference with Family: The perception that behavior
expected at work conflicts with behavior expected at home.21

The mean of the following two items (alpha = .68):

My partner complains that I treat family members as if they are work asso-
ciates or subordinates.

I find it difficult making the transition from my job to home life.
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Tradeoffs Between Work and Family: The belief that one has to trade success
in one role to avoid failure in another role.

The mean of the following two items (alpha = .58):

I can "have it all" (a rewarding career, satisfying family relationships, and a
fulfilling personal life), (reverse scored)

The conflicting demands of career and family require that I decide which is
more important.

Statistical Analyses

The research conclusions we present are based on findings that achieved sta-
tistical significance in our study. For example, we present in Chapter 2 our
observation that women are more psychologically involved in their families
than men. We are drawn to that conclusion because the analysis of our data
showed a statistically significant difference in family involvement between
men and women. In fact, we established a rule for ourselves in presenting our
findings: discussion of a relationship between any two variables requires that
there be a statistically significant relationship between those variables.u

We've tried to keep tables to a minimum within each chapter, using the
section at the end of the book, "Additional Tables," to expand on our find-
ings. Most of the tables present our findings in terms of percentages on a par-
ticular factor for different segments of the sample—for example, we show the
percentage of men and women occupying upper-level positions in their orga-
nizations. We present data in this manner to make our findings accessible to
the widest possible audience. It should be noted, though, that our analyses to
determine whether findings are statistically significant are more complex
than the tabular information.

For ease of understanding, the book's tables generally present percentages
on variables for different subgroups of the sample. In fact, analyses of covari-
ance, partial correlations, or multiple regression analyses generally served as
the basis for our findings. We conducted partial correlations in lieu of multi-
ple regression analyses when the listwise deletion of data, characteristic of
multiple regression, would have substantially reduced the sample size in a
given analysis.

Analyses statistically controlled for university affiliation (University of
Pennsylvania versus Drexel University), and—because on average women are
younger than men in our sample—all relationships involving gender con-
trolled for age. To enhance the internal validity of our findings, virtually all
analyses also controlled for potentially confounding variables that would
have provided rival explanations for the relationship under investigation.

Because of the crucial role of gender in our study, nearly all of the substan-
tive relationships were analyzed separately for men and women. For us to
conclude that men and women are different on a variable required that the
difference be statistically significant. For us to conclude that the relationship
between two variables is different for men and women, there had to be a
significant interaction between sex and the independent variable and/or a sig-
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nificant difference in the partial correlations or the regression coefficients for
men and women. In fact, we required of ourselves the existence of a signifi-
cant interaction or difference between coefficients to conclude that any
relationship is different for one segment of the sample compared to another
segment.

One final point here. We realize that our cross-sectional methodology—in
which all variables are measured at the same time—does not permit us to
determine the direction of causality between two factors. So, for example, we
can't be sure whether a high level of family involvement causes low career
involvement or whether a high level of career involvement causes low family
involvement. When we present empirical findings in Chapters 2 through 7,
we often infer a causal direction when the data are consistent with a theoreti-
cally compelling explanation.
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Personal Life Beyond the Family

Personal life off the job reaches beyond the family to include social, recre-
ational, community, and spiritual activities. Despite the expansive terrain
of personal life, our model focuses exclusively on the relationship between
work and family. We emphasize family life in the model because it is a
major focus of our book, and our measures of family experiences and out-
comes are far more extensive than our assessments of other facets of per-
sonal life. However, we did measure satisfaction with several other aspects
of personal life.

• Personal growth and development (discussed in detail in
Chapter 4)

• Helping other people
• Friendships
• Political involvement
• Creative activity
• Spiritual development

These represent a variety of personal life dimensions. Let's revisit our
model of work-family relationships. We want to show that resources,
involvement, and emotional gratification derived from work and family
have important implications for these other aspects of personal life.

Effects of Work and Family Resources

Just as resources emanating from work or family have positive effects on
the other role, promoting availability, competence, and emotional gratifi-
cation, these resources positively affect other aspects of personal life.
Authority on the job, key developmental assignments, extensive network-
ing, peer acceptance, and employment by family-supportive organizations
translate into satisfaction with virtually all other aspects of personal life we
studied. Earning a high income, adjusting work schedules for personal and
family reasons, and receiving coaching also have important—though more
limited—positive effects on satisfaction with personal life.
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We believe the resources provided by these work experiences—flexibility,
acceptance, self-esteem, and information—make it possible for people to lead
satisfying personal lives. For example, the self-esteem derived from exercis-
ing authority on the job, performing developmental tasks, and participating
in networking activities enable business professionals to gain competence in
other facets of their lives and experience satisfaction with their personal
growth and creative development. In a similar vein, the flexibility provided by
autonomous jobs and family-supportive employers enables individuals to be
more available to other people, both behaviorally and emotionally; this, in
turn, produces satisfaction with helping relationships, friendships, and politi-
cal involvement. Satisfaction with spiritual development is also enhanced by
the flexibility and self-esteem provided by supportive employers, as well as by
job authority, developmental assignments, and acceptance by peers.

In short, many of the work experiences that promote integration with fam-
ily life also enhance other aspects of our personal lives. It stands to reason,
then, that a shortage of these resources has detrimental effects. Those among
us who feel alienated from peers, have little authority on the job, receive
infrequent coaching and career-enhancing assignments, and rarely network
tend to be dissatisfied with their personal lives. The work experiences of
these individuals detract from a satisfying life off the job.

Family resources, too, can enrich the quality of our personal lives. Partner
support is particularly significant. Receiving either personal support or career
support from a partner results in feelings of satisfaction with personal growth
and development, creativity, friendships, and spiritual development.23 We
believe a partner's support provides flexibility, understanding, self-esteem,
and information that enable a person to experience personal growth, engage
in satisfying interpersonal relationships, and experience a gratifying level of
spiritual development. Moreover, performing well as a parent—a rich source
of self-esteem and social validation—promotes satisfaction with many aspects
of personal life.

Effects of Work and Family Involvement

Whereas an intense involvement in work detracts from a satisfying family
life, it does not appear to interfere with other aspects of personal life. In fact,
individuals who are highly involved in their work tend to be more satisfied
with their personal growth, development, and creativity. These people likely
take on many challenges that provide opportunities for personal develop-
ment and creative expression. So high work involvement has mixed results:
while it enables us to feel good about ourselves by meeting our needs for cre-
ativity and personal growth, it hampers our participation in—and satisfaction
with—our families.

Involvement in family life has interesting effects on personal life that are
different for men and women in some respects. For instance, having young
children—a sign of a demanding family status—detracts from personal life
for both men and women. Parents of preschoolers tend to be dissatisfied with
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their opportunities to express creativity, their spiritual development, and
their level of political involvement. For women, add to this dissatisfaction
with personal growth and development. We suspect the time and attention
required by young children prevents some parents from attending to other
parts of their personal lives, and that women's greater responsibility for the
well-being of the kids explains why mothers of young children feel particu-
larly frustrated with their opportunities for personal growth and develop-
ment.

Although the presence of young children can detract from some aspects of
personal life, being psychologically involved in one's family—with or without
young children—actually promotes feelings of satisfaction with helping oth-
ers and spirituality. Therefore, caring deeply about our families, and seeing
them as a crucial part of life, enables us to satisfy our altruistic needs—which
may further contribute to a sense of spiritual well-being.

Effects of Emotional Gratification from Work and Family

Work satisfaction and family satisfaction, as we've seen, go hand in hand.
When we're satisfied with one part of life, our positive emotions spill over
and enrich the other sphere. When we are dissatisfied with one role, though,
the negative emotions radiate to the other role and produce dissatisfaction in
that part of life. How do work satisfaction and family satisfaction affect other
parts of our personal lives?

Not surprisingly, people who are satisfied with their jobs or their families
are also pleased with all the other aspects of personal lives we studied. Satis-
faction with work and family enables people to pursue other aspects of their
lives with less stress, distraction, and frustration. In other words, if we're
unburdened by dissatisfying work or families, we're in a better position to
participate in creative, social, political, or spiritual activities with an energy
and optimism that provides satisfying experiences in these spheres of per-
sonal life. So, satisfaction with work or family promotes integration -with
these forms of personal life; dissatisfaction produces conflict.

In short, we see that work and family affect personal life in much the same
way as they influence each other. The presence of resources from work and
family can enhance the quality of personal life, while their absence can
detract from a satisfying life off the job. Moreover, emotional gratification
from work and family spill over into one's personal life and determine
whether it will be satisfying or frustrating. However, contrary to our model,
we find that psychological involvement in work and family seems to pro-
mote—rather than detract from—well-being in aspects of personal life other
than family.
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Additional Tables

TABLE la

Profile of the four life role priority groups

. 1 i 1 CAREER SELF/
| CAREER 1 1 FAMILY 1 1 + FAMILY 1 1 SOCIETY 1

> HOURS WORKED PER WEEK « 53.2"" 49.7b 53.9' 49. l"

> %WITH HIGH PSYCHOLOGICAL
INVOLVEMENT IN CAREER < 63.5*b I8.2b 55.2" 29.5b

f % ASPIRE TO SENIOR MANAGEMENT - 65.4*'b 50.8b 75.6' 56.3b

» % ASPIRE TO CEO - 43.6*'' 28.7b 44.5* 29.4b

>• % BELIEVE THAT CAREER HAS
HIGHER PRIORITYTHAN a b a a b

CAREER OF PARTNER " 74-6 52-6 68-6a 5f>-e*

<- % MARRIED < 43.0" 88.0" 84.0" 48.0b

> PARENTHOOD

% currently parent - 30.0" 70.0a 65.0' 3l.0b

% expect to become parent - 70.0b 95.0* 91.0* 74.0b

# of children expected < 1.4 2.2* 2.0a 1.5

> %WITH HIGH PSYCHOLOGICAL
INVOLVEMENT
in family of origin < I6.7b 46.3*'d 3l.7*'c'd 30.0b'c

in family of creation " 46.0b 92.0* 83.0C 65.4"

* CAREER INTERRUPTIONS

% took time off after first child < 34.9b 63.6* 5I.9b S4.l"'b

Amount of time taken off (median) « Id/lwk 6wk/3mo* IdHwk 6wk/3mo"'

% return to work part-time •< 7.9* 19.2* 8.7' 9.8'

>• ADJUST WORK SCHEDULE
FOR FAMILY < 7.6b 27.6' I9.5C 2 I . I C

>• HOURS PER WEEK SPENT ON

household activities - 7.5b 11.8' 9.2b 9.7*'b

childcare activities - 8.2b 21.7" I5.lb I3.2*'b

leisure activities •> 1 7.2'b I5.4b I4.5b 19.9*

> AGE •> 39.3* 38.2ab 39.3* 36.6b

NOTE: For all group characteristics listed, the differences among the groups are statistically significant (p < .05).
Groups in the same row with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from each other.
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TABLE 2b

Career and life values of the four life role priority groups

, 1 | , 1 CAREER | 1 SELF/ 1
[ CAREER I 1 FAMILY 1 1 + FAMILY 1 1 SOCIETY I

• CAREER SUCCESSVALUES

% who value status - 29.6" 20.1* 37.2" 21.8*
% who value time for self - 32.4" 68.5" 48.8*1" 67.3"

% who value challenge •» 96.3b 82.1" 94.7a 83.5* b

* LIFE SUCCESSVALUES
% who value growth « 33.0' 27.1' 29.1° 45.0"

% who value wealth - 74.3" 44.8' 8l.5b 48.1'

% who value family < 51.4' 9l.5b 88.2b 67.7a'b

NOTE: Groups in the same row with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from each
other. Respondents who scored 4.0 or higher (out of 5.0) on a value scale are considered to value that outcome.

TABLE 2c

Work experiences of the four life role priority groups

i 1 I 1 1 CAREER 1 1 SELF/ 1
1 CAREER 1 1 FAMILY 1 1 + FAMILY 1 1 SOCIETY 1

* % WITH HIGH JOB AUTHORITY < 52.8*b 50.7" 68.7b 45.3a

* % RECEIVING MANY
DEVELOPMENTAL ASSIGNMENTS •< 35.6'" 42.0' 59.5" 43.4''"

> % FEELING ACCEPTED BY OTHERS IN
ORGANIZATION < 71.4*" 70.5a'b 75. l" 6l.6a

- % ENGAGING IN EXTENSIVE
NETWORKING ACTIVITIES < 52.9''" 46.3' 59.8b 42.3'

NOTE: Groups in the same row with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from each
other. Respondents who scored 4.0 or higher (out of 5.0) on a work experience scale are considered to have
experienced a high level of that work experience.
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TABLE Id

The effect of family structure on career involvement

MEASURE OF CAREER INVOLVEMENT
Dual- Dual- Dual-earner Dual-earner Single-

Earner Earner Men with Women with Earner Single Single
Fathers Mothers No Children No Children Fathers Men Women

Hours worked per week < 5|.|b 40.01 56.0b 54.0b SZ.8b Sl.7b 53.5"

% with high psychological < 33.5" 20.2' 34.9"-b'e 3 I.41-"1' 38.9b>e 49.0' b|C 62.7"
involvement in career

% aspire to senior < 67.0b|C 50.6"-' 73.7b 36.8" 77.6b 62.2* b c 35.4*
management

% aspire to CEO - 42.9e " 23.5"-° 38.4C d 15.8* 47.2b'd 48.9e " 16.7*

% believe career has higher < 78. 3b 9.8* 65. 7b 22. 5C 9l . ld — —
priority than career of
partner

NOTE: Groups in the same row with any of the same letters in superscripts are not
significantly different from each other.
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TABLE 3 a

Background characteristics and career success

% Earning I % in Upper I % Highly 1
* AG E $7 1 ,000 or more*] Level position | Satisfied |

20s « 31" 8a 43a

30s •< 44" 3l" 45"

40s+ < 7l" 65C S7b

> SEX
Men « 66* 54* 52

Women -< 38b 22b 46

t RACE
White - 58 45" 5la

People of Color - . 4 1 23b 39b

<• EDUCATION

Bachelor's Degree < 56 42a' 52

Bachelor's and Certification « 64 50 63

Master's Degree « 57 41 48

Doctoral Degree < 52 48"' b 49

> LIFE ROLE PRIORITY
Career - 58" 48"'" 46"

Career + Family < 64" 50* 64

Family < 58" 40"b 46"

Self/Society „ 39b 36b 35"

>• TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT

Self-employed * 63 93* 63"

Work for an organization < 55 32 46

» CAREER FIELD
Finance/Banking « 70" 43 62"

Other Fields * 54b 44 49b

NOTE: For each comparison, groups in the same column with any of the same letters in
superscript are not significantly different from each other.

