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ABSTRACT 

Because oftheir family roles, in particular the role~ of wife and mother, the 

occupational role has often been viewed as secondary for women. However, it is 

predicted that by the year 2000 women will comprise nearly half of the United States labor 

force (Kutscher, 1987). Given that women have become such a large and pivotal portion 

of the labor force, it is important to investigate their career outcomes and what influences 

them. In the past, family research has primarily focused on how women's employment 

impacts the family, and not vice versa. Also, the majority of this research has been 

problem oriented, with the focus on negative outcomes. Therefore, to start addressing the 

gaps left in the literature, this study investigated how the family can positively impact 

women's perceived career success. Using a symbolic interactionist framework, a model 

was developed and tested in order to investigate how the quality of familial relationships 

and certain elements of the family of origin impact women's current work attitudes and 

subjective career success. One hundred and sixty-nine female administrators and faculty at 

a large, southwestern university responded to a survey for this study. Partial support was 

found for the proposed model. Family life quality positively and directly influenced 

subjective career success. Maternal employment status during the woman's childhood and 

adolescence interacted with the woman's current work attitudes to positively influence 

perceived career success. Women with higher levels of work attitudes reported higher 

levels of perceived career success if their mothers had not been employed. Conversely, 

women reporting lower levels of work attitudes had higher levels of subjective career 
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success if their mothers had been consistently employed. This study provided an initial 

step in.discovering what makes a supportive family environment for employed women. 

Future research should investigate the social support content and processes which occur 

through daily interactions within the family and what the impact is upon women's career 

outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

Prior to the 1960's, researchers investigating the relationships between work and 

family tended to view the two domains as separate and independent, where only money 

was exchanged through the boundaries surrounding the two areas. Starting in the 1960's, 

researchers began to realize the importance of the relationship between family and work 

(for example, Rapoport & Rapoport, 1965). The majority of research, however, has 

focused on the impact that the work domain has on the family domain. In particular, 

researchers have been interested in the impact of women's employment on the family, 

especially as it relates to their children's outcomes (e.g., the attachment debate: Belsky & 

Rovine, 1988; Clarke-Stewart, 1989; Scarr, Phillips, & McCartney, 1990) and to their 

spouses' outcomes (e.g., marital satisfaction, psychological well-being, or job outcomes: 

Kessler & McRae, 1982; Parasuraman, Greenhaus, Rabinowitz, Bedeian, & Mossholder, 

1989; Pfeffer & Ross, 1982). 

Research has been done less frequently to explore aspects of how the family 

domain influences the work domain. Three areas where this relationship has been studied 

are the relationship of maternal employment to adolescent or college age women's 

educational and career goals (Corder & Stephan, 1984; Trice & Knapp, 1992); the impact 

of the family life cycle on women's career patterns and attainment (A violi & Kaplan, 1992; 

Felmlee, 1985; Hanson, 1983; Lassalle & Spokane, 1987; Van Velsor & O'Rand, 1984; 

Yu, Wang, Kaltreider, & Chien, 1993); and work-family conflict (e.g., the links between 

work-family conflict and poorer task performance (Barling & MacEwen, 1991); job 
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tension (Kelly & Voydanoff, 1985); contagion of stress from family to work domains 

(Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Wethington, 1989); and job and family involvement levels 

(Frone & Rice, 1987». Much of the research in these areas, with the exception of the 

career aspirations literature, has created a negative picture of the relationship between 

family life and employment, especially for women. This approach does not tell us much 

about the process of how the family domain positively influences the career domain of 

family members, and these studies have rarely focused on career success of women as the 

variable of interest. 

Some support exists within the literature for how the non-work realm, including 

family and friends, impacts the work realm. A few studies have investigated the positive 

effects than can flow in this direction (Kirchmeyer, 1992; Near, Rice, & Hunt, 1980). In 

research designed to measure both positive and negative impacts of family on work, 

women have reported more positive than negative influences, and have also agreed more 

strongly with positive statements rather than negative statements about the effects of the 

nonwork domain on the work domain (Kirchmeyer, 1992, 1993). These people viewed 

their nonwork experiences as facilitating their work. In another study where interviews 

were conducted (Crouter, 1984), women again reported both positive and negative 

influences from family to work. Positive effects included supportive family relationships 

and skills or attitudes that were learned at home but which helped at work. Some of the 

negative effects included seeing family as a constraint on job opportunities or 

responsibilities and having lower energy or negative moods spill from the nonwork area to 
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work. Other research has supported a reciprocal effect between family and work. In a 

study focusing on the negative conflicts that can arise between work and family, the 

results supported a bidirectional relationship between the two domains (Frone, Russell, & 

Cooper, 1992), suggesting the importance of exploring the impact of family on work. 

Further, if the negative links have reciprocal impact, one can also assume that any positive 

links would also be bidirectional (Sears & Galambos, 1992). Given these reciprocal links 

between work and family, family researchers need to explore how family members' work 

outcomes are influenced by family relationships (Crouter & Manke, 1994). 

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to address some of these gaps in the current 

work and family research literature. In particular, this study was an attempt to investigate 

how family variables can positively impact women's career outcomes. Specifically, this 

study used a symbolic interactionist framework in order to investigate how variables 

relating to the family of origin, current familial support, and current work attitudes 

influence perceived career success for women. A conceptual model was developed (see 

Figure 1, page 18) and the following hypotheses were tested. 

1) Familial support can affect subjective career success for women in two 

ways: 

1 a) through a direct and positive path from familial support to 

subjective career success. 

1 b) through an indirect and positive path through work attitudes. 



2) Family of origin variables will have an indirect and positive effect on 

subjective career success through work attitudes. 

17 



Figure I. A model predicting women's subjective career success. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

According to U.S. labor force statistics (Hayghe, 1990), only about one-fifth of 

American households in 1988 could be classified as traditional with the husband being 

employed outside the home and the wife working as a homemaker; this compares to three

fifths in 1940. Additionally, in the thirteen years from 1975 to 1988, the proportion of 

dual-worker families increased from 43% to 63%. These U.S. labor force demographics, 

which project that women will comprise 47% of the work force by the year 2000 

(Kutscher, 1987), point to the importance of exploring women's employment experiences 

and career outcomes. 

The goal of this study was to explore how various aspects of support within the 

family and individual characteristics of work attitudes influence women's perceptions of 

their career success. First, a discussion of symbolic interactionism will be used to provide 

a theoretical backdrop for the study. A discussion of family characteristics will follow 

setting the stage for understanding their contributions to career success for women. 

Various work attitudes, and how they relate to career outcomes, will be examined next. 

Finally, research on career outcomes will be reviewed. 

Theoretical Framework 

One puzzling facet of American society has been the entrenched idea that 

employment for women, specifically for women with children, will negatively influence 

both children's and the family's well-being. This idea is reflected by the primary focus of 
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family-related research on negative family outcomes for employed women and their 

families. The general norm that women should be responsible for adjusting their 

employment to meet family demands also reflects this theme (Thompson & Walker, 1989). 

This societal climate greatly influences women's attitudes and aspirations in terms of 

employment. Symbolic interactionism and related role and identity theories help explain 

the impact of the societal and family contexts on women in regards to employment. 

While the focus within symbolic interactionism is the micro level interactions, an 

assumption of the theory is that such interactions occur within a larger societal context 

(see following for reviews of symbolic interactionism: Hiess, 1992; LaRossa & Reitzes, 

1993; Stryker, 1992). This context places constraints upon interactions between people 

via norms, and thus regulates people's behaviors. The interactions which people engage in 

create shared meanings. These shared meanings then shape people's future behavior and 

facilitate further communication. The theory posits that it is through these interactions 

that people develop their self-concepts, and therefore, their identities. 

Identities are the internalized self-meanings people have about themselves. 

Identities are hierarchically organized by salience, or importance (Stryker, 1992). This 

hierarchy will be different for different people, and is expected to vary within a person 

across the lifespan. The hierarchy concept helps explain why different individuals will 

have different self-meanings for a single situation. Each person will interpret a given 

situation based upon his or her identity hierarchy. Individuals generally have consistency 

over different situations because highly salient identities are more likely to be relevant 
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across a wide range of situations, while less salient identities are less likely to be invoked 

in any situation. The salience level of various identities contribute to determining which 

roles people will occupy and the success with which the roles are performed. 

Roles are the social positions within society which have certain expectations, or 

norms, associated with them. As previously mentioned, norms exist at the societal level 

and provide the context for everyday interactions between people. As the self concept 

develops through interactions, these norms are learned within the micro context, especially 

within the family. Once learned, norms regulate the knowledge, abilities, motivation, and 

emotions that are expected to accompany a role. 

Through the role scripts, people come to know what to expect, in general, from 

people occupying that particular role. The extent to which roles can be altered or adjusted 

depends on how stringent the norms are for that particular role. More formal roles, such 

as mother or teacher, have less room for negotiation in role performance than less formal 

roles, such as boyfriend or best friend. Though some symbolic interactionist theorists have 

focused on how an aggregate of micro level interactions can eventually change the societal 

structure and therefore norms, this idea has been criticized for making societal change 

appear much easier than what past history has shown us (LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993). In 

sum, norms facilitate interactions between people because they provide the social 

environment with some degree of predictability, but they also constrain people's behavior. 

The norms found at the societal level provide a backdrop for women's identities 

and their role performances within the micro context of the family and work environment. 
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The shared meanings emerging in society for what the wife, mother, and employee roles 

entail will partially determine who can be successful in those roles, and in addition, which 

combination of roles will be compatible. Women's identities and salience levels are shaped 

within this context during childhood as they develop within their families of origin. The 

identity salience levels held by women will influence their self-concept and behaviors, and 

as a result, their attitudes and goals. Symbolic interactionism provides the framework to 

understand how the societal context effects micro level interactions and processes. 

Previous research has illustrated the usefulness of this theoretical framework when 

studying work and family. Perry-Jenkins, Seery, & Crouter (1992) argued that shared 

expectations about gender and the definition of the provider role greatly influence 

women's well-being and family relationships. Other research on family and work roles has 

investigated the effects of having multiple roles and having role changes on women's well

being, and how the boundaries between work and family are gender specific (Kandel, 

Davies, & Raveis, 1985; Menaghan, 1989; Pleck, 1977; Thoits, 1983, 1986). In addition 

to role theory, identity theory has been used to examine family and work issues. Wiley 

(1991) argued that gender differences in role performances, especially work and family 

roles, occur due to differences in identity salience held by men and women. Identity 

theory has also been used to investigate developmental changes in family and work 

identities over the lifespan (Spenner & Rosenfeld, 1990), over the transition to parenthood 

(Bass, 1993), and the relationship between identities and psychological well-being (Thoits, 

1992). 
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In sum, how women perform in both their family and work roles will be influenced 

by the macro context through the norms attached to each role. However, this paper will 

focus on the effects ofinteractions found within the micro context of the family. A 

woman's self-concept and identities are initially shaped through interactions in the family 

of origin, and continue to develop over the lifespan through interactions with significant 

people in their lives. The following section explores the influences of the family of origin 

on the educational and occupational aspirations of children, especially girls. 

Family of Origin 

One of the key assumptions of symbolic interaction theory is that the self develops 

through interactions, starting at birth. Therefore, the influences to be found within the 

family of origin would have a profound effect on the identities and roles that women have 

over the lifespan. Through the interactions with family members, young girls learn about 

the shared meanings that define the roles they could possibly have as an adult, both inside 

and outside of the family. In order to identify family of origin characteristics which may 

influence adult women's career success, the research on career aspirations of children and 

adolescents will be reviewed. This literature points to gender and socioeconomic class 

influences which are reflected in how the young women expect to coordinate their work 

and family roles, in parental expectations, and in maternal employment patterns in the 

family of origin. 
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Ju~~lin~ Work and Family 

All children face the challenge of deciding what occupation they wish to enter 

when they reach adulthood. For adolescent girls, it appears that part of this challenging 

decision is reconciling future plans for their family roles with their choices in career. An 

example of this process is Corder and Stephan's (1984) model of how adolescent girls 

choose an occupation. The model hypothesizes that girls first decide how they will 

combine work and family roles. Based upon this decision, they choose an occupation that 

will fit as closely as possible with their planned lifestyle. 