* See Chapter 3, Note 7, for an explanation of these dollar amounts.
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TABLE 3b

Effects of family responsibilities on men's and
women's work experiences

MEN I WOMEN!
- MARRIED

Hours worked per week < 52.3 46.3

" NOT MARRIED
Hours worked per week « 53.5 54.2

* PARENT
Hours worked per week < 51.8 40.7

f NOT PARENT
Hours worked per week < 54.1 53.6

>• PARENT
% highly involved in careers « 35.7 20.9

>• NOT PARENT
% highly involved in careers < 30.6 42.6

> PARENT
% who adjust work schedule for family * 26.6 42.1

> NOT PARENT
% who adjust work schedule for family < 9.5 1 1 .2

* HAVE PRESCHOOL CHILD(REN)
% who get extensive developmental assignments < 23.7 17.0

- NO PRESCHOOL CHILD( REN)
% who get extensive developmental assignments « 1 9.9 29.2

- HIGHLY INVOLVED IN FAMILY
Hours worked per week •« 53.0 46.7

«• NOT HIGHLY INVOLVED IN FAMILY
Hours worked per week •« 52.2 52.5

>• EXTENSIVE CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES
Hours worked per week •< 52.9 37.4

> MODERATE CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES
Hours worked per week < 50.6 43.8

» EXTENSIVE CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES
% highly involved in careers < 30.0 21.2

> MODERATE CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES
% highly involved in careers < 37.4 42.2

NOTE: In ail cases, the effects of family responsibilities on work experiences are
significantly greater for women than for men.



202 Additional Tables

TABLE 4a

How do personal values affect satisfaction
with family?

Percent highly satisfied with family

> IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY [™*^ |WOMEN| |TOTAL|

IN JUDGING ONE'S LIFE
SUCCESS'
Low importance of family < SI 68 57

High importance of family < 71 79 73

> STATUS VALUE OF CAREER:
Material Wealth & Standard of Living '

Low value of status < 73 77 75

High value of status < 67 78 69

- SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS VALUE OF CAREER:
Helping Others and Friendships*

Low value of social relationships < 71 69 70

High value of social relationships < 67 81 72

* Differences between low and high groups are significant.

*The interaction between sex and the social relationships value of career is significant.

TABLE 4b

How do personal values affect satisfaction
with personal growth?

Percent highly satisfied with personal growth

.IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY ^ |WOMEN| lTOTALi

IN JUDGING ONE'S LIFE
SUCCESS'
Low importance of family < 42 55 47

High importance of family < 54 53 54

> IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL
GROWTH IN JUDGING
ONE'S LIFE SUCCESS*
Low value of growth < 39 41 39

High value of growth < 54 56 55

* The interaction between sex and the importance of family is significant, but there is no
main effect for importance of family.

* The main effect of the importance of personal growth and the interaction between sex
and the importance of personal growth are significant.
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TABLE 4c

How do time allocations affect satisfaction with family?
Percent highly satisfied with family

* WORK HOURS PER WEEK*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ Alll I 20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 TOTAL 1
40 or fewer, __* 53 56 56 88 78 63 79 6?

More than 40" 87 71 67 71 93 55 57 76 72

"RELAXATIONTIME PER WEEK*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ Alll 1 20s 30s 40s+ Alll 1 TOTAL I

10 hours or fewer, 75 66 68 69 86 74 54 71 69

More than 10 hours, 93 7| 63 69 93 83 69 84 73

"TIME OFF FOLLOWING CHILDBIRTH*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All I 1 20s 30s 40s+ All 1 1 TOTAL I

One week or less-. 94 72 65 70 100 57 56 61 69

More than one week, 83 73 73 74 90 82 47 81 79

*The interaction between sex and work hours per week, and the three-way interaction among sex, work
hours per week, and age group is significant; there is no significant main effect for work hours per week.

* There are no men in their twenties who reported working fewer than 40 hours per week.

• The main effect of relaxation time per week and the interaction between sex and relaxation time
are significant.

" The main effect of time off is significant, as are interactions between time off and sex and the three-way
interaction among sex, time off, and age group.
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TABLE 4d

How do time allocations affect satisfaction with personal growth?
Percent highly satisfied with personal growth

>• WORK HOURS PER WEEK'
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ Alll 1 20s 30s 40s+ Alii 1 TOTAL !

55 or fewer* 43 45 53 49 68 54 SO 55 51

More than 55" 63 39 64 55 45 53 57 53 54

> RELAXATION TIME PER WEEK*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All 1 I 20s 30s 40s+ All 1 TOTAL !

5 hours or fewer « 33 33 63 54 1 00 40 42 45 50

More than 5 hours" 57 44 56 51 55 58 56 57 53

»1 he three-way interaction among sex, work hours per week, and age group is significant. There was no
significant main effect for work hours.

*The interaction between sex and relaxation time is significant as was the three-way interaction among
sex, relaxation time, and age.There is a significant main effect for relaxation time.
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TABLE 4e

Work and career factors that influence
family satisfaction*

Percent highly satisfied with family

IMEN! I WOMEN! ITOTAL!
> PSYCHOLOGICAL INVOLVEMENT

IN CAREER
Low involvement •< 74 79 76
High involvement * 66 76 69

>• ADJUST WORK SCHEDULE FOR FAMILY*
Infrequent adjustment « 67 80 70
Frequent adjustment < 73 69 71

" CAREER SATISFACTION
Low satisfaction < 72 57 66
High satisfaction •« 69 81 72

>• JOB SATISFACTION *
Low satisfaction < 62 69 64
High satisfaction < 73 84 76

> NETWORK-BUILDING ACTIVITIES
Infrequent network-building < 59 70 63
Frequent network-building < 74 83 76

> ACCEPTED BY OTHERS
Low acceptance < 65 69 66
High acceptance < 73 86 77

f INCOME COMPAREDTO PEERS*
Relatively low •< 69 76 70
Relatively high < 69 87 74

* Main effects for alt variables in this table are significant except for adjust work schedule.

*The interaction between sex and this variable is significant.
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TABLE 4f

Work and career factors that influence personal
growth satisfaction

Percent highly satisfied with personal growth

MEN I WOMEN! 1 TOTAL!
> PSYCHOLOGICAL INVOLVEMENT

IN CAREER'

Low involvement < 44 SO 46
High involvement < 56 56 56

f CAREER SATISFACTION *
Low satisfaction < 26 30 27
High satisfaction < 56 59 57

>• ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT*
Low commitment < 35 43 38
High commitment < 66 62 65

> AUTHORITY IN JOB *
Little authority •< 41 43 42
Much authority < 58 62 59

>• RECENT DEVELOPMENTALASSIGNMENTS*
Few developmental assignments « 45 37 42
Many developmental assignments < 53 62 56

» INCOME COMPAREDTO PEERS'
Relatively low * 47 52 49
Relatively high < 61 65 62

f LIKELIHOOD OF ACHIEVING ASPIRATIONS
FOR HIERARCHICAL ADVANCEMENT'
Unlikely « 43 45 43
Likely < 60 63 61

*• LIKELIHOOD OF PROMOTION
WITHIN NEXT TWO YEARS'

Unlikely < 41 50 44
Likely < 59 55 58

>• JOB PERFORMANCE*
Relatively low < 37 50 40
Relatively high -< 56 54 55

> ACHIEVED HIERARCHICAL LEVEL*
Relatively low level ^ 43 54 48
Relatively high level < 56 55 55

> EMPLOYER SUPPORTIVE
OF FAMILY NEEDS*
Unsupportive * 52 48 50
Family-friendly -< 52 58 54

»LJitterences between high and low groups are significant.

*The interaction between sex and this variable is significant, and there is no significant
main effect for this variable.
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TABLE 4g

How do role conflicts affect satisfaction with family?
Percent highly satisfied with family

••WORK INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 TOTAL!

Low Interference < 88 78 76 78 93 86 53 83 80

High interference 4 86 60 49 57 100 74 57 72 61

"WORK INTERFERENCE WITH RELAXATION*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 20s 30s 40s+ Alii [TOTAL 1

Low interference " 1 00 70 75 76 89 83 44 78 77

High interference < 75 67 57 62 100 80 72 80 68

Low interference < 1 00 79 76 79 100 76 27 66 76

High interference i | QO 67 55 61 100 84 75 82 82

1 NOT PARENTS 1

Low interference < | QO 59 69 68 86 87 71 86 77

High interference < 70 67 88 68 100 75 67 78 72

>• BEHAVIORAL WORK INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY*
MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 TOTAL 1

Low conflict - 80 80 81 82 88 82 54 78 31

High conflict < 60 64 52 57 100 58 33 58 57

*The main effect of work interference with family and the three-way interaction among sex, work
interference with family, and age group is significant.

*The main effect of work interference with relaxation, the interaction between sex and work interference
with relaxation, and the three-way interaction among sex, work interference with relaxation, and age
group is significant.When examined separately for parents and those without children, the main effect is
significant for parents only; the interaction with sex is significant for both levels of parental status; and
the three-way interaction also is significant for both levels.

* The main effect of behavioral work interference with family, the interaction between sex and behavioral
work interference, and the three-way interaction among sex, behavioral work interference, and age
group are significant.
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TABLE 4h

How do role conflicts affect satisfaction with personal growth?
Percent highly satisfied with personal growth

••WORK INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY'

MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 20s 30s 40s+ Alll ! TOTAL !

Low interference * 5? SO 65 59 50 60 53 58 59

High interference < 50 34 49 44 50 42 54 46 44

>WORK INTERFERENCE WITH RELAXATION*

MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ Alll 1 20s 30s 40s+ Alll 1 TOTAL 1

Low interference < 57 49 65 59 50 61 52 58 59

High interference < 56 39 52 46 64 46 57 51 47

>• FAMILY INTERFERENCE WITH WORK'

MEN WOMEN

20s 30s 40s+ All! 1 20s 30s 40s+ Alll 1 TOTAL 1

Low interference -« 86 50 61 58 48 71 57 64 60

High interference « 46 38 56 47 58 39 52 45 46

'The main effect of work interference with family and the three-way interaction among sex, work
interference with family, and age group are significant.

*The main effect of work interference with relaxation, the interaction between sex and work
interference with relaxation, and the three-way interaction among sex, work interference with
relaxation, and age group are significant.

• The main effect of family interference with work, the interaction between sex and family interference
with work, and the three-way interaction among sex, family interference with work, and age group
are significant.

TABLE 5a

Correlations among parent and child outcomes

I CARE 1 1 HEALTH 1 1 BEHAVIOR 1 [SCHOOL]

f PERFORMANCE AS PARENT (Poor -Good) « .12 .30' .37' .13*

f SATISFACTION WITH CHILDCARE
(Dissatisfied - Satisfied) * .01 .23* .11

> CHILD'S HEALTH (Poor- Excellent) < .30* .19*

- CHILD'S BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS
(Many -Few) * .34'

* CHILD'S SCHOOL PERFORMANCE
(Worst - Best) <

* Relationship statistically significant at p< .05.
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TABLE Sb

How personal values and family structure
affect performance as parent and satisfaction
with childcare

Percent perform well as parent

IMEN! [WOMEN! I TOTAL!
>• IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY

IN JUDGING ONE'S LIFE SUCCESS*
Low importance of family < 42 33 40
High fmportance of family < 71 70 71

» IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL GROWTH IN
JUDGING ONE'S LIFE SUCCESS'
Low importance of growth < 55 40 53
High importance of growth < 72 71 72

"ASPIRATIONTOTOP MANAGEMENT'
Aspired to less than top < 79 62 75
Aspired to top management •« 65 78 67

Percent highly satisfied with childcare
IMEN! IWOMEN! 1 TOTAL!

> IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY IN
JUDGING ONE'S LIFE SUCCESS*
Low importance of family < 80 50 66
High importance of family < 77 56 70

>• IMPORTANCE OF WEALTH IN
JUDGING ONE'S LIFE SUCCESS*
Low importance of wealth « 89 52 70
High importance of wealth < 75 57 70

>• FAMILY STRUCTURE"
Dual-earner mothers < 57a

Dual-earner fathers « 63*
Single-earner fathers < 95

» Ham enect is significant.

• Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.

• Main effect and interaction with sex are both significant.

• Groups with the any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different
from each other.
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TABLE Sc

How personal values affect child outcomes
| % Excellent 1 % Few Behavior % Above Average

>• LIFE ROLE PRIORITY* I Health j Problems in School

Career + Family •« 72 78"' " 78*

Family -.77 83b 88b

Career <6 I 65" 70"

Self/Society <64 83a'b 74a'b

«• IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY IN JUDGING
ONE'S LIFE SUCCESS*

Low import « 66 53 60

High import < 73 82 84

- INTRINSIC VALUE OF CAREER:
Challenge, Creativity, Enjoyment*

Low value of intrinsic rewards « 6 1

High value of intrinsic rewards - 80

«• VALUE OF CAREERTO SELF AND FAMILY:
Flexibility, Time for Myself and My Family"

Low value of self and family < 77

High value of self and family < 86

+ Groups with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from
each other on child's behavior problems and school performance.There are no
significant differences among the four types on child's health.

* Differences between low and high Importance of family are significant for all three child
outcomes; there are no significant interactions with sex.

• Difference between the low and high value of this aspect of career is significant only
for the one child outcome for which data are presented in the table.

TABLE 5d

Work and career factors that affect performance
as parent

Percent perform well as parent

MEN 1 WOMEN! 1 TOTAL!
-INCOME'

Relatively low < 72 69 71
Relatively high •« 57 50 56

-JOB PERFORMANCE*
Poor < 50 66 54
Good - 69 65 68

>• JOB SATISFACTION*
Low satisfaction * 62 68 63
High satisfaction •« 73 67 72

> SUPPORTIVENESS OF EMPLOYER OF
FAMILY NEEDS*
Unsupportive - 6 1 5 5 6 0
Supportive < 70 68 69

> EMPLOYED BY SELF OR BY ORGANIZATION*

By self < 76 75 76
By organization * 66 69 67

* Main effect is significant.
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TABLE So

Work and career factors that affect childcare
satisfaction

Percent highly satisfied with childcare

IMEN I WOMEN! 1 TOTAL!
'INCOME'

Relatively low « 74 54 65
Relatively high < 100 100 100

f INCOME COMPAREDTO PEERS*
Relatively low < 70 52 63
Relatively high < 89 62 84

>• AUTHORITY IN WORK ROLE*
Little authority * 72 38 56
Much authority < 79 64 74

> RECENT DEVELOPMENTAL
ASSIGNMENTS*
Few developmental assignments « 85 48 71
Many developmental assignments < 76 50 67

* ACCEPTANCE AT WORK:
Mutually Positive Feelings About Others*
Little acceptance < 73 45 64
Much acceptance < 83 64 77

> NETWORK-BUILDING ACTIVITIES*
Infrequent network-building < 78 41 64
Frequent network-building * "0 54 72

>• ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT*
Low commitment « 78 44 '5
High commitment « 79 64 75

* Main effect is significant.

* Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.

TABLE Sf

Percent use of different childcare arrangements
for three types of family structure

Single-earner! 1 Dual-earner 1 j Dual-earner
Fathers || Fathers || Mothers

>• AT HOME WITH PARENT "75.9 35.4 9.6
> AT HOME WITH NON-PARENT < 0.8 16.7 28.9
> IN ANOTHER HOME < 0.0 8.3 21.7
> DAYCARE CENTER « 1.2 5.2 19.3
> SCHOOL •< 20.5 34.4 20.5
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TABLE Sg

Work and career fectors that affect children's health

Percent excellent health

|MEN| 1 WOMEN! I TOTAL!
MNCOME'

Relatively low < 66 73 67
Relatively high < 79 89 80

> AUTHORITY IN JOB *

Little authority * 59 73 63
Much authority < 77 82 77

> ACHIEVED HIERARCHICAL LEVEL'
Relatively low level « 64 70 66
Relatively high level < 75 80 75

» NETWORK-BUILDING ACTIVITIES*
Infrequent network-building * 70 60 63

Frequent network-building < 71 92 70

» ADJUSTMENT OF WORK FOR FAMILY *
Infrequent adjustment •" '5 75 66
Frequent adjustment " 83 76 82

* Main effect is significant.

* Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.
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TABLE Ih

Work and career factors that affect children's
behavior problems and performance in school

Percent few behavior problems

MEN I WOMEN! ] TOTAL!
» AUTHORITY IN JOB *

Little authority < 78 85 80
Much authority < 77 96 79

> JOB PERFORMANCE *
Poor performance •< 6 1 1 00 70
Good performance < 82 93 84

> JOB SATISFACTION *
Low satisfaction < 72 88 75
High satisfaction < 80 95 83

* PSYCHOLOGICAL INVOLVEMENT
IN CAREER'
Low involvement < 8 1 93 83
High involvement •« 75 94 79

Percent above average in school

MEN! I WOMEN! 1 TOTAL!
"ACHIEVED HIERARCHICAL LEVEL*

Relatively low level < 77 78 77
Relatively high level < 82 1 00 84

> CAREER SATISFACTION'
Low satisfaction < 76 73 75
High satisfaction < 8 1 97 83

>• NETWORK-BUILDING ACTIVITIES'
Infrequent network-building < 84 56 80
Frequent network-building < 81 100 84

* Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.

* Main effect and interaction with sex are both significant.

* Main effect is significant.
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TABLE Si

Time allocations, performance as parent, and
satisfaction with childcare

Percent perform well as parent

MEN WOMEN 1 TOTAL!
* TIME OFF FOLLOWING BIRTH

OF FIRST CHILD?'
No •» 64 42 62
Yes < 72 77 73

> AMOUNT OF TIME OFF FOLLOWING
BIRTH OF FIRST CHILD'

One week or less < 68 27 66
More than one week * 80 79 79

» PART- OR FULL-TIME RETURN
TO WORK FOLLOWING BIRTH*

Part-time < 0 94 80
Full-time -, 75 57 73

» RELAXATION TIME PER WEEK*

5 or fewer hours < 66 47 62
More than 5 hours < 69 81 71

Percent highly satisfied with childcare

MEN I WOMEN! I TOTAL!

» AMOUNT OFTIME OFF FOLLOWING
BIRTH OF FIRST CHILD*
One week or less « 79 33 75
More than one week < 62 58 59

"RELAXATION TIME PER WEEK*
5 or fewer hours •« 85 30 57
More than 5 hours < 76 74 75

>• HOUSEHOLD TIME PER WEEK* *
Less than 10 hours < 74 42 66
10 or more hours •< 80 60 72

* Main effect and interaction with sex are both significant.

* Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.

TABLE Sj

Time allocations, children's behavior problems,
and performance in school

Percent few behavior problems
MEN IWOMEN! 1 TOTAL!

> RELAXATION TIME PER WEEK*
5 or fewer hours < 82 83 82
More than 5 hours < 78 97 80

Percent above average in school
MEN I WOMEN! ! TOTAL!

>• HOUSEHOLD TIME PERWEEK*
1 S or fewer hours •« 84 1 00 86
16 or more hours < 77 86 79

* Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.
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TABLE 5k

Role conflicts, performance as parent,
and satisfaction with childcare

Percent perform well as parent

MEN IWOMEN! I TOTAL!
> WORK INTERFERENCE WITH

FAMILY •
Low interference < 79 87 80
High interference < 52 SO SI

> BEHAVIORAL WORK
INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY*
Low interference < 80 67 77
High interference < 54 64 55

> WORK INTERFERENCE
WITH RELAXATION*
Low interference * 79 85 79
High interference < 60 59 60

* FAMILY INTERFERENCE WITH WORK'
Low interference < 78 71 77
High interference 4 61 69 63

Percent highly satisfied with childcare

.WORK INTERFERENCE WITH ISiS1 'W°MENl ̂ ^
FAMILY*
Low interference « 78 64 74
High interference « 75 41 62

" BEHAVIORAL WORK
INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY*
Low interference « 80 69 76
High interference < 78 31 68

>• FAMILY INTERFERENCE WITH WORK*
Low interference < 84 82 83
High interference < 72 SI 63

* Main effect is significant.

•* Main effect and interaction with sex are both significant.

* Interaction with sex is significant, but main effect is not.
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TABLE II

Role conflicts and children's
behavior problems

Percent few behavior problems

IMEN! IWOMEN! 1 TOTAL!
> WORK INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY'

Low interference < 85 95 86
High interference < 66 95 72

f WORK INTERFERENCE WITH
RELAXATION'
Low interference < 84 90 85
High interference « 72 96 76

* BEHAVIORAL WORK
INTERFERENCEWITH FAMILY*
Low interference « 84 95 86
High interference * 66 89 68

* Main effect and interaction with sex are both significant.

* Main effect is significant.

TABLE 6a

The effects of partner support on work-family conflict
TYPF OF SUPPORT

rercent who experience extensive conflict

BEHAVIORAL !
FAMILY WORK WORK WORK

INTERFERENCE INTERFERENCE INTERFERENCE INTERFERENCE
WITHWORK WITH FAMILY WITH LEISURE WITH FAMILY

> HELP WITH HOUSEHOLD
Low « 5.5 6.6 16.1 5.5
High - 6.0 8.4 18.8 5.1

" HELP WITH CHILDREN
Low - 8.1 7.1 21.9 7.2

High « 7.4 9.5 12.7 5.9

>• PERSONAL SUPPORT
Low - 6.0 9.3 18.2 6.8
High « 5.7 6.0 16.9 3.8

" CAREER SUPPORT
Low « 4.1 6.2 15.7 4.1

High « 7.1 7.0 17.6 4.7

NOTE: All four types of work-family conflict are significantly higher for the low personal support group than for the
high persona! support group.
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TABLE 6b

The effects of partner support on satisfaction with family and
satisfaction with personal growth

TYPE OF SUPPORT Percent highly satisfied

WITH FAMILY WITH PERSONAL GROWTH

> HELPWITH HOUSEHOLD

Low « 73.8 48.6

High < 72.9 54.4

" HELP WITH CHILDREN

Low < 68.5 51.7

High « 73.4 52.0

•• PERSONAL SUPPORT

Low - 60.1 45.1

High < 84.7 58.5

> CAREER SUPPORT

Low « 69.2 42.9

High « 76.5 60.3

NOTE: Significant differences in satisfaction with family and satisfaction with personal growth are found for low personal
support versus high personal support and for low career support versus high career support.

TABLE 6C

The effects of partner support on the well-being of children
TYPE OF SUPPORTi i re wr aurrv/i\ i % Of Parents Who

% of Children Who Experience Feel Good AboutTheir

Few Above Children's Performance
Behavioral Excellent Avg. School Childcare as
Problems Health 1 1 Performance Arrangements Parent

<• HELPWITH HOUSEHOLD

Low « 85.6 72.2 89.3 61.4" 75.8
High - 77.5 71.0 78.7 78.0" 64.7

* HELPWITH CHILDREN

Low < 78.5" 70.3 84.7 60.2 66.9

High -. 81.1" 73.1 79.5 76.2 70.7

* PERSONAL SUPPORT

Low - 73.9" 69.8" 83.0 68.0 66.5"
High < 88.4" 77.0" 82.6 71.8 69.7"

> CAREER SUPPORT

Low -< 79.5 70.6 85.1 72.2 70.2
High < 80.5 73.2 82.2 67.2 67.7

NOTE: For each of the four types of support, numbers in the same column with any of the same letters in superscript
are not significantly different from each other.
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TABLE «d

The effects of partner support on career success
TYPE OF SUPPORT

% % IN % HIGHLY
EARNING UPPER-LEVEL SATISFIED

$71,000* POSITION WITH CAREER

> HELP WITH HOUSEHOLD
Low < 52.7 34.2 48.6
High < 68.0 58.5 53.5

* HELPWITH CHILDREN
Low - 64.6" 56.7 52.5

High < 69.0b 51.0 52.0

>• PERSONAL SUPPORT
Low - 61.6 47.3 44.2a

High •< 58.3 45.4 57.8b

» CAREER SUPPORT
Low 1 56.9 43.5 45.0a

High « 60.9 44.8 56.0"

NOTE: For each comparison, numbers in the same column with any of the same letters in superscript are not
significantly different from each other.The difference in upper-level position is not significant for the sample as a whole,
but it is when we look at men only.
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TABLE 7a

The impact of employer support for family needs
on work and career*

Percent in the most family-friendly firms

"VALUE OF CAREERTO SELF AND FAMILY:
FLEXIBILITY.TIME FOR MYSELF AND MY FAMILY
Low value of flexibility and time t 8
High value of flexibility and time < 22

«• ASPIRATIONSTO SENIOR MANAGEMENT
Relatively low aspirations < 7
Aspire to top levels < 22

- LIKELIHOOD OF ACHIEVING ASPIRATIONS
FOR HIERARCHICAL ADVANCEMENT
Unlikely < 7
Likely < IS

> ACHIEVED HIERARCHICAL LEVEL
Relatively low level < 8
Relatively high level < 21

> ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
Low commitment < 7
High commitment < 23

»• AUTHORITY IN JOB
Little authority < 6
Much authority < 23

>• ADJUST WORK FOR FAMILY
Infrequent adjustment < 9
Frequent adjustment < 29

>• JOB SATISFACTION
Low satisfaction < 9
High satisfaction •< 22

•• CAREER SATISFACTION
Low satisfaction •« 9
High satisfaction < 17

* All differences are statistically significant.
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TABLE 7b

The impact of employer support for family needs
on role conflicts, partner support, and
personal life*

Percent in the most family-friendly firms

> WORK INTERFERENCE WITH FAMILY
Low interference < 21
High interference < 9

- BEHAVIORAL WORK INTERFERENCE
WITH FAMILY

Low conflict •« 25
High conflict « 12

> FAMILY INTERFERENCE WITH WORK
Low interference < 20
High interference < 14

>• WORK INTERFERENCE WITH RELAXATION
Low interference < 2 1
High interference * 12

> PERSONAL SUPPORT FROM PARTNER
Limited support « 1 1
Extensive support < 22

> PARENT
No children < 13
Parent « 1 8

>• PART- OR FULL-TIME RETURN TO WORK
FOLLOWING BIRTH

Part-time < 22
Full-time •< IS

* All differences are statistically significant.
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TABLE 8a

Work, family, and personal life outcomes for the four life role
priority groups
Outcomes (in percentages)

j CAREER 1 i FAMILY 1 1 FAMILY 1 [SOCIETY 1

> INCOME OF $7 1,000 OR MORE - 58" 64' 58" 39"

<• IN UPPER-LEVEL POSITIONS * 48ilb 50a 40a'b 36"

>• VERY SATISFIED WITH CAREER « 46' 64" 46" 3Sa

> VERY SATISFIED WITH PERSONAL b b
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT * 48a 57' S4a 44

> VERY SATISFIED WITH FAMILY - 44° 74a 78" S7b

•• VERY SATISFIED WITH LIFE < 1 6b 34a 26a I2b

>• HEALTHY CHILDREN -« 6 1 72 77 64

> CHILDREN WITH FEW
BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS - 65' 78*b 83b 83a b

>• CHILDREN ABOVE AVERAGE
IN SCHOOL < 70' 78'" 88" 74" b

NOTE: Groups in the same row with any of the same letters in superscript are not significantly different from each
other. Respondents who scored 4,0 or higher (out of 5.0) are considered very satisfied.
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Notes

Notes to Chapter 1
1. The time requirements most business 6. An important argument to this effect

professionals face in today's competitive mar- was made in Rodgers & Rodgers (1989).
ketplace leave less and less time for other 7. Whyte (1959); Papanek (1973).
activities, as Juliet B. Schor demonstrated so 8. See, for example, Bartolome & Evans
convincingly in her aptly titled book The (1979).
Overworked American. See Schor (1991). 9. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor

2. For an overview, see Parasuraman & Statistics (BLS), the rate of participation in
Greenhaus (1993). the workforce of adult U.S. women has dou-

3. See Gallos (1989). Why might women bled since 1948, when the BLS began keep-
be better adapted for the new careers? Gallos ing track. The 1948 rate was 3 0 percent; in
writes: "Women also seem to be saying that 1999, the rate stands at 60 percent,
career is not as distinct an entity for them as 10. Wohl (1997).
it is for men. A career is not something you 11. Levine & Pittinsky (1997).
do for eight plus hours every day until retire- 12. Levine & Pittinsky (1997). Their
ment. The boundaries between professional observations also help us understand the
work and everything else in life are more social and cultural forces that make it diffi-
permeable, allowing women to see relation- cult for men to express their interests in tak-
ships and family as critical work and reasons ing care of family needs. What they call
to pace their lives differently from men. "DaddyStress" stems in part from the norms
Career for women means expressing their and values of most organizations (which
professional selves over a lifetime with com- themselves reflect larger social mores): that
mitment to accomplishment and desires for men should not be taking care of families
fair treatment and rewards for their except to earn income for their health and
efforts-something very different from need- security.
ing an ongoing organizational affiliation or 13. Levine and Pittinsky quote our col-
making life choices that put occupational league Dana Friedman, who puts die point
progress first" (p. 126). As we describe later about gender role inequity quite well:
in this chapter, this sort of approach to "Women still assume primary responsibility
careers is better suited to the demands of for family life. But the most important con-
careers of the future. elusion of research comparing men and

4. Adams, King, & King (1996). Based on women is that work-family conflict is related
their research results, the authors character- to family roles and responsibilities. When
ized the relationship between work and fam- men take more responsibility for their chil-
ily as simultaneously both conflict and sup- dren, they experience the same conflicts as
port. women. To think about work-family conflict

5. For instructive reviews, see Powell as a women's issue is much too narrow a view.
(1993); Gerson (1993); Levine & Pittinsky This is an issue that goes beyond gender."
(1997); and Kimmel (1993). Levine & Pittinsky (1997), p. 33.
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See also Barnett & Rivers (1996). In a stronger work identity among women and
large-scale study of dual-earner couples con- family identity among men." See Bielby &
ducted for the National Institutes of Mental Bielby (1989).
Health, Barnett and Rivers found parents 15. The great challenge—indeed, the
(both fathers and mothers) suffer stress- great hope—is that our society will shift
related health problems from worrying about away from traditional gender-based expccta-
their children. This is consistent with the tions for behavior and instead embrace and
conclusion Dana Friedman draws. The encourage a wider range of options for both
point, again is that it's the parental role—the men and women. See Clinton (1996). In her
responsibility for children's health and wel- book, Hillary Rodham Clinton argues force-
fare—that drains attention and energy away fully and persuasively for how our culture
from work and other commitments in life. can, through education and other media of
Traditionally, men have been buffered from socialization, create this very sort of change,
these strains and stresses because mothers 16. American Graduate Survey 1998. The
have taken responsibility for children—and findings listed here are direct quotes from
there remains a gender gap in the mental the 1998 report, MBA edition,
energy committed to the tasks of family and 17. Covin & Brush (1991).
child-rearing, even if this gap is closing. 18. Society plays an active part here,

Elsewhere, Barnett and her colleagues assigning different social roles to men and
found that "job role quality is significantly women in their personal lives. Logically, this
negatively associated with psychological dis- would lead one to conclude that men and
tress for women as well as for men and that women would have a different set of values
the magnitude of the effect depends little, if on the personal front, even if similarities
at all, on gender, casting doubt on the widely were found on the work front. See Chusmir
held view that job experiences more signifi- & Parker (1991). These authors found that
candy influence men's mental health states men and women have similar work values but
than women's." See Barnett, Marshall, Rau- different personal values, "suggesting that
denbush, & Brennan (1993). people may have dual hierarchies of values:

Conversely, other researchers found that one for work life and one for home life."
women's boundaries were more permeable. Further, they found "different value patterns
One possible explanation for this disparity is in women and men managers' work and per-
that Barnett et al.'s sample comprised only sonal lives, suggesting that the dual hierarchy
dual-earner families, where the tasks of par- varies according to gender."
enting are more likely to be shared. See Hall 19. Gaylin (1992).
& Richter (1988). 20. Kimmel (1993).

14. Bielby and Bielby observe that "dif- 21. Kimmel (1993), p. 56.
ferences between men and women in the 22. Kimmel (1993), p. 51.
roles they play at home and in the workplace 23. Kimmel (1993), p. 60.
largely explain sex differences in family and 24. Barnett & Rivers (1996); Levine &
work identities. Sex differences in work iden- Pittinsky (1997).
tity are negligible between working husbands 25. For other important insights on the
and wives with typically 'male' work and changing nature of men's roles, see Pleck
family situations. Further, married men who (1987); Gerson (1993); Bernard (1983); and
take on the family responsibilities of a typical Cohen (1987).
working wife form family identities not 26. According to Kimmel (1993), men
much different than their female counter- may well be increasing time on childcare, hut
parts. . . . As individuals become engaged in not on housework. He cites Fleck's impor-
role behaviors, they develop identities linked tant review to note that men increasingly
to those roles. . . . Job segregation in the need to take advantage of family-friendly
workplace and inequality in the household employer practices but that they are reluc-
division of labor generate sex differences in tant to do so because cultural norms, both in
commitment. Thus, increased parity and outside of corporations, are antagonistic
between men and women in their workplace to such choices. Men will lie about the rea-
and household roles should contribute to sons for their taking time off, because a
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childcare demand is just not seen as a legiti- and ambiguous." See Schein (1996).
mate demand on a man's time. "While cur- 40. Bailyn articulated this argument early
rent economic and social trends are forcing on in Bailyn (1980).
changes on the home front, the source of
meaning in men's lives is open to individual Notes to Chapter 2
interpretation." See Fleck (1993). More 1. The clarification of priorities—for
recent data from the Families and Work individuals and for managers—is the first of
Institute's 1997 study of work indicates that three principles for integrating work and
the gender gap in time spent on household personal life described in Friedman, Chris-
chores is narrowing, with men spending tensen, & DeGroot (1998).
somewhat more than they did two decades 2. Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1993).
ago, and women spending less. This study 3. For a useful early treatment of the lit-
also observed that men are spending more erature on this issue, see Pleck (1985).
time on child care than they did a generation 4. This effect has been identified for
ago. See Bond, Galinsky, & Swanberg some time now. See Marks (1977); Sieber
(1998). We take up this subject in more detail (1974); Baruch & Barnett (1986).
in Chapter 5. 5. See Lobel (1991). Lobel discusses how

27. "What's ahead for working women." utilitarian and social identity theories of role
Neiv York Times, August 31, 1997. investments yield different conclusions about

28. New York Times, Dec. 16, 1997. The tradeoffs. In the former, people take the costs
full report is "1997 Catalyst census of women and benefits of role investments into account
directors of the Fortune 500." when deciding how much of their rime and

29. Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1993). energy to invest in either work or family. It is
30. Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1993) assumed, in the utilitarian approach, the

cite several studies: Barnett & Baruch (1985); more time/energy to one role means less in
Baruch & Barnett (1986); Ross, Morowsky, another and so "the individual who finds
& Huber (1983); and Valdez & Gutek both career and family life equally satisfying
(1986). experiences equivalent pressures to invest in

31. Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1993) both domains" (p. 509). In the utilitarian
cite Piotrkowski & Katz (1983). approach, "work-family balance, or the

32. Brett, Stroh, & Reilly (1992). stress-free management of work and family
33. Hall (1996). roles, would occur only when people's role
34. Allred, Snow, & Miles (1996). investments are unequal and correspond to
35. Schein (1996). unequal net role rewards." In other words, if
36. Arthur & Rousseau (1996). you're invested in both work and family
37. Bridges (1994a); Bridges (1994b). equally, you're going to experience some
38. As Gallos (1989) writes, women and ambivalence and stress. Competition

men can be kept from having both fruitful between roles is inevitable—one role gains at
careers and families "only if we continue to die expense of the other. And in this view,
foster beliefs that careers require a singular tradeoffs must occur,
and unwavering devotion to work alone, and Social identity theory suggests that we
that relationships and family are unnecessary have multiple identities in interactions with
diversions from professional accomplish- others in different situations (work, family,
ment-interferences with productivity-rather etc.). Here, a "favorable cost-benefit ratio is
than part of the baggage that all workers not a necessary condition for identification
bring to enrich their contributions to work with a role." Identification depends on per-
and organizations." This is consistent with ceptions of membership in a group and the
what Lotte Bailyn writes in her critical analy- values associated with that group. Conflict
sis and call for action in Bailyn (1993). doesn't necessarily occur when two or more

39. Allred, Snow, & Miles (1996). Edgar roles are invoked if the identities (values) are
H. Schein suggests that "even the way work similar in the different roles. Balance is
is defined will change as the boundaries achieved, in Lobel's terms, when there is self-
between jobs, between organizations, and consistency across roles.
between work and family become more fluid Managing boundaries, in the social iden-
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tity perspective, is a matter of ensuring that across types. It's more likely people who are
identities required in different roles are kept overinvested in either career or family will
"more physically, temporally, and psycholog- experience time/energy shortages. She
ically separate." writes: "an emphasis on personal utilities

6. In Chapter 1 we observe that career may be found especially among individuals
involvement has a time component (hours who have primary orientations to either
worked per week) and a psychological com- work or family, in comparison to those who
ponent. This distinction will prove useful in have equally salient: work and family roles,
understanding the career involvement of which are congruent aspects of self."
men and women, as we discuss in subsequent Lobel also asserts that "the utilitarian
chapters. However, in the present analysis, [tradeoff] model may determine short-term
we formed a composite career involvement behavioral choices, whereas the social iden-
score by standardizing and averaging the tity model may determine long-term general
scores on the number of hours worked per tendencies characterizing role investment."
week and psychological involvement in This point is consistent with what we say
career. This was conducted for ease of pre- about how women's choices are more
sentation, only after determining that the focused on the long term (see our Chapter 4)
patterns of relationships with family involve- as compared with the nearer-term emphasis
ment were very similar for the two indicators men seem to adopt in making investments of
of career involvement. time and energy and psychological attention

7. Greenhaus & Beutell (1985). to either work or family roles.
8. In describing the characteristics of the 11. We find that the average age of the

four groups, we use words such as high, low, children of career-focused parents (mean =
likely, unlikely, not, many, and few in relative 13.6) is significantly greater than the average
rather than absolute terms. We encourage age of the children of family-focused parents
readers to examine the statistical profile of the (mean = 8.3).
four life role priority groups, presented in 12. For a classic treatise on changes over
Table 2a in "Additional Tables." The impact the course of adult development, see Levin-
of life role priority on career and family in- son et al. (1978).
volvement is quite similar for men and 13. People may become committed to a
women. The few gender differences we ob- course of action to which they have devoted
served are noted as parenthetical statements substantial time and energy as a way of con-
in the bulleted items in the text of the chapter vincing themselves and others that their ini-
describing the life role priority groups. tial decision was correct. See Staw & Ross

9. See Barnett & Rivers (1996); Deutsch (1987).
(1999). These studies also show this with dif- 14. Kofodimos (1990); Ilochschild
ferent samples. (1997).

10. Lobel (1991) writes of how "men and 15. See Table 2b in "Additional Tables"
women cross at mid-life." Men become more for the differences in career and life values
cultivating and nurturing of relationships as for members of the four life role priority
they begin to see what was missing in their groups.
work and career pursuits and women, con- 16. We used factor analysis, a statistical
vcrsely, are able to express their sense of technique for determining the underlying
agency and getting things done in a domain dimensions captured in a set of items, to
beyond the home once the kids are gone determine these different aspects of career
from the home. As Lobel puts it: "Gender success values and the life success values that
differences in process of role investment follow.
might reverse direction over the life span." 17. See Table 2c in "Additional Tables"

Lobel suggests that utilitarian approaches for the differences in work experiences for
have been associated with men's develop- members of the four life role priority groups,
ment and choices, whereas social identity 18. This has been indicated in prior
explains how women develop and choose. research. See Rabinowit/, & Hall (1977).
Her analysis is germane to our life role prior- 19. Our findings reveal significant inter-
ity variable and findings about differences correlations among hours worked per week,
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psychological involvement in career, aspira- always make a conscious choice not to marry,
tions to senior management, and career pri- In some cases, extensive time commitment to
ority, thereby supporting our view that they work, frequent relocations, and the unavail-
are all aspects of career involvement. It ability of compatible men reduce the likeli-
should be noted, however, that the priority of hood that a career-oriented woman will
a career relative to the partner's career might many.
also reflect differences in power and gender- 36. This is asserted perhaps most power-
role orientations within the relationship. fully by Schwartz (1989).

20. Our finding that men work more 37. Devanna (1987); Lewis & Cooper
hours a week than women is generally con- (1988).
sistent with prior research. A recent survey 38. Greenhaus & Parasuraman (1994).
by the Families and Work Institute revealed 39. This observation has been made by
a difference of six work hours per week many researchers. See, for example, Covin &
between men (44.8) and women (38.6), Brush (1991). The authors conclude:
although the Institute's sample (unlike ours) "Women appear affected by work-family
includes both managers and nonmanagers conflicts to a greater extent than men."
and professionals and nonprofessionals. See
Galinsky, Bond, & Friedman (1993). Notes to Chapter 3

21. See Table 2d in "Additional Tables" 1. Respondents indicated how important
for an analysis of the relationship between their careers are in judging their success in
family structure and career involvement. life on a five-point scale, where 1 = not

22. These findings do not change sub- important, 3 = moderately important, and 5 =
stantially when age is statistically controlled, very important. More than four-fifths of the
indicating that the effect of family structure sample (81.7 percent) responded "4" or "5"
on hours worked is independent of age. to this item.

23. Gallos (1989). 2. Schneer & Reitman (1993).
24. See, for example, Campbell (1986). It 3. Tharenou, Larimer, & Conroy (1994);

is also possible that a lack of encouragement Rosin & Korabik (1990).
and career support from her husband can 4. Karambayya & Reilly (1992). Also recall
diminish a woman's career aspirations. See that in the preceding chapter we reported that
Hiller & Philliber (1982). individuals who are highly involved in their

2 5. Morrison, White, & Van Velsor families of creation report lower levels of
(1987); Thomas (1999). career involvement than individuals less

26. .Most studies reveal that women involved in their families of creation,
devote more time to home and children than 5. See, for example, the literature cited by
men, although the magnitude of the gender Valdez & Gutek (1986).
difference varies across studies. 6. Much of the research on managers and

27. Hochschild (1989). professionals measures career success in
28. Gallos (1989). terms of advancement through an organiza-
29. Piotrkowski, Rapoport, & Rapoport tional hierarchy and/or salary progression.

(1987). 7. These figures are adjusted to die year
30. Pleck (1985); Kimmcl (1993); Bond, 1998 based on increases in income from

Galinsky, & Swanberg (1998). 1992 to 1996 by age and education, as
31. Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1993). reported by the U.S. Department of Com-
32. Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1993), merce, Bureau of the Census. The average

Table 7.2. rate of increase from 1996 to 1998 was esti-
33. Random House (1988). The Random mated based on the average rate of increase

House College Dictionary, (rev. ed., p. 1392). from 1992 to 1996. There is a significant dif-
New York: Random House. ference in the salaries earned by graduates of

34. Thirty-three percent indicated that the two universities sampled in this study. All
such trades were not necessary, and 24 per- analyses in this research statistically con-
cent were neutral on this issue. trolled for university. We thank Dr. Andrew

35. We do not mean to imply that career- Verzilli of Drexel University for these calcu-
oriented women who remain unmarried lations.
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8. Since the men in our sample are career success, we mean that when authority
slightly older than the women, these analyses was statistically controlled or partialled out,
statistically controlled for age when examin- the relationships between marriage and
ing gender differences in career success. career success were no longer significant.