Research provides some parallels for this idea. Despite having higher or equal 

levels of educational and occupational aspirations when compared to boys (Sandberg, 

Ehrhardt, Ince, & Meyer-Bahlburg, 1991; Stevens, Puchtell, Ryu, & Mortimer, 1992), 

girls are stilI primarily planning to enter female-dominated fields (Eccles, 1987; Gerstein, 

Lichtman, & Barokas, 1988; Kelly, 1989). These female-dominated occupations, on 

average, stilI have lower pay and prestige in comparison to male-dominated occupations, 

but have historically been easier to enter and exit at various points in the family life cycle. 

Since today's economic climate, as well as the emerging ideal of egalitarian marriages, 

requires a two-income family most of the time, it is significant that occupational sex

segregation is already apparent among children and adolescents. Different explanations 

for these patterns focus on socialization. In a model for adolescent achievement decisions, 

Eccles (1987) argued that boys and girls are socialized to have different life goals and, 

therefore, make different educational and vocational choices. A similar argument was 
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made in a study of college students (Maines & Hardesty, 1987), which stated that males 

are socialized to think linearly with a clear professional goal in mind while females are 

socialized to think in contingent terms where they plan to arrange their work role around 

their family roles. In either case, it appears that girls and boys, in response to their 

socialization, make different choices in respect to how their family and work roles will be 

structured. 

Research with adolescents and college students provides additional evidence that 

young women expect to be employed in the future, but anticipate conflicts between work 

and family. In a study of college students (Spade & Reese, 1991), the majority of both 

males and females reported that having a good family and marriage was important to 

them. These results suggest that both the young men and young women in this study 

expect to have both family and work roles in the future. Similarly, in other studies 

adolescent girls reported that they expected to work after marrying and having children, 

and the girls did not predict lower work involvement when compared to adolescent boys 

(Dennehy & Mortimer, 1993; Stevens et aI., 1992). In sum, adolescent and college age 

males and females indicate that they will be performing both family and work roles. 

Research further shows that young women are already planning how they will 

coordinate the family and work roles. Adolescent girls reported higher levels of expected 

family involvement when compared to adolescent boys' expected family involvement 

(Dennehy & Mortimer, 1993; Stevens et aI., 1992). Perhaps as a result of this 

expectation, girls with higher occupational aspirations planned to delay marriage longer 
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than girls with lower levels of aspirations (Stevens et aI., 1992). In addition, girls with 

fonnal work experience tended to have more non-traditional plans for their future 

including delaying marriage and anticipating lower family involvement. These results are 

supported by a qualitative study of college students (Maines & Hardesty, 1987). Female 

college students expected to accommodate their careers to their family plans and usually 

discussed their career plan in conjunction with their family plans in contrast to the males 

who tended to discuss their careers exclusively. 

While adolescent and college aged women are anticipating the necessity of 

coordinating their work and family roles, young men do not foresee the same dilemma for 

themselves. The attitudes and beliefs of adolescent boys and college age men are 

important because they will provide a large amount of the context in which the young 

women will perfonn their roles at a future date. These men will be the spouses, partners, 

or coworkers that the women will have to deal with during their lifespan as they juggle 

family and work demands. In interviews (Maines & Hardesty, 1987), college males did 

not expect any interference from family matters in their career development and tended to 

discuss their careers separately from family issues. They expected their future spouses to 

take care of the coordination of children and family. Research illustrates that often, males 

still have traditional expectations about how the work and family roles will be structured 

for their future spouse (Machung, 1989; Spade & Reese, 1991; Stevens et aI., 1992). 

When viewing these results as a whole, it is evident that young men are still expecting 
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their future spouse to carry the largest load from family responsibilities and to coordinate 

their occupations around these responsibilities. 

The emphasis on women doing the juggling between work and family is also 

illustrated in research investigating plans for full-time versus part-time employment. In 

one study, adolescent girls and boys were asked about their preferred career plans 

(Sandberg et aI., 1991). All of the boys reported they planned to have full-time careers 

after they had children. In comparison, only 57% of the girls reported wanting a full-time 

career after they had children while the rest of the girls reported wanting part-time 

employment (36%) or a full time homemaker role (6%). In another study (Spade & 

Reese, 1991), a significant difference was found between college men and women in how 

many hours per week they plan to be working at age 30, suggesting that some of the 

females expected to be working part-time. Similarly, in her interviews with college 

seniors, Machung (1989) found that the majority of the males indicated that their future 

spouses could work if they wanted to but would be expected to do the majority of the 

household chores. The majority of the females indicated that they planned to take time off 

from work when their children were young, and later reenter the work force. 

Clearly, adolescent and college aged men and women approach the prospect of 

combining work and family roles very differently. From the start, it appears that girls 

make choices based upon the belief that a woman's work role must be structured to 

accommodate family roles, while boys believe that a man's family roles can be structured 

around the work role. Making inferences from Machung's interviews (1989) as well as the 
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quantitative results discussed above, it appears that young girls are expecting to be able to 

accommodate their employment by not working or only working part time during certain 

life cycle stages, and could be surprised when this strategy does not protect their future 

occupational attainment. The majority of college women that Machung spoke with 

believed they could reenter the work force at the same level they had left, a belief which 

Machung points out is false in many professions. In fact, one study found that women's 

choices about family and employment in young adulthood, such as timing of marriage, 

have greater impact on their later socioeconomic attainment than later choices because the 

earlier choices appear to be permanent in their effect on future attainment (Hanson, 1983). 

Clearly, the strategies that young girls are planning to use when balancing work and family 

roles may not have the outcome the girls expect. 

One mechanism that may be responsible for these differences between the two 

genders is the expectations found within the family of origin. According to symbolic 

interactionist theory, people begin learning shared meanings about gender and roles at an 

early age in the family. Parental expectations and interactions with their children would be 

expected to have great influence on the formation of the children's self-concepts and 

identity hierarchies, which in tum would effect their later role choices. 

Parental Expectations 

Both longitudinal and cross-sectional research has shown that par~ntal 

expectations influence girls' educational and occupational aspirations. Supporting the 

symbolic interactionist perspective, in one research study (Parsons, Adler, & Kaczala, 
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1982) children's perceptions of their educational abilities were influenced more by their 

parents' perceptions of their abilities than by their past performance over the last year. In 

addition, gender differences were found in parents' and children's perceptions even though 

none were found in the children's performances. The interactions between parents and 

children are clearly forming the children's self concepts. 

If parental expectations and perceptions are such a powerful influence on children's 

perceptions about their abilities, one would expect parental expectations to also have a 

strong impact on the children's aspirations. Supporting this hypothesis, one study showed 

that parents' expressed aspirations for their children have been linked to their children's 

future aspirations (Marjoribanks, 1985). Also, in a longitudinal study, adolescent girls' 

perceptions of parental expectations at age 14 were a significant predictor for their 

occupational aspirations at age 17 (Kelly, 1989). Other research has found that school 

attainment and student occupational expectations were most influenced by parental 

expectations for college (Marjoribanks, 1987; Poole, Langan-Fox, Ciavarella, & Omodei, 

1991), even more so than by peer influences (Davies & Kandel, 1981). In a slightly 

different approach, father's pessimistic outlook on life after an income drop was related to 

the daughter having lower expectations for job success (Galambos & Silbereisen, 1987). 

Surprisingly, the mother's outlook on life, though highly correlated with the father'S, did 

not significantly account for any of the variance above what the father's outlook already 

explained. Clearly, the family of origin greatly influences the development of a child's self 

concept, and as a result, influences her aspirations for future educational and occupational 
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goals. This influence is critical because expectations of adolescent and young adult 

females for employment at midlife have been shown to positively influence the women's 

length of employment (Rexroat, 1985). Therefore, one's early aspirations are important 

because they do have an impact on later occupational behavior. 

In addition to shaping a child's self concept, parental expectations imply a certain 

level of interaction in these areas. One way in which this interaction can occur is through 

showing support and/or interest in how the adolescent is performing academically. 

Research links adolescents' levels of aspiration (Farmer, 1985; Marjoribanks, 1985), 

school attainment, and occupational expectations (Marjoribanks, 1987; Poole et aI., 1991) 

to the adolescents' reports of parental support. In addition, when compared to students 

who were undecided about their future plans, high school students planning to attend 

college perceived their parents as showing higher levels of interest by asking about how 

they were doing in school, feeling that school is important for the child, and encouraging 

them to do well (Leung, Wright, & Foster, 1987). The adolescent's perception of parental 

support level appears to influence the occupational and educational aspirations of the 

adolescent. According to symbolic interactionism, receiving parental support or at least 

perceiving parental support, would lead young girls to develop a different self concept or 

different shared meanings about perspective roles than girls who do not perceive parental 

support. 

To briefly review, interactions within the family of origin shape the development of 

a child's self concept, and her aspirations, by teaching her the meanings of work and family 
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roles and what are acceptable ways of balancing them. This influence often occurs 

through parental expectations and support. Another manner in which a girl's self concept 

and aspirations can be influenced by the family of origin is through the reaction of family 

members to the mother's role choices. 

Maternal Employment Status 

Research has shown that maternal employment status influences the educational 

and career aspirations of adolescent girls. The symbolic interactionist approach would 

expect this relationship because young children within the family learn shared meanings 

about gender and roles through their parents choices, particularly from their mother's 

choices. In support of this relationship, research indicates that young girls' aspirations are 

directly affected by maternal employment status (Corder & Stephan, 1984; Schulenberg et 

aI., 1984), father's attitudes about women working (Leslie, 1986; Schulenberg, 

Vondracek, & Crouter, 1984), and the adolescent's relationship with her mother (O'Brien 

& Fassinger, 1993). Also, a review of the literature (Hoffman, 1980) shows a pattern of 

higher academic scores for daughters of employed mothers. The role choices and 

attitudes found in the family of origin have important consequences for young girls' 

aspirations. 

Maternal employment status and maternal occupation have been linked to 

gendered aspects of children's aspirations. In a study of 5 to 11 year old girls, their 

mother's work status directly influenced their level of sex-role stereotypes and behavior 

(Marantz & Mansfield, 1977). Work status was the largest predictor of stereotypes about 
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masculine and feminine traits. Also, girls with mothers in traditionally feminine 

occupations tended to aspire to feminine careers more than girls with non-traditionally 

employed mothers. In a study of 5th and 8th grade boys and girls (Trice & Knapp, 1992), 

the preferred careers reported by both genders had more similarity to their mother's 

occupation than to their father's. The children were also more accurate in reporting what 

their mother's job was than their father's job. Girls were more likely to aspire to their 

mother's career overall, whereas boys would aspire to the mother's career only if they had 

careers of equal or more status than the father's. The mother, in particular, appears to be 

an important focus of information as children develop their own meanings for identities, 

and the roles that are attached to the identities. 

Sumrow 

In sum, the family of origin provides a crucial context for learning about various 

identities and roles. This context is where a person's self concept and hierarchy of 

identities begins to develop. Important aspects of the family of origin included here are 

parental expectations and support for the child's goals, gender attitudes, and maternal 

employment status. Additionally, the family of origin's socioeconomic class is important 

because it influences all of the previously mentioned variables (Danziger, 1983; Davies & 

Kandel, 1981; Dennehy & Mortimer, 1993; Kelly, 1989). Based upon the literature 

reviewed here, the current study included a retrospective view of the adult participants' 

families of origin. Because these variables shape the woman's self concept, it was 
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expected that the family of origin variables chosen for this study would have an indirect 

effect through work attitudes upon women's perceived career success. 

Familial Social Support 

Another possible source of influence on a woman's perceived career success is the 

amount of support that she receives from the current members of her family. The family 

provides a unique context for giving and receiving support by supplying an intimate 

context with long-term ties (Eggert, 1987). The strongest support typically comes from 

intimate pairs (Eggert, 1987), and in particular, spousal pairs (Coyne & DeLongis, 1986). 

Support within families is influenced by many factors: gender, intergenerational family 

ties, family roles and interaction patterns, proximity, and family developmental life stage 

(Eggert, 1987). Familial support emerges from everyday behaviors (Barnes & Duck, 

1994) and patterns of interactions (Cutrona, Suhr, & MacFarlane, 1990) that are part of 

continuing relationships. In symbolic interactionist terms, these patterns of behaviors and 

interactions reflect a continual source of influence on the woman's perceptions of herself 

and the meanings of her identities and roles. Familial support, or lack of it, has 

implications for the family's shared meanings about the salience of a woman's identities and 

roles. 

Social support from interpersonal relationships can be divided into two categories: 

instrumental and emotional (Cutrona et aI., 1990). Instrumental social support includes 

tangible aid and informational support. Emotional social support includes expressions of 

caring or attachment, network support (a feeling of belonging to a group), and esteem 
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support (a sense of competence). Providing these supportive resources through daily 

interactions creates shared meanings within the family context. A family context which 

provides adequate amounts of support should have a positive effect on a woman's 

perceived career success because the family is reflecting a shared meaning which places 

importance on the woman's role choices. 

Instrumental Su~~ort; Household Labor 

A meaningful source of instrumental support for women in American society is the 

performance of household labor. First, the typical patterns in the division of household 

labor will be explored. Second, the degree of congruence between gender role attitudes 

and role behavior will be discussed. Finally, the perceptions of fairness and equity will be 

reviewed. 

Typical Patterns. The importance of instrumental support becomes evident when 

reviewing the literature on patterns of household division of labor. As numerous 

researchers have documented, women perform the vast majority of what Hochschild 

(1989) termed the second shift work. In a comparison of 1965 and 1975 data, no 

significant changes were found in the amount of time spent per day by men in housework 

and child care (Coverman & Sheley, 1986). Some researchers have argued that men's 

contributions to housework and child care have increased, but even in these studies the 

difference in both the total amount and the relative proportion of housework is still 

tremendously higher for women (Gershuny & Robinson, 1988; Maret & Finlay, 1984). 
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Just how serious is this gender difference? One study found that employed women 

did an average of 31 hours per week in housework in contrast to the husbands' average of 

15 hours (Blair & Johnson, 1992), while another estimated wives' contribution at 29 hours 

and husbands' contributions at 5 hours (Berardo, Shehan, & Leslie, 1987). Even across 

various family structures, women still do 2 to 3 times more housework than their husbands 

or partners (Demo & Acock, 1993). Clearly, the gap is large, and it starts young. Girls 

do more housework than boys (Manke, Seery, Crouter, & McHale, 1994), and in some 

cases children did more than their fathers (Berardo et aI., 1987). If one approaches the 

gender gap from a life cycle stage perspective, the largest difference between men and 

women's hours spent in housework, child care, and employment occurs when the children 

are young (24 hours difference when oldest child is 0-3) and the smallest when no children 

are present (5 hours) (Rexroat & Shehan, 1987). Similarly, other researchers found that 

the time spent in home chores and errands was constant across the life cycle stages for 

men, but was highest for women when children were between 6-12 years old (Higgins, 

Duxbury, & Lee, 1994). Not surprisingly, wives' satisfaction with division of labor 

appears to follow a V-shaped curve across the life cycle while husbands' satisfaction 

remains fairly level across the stages. The lowest level for women occurred when their 

relative contribution to the household's labor was the highest (Suitor, 1991). It is evident 

that women have a very time-consuming burden within their typical family roles. 

Several demographic variables related to women's employment have been linked to 

variations in the division of household labor. Wife's income appears to be an important 
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predictor for the woman's relative contribution to household labor (Bird, Bird, & Scruggs, 

1984; Maret & Finlay). Also, women in dual-earner households perform less family work 

when compared to women in single-earner households where the husband is the primary 

breadwinner (Berardo et aI., 1987; Demo & Acock, 1993). In addition, the amount of 

housework done by women has been linked to the number of hours they spend each week 

employed outside the home (Almeida, Maggs, & Galambos, 1993). However, most often 

the number of hours women spend in outside employment has not had a large effect on 

hours spent in housework by husbands (Blair & Johnson, 1992), though husbands of 

women working non-day shifts have been shown to increase their child care time (Presser, 

1988). One study found a tenuous link between the number of employment hours for 

wives and an increase in the amount of housework done by husbands, but the women still 

reported having the responsibility to see that the task was done (Peterson & Gerson, 

1992). This responsibility is common even in situations where the husband contributes 

more than average to the household labor (Biernat & Wortman, 1991; Gunter & Gunter, 

1990; Hochschild, 1989). Even when taking into consideration women's employment, 

women are still carrying the primary load of household labor. 

Gendered Meanin~s of Household Labor. Both the attitude and the context of 

men's household labor contributions have been found to be qualitatively different from 

women's, suggesting that the shared meanings within the family about the men's 

participation in household labor are different from those held about women's participation. 

In terms of child care, fathers are equally involved only in the playing responsibilities with 
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their children (Biernat & Wortman, 1991). In a study exploring the contexts of household 

labor participation (Shaw, 1988), husbands also are more likely than wives to report doing 

household work that the men defined as relaxing and freely chosen. The husbands did 

most of their housework on weekends, while wives had an even split between weekdays 

and weekends. Also, when compared to wives, husbands were less likely to do 

housework alone or only with children, and were more likely to do it in the company of 

the spouse or family. Wives, on the other hand were more likely to be doing a second 

work-type activity while they were doing housework or childcare, in comparison to the 

husbands who were more likely to be doing nothing else or a free time activity. From this 

descriptive study, it appears that household labor is a larger responsibility for women and 

considered part of their "job" as a wife and mother in the family. 

The degree of similarity between gender role attitudes and gender role behavior 

influences a person's views about his or her contribution to family work. Employment 

status does not necessarily imply traditional versus egalitarian ideologies about household 

labor (Berardo et aI., 1987; Hochschild, 1989). Women have reported that they were 

more likely to do household tasks because they see them as their jobs, whereas men 

reported more often that they didn't see those tasks as their job (Gunter & Gunter, 1990). 

Though the total amount of labor performed by a women is clearly an important factor in 

role strain (Higgins et aI., 1994) and satisfaction (Benin & Agostinelli, 1988), it is this 

match between role ideologies and behavior, as well as the match between spouses that 

appears to be a significant predictor of stress or dissatisfaction. 
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How well a husband and wife's gender role attitudes match has implications for 

satisfaction of both spouses. Husband's expectations for household roles have been found 

to be a stronger predictor than the wife's expectations for the role perfonnance by wives 

(Hiller & Philliber, 1986), and some evidence has been found that the division of labor is 

shaped by the husband's values and the relative power between a husband and wife (Ross, 

1987). In one research study of university administrators and their spouses, husbands' 

sex-role orientation and salience of family and community roles were significant predictors 

for the amount of family tasks they performed (Bird et aI., 1984). In a slightly different 

approach, a significant predictor for wive's perceptions of argument frequencies over 

division of labor issues was their husband's satisfaction with how it was divided (Benin & 

Agostinelli, 1988). 

As Hochschild (1989) illustrates with her interview and observational data, when 

husbands and wives do not agree on gender ideology, tension will exist even if it is 

ignored or suppressed. According to symbolic interactionism, conflict and tension will 

exist when people within a relationship do not have shared meanings, in this case, 

meanings about gender and roles. One strategy observed by Hochschild was to create 

family "myths" to reconcile differences between the spouses and prevent the marriage 

from becoming too discordant. These myths, though not reflecting the reality of an 

outside observer, created a shared meaning within the family that was acceptable, at least 

for the moment, for both spouses. As Perry-Jenkins (1993) pointed out, an overall change 

in how both men and women are socialized is needed before a more balanced division of 
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household labor can be achieved. Until that time arrives, women continue to carry a large 

portion of the burden. 

The match between attitude and behavior within a person is as important as the 

match between spouses. A match between the two within a person would indicate a good 

match between a person's identity hierarchy and the roles a person occupies. For example, 

both husbands and wives report lower levels of depression when the wife's employment 

status matches their preference, and wives also reported lower depression levels if the 

husband participated in the housework (Ross, Mirowsky, & Huber, 1983). Men and 

women also evaluate their marital relationships more negatively when their sex-role 

attitudes and the division of household labor do not agree (McHale & Crouter, 1992). 

Satisfaction with the division of household labor has a positive relationship with marital 

happiness and a negative relationship with marital conflict (Suitor, 1991). Egalitarian 

wives and wives employed full-time perceived lower support from their husbands when 

the division of housework was more unequal, which in turn was related to lower marital 

quality and psychological well-being (Piiia & Bengtson, 1993). Another study found that 

non-traditional women have higher levels of stress as they attempt to reconcile 

employment demands and housework demands because they see the marriage as an equal 

partnership where they are not getting a fair deal (Greenstein, 1995). Therefore, a 

person's gender role attitudes and their level of congruence with the person's gender role 

behavior and their spouse's attitudes greatly influences the division of family work. 
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Equity. Finally, the perception of fairness or equity in the division of household 

labor is also an important aspect in terms of how much instrumental support a woman 

perceives she is receiving. Higher levels of marital satisfaction have been related to 

perceiving self and spouse as doing fair share of family work among dual-earner wives 

(Yogev & Brett, 1985). As Hochschild's description of family myths illustrates (1989), 

the perceptions of the family members about family work are very important. Therefore, it 

is not so surprising that a perception of fairness does not always appear to be based upon 

a true, objective split of the housework. A sample of professional women and their 

husbands reported that the husbands did a satisfactory amount of the housework even 

though the women did the majority of the work according to both spouses (Biernat & 

Wortman, 1991), and in another study women reported a "fair to both" answer about how 

equitable the division oflabor was in their homes even though they did the majority of the 

chores (Demo & Acock, 1993). Among dual-earner couples, women's satisfaction with 

the division of household labor was positively related to the relative contributions of the 

husband, and the proportion of "female" chores the husband performed (Benin & 

Agostinelli, 1988). The distribution of "female" type tasks has been linked to measures of 

unhappiness and distress for women (Robinson & Spitze, 1992). A possible reason for 

these results is found in a different study which showed that women's perceptions of 

fairness were tied to their husband's performance of "female" chores and were also 

strongly related to the belief of whether or not their labor is appreciated (Blair & Johnson, 

1992). Hochschild (1989) describes this process in terms of "gifts" and "gratitude" that 



41 

spouses can bestow upon each other, and describes how the giving and receiving of these 

can greatly influence marital relationships and perceptions. 

In summary, the division of household labor has many consequences in women's 

lives. Women clearly do the majority of the second shift work. Exactly how the 

household labor is divided has been linked to certain demographic variables, the gender 

ideologies of the woman and her spouse and the relative congruence between them, as 

well as perceptions of fairness and equity. From this discussion, it is apparent that much 

of a woman's energy often goes towards seeing that the household is running smoothly. 