9. Because the sample contained so few Thus, we can conclude that authority is, at
African Americans (26), Asians (26), Hispan- least in part, responsible for the observed
ics (5), arid Native Americans (5) compared relationships between marriage and career
to Caucasians (784), race was simply grouped success.
into two categories, Caucasian and non-Cau- 19. Although one might posit that mar-
casian. ried men report more authority than unmar-

10. These findings are consistent with ried men simply because die former hold
those reported by Greenhaus, Parasuraman, higher-level positions, we found that the par-
& Wormley (1990). rial correlation between marriage and

11. Table 3a in "Additional Tables" shows authority remained significant even after
the relationships between background char- controlling for level. We conclude, therefore,
actcristics and career success. that married men do not experience more

12. Many studies support this view. See, authority than unmarried men merely
for example, Howard (1992); Howard & because they occupy higher-level positions.
Bray (1988); and Stroh & Brett (1996). 20. Although fathers receive less coach-

13. Greenhaus & Callanan (1994); ing than men without children, the lack of
McCall (1988). coaching does not detract from men's career

14. Valdez & Gutek (1986). satisfaction.
15. Kanter (1977). 21. At least one indicator of family com-
16. In examining the effects of family life mitments was related to each of these aspects

on income, hierarchical level, and career sat- of career involvement and career opportuni-
isfaction, it was necessary to control for ties. In addition, all aspects of involvement
selected background factors. Three of the and opportunities except for work schedule
background factors that were most consis- adjustment contributed to a woman's income
tently related to the indicators of career sue- or her career satisfaction. We include work
cess were age, self-employment, and career schedule adjustment in Figure 3.4 because it
field (finance/banking versus other fields). may have a long-term effect on women's
Therefore, we conducted regression analyses career success that we cannot detect.
to create measures of income, hierarchical 22. Schwartz, with Zimmerman (1992).
level, and career satisfaction that controlled 23. Table 3b in "Additional Tables" shows
for these three factors. These adjusted mea- the relationships between family responsibil-
sures of career success were used in the ities and career involvement for men and
remaining analyses in this chapter. women.

17. Put differently, the greater income 24. More than 80 percent of the single-
earned by married men is due in part to the earner fathers in our sample earn at least
fact that they reach higher organizational $71,000 a year compared to 70 percent of the
levels than unmarried men. In a similar vein, dual-earner fathers. And 37 percent of the
die greater career satisfaction experienced by single-earner fathers (compared to only 23
married men is due in part to the fact diat percent of the dual-earner fathers) earn
they reach higher levels and earn more annual incomes of at least $142,000.
money than unmarried men. It is important 2 5. We cannot rule out the possibility
to note that although married men reach that the wives of dual-earner fathers are
higher organizational levels than unmarried employed because dieir husbands make low
men, the interaction between gender and salaries. This perspective would argue that
marriage on organizational level is nonsignif- husbands' incomes determine wives' employ-
icant, indicating that the effect of marriage ment status, rather than the odier way
on level is not significantly stronger for men around. However, about 70 percent of the
than women. dual-earner fathers earn at least $71,000

18. When we say that authority annually, and 40 percent earn at least
"explains" the effect of marriage on men's $107,000 annually, making it unlikely that
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their wives have been forced into the labor nificant differences reported here in the text.
market purely out of economic necessity. 5. On the experience of fatherhood and

26. We say this because after these vari- personal growth, see Gilbert (1985), pp. 76-
ables are statistically controlled, single- 90; and Hall (1991). On motherhood and per-
earner fathers still earn significantly more sonal growth, see, for example, Spitze (1988).
money than dual-earner fathers. 6. The differences in satisfaction with

27. Schneer & Reitman (1993); Stroh & personal growth are most pronounced among
Brett (1996). men. When we look at men and women sepa-

28. Schneer & Reitman (1993). rately, we find that men in the family and
29. We found that single-earner fathers career + family groups are more satisfied than

do not perform more effectively on the job the other two types. While the differences
than dual-earner fathers. among women arc not statistically significant

30. Stroh, L.K. (April 30, 1996). Personal among the four types, the pattern is notice-
communication, ably different from what we observe with

31. Among our business professionals, we men. In particular, women in the career
observe that the amount of time dual-earner group report the highest level of satisfaction
fathers spend on work is directly proper- with personal growth and development,
tional to the amount of time their wives 1. Table 4a in "Additional Tables" shows
spend on household and childcare activities. how personal values affect family satisfaction,

32. The importance of authority in and Table 4b shows how they affect satisfac-
explaining these differences was further tion with personal growth.
highlighted when we explored the effects of 8. Throughout the tables in this chapter
marriage on achieved organizational level for we have simplified the presentation of
men in different age categories. We found observed significant relationships between
that the advantages of marriage hold for men analytic (or continuous) variables and the
in their twenties and thirties but not for men two satisfaction outcome variables (with fam-
in their forties and fifties. Digging a little ily and personal growth) by recoding the
deeper, we observed that men in their twen- analytic variables into dichotomous variables
ties and thirties who are married report more that represent low and high values of these
job authority than those who are unmarried. analytic variables. To have concluded that a
In contrast, for men in their forties and variable had a significant predictive relation-
fifties-where marriage doesn't affect the level ship with a satisfaction outcome variable, we
they attained-married men report no more first had to observe significant parameter
authority in their jobs than unmarried men. estimates in multivariate regression equa-

3 3. Schwartz, with Zimmerman (1992). tions predicting the satisfaction variable. To
have concluded that a significant interaction

Notes to Chapter 4 exists between sex and any given predictor,
1. As we discussed in Chapter 1, this view we had to find that the predictor's parameter

has been contested, of course, in Kanter estimates for men and women were signifi-
(1977), among many others. There is accu- cantly different from each other. Details of
mulating evidence that it is no longer valid. these analyses are available from the authors
See, for example, Barnett, Marshall, & Pleck upon request.
(1992). 9. Perlow(1997).

2. Schor (1991). 10. Table 4c in "Additional Tables" shows
3. Hochschild (1989). See also South & how time allocations affect satisfaction with

Spitze (1994). family. It includes not two but three time fac-
4. The results shown in Table 4.1 are a tors. We discuss the meaning of childbirth-

comparison of all seven family structures on related time allocations, the third factor, later
personal growth. When we look at all seven in this chapter.
simultaneously, we find no significant differ- 11. Table 4d in "Additional Tables" shows
ences. However, when we look at men and how work and relaxation time affect satisfac-
women to determine the effect of being a tion with personal growth,
parent on satisfaction with personal growth 12. Table 4e in "Additional Tables"
and development, we do indeed find the sig- shows the results for the work and career
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factors that have a significant influence on (1986); Ross, Morowsky, & Huber (1983);
the family satisfaction of people in our sam- and Valdez & Gutek (1986).
pie. Tahle 4f in "Additional Tables" presents 16. See Gallos (1989). She offers a very
the data on the impact of various work and instructive review of research and theory on
career experiences on satisfaction with per- women's development and their implications
sonal growth. for career theory and for understanding how

13. Kaplan (1991); Kofodimos (1993). men and women construe relationships at
14. See, for example, Bielby & Bielby work differently. One point she makes con-

(1989). Based on the results of anational sur- cerns the importance of differences between
vey, the authors found that "women balance men and women in how they think about and
work and family identities in a way that gives create relationships and social attachments,
causal priority to identification with the fam- For men, development has "meant increased
ily role... . Working wives who identify autonomy and separation from others as a
strongly with the family role avoid identifying means of strengthening identity, empower-
strongly with their careers, and, equivalently, ing the self, and charting a satisfactory life
women who form weak commitments to the course." For women, on the other hand,
family role in turn tend to identify strongly "development is tied to understanding and
with their work outside the home. . .. Men strengthening the self in relation to others."
make no such tradeoffs in establishing identi- Gallos cautions that we must "avoid con-
ties toward work and family. Men appear able fusing women's developmental concerns for
to form strong (or weak) work identities irre- attachment and relationships with stereo-
spective of commitments to their families, typic conceptions of female dependency and
and vice versa. Thus, it appears that for men, powerlessness—the two are not synonymous,
commitment to dual roles is not a zero-sum . .. While women may be more dependent
process. This finding is consistent with a tra- on significant others for their identity and
ditional household division of labor. For men, self-satisfaction than men, dependency is
identification with family as a source of very much a part of all human development,
meaning and identity is not closely linked to Independence in male developmental
responsibilities and time commitments within schemes has meant a separation from people,
the household. Men in traditional families not lack of dependency. Since men have been
have the freedom to commit or not to com- socialized to achieve their identity primarily
mit to family and work roles without con- through work and professional accomplish-
fronting the issue of balancing the behavioral ments, in that sense, men are heavily depen-
and psychic demands of activities in those two dent on their work. Beliefs in autonomy as
spheres. For women, however, balancing the keys to men's development are distorted,
identities is not insulated from competing . . . It is not that women are dependent and
responsibilities in the two realms." men are not, but that the source of the

In sum, Bielby and Bielby found that dependency may be different."
"working women give precedence to family 17. For useful discussions on men's
in balancing work and family identities . .. capacities for developing intimate social ties,
[and that] married men may have the discre- see Levine & Pittinsky (1997); Kimmel
tion to build identification with work and (1993); and Gerson (1993).
family roles without trading one off against 18. Brass (1985); Ibarra (1992). It is
die other." This shows, they conclude, "how important to note that the more they partici-
the gender-based structural and cultural con- pate in network-building activities, the better
text shapes the identity formation process." both men and women feel about family. See

15. See Parasuraman & Greenhaus Table 4e in "Additional Tables" for specific
(1993). They cite several studies to show that findings.
"women's employment can enhance their 19. Erikson (1980); Levinson et al.
self-esteem and emotional well-being, espe- (1978).
cially if they are employed out of choice and 20. Evidence for the idea that women
hold jobs that are sufficiently challenging take greater advantages of social relation-
and interesting." These studies include Bar- ships in their careers is seen in women's sig-
nett & Baruch (1985); Baruch & Barnett nificantly higher ratings than men on the
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value of their career as a means of helping eel (1990) and Fuligni, Galinsky, & Poris
others and developing friendships, as well as (1995).
on the extent to which they have recently 2. There is a growing body of research,
received coaching from others at work. In however, that directly assesses the impact of
other words, women not only value social work on children. Galinsky (1999) is now the
relationships in their careers to a greater definitive work in this field, in part because
degree than men, but they also take greater of the method by which data were collected
advantage of coaching from others (or per- from children. Galinsky's powerful and clear
haps are provided with more). arguments rest on a comprehensive analysis

21. Tables 4g and 4h in "Additional of key factors at home and at work. Most of
Tables" show how role conflicts affect family her findings and conclusions are congruent
satisfaction and personal growth satisfaction, with ours. Considering that we approached
respectively. this topic using different research methods

22. See Appendix One for definitions of yet came away with similar conclusions, our
perceived role conflicts. confidence in the validity of the main impli-

23. See Almeida & Kessler (1998). The cations of our research is enhanced. A num-
authors conclude that women are 50 percent ber of observers had earlier discovered
more likely to complain of being in a bad important relationships between certain fea-
mood than are men, and theorize that tures of parental employment and child out-
women typically juggle more roles than men comes. See, for example, Greenberger &
do and thus encounter more opportunities O'Neil (1990); Belsky & F.ggebeen (1991);
for things to go wrong in their lives. Women and Hoffman (1989).
also pay more attention to the problems of Prior to Galinsky (1999), Parcel and
friends, coworkers, and distant relatives, Menaghan conducted the most comprehen-
while men tend to limit their "range of car- sive study of the impact of parents' work on
ing" to their spouses and children. The children. Parcel and her colleagues were the
research challenges the idea that women are first to focus on the impact of both maternal
unhappy more often because they "hold on and paternal working conditions, as we do
to bad feelings more," but rather attributes here. See Parcel & Menaghan (1994).
women's bad moods to the fact that: "they Following Kohn, Parcel and Menaghan
experience more frequent daily strcssors." demonstrated that there are connections

24. Thirty-one is the average age at between parents' working conditions and
which people in our sample became (or their child-rearing practices. A limitation of
expected to become) a parent. The intensity their research, though, is their use of occupa-
of childrearing activities are at their peak, tion as the indicator of job complexity, rou-
therefore, for people in their thirties. tinization, and other conditions of employ-

25. See Bailyn (1978). This is perhaps the ment. Within an occupation, specific jobs
most important, earliest analysis of the can vary considerably. And differences in
dynamics of boundary management. The career values, too, cannot be accounted for
author identifies various patterns of accom- without data taken directly from individual
modation of work to family and describes the respondents. By contrast, our research
costs and benefits associated with each one, design allows us to assess directly the
as well as the personal and structural factors detailed effects of work and career experi-
(at home and at work) that influence whether ences of mothers and fathers on their chil-
outcomes are satisfactory. dren. Kohn's work in this area is perhaps best

26. Our observations in Additional Tables represented by Kohn & Schooler (1982).
4g and 4h fit with a life cycle development In one of the few other studies to assess
perspective. See Higgins, Duxbury, & Lee the impact of work on children, Stewart and
(1994). Barling developed and tested a conceptual

27. This may be especially true for model that delineated the processes by which
women. See Hall (1975). parents' work experiences influenced chil-

dren's behavior by way of job-related effect
Notes to Chapter 5 and its impact on parenting behavior. In their
1. For summaries, see Menaghan & Par- study, however, only fathers' work experi-



232 Notes to Chapter 5

ences were assessed. Their research design 7. Nippert-Eng (1996), p. 210.
had the advantage, however, of teachers' rat- 8. Linda Mason, of Bright Horizons
ings of children's behavior, as opposed to Family Solutions, one of the leading
gathering reports of children's behavior from providers of corporate onsite childcare, con-
parents, as we did. Both Parcel and ceives of the childcare center at work from
Menaghan and Stewart and Barling (1996) such a community-centered perspective. In
found parents' work and career experiences this view, the center becomes a locus of
do influence children's behavior and school opportunities for parents to establish ties
performance. Galinsky (1999) did, too. Our with other parents and so to learn and
findings affirm and extend this nascent line receive support from them. The modern
of research. work organization thus takes on a function

3. The two measures, we acknowledge, previously served by the town or village,
are qualitatively and quantitatively different. Mason, L. (1997). Personal communication.
Indeed, parents in our study are more likely 9. In a New York Times op-ed piece (Nov.
to report satisfaction with their childcare sit- 8, 1996), U.S. Labor Secretary Robert Reich
nation than to give themselves high marks as described his decision-making process for his
parents. Table 5a in "Additional Tables" own "family leave act." Reich's rationale—"I
shows correlations among the five parent and had to choose"—was rooted in a win-lose
child outcomes we examine in this chapter. approach to resolving his conflict between
Different types of childcare arrangements, career and family. "There's no way of getting
for children under 12, are used according to work and family into better balance. You're
the following frequency: at home with a par- inevitably shortchanging one or the other, or
ent, 39 percent; school, 26 percent; at home both. You're never able to do enough of what
with someone other than parent, 16 percent; you truly value." In Chapter 9, we argue for
at someone else's home, 10 percent; daycare alternative ways of addressing these conflicts
center, 8 percent; other, 1 percent. Note that that might well create a better balance
whether a parent feels satisfied with child- between work and family.
care arrangements does not influence feel- 10. Do mothers with different career val-
ings about his or her performance as a par- ues respond to their children differently? For
ent. See also Table 5f. one answer to this question, see DeMeis,

4. Previous research in the family and Hock, & McBride (1986). The authors found
child development literatures indicates it is that working women who become mothers
important to differentiate parental perfor- respond to their young babies in similar ways
mance from child outcomes. The child out- regardless of whether their career preference
comes we measure are taken from those used is employment outside the home or staying
in the National Survey of Children, the at home. It isn't until about one year after the
National Health Interview Survey, and the birth, however, that differences emerge in
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (see how die two groups of mothers respond to
Zill, 1990), conducted under the auspices of separation from their children.
the National Institute of Mental Health. 11. For an analysis of national labor pat-
These include single-item indicators of gen- terns on this issue, see Wake, Haggstrom, &
eral health relative to peers and of school per- Kanouse (1986).
formance relative to peers. The Child Behav- 12. Table 5b in "Additional Tables" shows
ior Problems Checklist (a 2 8-item index of how personal values and family structure
behavior problems included in the National affect parental performance and satisfaction
Longitudinal Study of Youth) is used to assess with childcare for the people in our sample,
behavior problems. Achenbach developed 13. In our sample, fathers whose spouses
this instrument, which is now in wide use as a work are virtually identical to their female
means of gathering parental reports on chil- counterparts in how they feel about childcare
dren's emotional health and development. arrangements. Men whose wives do not work
See Achenbach & Edelbrock (1981). outside the home feel differently—and sig-

5. Galinsky's (1999) research provides nificantly better—than both the men and
numerous compelling examples to this point. women whose spouses earn income. In terms

6. Bowlby (1982), p. 209. of responsibility for childcare, men in dual-
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earner families are likely to have lives more 21. Table Sg in "Additional Tables" pre-
similar to women in dual-earner families sents the work and career factors that affect
than to men in traditional single-earner the health of children of parents in our sam-
households, where responsibility for child- pie.
care resides in most cases with their spouses. 22. Table 5h in "Additional Tables"
For further discussion of this comparison shows the work and career factors of people
see, for example, Kimmel (1993). See also in our sample that affect the behavior prob-
Gilbert (1985); Bielby & Bielby (1989). lems and school performance of their chil-

We did not examine the impact on chil- dren. Note that for psychological involve-
dren's health and school performance of dif- ment in career the conversion to percentages
ferent childcare arrangements, since that makes it seem equal for women, masking
would take us too far into a set of "within- actual mean differences,
domain" questions. 2 3. How fathers are treated on the job

14. Table 5c in "Additional Tables" shows affects their parenting, because it affects their
how life role priority and personal values of self-esteem. Grimm-Thomas and Perry-
parents affect child outcomes-health, behav- Jenkins (1994) found that fathers with more
ioral problems, and performance in autonomy and control over their work have
school-for the people in our sample. higher self-esteem and are less stringent par-

15. To check whether the effects of life ents. Grossman, Pollack, & Golding (1988)
role priority on these child outcomes are due found that dads with more autonomy and sat-
to the amount of time spent at work by par- isfaction on the job play longer and have a
ents classified as career-focused, we con- better quality of interaction with their kids,
ducted additional analyses that included time Other research cited by Levine & Pittin-
devoted to work as a statistical control. The sky (1997) shows that fathers have a pro-
results are essentially the same. found impact on kids' development; in

16. Table 5d in "Additional Tables" infancy, preschool, and adolescence, a
details the work and career factors that affect father's involvement is important for a child's
the parental performance of people in our social, emotional, and cognitive develop-
sample. ment.

17. Table 5e in "Additional Tables" shows Galinsky's (1999) treatise shows how the
the work and career factors that affect the quality of parents' jobs affects their children,
satisfaction with childcare of people in our Barling, too, has observed the impact of par-
sample, ents' job satisfaction on children's well-

18. We looked concurrently at the effects being. See Barling (1986); Barling & Van
of income and psychological involvement in Bart (1984).
career on parental performance. Our find- 24. Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) iden-
ings: it is the greater psychological involve- tify this as "time-based conflict."
ment in one's career made by people with 25. Table Si in "Additional Tables" shows
very high incomes that results in their rela- how time allocations affect parental perfor-
tively low parental performance. mance and satisfaction with childcare among

19. See, for example, Thomas & Ganster people in our sample. Table 5j in "Additional
(1995). Tables" shows how time allocations affect

20. There are significant differences children's behavior problems and school per-
among our business professionals in who formance.
cares for the children. Fathers are much 26, That time devoted to work and to
more likely to have their children at home children has relatively little impact on
with mom, whereas mothers rely more on parental performance is consistent with pre-
someone other than dad to watch their vious research. See Williams & Alliger
young children. Fathers spend far fewer (1994). As the authors conclude from their
hours per week on childcare than do moth- review of the literature, "the subjective qual-
ers. Table Sf in "Additional Tables" shows ity of an individual's work and family roles,
the percent use of different childcare not employment and family status per se, is
arrangements for three types of family struc- the critical determinant of psychological
ture in our sample. well-being."
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This idea is echoed in Stewart and Bar- 2. Shumaker & Brownell (1984).
ling's research on the impact of fathers' work 3. While support from one's family
on children. They assert that "employment includes support from children, parents, sib-
experiences rather than employment status lings, and other relatives, it is support from
affect family functioning." See Stewart & one's partner or spouse that is particularly
Barling (1996). The popular business press crucial to well-being. Therefore, that sup-
has identified this as an area of concern, too. port is the focus of our research.
See, for example, Reilly (1990). 4. The literature often refers to behav-

Galinsky's (1999) findings, based on her ioral support as "instrumental" support (e.g.,
data gathered from children directly, affirm House, 1981). We prefer to use the term
our conclusion: children are less interested in behavioral support to be consistent with the
time than in wanting their parents to be less terminology used in the preceding chapter,
stressed and less tired when they are with where we described parents' availability to
them. their children.

2 7. The relationship behavior problems 5. The distinction between personal sup-
was in the expected direction, but it fell just port and career support is based on the
short of statistical significance. Time spent results of a factor analysis of the emotional
on kids, self-reported, is not related to support items included in our survey. The
behavior problems, but estimated time spent results of the factor analysis are presented in
on kids by partner is. Appendix One under "Partner Personal Sup-

28. No time off is the modal amount port" in the section titled "Definitions and
taken by men following the birth of their first Measures of Family and Personal Choices
child, whereas for women it is in the range of and Experiences."
more than six weeks to three months. 6. Cohen & Wills (1985); House (1981);

29. Alternatively, it is possible that these and Shumaker & Brownell (1984).
fathers are especially sensitive to their 7. Granrose, Parasuraman, & Greenhaus
parental role and are therefore overly critical (1992).
of their parenting skills, holding themselves 8. There is an apparent inconsistency
to a higher standard. between the findings reported in Chapter 2,

30. However, we find no connection where we saw that dual-earner mothers
between how much time is taken off and the spend considerably more time with their
three child outcomes in our study-health in children than dual-earner fathers, and the
general, behavior problems, and school per- findings we report in this chapter where we
formance. observe that, as partners, dual-earner moth-

31. Table 5k in "Additional Tables" shows ers and fathers spend a similar amount of
role conflicts and their effect on parental per- time with their children. However, the mea-
formance and satisfaction with childcare surement of time spent with children is dif-
among people in our sample. Table 51 in ferent in the two sets of analyses. Chapter 2 's
"Additional Tables" shows perceived role con- results are based on self-reports by men and
flicts and their effect on children's behavior. women of the number of hours they spend

32. Dix (1991). with children, whereas here our findings are
33. Galinsky (1999) draws the same con- based on reports of the amount of timepart-

clusion in her landmark study, using a tiers spend with the children. We believe it's
nationally representative study of parents difficult for people to assess the time spent
and their children. by partners on childcare since they arc not

34. Major studies that document this the direct recipients of the attention and may
trend, particularly as it relates to parenting, not be physically present when their partners
are described in Barnett & Rivers (1996); interact with the children. Therefore, we're
Bond et al. (1988); and in Deutsch (1999). inclined to put more faith in self-reports of

behavioral support, concluding that dual-
Notes to Chapter 6 earner mothers do spend substantially more
1. See, for example, Cohen & Wills time with their children than do dual-earner

(1985); Greenhaus & Parasuraman (1994); fathers (as reported in Chapter 2).
House (1981); Thoits (1986). 9. We found that the partners of single-
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earner fathers are more psychologically "Most of the important things that happen to
involved in their families than the partners of me involve my family.")
any other group, and significantly more so 16. Joseph Pleck has observed asymmet-
than the partners of dual-earner men and rically permeable work-family boundaries
women without children. for men and women in which society permits

10. It is not clear why individuals who men's work to intrude into their family
value personal growth tend to receive limited responsibilities and women's family responsi-
assistance with the household from their bilities to intrude into their work role. See
partners. One hypothesis, consistent with Pleck (1977).
what we argue in the next section about reci- 17. See Greenhaus & Parasuraman (1994)
procity, is that people feel it would be unfair for a brief summary of the literature underly-
for them to "subsidize" their partner's pur- ing the three functions of social support,
suit of personal growth with the drudgery of 18. The concept of self-efficacy expecta-
additional housework. tions is relevant here. It is possible that

11. Long work hours have traditionally receiving social support—especially personal
been associated more with men than women, and career support—boosts people's beliefs
as our own findings show. Prior research has in their ability to solve problems in the work,
found that women place more importance on family, and personal domains.
free or "leisure" time off the job than men. 19. Table 6a in "Additional Tables" pre-
See Manhardt (1972). Although no sents the relationships between receiving dif-
researchers have found the importance of job ferent types of partner support and
security to be more characteristic or women work-family conflict,
than men, the converse of security—risk tak- 20. Table 6b in "Additional Tables" pre-
ing—has been associated with men. See sents the relationships between receiving dif-
Brenner & Tomkiewicz (1979). ferent types of partner support and experi-

12. Alternatively, it may be that people encing satisfaction with family and personal
who are absorbed in their work simply don't growth.
think about receiving personal support from 21. Table 6c in "Additional Tables" pre-
their partners. sents the relationships between receiving dif-

13. See Shumaker & Brownell (1984) for ferent types of partner support and children's
a discussion of the importance of reciprocity well-being.
in social support. Other research on dual- 22. Marital happiness as it is affected by
earner couples has demonstrated that emo- work experiences has been found to enhance
tional support—as well as behavioral sup- the well-being of children. See Barling, Ful-
port—is returned in kind by a partner. See lagar, & Marchl-Dingle (1988). When we
Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1992). We did statistically control for family satisfaction,
not study this directly among our business the negative relationships between personal
professionals, because we did not have mea- support and children's behavioral and health
sures of both partners' provision of personal problems disappear, suggesting that personal
and career support. Our findings, taken support enhances children's well-being
together with this prior research, strongly because it has a positive impact on parents'
suggests that all types of partner support satisfaction with their families,
beget partner support; a virtuous cycle. 23. Consistent with this interpretation,

14. There are, of course, explanations that when we statistically control for children's
may not be about reciprocity. It is possible behavioral and health problems, there is no
that partners of people who are highly longer a positive relationship between per-
involved in family life not only believe that sonal support and individuals' perception
support is needed, but also is deserved. In addi- that they are good parents. Alternatively, it
tion, it is certainly conceivable that family- could be argued that personal support
involved people choose partners who are will- enables one to become a better parent which,
ing and able to provide emotional support. in turn, reduces the incidence of children's

15. Recall that the items we used to mea- behavioral and health problems.
sure family involvement assess the centrality 24. This is analogous to an experience
of the family in the individual's life (e.g., that will be familiar to most readers: that
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men will steadfastly refuse to ask directions are some differences in the reasons why men
when traveling in the car, whereas women and women receive support, there are more
will readily seek assistance. See Tannen similarities than differences.
(1991).

2 5. Although we imply in this statement Notes to Chapter 7
that receiving help with the children enables 1. For an excellent example, see the cover
people to work longer hours, we suggested story in the May 12, 1997, issue of U.S. News
earlier that working long hours encouraged if World Report titled "Lies parents tell them-
partners to provide extensive assistance with selves about why they work."
the children. The design of our study does 2. Friedman, Christensen, & DeGroot
not permit us to determine which is the (1998).
cause and which is the effect. In fact, there 3. Contrast our approach with the typical
could be a cycle: partners' support with the assessment of employer supportiveness of
children makes it possible to work longer family needs. Most such assessments measure
hours, which in turn motivates the need for the number and extent of programs available
greater support from the partner to take care to employees, in part because data are readily
of the kids. available from human resources depart-

26. Our analyses reveal that the more ments. So, for example, Osterman measured
money an individual earns, the fewer hours whether the firms in his sample did or did
the partner works, and the fewer hours the not have daycare support, referral services, a
partner works, the more time the partner full-time work/family staff employee, and
spends with the children. options for flexible hours. See Osterman

27. We suspected that personal support's (1995).
beneficial effects on well-being are due to its 4. Of course, our assessment of family-
ability to reduce work-family conflict, which friendliness does have some bias, because it
in turn would enhance well-being. And, in comes from only one person: the participant
fact, this explanation holds for the impact of in our study.
personal support on children's behavioral 5. Friedman & Johnson (1997); Catalyst
problems. However, the positive effects of (1996); and Solomon (1996). See also the
personal support on satisfaction with family, cover story in the September 16, 1996, issue
satisfaction with personal development, career of Business Week titled "Balancing work and
satisfaction, and children's health are not due family." This article is based on a study con-
to the decreased level of work-family conflict ducted by Brad Googins, of the Boston Col-
experienced by individuals who receive exten- lege Center for Work and Family, that
sive personal support. assessed both programs and their utilization.