Women's unpaid household labor has been related to the gender gap in earnings (Shelton 

& Firestone, 1989) and depression levels for some women (Ross & Mirowsky, 1988). If 

more instrumental support was provided for women, it could greatly decrease conflicts 

they experience between roles. Using a Singapore sample, Chi-Ching (1992) argued 

family variables did not influence a career achievement factor because full-time domestic 

help is available and the norm among the Singapore sample. In general, if women received 

more instrumental support from either their families or from paid domestic help, it would 

also imply a more supportive atmosphere in the home where the woman's career role is 

given importance. 

Emotional Sup.p0rt: Quality of Family Relationships 

As important as instrumental support can be, emotional support from one's family 

appears to be even more important according to some research. In one study, husband's 

and children's support for the mother working were significant predictors of the woman's 
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job satisfaction whereas family help with the household tasks was not (Rudd & McKemy, 

1986). Likewise, a study of families with young infants showed that the new mothers 

viewed the husbands as supportive if they were understanding about their jobs, even 

though the women reported that the men did not provide much concrete help with the 

child (Gray, Lovejoy, Piotrkowski, & Bond, 1990). Apparently emotional support carries 

more significance for women in our society. This greater level of importance placed upon 

emotional support is supported by Argyle & Furnham's (1993) study which found that 

women get more satisfaction as compared to men from giving and getting emotional 

support, discussing personal problems and issues of mutual concern, and by simply being 

with the other person. However, this greater need for emotional support could be 

problematic since men tend to receive more emotional support from their spouses than 

women (Argyle & Furnham, 1993; Haines, Hurlbert, & Zimmer, 1991). One way in which 

women appear to meet their support needs despite this discrepancy is to have a wider 

network of people who they look to for support (Argyle & Furnham, 1993). 

One reason for the importance of emotional support for women could be the idea 

of "emotion work" which Hochschild (1983) developed. She argued that emotion work, 

which is primarily performed by women in American culture, consists of showing 

culturally acceptable emotions and always being ready to provide an emotionally 

supportive response to others. Erickson (1993) has built upon this idea by expanding the 

concept of family work to include emotional work. In Erickson's study, the husbands' 

emotion work was a stronger predictor of wive's marital well-being than husband's 
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contributions to housework and child care. Other researchers (Cutrona & Suhr, 1994) 

have reported a positive link between emotional support and marital satisfaction. In turn, 

marital satisfaction was positively related to number of supportive behaviors for both 

husbands and wives in interactions. Also, even though it was not the most frequently 

given type of support, emotional support was the only type that was reciprocated by the 

spouses over two separate interactions. Emotional support may be such an important 

aspect of family life for women because it could indicate that they perceive support for 

their identity hierarchies and role perfonnances. 

This emotional support from family sources has been found to have many benefits. 

First, Leslie (1989) found a trend towards significance for a positive relationship between 

support received and levels of positive affect among women. In addition to affect, social 

support appears to have great impact on the work family interface, role strain, and coping 

responses. In tenns of the work-family interface, Barnett (1994) found that the quality of 

marital role buffered negative effects of job experiences for both men and women. When 

marital role quality is high, psychological distress is not greatly affected by job quality, but 

when it is low, distress is more dependent upon job role quality. Also, social support from 

family and friends has been associated with more work-family gains, versus work-family 

strains, for both mothers and fathers (Marshall & Barnett, 1993), and has been found to 

moderate the relationship between work stress and burnout for women (Etzion, 1984). 

Regarding role strain, women with a large number of roles, but also high levels of social 

support and personal control had lower levels of strain symptoms as compared to women 
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who had less personal control and support (Amatea & Fong, 1991). Support from a 

spouse is also associated with decreased role strain for both men and women (Greenberger 

& O'Neil, 1993; O'Neil & Greenberger, 1994). Finally, coping responses have also been 

related to support from family. Support from non-work sources, including a spouse, 

friends, and relatives, was related for both men and women with higher preventive coping 

skills, and was also related for women to lower levels of maladaptive coping strategies 

(Greenglass, 1993). In sum, emotional social support from intimate sources has a positive 

effect upon women's psychological outcomes. 

Emotional support can also come from attitudes about the woman's employment. 

Husband's approval for her job interests and adjusted gender role expectations have been 

associated with wives' outcomes. In general, wives' employment status was influenced by 

the perceived attitudes their husbands have about working (Spitze & Waite, 1981). In one 

study, the strongest predictor for wife's marital quality was her perceptions of how 

traditional her husband's role expectations for her were (Vannoy & Philliber, 1992). In a 

discriminant analysis, one study reported that it was not the level of husband's support, but 

rather the level of husband's rejection of the wife's employment that was the key variable 

(Hirsch & Rapkin, 1986). In fact, husband's disapproval of married women being 

employed predicted lower relationship satisfaction, higher conflict, and lower family 

cohesion (Repetti, 1987). In a slightly different twist, another study found that it was not 

the mother's employment status, but the level of accommodation the family is willing to 

make for a woman's career that directly affects marital adjustment. In particular, having a 
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supportive husband was an important predictor (Houseknecht & Macke, 198 I). Approval 

and support from the family is an important factor in women's adjustment. 

The previously discussed research has focused primarily on the spouse's role in 

providing emotional support. However, some research suggests that the quality of the 

parental role also provides some emotional support to women. Women who thought they 

were competent parents had lower levels of anxiety (Greenberger & O'Neil, 1993). Also, 

when the parental role quality is high, psychological distress is not greatly affected by job 

quality, but when it is low, distress is more dependent upon job role quality (Barnett, 

1994). Parental role quality is a stronger predictor for work-family gains, versus work 

family strains, than the quality of the marital role (Marshall & Barnett, 1993). The most 

rewarding aspects of the parent role for mothers were the love children show, liking the 

kind of people the children are, and pleasure in the children's accomplishments (Baruch & 

Barnett, 1986). The parental role balance between rewards and costs was positively 

correlated with self-esteem and pleasure while being negatively correlated with depression. 

Interestingly, in one study of dual-earner couples, the couples with children reported less 

psychological distress than couples without children suggesting that positive psychological 

support can be gained from having children (Barnett, Marshall, Raudenbush, & Brennan, 

1993). From these research results, it is evident that children, through the quality of the 

parental role, can also provide women with emotional support. 
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SUmmaty 

In summary, it is evident that familial support is vital for people's well-being and 

adjustment. Both instrumental and emotional support contribute to the shared meanings 

that develop from the interactions found within the family. These meanings have 

important effects on women's self concept and the conflict they might experience between 

their various identities and roles. Drawing from the literature reviewed here, it was 

hypothesized that familial support, including both instrumental and emotional support, 

would have a direct effect upon women's perceived career success as well as an indirect 

effect through the woman's current work attitudes. 

Work Attitudes 

When investigating career success, attitudes about work should also be considered 

as one would expect them to influence career outcomes. This study will focus on work 

commitment and work competence; however, many different concepts are associated with 

these constructs, including job satisfaction, job involvement, work commitment, work role 

centrality, and self esteem. 

Work Commitment 

Work commitment has been related to many work attitudes. In one study, job 

involvement emerged as central in a model of work commitment constructs. Levels of job 

involvement were predicted by a Protestant work ethic and work group attachment while, 

in turn, predicting organizational commitment and career salience (Randall & Cote, 1991). 

Another important predictor of job involvement is work autonomy where the more 
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autonomous an employee feels, the higher his or her job involvement will be (Lorence, 

1987). Interestingly, this study also reported that the women in this national sample had 

higher job involvement than the men, especially when personal characteristics, family life 

cycle stage, and work conditions were controlled (Lorence, 1987). Job satisfaction has 

also been linked to work commitment (Andrisani, 1978). Additionally, work commitment 

has been shown to be related to work conditions, especially intrinsic rewards (Loscocco, 

1989). Finally, a concept similar to work commitment is work role centrality, which refers 

to the cognitive investments a person makes to the work role relative to the other roles a 

person holds. Work role centrality has been associated with job rewards, employment 

status, job scope, job autonomy, and career anchorage (Mannheim & Schiffrin, 1984), and 

has been positively related to job satisfaction and preferring the current work place 

(Mannheim, 1983). In sum, work commitment is closely intertwined and associated with 

other work attitude variables. 

Work Competence 

Work competence is another important construct when investigating career 

outcomes. Wagner and Morse (1975) define work competence as the internal perception 

a person has about his or her ability to master the work setting. They stress that this 

construct is a self perception rather than an objectively measured variable. Sekaran 

(1989b) furthers this definition by distinguishing sense of competence from the construct 

of self esteem. According to Sekaran, while self esteem is a global sense of ability and 
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performing this task. 
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In research studies, levels of perceived competence have been predicted by higher 

levels of training (Chusmir & Koberg, 1989; Williams, Williams, & Ryer, 1990), having 

infrequent negative self-appraisals, and receiving frequent positive comments from others 

(Williams et aI., 1990). One researcher found that 69% of his sample rated self-perceived 

competence items as most important in terms of what makes them feel the best about their 

work (Schwalbe, 1988). Supporting this result, sense of competence predicted overall self 

esteem in another study (Ilardi, Leone, Kasser, & Ryan, 1993). 

Research has also explored how a sense of competence might mediate or moderate 

relationships between job characteristics and outcomes of well-being. The sense of 

competence has been shown to mediate between job characteristics and general mental 

health for hospital employees (Kelloway & Barling, 1991). The literature also indicates 

that perceived competence is a strong moderating variable. In a study examining how 

perceived competence moderates between different stressors and work related outcomes, 

sense of competence moderated between personal life stress and the following outcomes: 

satisfaction with work, coworkers, and supervision, emotional exhaustion, and feelings of 

depersonalization. It also moderated between organizational stress and the following 

outcomes: satisfaction with work, coworkers, and feelings of depersonalization (Bhagat 

& Allie, 1989). Other research has also explored the moderating effect of perceived 

competence. Sekaran's (1986, 1989a, 1989b) results show that perceived competence 
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moderates between working during nonwork hours and job satisfaction for women; 

moderates between work variables and job satisfaction; and also serves as an intervening 

variable between the outcome variable of job satisfaction and job involvement and work 

variables. Sense of competence appears to be an important variable when attempting to 

explain job outcomes. 

Family and Work Attitudes 

Researchers have also examined the association between family related variables 

and work attitudes. In general, being married has been positively related to job 

satisfaction for both men and women, while having children under the age of six is 

negatively related to job satisfaction (Hodson, 1989). However, husband's attitude about 

his wife working is a strong predictor of job satisfaction (Andrisani, 1978). In the other 

direction, wives' work commitment has a negative effect on both husband's and wife's 

marital adjustment even though the husband's work commitment has no effect (Ladewig & 

McGee, 1986). The number of hours worked by their husband negatively effects women's 

job involvement (Lambert, 1991). When both husband and wife have high levels of work 

commitment, one study showed that these families emphasized achievement and 

organization more than families with different work commitment patterns (Ladewig & 

White, 1984). 

Supportive work environments have been associated with higher levels of work 

commitment and more satisfied families. In a study of married air force personnel, 

researchers found that when the employer was viewed as supportive of family, employees 
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reported higher family support for their work commitment and also reported higher levels 

of work commitment (Orthner & Pittman, 1986). Work commitment was highest for 

people who perceived their family, especially their spouse, as being supportive of their 

career commitment. Related to this idea of a supportive work environment fostering 

higher work commitment, Faver (1982) argued that more structural changes in the 

employment world are needed in order to increase the options for women in each life cycle 

stage so that their values about work and family can match their roles. In other words, 

especially for women who value work, some sort of support system is needed in order to 

make employment more feasible for women in life cycle stages that are not conducive to 

the current rules of the employment world. 