28. MacEwen & Barling (1988). 6. On items 1 and 3, we reversed the
29. These conclusions are based on scoring so that, on the composite variable,

examining relationships between behavioral the higher the score the more family-friendly
support and various outcomes when spouses one's organization.
provide high and low levels of emotional 7. This indicator of employer support for
support. family needs, therefore, captures the essence

30. In terms of die benefits of partner of what others have sought to examine when
support, we examined 84 relationships of sup- measuring family-friendliness. See, for
port with work-family conflict, work-related example, Galinsky, Friedman, & Hernandez
experiences, and well-being. Of these, only (1991); Morgan & Tucker (1991).
six (7.1 percent) are significantly different for 8. For an overview and analysis of the
men and women. Therefore, we conclude motivations for the adoption of work/family
that in general men and women receive simi- programs, see Osterman (1995). For more
lar benefits from partner support. In explor- general reviews of the emergence of family-
ing the determinants of support, we examined friendliness in organizations, see Bailyn
68 relationships of providers' and recipients' (1993); Parasuraman & Greenhaus (1997).
characteristics with partner support, of which 9. Several times in this chapter we com-
14 (20.6 percent) are significantly different pare the experiences of people in firms they
for men and women. Thus, although there consider family-friendly to those in unsup-
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portive firms. To make this comparison eas- your career?" Earlier researchers observed
ier to present, we divide our sample in half at that a high involvement in work can be an
the median score on our composite measure escape from discomfort in family roles. See
of employer support for family and personal Bartoleme (1983) and Kofodimos (1990).
life. As a result, 45 percent of our respon- 15. There was no main effect on time
dents rate their employers as relatively spent at work as a result of personal support
unsupportive of family and personal life from partner but there was a significant
needs (i.e., from one to three, inclusive, on a interaction between personal support and
five-point scale) and 55 percent rate their employer support such that the difference in
employers as supportive (greater than three hours spent working between people in sup-
on a five-point scale). portive versus unsupportive organizations

10. The difference between men and was greater for those people with supportive
women is statistically significant. This gen- partners. These analyses were repeated using
der difference is independent of any differ- "acceptance by others" at work instead of
ences in perceived family-friendliness that "organization support for family needs" and
might result from men and women working using "family satisfaction" instead of "per-
in different kinds of industries, working for sonal support from partner" as predictors of
themselves, working in large versus small time spent at work. While personal support
organizations, or working part- versus full- from partner by itself had no effect on time
time. These results are comparable to those worked, we did observe that people who
observed in large companies (greater than were highly satisfied with their families actu-
250 workers) in the Families and Work Insti- ally tended to work more than those who
tute's 1997 national study of the changing were not (one-tailed, p = .10), but neither
workforce (see Bond, Galinsky, & Swanberg, organization support nor acceptance by oth-
1998). ers affected this relationship.

11. Few people in our study are employed 16. It may be that we reach a different
on a part-time basis (about 4 percent), and conclusion than Hochschild because of our
women make up three-quarters of those in method of assessing whether firms are
this employment category. indeed friendly to family and other life inter-

12. See Brett's (1997) analysis of the ests. Recall that earlier we describe why we
dilemmas both men and women face in mod- opted for a subjective measure-die percep-
ern career structures in her instructive essay. tion of employees. Hochschild assesses fam-
See, also, for example, a Wall Street Journal ily-friendliness on the basis of whether the
article titled "Hear them roar: More women employer studied has policies and formal
quit lucrative jobs to start their own busi- programs that supported family life, regard-
nesses" (April, 1997). In another newspaper less of whether these policies are enforced or
story, the Philadelphia Inquirer (January 7, programs utilized. Also, our sample includes
1996) writes about women "shifting gears." a wide range of organization and industry
The article catalogues the changes being experiences, and includes primarily highly
made by more and more women in their educated business professionals with consid-
lifestyles. "These women, usually well- erable access to economic and other
educated, highly paid professionals, are resources in society.
cutting back their hours, turning down 17. Kofodimos (1995); Martinez (1997).
assignments with travel or increased respon- 18. An alternative explanation for this
sibilities... ." finding is that fathers with low aspirations

13. Table 7a in "Additional Tables" shows have already traded what it takes to pursue
the impact of employer support for family high management positions for what it takes
needs on work and career. Table 7b shows to be an available father, and so they do not
the impact of employer support for family reap die benefits of organization support to
needs on role conflicts, partner support, and die same degree.
personal life. 19. This does not explain, however, why

14. Hochschild (1997). See also Morris's employer support was unrelated to career
article in die March 17, 1997, issue of For- support. It may be that, as we saw in Chapter
tune magazine titled "Is your family wrecking 6, career support has less pervasive effects
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and that it is therefore a less important into role rewards, consistent with the social
attribute of a spouse or partner. identity approach" opens up the possibility

20. We did not explore the impact of of looking at how transfer of skills from corn-
employer family-friendliness on the buffer- munity work to business, for example, makes
ing function of partner support, having sense from an economic perspective. Con-
found little evidence of this benefit (see flict doesn't have to be associated with
Chapter 6). equally salient identities. Researchers need to

21. There is no significant interaction shift from an emphasis on role conflict to
between personal support from partner and "how an individual fares in implementing his
employer support with respect to the inter- or her self-concept. . . . The focus on self-
ference of work on relaxation. consistency, which is part of the social iden-

tity definition of work-family balance" leads
Notes to Chapter 8 to a focus on such problems as how to
1. Our focus in this chapter is on whether achieve balance by engaging in actions that

experiences in one role enhance (integration) are consistent in work and family roles (e.g.,
or detract from (conflict) the quality of life in upholding quality standards at home and
the other role, because of the greater or work; caring for others at home and work),
lesser availability, competence, and emo- How organizations can foster self-consis-
tional gratification in the role. Thus, our def- tency is another question raised by social
inition of work-family conflict is somewhat identity theory.
broader than the one offered by Greenhaus 7. Hall (1976); Kat7, and Kahn (1976).
& Beutell (1985), in which work-family con- 8. See Kanter (1977); Small & Riley
flict is said to exist when participation in one (1990). In both cases, the authors discuss the
role makes it more difficult to participate in issue of role absorption,
the other role. 9. For a discussion of role accommoda-

2. Appendix Two, "Personal Life Beyond tion, see Katz and Kahn (1976); Lambert
the Family," discusses this model in the con- (1990).
text of personal life other than family. 10. See Locke's discussion of the meaning

3. Researchers have rarely considered the of job satisfaction and Greenhaus et al. 's
impact of family-generated resources on measure of career satisfaction. Locke (1976);
work. For discussions of the impact of work- Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormlcy
related resources on family life, see (1990).
Piotrkowski, Rapoport, & Rapoport (1987); 11. Other terms have been used to refer
Kanter (1977). to this concept. See Crouter (1984); Lambert

4. There is ample documentation of the (1990); Repetti (1987); Kanter (1977); and
facilitating effects of self-esteem and self- Evans & Bartolome (1980). These authors
efficacy—that is, self-perceived competence use "psychological spillover," "spillover,"
for a particular task—on task performance. "systemic spillover," "emotional climate,"
See Bandura (1997); Korman (1976). and "negative emotional spillover," respec-

5. Crouter referred to the application of tively.
skills, attitudes, or perspectives learned in the 12. Hall (1976).
family to the work setting as educational 13. Of course, there are other nonwork
spillover, a similar concept to Repetti's sources of social support—from siblings,
socialization transfer. Crouter (1984); parents, extended family, friends, members
Repetti (1987). of the community. We studied only partner

6. For a discussion of the role of social support in our research.
identity theory in work-family dynamics, see 14. For a discussion of the impact of
Lobel (1991). LobeFs main contribution in social support on the recipient's self-identity
this piece is that social identity theory pro- and self-esteem, see Shumaker & Brownell
vides a theoretical foundation for research (1984).
devoted to viewing work and family as com- 15. Crouter (1984) discusses the spillover
plementary. This supports our construction of skills and attitudes learned within the fam-
of work and family as allies, as "integratable." ily to the work lives of employees who were
As Lobel writes, "The refraining of role costs members of work teams in a manufacturing
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facility. It's likely that such spillover occurs ton (1983); Leach (1994). Galinsky (1999)
across a broader range of employees, includ- provides a useful review,
ing business professionals. 4. Rodgers (1992) discusses the cultural

] 6. Concerning educational spillover, see barriers to creating flexibility, and lists criti-
Crouter (1984). cal success factors for implementing flexibil-

17. For example, we find that the more ity.
time individuals spend on household activi- 5. See Friedman, Christensen, &
ties, the less successful they are in their DeGroot (1998) for a description of these
careers, occupying lower-level jobs, earning principles as they relate to managerial action,
lower incomes, and experiencing less career Here we apply them also to individuals,
satisfaction. However, the cross-sectional employers, and society,
design of our study makes it impossible to 6. Quoted in "Executives reflect on past
determine whether time spent on the house- choices made for family and jobs." Wall
hold detracts from career success or whether Street Journal, December 31, 1997.
successful individuals simply have less time 7. Friedman and Johnson (1997) makes
to spend on home chores. Since the latter this point persuasively. The Public Policy
explanation is at least as plausible as the for- Institute at Radcliffe College is making an
mer, we believe our findings do not necessar- important contribution to challenging
ily indicate that time spent on the home is assumptions. The Institute's "New Eco-
the culprit. nomic Equation" is a project to create part-

18. The cross-sectional methodology we nerships that bring different domains
used in our research precludes an assessment together in the recognition that "economic
of the causal direction of relationships well-being = integration of work, family and
between variables. A longitudinal design community." The project's resolves for
would be required to determine whether sat- action are filled with useful ideas for how to
isfaction with work and family mutually rein- create constructive change and new public
force each other over time. and private solutions. Of particular interest is

19. The fact that the design of most the emphasis on gender equity,
work-family studies (including our own) is 8. Greenhaus and Parasuraman (1997)
cross-sectional—where all measures are offer a set of "solutions to work-family prob-
taken at the same time—makes it impossible lems" drawn from the chapters in their
to determine the direction of causality edited collection. They conclude, as we do
between a work factor and a family factor. here based on the analysis of our study's find-
Throughout this book, we've sought to ings> that "the most effective solutions must
argue for one or another causal direction involve partnerships" among various seg-
when we've had a compelling basis for doing ments of our society—individuals, families,
so. companies, and the public sector.

20. Table 8a in "Additional Tables" shows 9. Chira (1998).
the work, family, and personal life outcomes 10. Levine and Pitinsky (1997) show the
for the four life role priority groups. way in their highly practical and keenly sen-

21. Recall that of our sample, 42 percent sitive book on working fathers.
are family-focused, 13 percent career- 11. To be fair, though, we must point out
focused, and 15 percent self/society-focused. that these data were met with some skepti-

cism. In "Superdad needs a reality check," a
Notes to Chapter 9 New York Times op-ed piece (April 16, 1998),
1. Washington Post, May 22, 1998. Carin Rubenstein, a social psychologist and
2. IBM & Families and Work Institute author of The Sacrificial Mother, rebutted

(1997), I Am Your Child (CD-ROM). these numbers, stating that a number of
3. For the definitive scholarly treatise on other reliable studies of time allocations have

children's needs for parental attachment, see found that mothers spend much more time
Bowlby (1969). T. Berry Brazelton and Pene- on childcare than fathers. Hers is a pes-
lope Leach have written extensively on the simistic conclusion: "Because most of us
implications of attachment theory for child- yearn for a family life that is fair and equi-
rearing practices. See, for examples, Brazel- table, we're eager to believe in the results of a
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study showing that fathers are spending productivity, and is a good example of chal-
more time with children. But the reality is, it lenging assumptions ahout the nature of
just isn't so. Mothers will always feel a work and the "ideal worker."
greater need than fathers to sacrifice for their The authors worked with three large
children. And pretending things have companies, exploring work practices, work
changed won't make a difference." structure, and work culture over several

12. "More executives cite need for family years. Their goal was to demonstrate that the
time as reason for quitting." Wall Street Jour- true focus of work-life initiatives should be
nal, March 18, 1998. to create a flexible and equitable workplace.

13. Baar, K. (1997). "Camps learn to tone They engaged workers in discussions about
down the competition." New York Times, the specific aspects of work that make it diffi-
August 14. cult to integrate their work and personal

14. New Kirk Times, December 28, 1997. lives. Having established the issues of con-
15. Sue Shellenbarger recently docu- cern in the workplace, the researchers next

mented a trend in this direction. She linked these issues to business challenges fac-
observed a "growing number of teenagers ing the work group. By linking individual
are getting a big dose of training in balancing work-family needs to business goals and
work and family as early as high school." challenging "unchangeable conditions" in
Shellenbarger (1999). Students get lessons in the workplace, they were able to achieve
how to manage a well-balanced life." Wall solutions with benefits in both the work and
Street Journal, February 24. family spheres. Focusing both on what work-

16. Nippert-Eng (1996). ers needed to accomplish on the job and
17. For a resource managers can use, see their needs for time and energy outside the

Friedman, DeGroot, & Christensen (1998). workplace, they found win-win solutions that
It has 3 5 learning activities with notes on resulted in worker collaboration, more effi-
how to use them. At the publisher's website, cient use of time, and legitimization of
an excerpt from the book, "Clarifying Priori- work-family issues.
ties and Building a Network of Support," is 23. See, for example, Rodgers & Rodgers
available as a sample learning activity. (1989). In this seminal article, the authors
Through the use of self-assessment, peer point to four things a company must do to
coaching, intergroup discussion, and brief create an environment where people with
lectures on the actions required for effective dependents can do their best work without
work/life integration, participants can sacrificing their families' welfare: develop a
explore their own and others' life and career corporate policy that is communicated to all
priorities, learn about the importance of employees; train and encourage supervisors
work/life integration skills, and explore ways to be adaptable and responsible; give super-
of strengthening their own support net- visors tools and programs with which to
works. The activity is available at work; and hold all managers accountable for
www.jbp.com/wharton.html. the flexibility and supportiveness of their

18. For details of this example, see Fried- departments. This still holds true a decade
man, Christensen, & DeGroot (1998). later. See also Minnesota Center for Corpo-

19. Johnson Foundation (1997). Quotes rate Responsibility (1997). The authors sug-
are from conference transcripts. gest that each company must tailor family-

20. Cooper & Lewis (1994). responsiveness to the real demands of its
21. See Galinsky (1990). This early state- business, and that there is no single model;

inent of this belief from one of the leaders in implementation does not require a massive
the work-life field still rings true. In the late change process; strategies can be developed
1990s there have been many echoes, elabora- and then initiatives introduced one by one;
tions, and extensions of this call to action. the key is ensuring that those initiatives are
See, for example, Bankert & Lobel (1997). connected to the business strategy; and ini-

22. See Rapoport & Bailyn (1996). This tiatives must be communicated and positive
unique major study has gotten wide attention steps rewarded.
as the major work to date in the area of work 24. Some of these suggestions come from
redesign for improving both life quality and the following sources: Barnett & Rivers
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(1996); Friedman & Johnson (1997); Cooper ance with the FMLA. And workers have not
& Lewis (1994). been the only ones to benefit. The great

25. Kraut (1992). majority of companies reported no or only
26. Kraut (1992). minor new costs, and this in the period in
27. Both Eastman Kodak and Quaker which they had to implement the FMLA.