Summmy 

Work attitudes represent an important part of an individual's self concept when 

exploring career outcomes. These individual characteristics, which develop over time 

through the interactions of women with their work environment and their families, would 

be expected to have an impact on their perceived career success. Therefore, it is 

hypothesized that a woman's work attitudes would have a direct effect on her perceived 

career success. In addition, because they play such a pivotal role in a woman's self

concept about her work, it is also expected that work attitudes will serve as an intervening 

variable for both family of origin and current familial support effects on the outcome 

variable of perceived career success. 
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Career success 

Success in a career has typically been defined through objective and employer

based terms. Since a career implies a progressive track in a job where people strive to 

move up in the hierarchy and hopefully increase their financial success along the way, 

researchers assumed that employees would define success in the same way that their 

employers did. Traditionally, researchers used managerial samples from the business 

world and operationalized success with a person's salary, position level or title, and time 

since last promotion (Chi-Ching, 1992; Cox & Harquail, 1991; Gattiker & Larwood, 

1986). These societally based indicators of success reflect progress along a prescribed 

career path. This career path will vary only between professions, but typically did not vary 

much within a profession. Therefore, people already at the top of the company hierarchy 

and people who were on their way there by making the "right" career moves would be 

viewed as successful. 

This aspect of career success is important to keep in mind when exploring possible 

influences on women's career success because research shows that women are still at a 

disadvantage when compared to men. Even among elite, homogeneous samples, women 

have been found to have lower levels of objective career success when compared to men 

with the same education, age, experience and performance (Cox & Harquail, 1991). In a 

study investigating gender differences in the amount of mentoring received, the average 

salary difference between women and men was $7990, even though they were similar on 

all of the other variables, including amount ofmentoring received (Dreher & Ash, 1990). 



The results of these studies point to the fact that discrimination is still effecting career 

outcomes for women. 
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Even though objective measures such as salary and job level appear to be very 

appropriate measures of career outcomes, a key study by Korman, Wittig-Berman, and 

Lang (1981) created questions about this approach. In their review of the literature and in 

their own results, these authors presented evidence that many of the managers who were 

considered successful by the objective criteria mentioned above were in fact feeling very 

alienated. These managers did not view themselves as successful and often had feelings of 

self-doubt. From this study came the question, why are these "successful" managers not 

enjoying their success, and in fact, often questioning it? 

The response from researchers to this question was to expand the definition of 

career success to include a subjective, self-defined meaning of success (Gattiker & 

Larwood, 1986, 1988, 1989, 1990; Poole, Langan-Fox, & Omodei, 1991, 1993). 

Subjective career success is based upon the idea of an internal career within a person's 

mind versus the external career defined by objective measures of success. Predicting 

success, both objective and subjective, with objective measures has been difficult (Gattiker 

& Larwood, 1989), indicating that other variables must be influencing people's perceptions 

of their success. In fact, it has been shown that variables predicting objective achievement 

or promotions in the corporate hierarchy and SUbjective achievement or a person's 

perception of his or her progress in the hierarchy were not all the same (Gattiker & 



Larwood, 1990). Therefore, subjective and objective career success and achievement 

appear to be closely related, but clearly separate constructs. 
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The concept of subjective career success allowed integration of the person's own 

career goals and perceptions into the construct of success. In a qualitative study 

(Machung, 1989), female college students reported that their motivation for working in a 

career would be for self-fulfillment and enjoying their work rather than for money. In 

addition to this study, the research on occupational types (Kassner, 1990) and career 

orientations (Derr, 1986; Faver, 1984) illustrates that people bring different needs and 

goals to a career that will influence their behavior. According to Gattiker & Larwood 

(1989), career success exists as a mental construct which has no boundaries within a 

person's mind and is multidimensional. They found (1986) that career success consists ofa 

person's perceptions about four areas: overall job success, interpersonal success, financial 

success, and hierarchical success. Therefore, SUbjective career success has been 

conceptualized as both people's perceptions of their progress in these areas and their 

satisfaction with that perceived progress. 

An important concept, then, is career satisfaction which is just one facet of job 

satisfaction, a more recognized variable found quite often in the family-work literature. 

As compared to the more objective measures of success, career satisfaction is a subjective 

perception of an individual based upon his or her subjective career criteria. This definition 

of success takes into account the person's own goals and preferences. These authors 

(Gattiker & Larwood, 1988) investigated whether careers with higher levels of prestige, 
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income, and power would be more satisfying. As mentioned earlier, this was not the case 

in Korman et aI.'s (1981) pivotal article. In the Gattiker and Larwood study, they asked 

people how important the following criteria of success were to them: income, level in the 

corporate hierarchy, respect, personal growth, and family life. Supporting Korman et aI.'s 

earlier results, a success criterion only predicted career satisfaction if it was important to a 

person. In other words, people place different levels of importance on various criteria of 

success. These subjective criteria will influence how people perceive their career 

achievement (Gattiker & Larwood, 1990) and career satisfaction (Gattiker & Larwood, 

1988; Poole et aI., 1991, 1993). What people think is important in their lives will 

obviously impact what they define as successful for their lives. 

Whether looking at objective or subjective career success, family variables clearly 

could have an impact on people's occupational success. The research in this area on how 

family variables influence career success has been very limited. The research on 

work/family has tended to focus on how employment impacts the family or on how 

demographic variables such as marital status or number of children impact the career 

outcomes. In addition, the research on mUltiple roles has focused on stress and coping 

outcomes, therefore, having a negative outcome in mind. 

However, the limited research that has been done in this area indicates that positive 

effects of family-to-work do exist. A few studies have indicated a positive spillover from 

family to work. One study showed that the greater the positive impact of a person's family 

on his or her perceived career, the greater the person's satisfaction with the career and 
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success (Gattiker & Larwood, 1988). Another study presented evidence that the quality 

of the parental role was positively related to three dimensions of career success: career 

satisfaction, financial success, and hierarchical success (Aryee, Chay, & Tan, 1994). In 

studies designed specifically to measure spillover from the nonwork realm into the work 

realm, positive spillover has been found. In one study, the positive spillover consisted of 

supportive family relationships and skill and attitudes that were learned at home that 

helped at work (Crouter, 1984). Furthermore, another researcher found that participants 

reported more positive than negative spillover from nonwork to work and reacted more 

strongly to positive statements than negative statements about the spillover (Kirchmeyer, 

1992, 1993). Therefore, some evidence does exist showing how family can positively 

impact the work role. 

Summruy 

To briefly summarize, research on career success has been moving away from 

using strictly objective measures of career success. More recently, researchers have been 

including both the objective measures, as well as newer subjective measures of career 

success and career satisfaction that take into account the individual's perceptions and 

personal goals. From a symbolic interactionist perspective, these subjective measures 

hopefully will access people's self definitions of success in the work role, rather than 

depending entirely on external criteria such as salary or job level. In addition to the new 

focus on subjective career success, researchers are also starting to investigate the positive 

effects that family can have upon work. 
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Proposed Model 

From this review of the literature, the following constructs were chosen as possible 

influences on the subjective career success of women: family of origin, familial social 

support, and work attitudes. The family of origin construct included maternal employment 

status, gender attitudes, socioeconomic status, and perceived support for educational and 

occupational aspirations. Familial social support included percentage of assistance with 

household labor and childcare, the quality of the marital and parental roles, and family life 

quality. Work attitudes included gender role orientation, work commitment, and work 

competence. 

The proposed model (see Figure 1, page 18) includes direct paths to career success 

from social support and work attitudes. Direct paths will also be placed from familial 

support and family of origin to work attitudes. Therefore, familial support and family of 

origin variables are hypothesized to have indirect influences on career success through the 

work attitudes variable block. Specifically, 

1) Familial support can affect subjective career success for women in two 

ways: 

1 a) through a direct and positive path from familial support to 

subjective career success. 

1 b) through an indirect and positive path through work attitudes. 

2) Family of origin variables will have an indirect and positive effect on 

subjective career success through work attitudes. 
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A sample of female faculty and professional administrators was chosen from a list 

of current employees provided by the University of Arizona. A total of 567 questionnaires 

were mailed through campus mail to women in positions that appeared to be full-time, or 

at least somewhat pennanent in nature (i.e., many adjunct positions were excluded from 

the mailing). From this sample, 210 women responded, forarateof37%. Thirty-four 

single, non-parenting women were excluded from the study, and seven women responded 

to say they did not wish to participate. Therefore, the sample for this study included 131 

female faculty and 38 female administrators, for a total sample size of 169. 

The average age of the participants was 45.2 years, with a range of27 to 66 years. 

The sample was primarily Caucasian (82.8%), with a small percentage being African 

American (1.8%), Native American (1.2%), Asian American (4.1%), Mexican American 

(4.1%), and "other" category (2.4%). As expected, the majority of the women had a 

master's or doctorate degree (92.3%). 

The majority of the participants were involved in a serious, romantic relationship: 

69.8% were married, 9.5% were living with a significant other, and 8.3% reported being 

involved in a serious relationship. Approximately two-thirds of the sample (69.8%) had 

children or stepchildren. The average number of children was 2.2 children. The children's 

ages ranged from less than 1 year to 40 years. The overall mean of their children's ages 

was 17.9 years, with a mean of 9.64 years for children 18 years and younger and a mean 
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of 28.63 years for children older than 18 years. Many of the women had parents or 

parents-in-law that were still living (88.2%). However, only a small percentage of the 

women reported that their parents or parents-in-law were living with them all of the time 

(1.2%) or some of the time (3.6%). 

The reported weekly hours the women spent working in their jobs ranged from 20 

(for part time positions) to 99+ hours per week, with an average of 55.9 hours. Only 

57.4% of the women were in tenure track positions. The sample of women came from 92 

different campus departments and offices and a variety of job positions (see Table 1 for 

job titles). The average annual salary for the entire sample was $56,098. The 

administrators had a mean salary of $69,806, with a median salary of$67,000. The 

average salary was $50,916 for assistant professors with a median of $44,000; $54,562 for 

associate professors with a median of$48,000; and $70,742 for full professors with a 

median of $68,000. The median salaries agree fairly well with the average salaries 

reported in the Chronicle of Higher Education (Leatherman, April 21, 1995) for the 

University of Arizona. That article lists average salaries of$67,700, $47,400, and 

$43,000 for full, associate, and assistant professors, respectively. 

Procedure 

Questionnaires, along with a cover letter explaining the general purpose of the 

study, were mailed to the university addresses of the prospective participants (see 

Appendix B). The prospective participants were offered a chance in a lottery for 2 savings 

bonds in the amount of $50 each. In addition, the respondents had the opportunity to 
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request a summary of the study's results. Following a modification of the Dillman (1978) 

method, a reminder letter was mailed to all women who had not yet returned their surveys 

three weeks after the original packet was mailed. On a designated date, the two winners 

of the savings bond lottery were chosen, and then notified. Every participant received a 

thank you letter. 

Variables 

The following instruments, grouped by the constructs they were intended to 

measure (see Table 2), were included in the questionnaire: 

DemofWlphics 

The demographics section of the questionnaire included items about age, marital 

status, number of children and their age, race, educational attainment, salary, and 

household income level. 

Career variables 

Job Characteristics. These questions asked for the participant's current salary, job 

title, and whether the job was a tenure track position. The list of names provided by the 

University of Arizona also included the department affiliation of all the women. 

Subjective Career Success. This instrument was used to measure the dependent 

variable, perceived career success. The 19 items are from Gattiker and Larwood's (1986) 

study about the multidimensional nature of the perception of career success, and are 

answered on a five point likert scale ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree." 

Examples of items included in the analyses are "I am pleased with the career advancements 
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I have made so far" and "I am earning as much as I think my work is worth." For this 

study, two items which did not appear valid for people in a faculty position were dropped: 

"I am offered opportunities for further education by my employer" and "I have my 

supervisor's confidence." 

Gattiker and Larwood hypothesized that subjective career success was 

multidimensional in nature, and could be differentiated from a sense of success outside of 

work. Using a sample of employees from a range of large scale firms (manufacturing 

firms, non-manufacturing firms, government agencies, and educational sector), they 

identified four dimensions of subjective career success through a principle components 

analysis of the career success items: job success, interpersonal success, financial success, 

and hierarchical success. Subjective career success could also be differentiated from life 

success outside of the employment realm. Additionally, subjective career success 

correlated significantly with occupational self-concept and features of the job. 

Because this present study was concerned with an overall perception of success, 

only the total score was used. This score was created by averaging all of the item 

responses. A high score indicated a high level of perceived career success. In this sample, 

the Cronbach's alphas for each of these subscales were .68, .65, .83, and .68, respectively. 

The overall alpha for the subjective career success scale was .83. 

Work Attitudes 

Work Commitment and Aspirations. These items measured how committed the 

participants were to their current job. The two items were "How committed are you to 
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your work?", and "How high are your aspirations in regard to occupational recognition 

and achievement?". The responses were on a five point likert scale ranging from "strongly 

disagree" to "strongly agree." The alpha for these two items was only .52, therefore a 

decision was made to use the commitment and the aspiration items separately in analyses. 

Work Competence. Using White's theory of effectance motivation, Wagner and 

Morse developed the Sense of Competence instrument (1975). This scale was used to 

measure how competent the women felt they were in their jobs. White's theory states that 

people have a drive to influence and master their environments. Wagner and Morse point 

out that a sense of competence is an internal perception based upon interactions with the 

external world. They developed 23 items, on a five point likert scale ranging from 

"strongly disagree" to "strongly agree," which are designed to measure people's feelings of 

mastery and confidence in dealing with their occupational environment. With a sample of 

both white and blue collar employees, four factors emerged from these items in a principle 

components analysis: 1) an overall feeling of competence, 2) an ability to understand and 

solve problems encountered, 3) the degree to which a person actively engages his or her 

environment, and 4) confidence in oneself. In Wagner and Morse's studies, the Sense of 

Competence scale correlated only .22 with a social desirability scale, and had a .84 test

retest reliability coefficient over a 2 month period. 

Wagner and Morse concluded that a sense of competence includes all of these 

aspects; thus, the total score was used in this study. The score was created by averaging 

all of the item responses. The items were coded such that a high score indicated a high 
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sense of competence. The alpha in this study was .82. One item, "I do not know as much 

as my predecessor did concerning this job", was not used because it did not apply to 

faculty positions where people do not have predecessors. 

Gender Role Attitudes. The participant's gender role attitudes were measured with 

the Social Position of Wife and Husband scales (SPWH) (Bird et aI., 1984). The items 

reflect a person's beliefs about family and employment roles for women and men. Five 

factors emerged from principle component analyses of the wife items and the husband 

items: wife as complement, wife as coprovider and codecider, wife as employed parent, 

husband as provider and head, and husband as coprovider and coparent. In this study, the 

20 items were placed on a five point Iikert scale ranging from "strongly disagree" to 

"strongly agree." The items were coded such that a low score meant a more traditional 

gender role attitude while a high score meant an egalitarian attitude. A total score was 

created by averaging all of the item responses. The alpha for the total scale was .85. 

Familial SU,Il,llort 

Instrumental Familial SU,Jl,llort. Instrumental familial support was measured with 

two questions. Each participant estimated the percentage of housework performed by the 

following people: the participant, her partner, her child(ren), and paid domestic help. In a 

separate question, the participants estimated the percentage of child care p~rformed by the 

following people: the participant, her partner, the other parent (if different from the 

partner), and grandparents. The percentage of child care and the percentage of 
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housework that the participant reported that she herself performed were used in the 

analyses. 

Quality of Marital Role. The Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI) (Pierce, 

1994) was used to measure the quality of the marital or partner relationship. This scale 

was designed to be appropriate for many different close relationships and to assess levels 

of social support gained from those specific relationships. Three subs cales comprise this 

scale: support (7 items), conflict (12 items), and depth (6 items). The responses were on 

a four point likert scale ranging from "not at all" to "very much." 

Pierce (1994) reported that the scale had an average test-retest reliability over 4 

months of .75 and that observer ratings were significantly correlated with people's QRI 

scores. Pierce also reports that the alphas have ranged in the .80s and .90s in his 

exploratory studies. However, in this study, the alpha for the whole instrument was only 

.61. The subscales had better reliabilities: support, .77; conflict, .89; and depth, .82. 

" 

Therefore, due to the lower reliability of the total score, the decision was made to use the 

subscales separately in the analyses. A score was created for each subscale by averaging 

the item responses for that subscale. The conflict items were reversed coded in order to 

match the direction of the other subscales. With those scores reversed, a high score would 

reflect for each of the subscales: a high level of depth, a high level of support, and a low 

level of conflict. 

Quality of Parental Role. The quality of the parental role was measured with items 

from Baruch and Barnett's (1986) study on rewards and costs from various roles. Baruch 
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and Barnett developed these items from interviews with women holding family and 

employment roles. These women were asked about what they considered the rewards of 

each role and what they considered the concerns or costs of each role. 

Fourteen reward items and fourteen concern items for the role of parent were 

included in this study. The responses were on a four point likert scale ranging from "not 

at all" to "very much." A role balance score was obtained by subtracting the average 

concern score from the average reward score for each participant. This balance score 

reflects an index of the quality of experience in that role. The balance score was used in 

the analyses with a high score indicating a high quality role experience. The alpha for the 

whole instrument, with the concern items reverse coded, was .81, while the alphas for the 

reward and concern subscales were .86 and .83, respectively. 

Family Life Quality. The reduced-item version of the Perceptual Indicators of 

Family Life Quality was used to measure overall quality of family life (Rettig, Danes, & 

Bauer, 1991, 1993). The instrument was developed using Foa and Foa's resource 

exchange theory and divides its 31 items into subs cales based upon different types of 

resources that can be exchanged within families: love, status, services, infonnation, 

goods, and money. For this study, these resources were conceptualized as elements of 

social support, both instrumental and emotional, that can be provided through family 

relationshi ps. 

The participants responded to each item based upon the question "How would you 

feel about your family life if you considered only:." A few examples of items include "the 
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closeness and sense of belonging you feel," "the help given when it is needed," and "the 

family income and how it enables you to live as you would like?". The items were on a 

seven point scale ranging from "terrible" to "delighted." Only a global family well-being 

score was used as per the recommendations of the scale's authors. The overall alpha 

reported by Rettig et aI. was .98, which was closely matched by the alpha of .97 in this 

study. Rettig et aI. also reported a test-retest reliability of. 73 over a 1 year timespan. 

Family ofOri~in 

Maternal Employment Status. Participants reported the employment status of their 

mothers and the pattern of their mothers' employment over their childhood and 

adolescence. From these items, a maternal employment status variable was created with 

three levels: 1 = not employed, 2 = employed sometime during the participant's childhood 

or adolescence, and 3 = consistently employed over the participant's childhood and 

adolescence. 

Family of OriGin Socioeconomic Status. The participants reported their mother's 

and father's occupations and highest level of education they had achieved. From this 

infonnation, the family of origin's socioeconomic status (SES) was computed using 

Hollingshead's (1975) scoring method. Ifthe mother was not employed (Le., a 

homemaker), then the SES score was based only on the father's occupation and 

educational level. To create an SES code, first the occupations were coded using 

Hollingshead's coding scheme. Second, the occupation score and the education score 

were each multiplied by a constant provided by Hollingshead's, and then were summed. 
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Finally, if the mother was employed, the scores of the father and mother were added and 

then divided by two for an average SES score. Hollingshead made the assumption that 

unless one has prior theoretical reasons, the father and mother's scores would have equal 

weight. This final score was used in the analyses, with a high score indicating a higher 

level of SES. 

Family of Qri~in Gender Role Attitudes. From the previously mentioned SPWH 

scales (Bird et aI., 1984), four items were modified in order to assess the general gender 

role attitudes of the participant's family of origin. The items, phrased to ask about the 

gender attitude of the participant's parents, were coded and totaled so that a low score 

indicated a traditional gender attitude and a high score indicated egalitarian views. The 

alpha for these items was .83. 

Family of Qri~in Sup,port for Goals. The participants indicated whether their 

parents provided emotional and financial support for their educational and career goals 

during their adolescence. These 5 items were developed for this study. Some examples of 

the items are "During my adolescence, my parents supported my education goals," and 

"My parents provided emotional support for me regarding my choices for education and 

career." The alpha was .79 for the 5 items, which were answered on a five point likert 

scale ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree." A total score was created by 

averaging all of the item responses, with a high score indicating high support. 
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Analyses 

Due to the small number of administrators in this sample, both faculty and 

administrators were grouped together for analyses following analyses which showed that 

these two groups differed on only one of the variables used in the primary analyses (see 

Table 3). Tables 4 and 5 provide the means, standard deviations, and correlations for the 

variables used in this study. 

The scores for the various scales were computed for each individual if at least 80% 

of the instrument's items were completed. Due to the additive nature of social support 

indicated in the model, women who were not involved in a relationship received a 0 for 

their support, depth, and conflict scores, and women who were not parents received a 0 

for their parental role quality score. After these initial data management issues were 

addressed, the following hypotheses were tested. 

1) Familial support can affect subjective career success for women in two 

ways: 

la) through a direct and positive path from familial support to 

subjective career success. 

1 b) through an indirect and positive path through work attitudes. 

2) Family of origin variables will have an indirect and positive effect on 

subjective career success through work attitudes. 

Hypothesis 1 was tested with two hierarchical regressions. The first regressed 

career success on a composite familial support score and a composite work attitudes 



score. The second analysis regressed the work attitudes composite score on the 

composite familial support score. Hypothesis 2 was analyzed with a hierarchical 

regression which regressed the work attitudes composite score onto the family of origin 

composite score. In addition, three principle components factor analyses were run in 

order to assess how well the scores from the instruments meant to measure those 

constructs loaded together. After determining which scores loaded with one another, 

further regression analyses were performed based upon the conceptual model. 
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Analyses were performed in order to test the following hypotheses presented in the 

proposed path model: 

1) Familial support can affect subjective career success for women in two 

ways: 

la) through a direct and positive path from familial support to 

subjective career success. 

1 b) through an indirect and positive path through work attitudes. 

2) Family of origin variables will have an indirect and positive effect on 

subjective career success through work attitudes. 

Before the analyses to test these hypotheses were performed, the scores for each 

instrument in the analyses were standardized using z scores. Based upon the proposed 

constructs, these z scores were then averaged in order to make a single score to represent 

each construct (see Table 2). The correlations between the family of origin variables 

ranged from .05 to .52; the correlations between the work attitudes variables ranged from 

.01 to .36; and the correlations between the familial support variables ranged from .05 to 

.69 (see Table 5). 

To illustrate how the composite scores were created, the composite work attitudes 

score was created by summing and then dividing by four (a) the work competence score, 

(b) the work commitment score, (c) the work aspirations score, and (d) the gender role 
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score. The composite scores for each of the constructs were used in the regressions 

testing the path model. The correlations between these aggregate scores can be found in 

Table 6. These scores provided a more parsimonious representation of the data in that 

one score represented multiple variables that were hypothesized to measure the same 

construct. 

These composite scores were entered into hierarchical regressions in order to test 

the proposed path model. Following Cohen and Cohen's (1983) recommendation, the 

most distal variables were entered first in the regression analyses. Family of origin was 

deemed to be the most distal, followed by familial support, and then work attitudes. 

Familial support was considered more distal than work attitudes for these analyses because 

it was believed that these variables would be further removed in their impact on career 

success than work variables which would be expected to have a stronger direct impact. 

Two hierarchical regressions were performed. First, the composite scores for the 

family of origin and the familial support constructs were regressed on the work attitude 

composite score. Neither of these variables were significant (see Table 7). Secondly, the 

familial support and work attitude scores were regressed upon subjective career success 

(see Table 8). Only the beta for work attitudes was significant <12<.001), indicating that 

work attitudes influence subjective career success. 