Oats also offer a menu of benefits and give Beyond reporting few problems, some busi-
employees credits to buy the benefits in nesses also indicated they have seen a posi-
which they're most interested. tive benefit from these policies in increased

28. Googins (1997) persuasively argues productivity and lower worker turnover."
that the work and family issues transcend the Then U.S. Secretary of Labor Robert
work and family domains and should, Reich also contributed to the report's intro-
instead, be seen in light of the larger com- duction: "Fewer workers will have to choose
munity environment. between their jobs and their loved ones if a

29. The Work and Family Newsbrief child or parent should need care. For their
is published by Work & Family Connection, part, most businesses find that the new law is
Inc., Minnetonka, Minn. More information easy to administer and costs are small. The
is available on the web at majority of leaves are short in duration and
http://www.workfamily.com. most workers return to their jobs. In fact,

30. See, for example, the Business Week some businesses have reported reduced
cover story for September 16, 1996, titled employee turnover, enhanced employee pro-
"Balancing work and family." This article, ductivity and improved morale which they
which was the inaugural for Business Week's attribute to the FMLA. The Family and
now-annual survey of family-friendliness, Medical Leave Act is good for families and
identified important gains for firms. About good for business."
one of the top ten, First Tennessee National 33. Scharlach (1995).
Corp., it said, "Supervisors rated by their 34. See Hewlett & West (1998). The
subordinates as supportive of work-family authors used both surveys and focus groups
balance retained employees twice as long as to find out what parents need, and observe
the bank average and kept 7% more retail that "mothers and fathers are desperately
customers. Higher retention rates, First Ten- worried about die parental time famine. This
nessee says, contributed a 55% profit gain is the number-one problem in their lives." To
over two years, to $106 million." Also, Fried- remedy this critical problem, they suggest
man, Christensen, & DeGroot (1998) iden- paid parenting leave because low-income
tify qualitative evidence from their field parents aren't able to take time off otherwise,
research. One of the new important research They "recommend government-mandated,
initiatives investigating the impact of family paid, job-protected parenting leave for
friendliness, currently under way at the time twenty-four weeks—thought by many
of this writing, is the National Work/Life experts to be the minimally adequate period
Measurement Project, directed by Mindy of time for a parent to bond with a new child.
Fried, at the Center for Work & Family at This would significantly expand the scope of
Boston College. the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993."

31. Quoted in Scharlach (1995). The authors add that this leave ought to
32. Congressional Commission on Fam- be available for moms and dads, used by one

ily and Medical Leave (1996). In the report's parent or shared between them. Further, it
introduction, Commission Chairman Sen. should be allowable for the 120 days to
Christopher Dodd noted: "This report is stretch out beyond the twenty-four weeks, if
good news for America's families and busi- they're staggered. And they suggest—and we
nesses. The Family and Medical Leave Act is would concur—that if "government creates a
working for millions of workers and their parenting entitlement that is both generous
families. The research shows it has clearly and available to both sexes, sexual stereo-
become an important tool in the effort to types may well break down. The Swedish
balance the demands of family and work. experience is relevant here. In 1974, when
Fully two-thirds of covered employers have parenting leave was first introduced in Swe-
expanded their policies to come into compli- den, only 3 percent of fathers took advantage
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of it. But by 1990, 26 percent of those draw- add tax incentives to reduce undue impacts
ing this benefit were fathers." This, then, is on small employers; expand FMLA to
yet another means by which national policy include employees who work less than full-
can change social norms about expectations time; expand the definition of family; and
for men and women. facilitate employee utilization of family

35. Scharlach (1995). The author notes leave through public education about its
that comparisons between the United States availability and reassurance about fears of
and other nations reveal that "most other job loss.
countries mandate paid maternity leave, the 38. See Williams & Alliger (1994).
amount of leave time is much longer than the 39. Galinsky (1999).
12 weeks accorded U.S. mothers, and the 40. Quoted in Kelley, T. (1998). "Only
leave policies cover all workers rather than disconnect (for a while, anyway)." New York
just those employed by firms with 50 or Times, June 25.
more employees. The EEC Social Charter, 41. Hochschild (1997).
for example, recently set a minimum stan- 42. See Perlow (1999). This important
dard for parental leave of 14 weeks at a pay article provides a useful review of the time
rate equivalent to sick time pay." use research and offers a compelling argu-

36. In Sweden, fathers are granted ten ment for why we need to view work time in
days of paid leave on the birth of a child. systems terms. It is collective time manage-
Designed primarily to allow the father to ment, Perlow asserts, that ought to be the
care for older siblings while the mother recu- focus of our analyses and interventions, and
perates, the policy also permits both parents not individual time management.
to be present in the new child's early days. 43. Policies and practices for supporting
See Cooper & Lewis (1994). These "New flexible work arrangements are one impor-
Daddy Days" are a good idea for employers tant means of giving employees greater
in the United States. Lewis (1997) also offers authority and discretion in how they get
an excellent review of the European Union's their work done. Kossek, Barber, & Winters
perspective on work and family issues. Her (1999) show how to remove the barriers to
thorough and thoughtful summary points to the utilization of flexible work arrangements,
a number of important observations that put Catalyst (1996) is a very useful guide. Early
the American experience in a new light. reports from a major research project on the

3 7. In his report on EMLA, Scharlach impact of alternative work arrangements, led
(1995) makes several public policy recom- by Mary Dean Lee and Shelley MacDermid,
mendations with which we agree: preserve are very promising. See Lee, MacDermid et
federal mandates for family leave, partieu- al. (1998).
larly because voluntary programs result in 44. Friedman, Christensen, & DeGroot
an inequitable distribution of this resource; (1998). The authors offer several such
promote full implementation of the existing examples.
law, since many have failed to comply; 45. Hammonds, K. H. (1997). "Work and
reduce resistance by disseminating informa- family: Business Week's second survey of
tion about the real costs (which don't appear family-friendly corporate policies." Business
to be much); eliminate regulatory barriers, Week, Sept. 15, 96-104.
such as conflicts with provisions of the Fair 46. Not surprisingly, the issue of culture
Labor Standards Act and the Employee change comes up when flexibility is really on
Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) of the table. See Perlow (1998). Too often, as
1974, and remove disincentives for employ- Perlow notes, "flexible work options are
ers who offer more generous provisions offered without altering underlying assump-
than those mandated by FMLA; reduce tions about how work should be done or
unnecessary administrative burdens, such as what it takes to succeed at work. If one
tracking eligibility for and utilization of chooses to take advantage of these policies,
family leave; expand coverage under the one risks being seen as 'different,' 'less com-
FMLA, since the vast majority of American mitted,' and 'less able to perform.' Without
workers are not currently covered; reduce deeper cultural change to redefine these
the minimum number of employees to ten; actions as acceptable, individuals who pursue



Notes to Chapter 9 243

a different path risk negative consequences sibility to make child care affordable for all
for not conforming." working parents and to regulate child care to

47. The accounting and consulting firm assure that children are afforded opportuni-
Ernst & Young, in a structural innovation, ties to develop emotionally, socially, and
has gone so far as to create an "Office for intellectually. Regardless of who their par-
Retention," which reports directly to the ents are, children are the next generation for
chief executive officer. The firm's goal is "to all of us."
be the employer of choice among profes- 56. Hewlett & West (1998) suggest that it
sional services firms for all people, including is necessary to provide government incen-
women." This initiative has gotten tives for employers to become more family-
deservedly wide attention and is described in supportive because of the "potential diver-
Weaving a Richer Culture: 199S. Office for gence of interest between what is good for
Retention Annual Report. New York: Ernst & the employer and what is good for children,"
Young, LLP. Their recommendations include "carefully

48. McGuire, E. (1998). "Seeking a per- tailored tax incentives for companies that
feet balance" [Letter to die editor). New York offer flexible hours, compressed workweeks,
Times, August. part-time work with benefits, job sharing,

49. Leach (1994). career sequencing, extended parenting leave,
50. Hewlett & West (1998). and home based employment opportunities."
51. In making this last recommendation, While we believe positive market forces will

Hewlett & West (1998) are following the lead ultimately be shown to result from family-
of Ed Zigler, whose model includes all-day friendly employment policies (through corn-
care based in the schools for 3- to 5-year- petitive advantages in the labor market and
olds, support via home visits for new parents, enhanced commitment and productivity), for
and training to daycare providers in the the time being this set of government-spon-
school's neighborhood. See Zigler & Frank sored incentives makes sense. For an infor-
(1988). mative report on how businesses must col-

52. U.S. Department of the Treasury laborate with schools and families in order to
(1998). support parents' involvement in their chil-

53. National and local childcare legisla- dren's education, see Casey & Burch (1997).
tion has become a big, important political 57. For another example of partnerships,
issue-one influenced, of course, to a great see Kim (1995).
extent by partisan politics. There are many 58. Hochschild (1997).
legislative initiatives intended to improve the 59. Rosemary Jordano and Marie Oates
quality of care. WED, a leading firm in the argue forcefully on this point in "Invest in
provision of services and consulting designed workers for the best child care," New York
to enhance commitment in organizations, Times (June 21,1996). Joan Goodman, a pro-
has compiled a very useful summary of the fessor in the Graduate School of Education
more than fifty pieces of child care legisla- at the University of Pennsylvania, created a
tion currently being developed. The sum- program intended to change this by training
mary is available on the web at future leaders of the childcare field. She cre-
http://www.wfd.com/fedcare.htm. ated a joint program with the Wharton

54. Quoted in Seitel (1997). School, the University's business school,
55. For a comprehensive review of the which offers graduate education in both early

state of childcare in the United States, see childhood and business administration.
Scarr (1998). The author provides a history 60. See, for example, Simons, M. (1997).
of childcare, a labor force perspective, a sum- "Child care sacred as France cuts back the
mary of key research findings, and a policy welfare state." New York Times, December
analysis. She concludes with words we would 31.
echo: "I hope the United States will decide 61. Levine & Pittinsky (1997).
that child care is both an essential service for 62. Galinsky (1990).
working families and an important service to 63. Picard (1997).
America's children, especially the poorest 64. Universum Institutet (1998).
among them. Governments have the respon- 65. Wall Street Journal, May 27, 1998.
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66. A recent study of high school stu- the most recent use, see Grccnhaus, Collins,
dents' attitudes about career and family Singh, & Parasuraman (1997).
issues echoes this theme. The researchers 8. Nixon (1985).
found that students' preferences are for inte- 9. Nixon (1985).
gration of career and family rather than for 10. This item was used previously by
tradeoffs between them. See Sanders, Leng- Greenhaus et al. (1989).
nick-Hall, Lengnick-Hall, & Steelc-Clapp 11. Hackman & Oldham (1975).
(1998). 12. Mowday, Porter, & Steers (1982).

13. There was an insufficient number of
Notes to Appendix One single-earner women in the sample to form a
1. There were some significant differ- separate categoiy.

ences in work and family experiences 14. Although this variable was calculated
between the alumni from the two universi- for each child, the measure used in this study
ties, although the pattern of relationships was only for the first child. We did this
among the variables seemed similar for the because a number of respondents had only
two groups. Therefore, die alumni were one child and we wanted to maximize the
combined to form one overall sample, and number of cases available for analysis. The
university affiliation was statistically con- same holds true for the six variables that
trolled in virtually all analyses through analy- immediately follow in this section,
ses of covariance, partial correlations, or 15. These items were identical to the
multiple regression analyses. items assessing psychological involvement in

2. Although entering classes of business career (see earlier note), with "family of ori-
students are more sexually and racially gin" substituted for "career."
diverse than the current sample, our proce- 16. Adapted from Kopelman, Greenhaus,
dure sampled graduating classes that went & Connolly (1983).
back as far as 1964. Since we observed that 17. Adapted from Kopelman, Greenhaus,
recent graduating classes had higher percent- & Connolly (1983).
ages of women than early classes, all analyses 18. A specific child (closest to eight years
that examined sex statistically controlled for of age) was chosen for observation to assure
the individual's age. there is no bias by the parent in reporting on

3. The one exception is die 1984 bache- their child's problems in terms of the child's
lor's degree class of Drexel University, where birth order or sex. This scale was adapted
50 percent of the women were surveyed. from National Center for Health Statistics.

4. This response rate is, most likely, an National health interview survey [Report
underestimate because we have no assurance Series 10, number 1731. The same is true for
that the 4,068 surveys not returned as unde- the two variables that follow in this section,
livered actually reached the targeted alumnus See endnote 4 in Chapter 6 for further infor-
or alumna. It is reasonable to assume that mation.
some unknown portion of the surveys were 19. Although this variable was calculated
lost or discarded by parents or spouses of the for each child, the measure used in this study
potential members of die sample. was only for the first child.

5. The survey also included other vari- 20. All the variables in this section were
ables not relevant to the present research taken or adapted from a variety of studies,
which are not described in this appendix. including Kopelman, Greenhaus, & Con-

6. Five other categories were included in nolly (1983) and Parasuraman, Greenhaus, &
this item: volunteer work, full-time home- Granrose (1992).
maker, not currently employed, retired, and 21. This definition is consistent with
full-time student. Respondents who checked Greenhaus & Beutell (1985).
any of these categories were not included in 22. We adopted a two-tail probability
our study sample. level of .10 to determine whedier a relation-

7. This scale, adapted from Lodahl and ship achieved statistical significance. We
Kcjner's measure of job involvement, has selected the .10 level (rather than .05 or .01)
been used frequently in the literature. For to minimize die occurrence of Type II errors,
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in which a relationship that exists in a popu-
lation goes undetected in a particular sample.

Note to Appendix Two
1. Behavioral support in the form of assis-

tance with household and children, however,
has minimal effects on satisfaction with per-
sonal life.
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