Further analyses were performed in order to assess possible reasons why the family 

variables were not significant in the analysis of the model. First, in order to explore what 

the individual variables might explain when not averaged into the composite scores, a 
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hierarchical regression was perfonned using blocks of standardized variables to predict 

subjective career success (see Table 9). The coefficients indicate that only maternal 

employment status, family life quality, work competence, and work commitment 

significantly predict subjective career success. In a second hierarchical regression, none of 

the hypothesized variables predicted the composite work attitude variable (see Table 10). 

Factor Analyses 

In order to investigate whether the lack of significant findings were due to the 

multidimensionality of the constructs included in the model, further analyses were 

conducted. First, Cronbach's alphas on the z-scores were used to assess how well the 

instruments fit together. As Table 11 illustrates, the alphas indicate that the variables in 

the composite scores have only low to moderate internal consistency. Based upon these 

results, three principle component factor analyses were perfonned. 

For each of the three constructs with multiple variables (family of origin, familial 

support, and work attitudes), an unconstrained principle component factor analysis with a 

varimax rotation was run on the unstandardized total scores. For family of origin, two 

factors emerged (see Table 12). The first factor included maternal employment status and 

family of origin gender attitudes. This factor could represent family of origin attitudes 

about women working outside of the home. The second factor consisted of family of 

origin socioeconomic status and support for goals, perhaps representing the ability of the 

family of origin to provide the necessary knowledge and or finances for their daughter to 

pursue her goals. 
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Three factors emerged for the familial support construct (see Table 13). The first 

factor consisted of family life quality, marital conflict, and marital depth, indicating an 

marital/romantic intimacy factor, or emotional support. The second factor included the 

amount of marital support, which loaded in the negative direction with the amount of child 

care and housework done by the participant. This factor represents instrumental support. 

The third factor only included parental role quality. 

Finally, two factors were present among the work attitude instruments (see Table 

14). Work commitment, work aspiration, and work competence loaded on the same 

factor, which could be called work attitudes. Gender role attitudes loaded on a second 

factor, indicating that these attitudes are separate from attitudes directly relating to work. 

Based upon these principle component analyses and using the same procedure as 

earlier, a new set of composite scores were created (see Table 15). The family of origin 

construct was represented by two composite scores, one representing an averaged score 

including maternal employment status and family of origin gender attitudes and a second 

representing an averaged score including family of origin socioeconomic status and 

support for the participant's goals. Three averaged, composite scores were created to 

represent the familial support construct. One score was the standardized parental role 

quality score, a second consisted of family quality, marital conflict, and marital depth, and 

the thiJ:d score consisted of marital support, and the amount of housework and amount of 

child care done by the participant. The correlations between these new composite scores 

are found in Table 16. With these new scores entered in blocks according to the 
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constructs, hierarchical regressions were again perfonned in order to test the path model. 

As in the first set of regressions, only the beta for work attitudes was a significant 

predictor U2 < .001) (see Tables 17 and 18). 

Further Analyses 

In an attempt to further understand what could be occurring within the model, two 

further hypotheses were tested. Perhaps family of origin variables and familial support 

variables have an interactive effect with work al'titudes. This type of relationship would 

mean that the family variables could have an enhancing effect on work attitudes. In other 

words, famililial support or family of origin attitudes could facilitate how work attitudes 

can contribute to career success. In order to test these hypotheses, two hierarchical 

regressions were perfonned controlling for work attitudes. A composite z score 

comprised of work competence, work commitment, and work aspirations was used as a 

measure of work attitudes. The strongest family of origin predictor, maternal employment 

status, and the strongest familial support predictor, family life quality were chosen from 

the earlier, inclusive hierarchical regression (see Table 9) as the family variables. 

First, a hierarchical regression predicting career success with maternal employment 

status, work attitudes, and the interaction tenn for the two variables was perfonned. The 

interaction tenn was created by multiplying the maternal employment status score with the 

work attitudes score. Work attitudes was entered first as a control variable, then maternal 

employment status, and finally, the interaction tenn. As seen in Table 19, work attitudes 

is a significant predictor while maternal employment status is not. However, the 
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interaction tenn is significant, indicating that the joint effect between maternal employment 

status and work attitudes is significant. Maternal employment status by itself does not 

impact career success. However, it does have an interactive effect with a woman's current 

work attitudes. Using Cohen and Cohen's (1983) method, the interaction effect was 

graphed to illustrate the patterns between the 3 possible maternal employment statuses 

(see Figure 2 for illustration and Appendix D for computations). This result will be 

explained later in the discussion section. 

The second hierarchical regression again used work attitudes as a control variable 

while predicting career success with family life quality. Therefore, work attitudes was 

entered first, followed by the family life quality score and then the interaction tenn. In this 

analysis, both work attitudes and family life quality were significant, while the interaction 

tenn was not (see Table 20). These results indicate that family life quality and work 

attitudes do not have a joint effect, but each variable does have a direct effect on women's 

subjective career success. Figure 3 illustrates the final model resulting from these further 

analyses. 

Instrumental Support 

The bivariate correlations also show some interesting family dynamics occurring. 

As shown in Table 5, the percentage of housework and child care that the participants 

reported perfonning was negatively correlated with overall family life quality; depth or the 

intimacy felt within the marital/romantic relationship; and support or how much the 

woman felt she could count on her significant other to provide practical support when 
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solving a problem. These negative correlations suggest that instrumental support, or lack 

of it, can have an impact on the amount of emotional support felt by the women, which 

would agree with researchers who argue that a sense of equity between partners for the 

division of household labor will influence relationship satisfaction (Yogev & Brett, 1985). 

The women in this sample reported, on average, doing 65% of the child care and 57% of 

the housework, but these ranged from 10-100% and 5-100%, respectively. The average 

amount of child care and housework performed by the women in this study was fairly low 

when compared to that reported by previous research. However, since the average age of 

the women's children was approximately 18 years, and one-third of the sample did not 

have any children, one could expect that the division would be more equitable (Rexroat & 

Shehan, 1987; Suitor, 1991). 



Fi~ure 2. The interaction between maternal employment status and current work attitudes predicting 
subjective career success. 

Career Success 
2.5 r-, ----

2 

1.5 

1 

0.5 

or - :=?<:::- · . ____ I 

-0.5 

-1 I / 

-4 -2 o 2 

Work Attitudes 
4 6 

M=1 -M=2 
e 

M=3 

-....) 
0\ 

... 



Figure 3. A final model predicting women's suhjective career success. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 

Summary 

78 

This study presented a model (see Figure I) which attempted to explain how some 

family related variables influence women's perceived career success. From a symbolic 

interactionist approach, the shared meanings that develop from interactions will influence a 

woman's self-concept and, therefore, her identities. Some of the primary influences on her 

self-concept should come from interactions with the woman's family, both her current 

family and her family of origin. 

Therefore, familial support was expected to have both a direct effect on a woman's 

perceived career success and also an indirect effect through the woman's work attitudes. 

The support provided by current family members would be expected to influence her 

attitudes about work and her perceptions of career success because of its contributions to 

the shared meanings developed within the family. Whether or not support is provided in 

terms of a woman's job has implications for the meaning that the family attaches to her 

job. This shared meaning could, in turn, influence the woman's self-concept. 

The results from this study present some foundation for the argument that familial 

support influences a woman's perceived career success. Hypothesis la which stated that 

familial support would directly influence a woman's perceived career success was partially 

supported. Family life quality significantly predicted subjective career success while 

controlling for work attitudes. However, hypothesis 1 b which said that familial support 

would have an indirect effect on perceived career success through work attitudes was not 
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supported. Though work attitudes was a strong predictor of subjective career success, 

familial support did not significantly predict work attitudes. Thus, familial support did not 

have an indirect influence on subjective career success through work attitudes. Family life 

quality did have a direct effect on the women's subjective career success. 

In addition to current familial support, family of origin variables were hypothesized 

to have an indirect effect on a woman's perceived career success through the effect on her 

work attitudes. Symbolic interactionism posits that a person's self develops through 

interactions, especially those interactions found within the family of origin. Therefore, the 

indirect effect of the family of origin on a woman's perceived career success was expected 

to occur due to the shaping of the woman's self-concept and identities that would occur 

within the family of origin. 

Again, the results provide partial support for this proposed model. Hypothesis 2 

which stated that the family of origin would influence perceived career success through its 

effect on work attitudes was only partially supported. The composite score for the family 

of origin construct did not predict work attitudes. Subsequent analyses showed, however, 

that maternal employment status and work attitudes had a significant interaction which 

predicted perceived career success. Rather than having a direct, main effect on perceived 

career success, maternal employment status has a joint effect with work attitudes on the 

outcome variable. 
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Conclusions 

Not surprisingly, work attitudes was a robust predictor for perceived career 

success. One would expect levels of work competence, work commitment and work 

aspirations to influence a person's perceived career success. Lower levels of work 

attitudes were related to lower levels of perceived career success. A woman's appraisal of 

how well she is performing her job, as well as how committed she felt towards that job, 

would certainly impact her appraisal of the success level she has achieved within that job. 

An important area for future family research would be to investigate what family processes 

or interactions help women feel more competent or committed in their work. 

Interestingly, work attitudes did not prove to be an intervening variable between the family 

related variables and perceived career success, though it did have a joint effect with 

maternal employment status on perceived career success. 

Rather than being a conduit between family of origin and perceptions of career 

success, work attitudes instead had a multiplicative effect with maternal employment 

status. In essence, the interaction indicates that the influence of current work attitudes on 

perceived career success is affected by the employment status of the woman's mother 

when she was a child. So the family of origin variable influences the effect that current 

work attitudes have on the woman's perceived career success. Surprisingly, the 

interaction was a negative relationship. Upon further examination of the interaction effect 

(see Figure 2), the pattern showed that women with high levels of work competence, 

work commitment and work aspirations felt more successful if their mothers hadn't been 
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employed while women with lower levels of these work attitudes felt more successful if 

their mothers had been employed. This does not agree with previous research which 

showed that maternal employment status had a positive effect on daughter's educational 

and career goals (Corder & Stephan, 1984; Schulenberg et aI., 1984). 

From a symbolic interactionist perspective, the family of origin influences people 

by affecting the development of the self concept through daily interactions and shared 

meanings. Perhaps this framework explains the contradictions raised. Maternal 

employment status, by itself, does not necessarily reflect what the daughter has learned or 

incorporated into her self concept and identity hierarchy. A few possible explanations 

arise from this perspective. First, if one assumes that a young girl has a predisposition in 

her personality towards higher levels of personal competencies and commitment, perhaps 
. 

maternal employment status enhances these predispositions, which eventually reflects in 

her sense of work competence and commitment. If this is the case, one possible 

explanation is that having a mother not employed outside of the home would enhance 

these feelings of competence and the future subjective career success for a girl who 

already had higher levels of self-confidence in her abilities. It is possible that having a 

mother who is a homemaker provides a highly confident girl with more one-on-one 

attentions that enhance her perceptions of her achievements. The other side of this 

argument would indicate that a woman with high work competence and commitment 

could possibly have much higher standards about success if her mother worked. Perhaps 

the comparison with her mother makes it more difficult for the woman to feel successful. 
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On the other hand, girls with lower feelings of confidence in their abilities, perhaps have 

their perceptions of success enhanced by their mothers modeling the work role. If the 

lower work attitudes as an adult reflect these innate predispositions, then perhaps having 

seen how the mother approached her work role enhances the adult woman's perceptions of 

her own career success. In sum, perhaps the mother's employment status influences 

already existing feelings of competence which later manifest themselves in work attitudes 

and perceptions of careers success. A second possible explanation for the interaction 

would be that perhaps the father's attitudes, independent of the mother's employment 

status, are influencing their daughter's perceptions about what women's employment 

means for the family. These explanations are just speculations at the moment. However, 

this interaction, though not easily explained, illustrates that the meaning of women's 

employment for the family should be pursued. 

In contrast to the interactive effect of mate mal employment status, family life 

quality had a direct and positive effect on perceived career success when work attitudes 

were controlled. Higher levels of family life quality predicted higher levels of perceived 

career success. As predicted by the model presented in this study as well as previous 

research (Crouter, 1984; Kirchmeyer, 1992, 1993; Near et aI., 1980), the family domain 

had a positive effect upon the work domain. The perception of high quality of family 

relationships enhances the perceptions of career success for the women in this study. This 

result follows that of Kirchmeyer (1992, 1993) who found that people often viewed their 

nonwork experiences, including family, as facilitating their work. In addition to facilitating 
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work experiences, previous research has shown that positive family relationships can help 

buffer negative work experiences (Barnett, 1994; Etzion, 1984; Marshall & Barnett, 

1993). Therefore, these positive effect of family relationships upon work have 

implications for women's psychological health and work performance. 

The results also supported the multidimensionality of familial support and family 

relationships. First, Cutrona et aJ.'s (1990) division offamilial support into emotional and 

instrumental categories was supported by the principle components factor analysis on the 

familial support variables (see Table 9). Depth, conflict, and family life quality loaded 

together on one factor, while the amount of practical support provided by a partner, and 

the amount of child care and housework performed by the participant loaded onto a 

second factor. Additionally, parental role quality loaded on a third factor, indicating that it 

is separate from the marital variables. The family relationships measured in this study 

appear to be measuring different aspects of family. Marital and parental variables loaded 

on different factors which suggests that they have different meanings that are specific to 

the roles of partner and parent, and therefore different influences in the women's lives. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study also should be addressed. First, the sample included 

only female university faculty and administrators, who may be a select group. If this is the 

case, generalization of these results to other groups of employed women could only be 

tentative. Second, in order to be included in this study, the women needed to be either in 

a serious relationship or parenting children. They could have both qualifications, but the 
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criteria was that they had to have at least one. Because of the relatively modest sample 

size, these groups could not be divided for separate analyses. However, familial support 

was conceptualized as additive for this study, so all the women were included in the 

analyses. If they did not have one of those two relationships, they received a zero score 

for the measure of that relationship (e.g., marital depth would receive a zero if the woman 

was not involved in a relationship). Therefore, in the analyses of familial support, it is 

possible that some of the effects of familial support were diluted due to the split between 

women who had partners, women who were parenting, and women with both 

relationships. 

In addition to the limitations of the sample, using a survey format also could have 

limited the information received from the participants. In particular, the survey was 

directed at general family relationships that might not have fit with some of the 

participants due to the diversity in family situations that exist in a population of women 

university professionals. From comments made on the questionnaire by participants, it 

was evident that at least some of the women felt that the survey format did not allow for 

full expression of their experiences. The survey format has a few other limitations worth 

noting. First, common measurement bias is a possible influence on the outcomes because 

all of the variables were measured through self-report on the survey instrument. Second, 

the length of the survey may have contributed a fatigue factor for some of the variables 

that occur towards the end of the questionnaire. Therefore, the survey method may have 
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influenced the outcomes found in this study. It will be important to replicate and confirm 

these findings using other methods such as interviews or observational measures. 

Finally, the use of primarily global measures for familial support could have been a 

reason for the limited predictive value for some of the familial support variables. Familial 

support emerges from everyday behaviors (Barnes & Duck, 1994) and patterns of 

interactions (Cutrona et al., 1990) that perhaps global measures can not capture very well. 

These interactions would be occurring on a micro level that global measures of 

relationships would not necessarily reflect. Parental role quality, marital depth, marital 

support, marital conflict are all general measures of the overall parental or marital 

relationship. Perhaps these global measures about family relationships do not capture 

what occurs in the daily interactions and how those interactions revolve around her work 

identity or role. Following this argument, family life quality was measured by asking 

about specific types of support provided by family members. These specific types of 

support may better reflect the daily interactions. Therefore, if the micro processes are 

where the influence of family on work is occurring, items asking about daily processes and 

interactions within the family and how they impact the woman's would be needed rather 

than global measures of relationship satisfaction. 

Implications 

With such a large population of women employed in the United States, and with 

women still, on average, earning less than men, women's career outcomes are an important 

variable to study. Particularly, research should investigate how the family influences the 
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work realm for women. From this study, several new questions emerge for future 

research. First, the results suggest that familial support occurs on a micro level in daily 

interactions between family members. Future research should investigate these processes 

with more specific items asking about how various family interactions impact work 

outcomes or work processes. Another possible research question would be what women 

define as supportive behaviors within their families, and what they find the most helpful in 

terms of facilitating their careers. Previous research has shown that emotional support is 

particularly important, but further research could examine what types and in what 

quantities are the most influential on a woman's sense of career success. In addition, the 

complex relationship between maternal employment status, work attitudes, and perceived 

career success should be explored. If family influences on career outcomes for women 

could be better defined and explained, these processes could be fostered in order to help 

women achieve the greatest amount of success possible. 
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Human Subjects Committee ARIZONAGD 
HEALlH SCIENCES CENTtR 

1622 E. M~bel SI. 
Tucson. Arizona 85724 
(602) 626-6721 

14 September 1995 

Brenda L. Bass, M.S. 
c/o Mari Wilhelm, Ph.D. 

222LJiiQF 

Department of Family/Consumer Resources 
Family Studies 
FCR Building, Room 210 
Main Campus 

RE: THE IMPACT OF PERCEIVED FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIP QUALITY AND WORK 
ATTITUDES ON WOMEN'S CAREER OUTCOMES 

Dear Ms. Bass: 

We have received documents concerning your above referenced 
project. Regulations published by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services [45 CFR Part 46.101 (b) (2») exempt this type of 
research from review by our Committee. 

Please be advised that clearance from academic and/or other 
official authorities from site(s) where proposed research is to be 
conducted must be obtained prior to performance of this study. 

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions 
concerning the above, please contact this office. 

sincerely, 

~ 
William F Denny, M.D. 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:js 

cc: Department/College Review Committee 
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE 
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September 27, 1995 

Dear University Employee, 

1 am conducting a research project examining how work and family issues influence one 
another. More specifically, the goal of this project is to investigate how the quality of 
various family relationships can impact your perceptions about your job and job 
perfonnance. I hope you will choose to panicipate. 

Included in this mailing is a questionnaire which should take you about 30 minutes to 
complete. If you decide to participate, please complete the questionnaire. When you are 
finished, please rip off the blue sheet of paper with your mailing address on it. After making 
sure that the return mailing address is showing on the back of the questionnaire, please fold 
the questionnaire in half and staple it, and return it through campus mail. 

Your identity will remain anonymous. You will notice a code number on the top of your 
questionnaire. Only the principal investigator will have access to the list of codes. The 
codes for all of the returned and completed questionnaires will be entered in a LOTrERY 
FOR A $50 SAVINGS BOND. TWO NAMFS will be drawn and each of them will receive 
a $50 savings bond. After the winners have been identified and notified, the lists of names 
with their codes will be destroyed. In addition to the possibility of winning a savings bond, 
you can also receive a summary of the project's results if you mark 'yes" on the last question 
of the survey. 

Again, I hope you will participate. However, participation is completely voluntary and can 
be stopped at any time. By returning your completed questionnaire, you are giving your 
consent to participate in the study. This project has been approved by the University of 
Arizona's Human Subjects Committee. If you have any questions, please feel free to call 
me at the Division of Family Studies at 621-7127. Thank you in advance for your 
participation in this project and good luck in the lottery!! 

Sincerely, 

tJu,;cda d; ~ 
Brenda L. Bass, Ph.D. Candidate 
Division of Family Studies 
FeR Building, Room 210 
The University of Arizona 



Work & Family Project 

TO RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 

Please remove the blue sheet of paper with your 
address on it. fol d the questionn aire so that the retu rn address is 
showing, staple. and place in campus mail. Thank youl 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

• Please cin:le the appropriate answer or fill in the blank for each question. 

1. What is your current age? ____ years 

2. What is your ethnic background? 

a. Black/African American 
b. American Indian 
c. Asian American or Pacific Islander 
d. Mexican or Latino American 
e. White/Caucasian (including Anglo-Saxon & Eastern European) 
f. Other ______ _ 

3. What is your highest level of education completed? 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

High school degree or equivalent (GED) 
Vocational/technical training 
Some college 
AA degree in __________ (specify sUbject) 
Bachelor's degree in (specify subject) 
Graduate education beyond bachelor's degree 
Graduate degree ___________ (specify degree and sUbject) 

4. In a typical week, how many hours are you employed? 

_____ hours 

4a. How many!:!!!! hours per week, in addition to the hours you are officially emploved, 
does It take to get your job done (e.g., ovenime, unpaid ovenime, ctc.)? 

_____ hours 

5. What is your current annual salary, before taxes, in your university position'! 

S ______ _ 

6. Please estimate your total household income before taxes for last year. rounding to the closest 
S5.000 (this will include your salary AND the salary of any other family member(s) contributing to 
the family's suppan): 

s _______ _ 
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FAMILY OF ORIGIN 

• Please circle the appropriate answer or fill in the blank for each question. 

1. What is the highest level of education your mother completed? 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

Less than high school 
High school degree or equivalent (GED) 
Vocational/technical training 
Some college 
College degree _____________ (please specify degree & major) 

2. What is the highest level of education your father completed? 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

Less than high school 
High school degree or equivalent (GED) 
Vocational/technical training 
Some college 
College degree ______________ (please specify degree & major) 

3. What was your father's occupation during your childhood? 

4. Was your mother employed outside of the home during your childhood and/or adolescence? 

a. yes 11- 1f)U; pkase answer quatiollS 4adi 
b. no 

- If DO, please IDO'VC 10 question S. 

4a. What was your mother'S occupation? 

4b. What was her typical employment pattern? 

a. employed regularly during all or most of your childhood 
b. employed on and off during your childhood 
c. employed during your early childhood, but not during your adolescence 
d. not employed during your early childhood, but employed during your adolescence 

4c. Which of the following would you consider to be your mother's primary motivation for 
being employed? 

a. providing economic support for the family 
b. pursuing a career and/or personal interests 
c. a combination of providing economic support for the family and pursuing a career 

2 PLEASE CONTINUE -
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5. Are either of your parents, or parents-in-law still living'! __ yes no 

If yes, do any of them live with you? __ yes sometimes no 

• For questions 1 through 10. please indicate how much you agree or disagree with these statements 
about your parents. 

SD., D .. No: A= SAc 
STRONGLY DISAGREE NEmIER AGREE AGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE NOR DISAGREE AGREE 

1. During my adolescence. my parents supported my SD D N A SA 
educational goals. 

2. DUring my adolescence, my parents approved of my career SD D N A SA 
goals. 

3, My parents currently approve of my career goals. SD D N A SA 

4. My parents provided financial support for my education. SD D N A SA 

5. My parents provided emotional support for me regarding SD D N A SA 
my choices for education and career. 

6. During high school, my parents helped me plan for my SD D N A SA 
future by providing suggestions and advice about 
education and career possiblllties. 

7. When I was growing up. my parents thought that a SD D N A SA 
married woman's most important task in life should be 
caring for her husband and chlld(ren). 

8. When I was growing up. my parents believed that both the SD D N A SA 
husband and wife should share the family tasks such as 
child-care and household responsibilities. 

9. When I was growing up, my parents thought that a SD D N A SA 
mother should only work if the family needs the money. 

10. When I was growing up, my parents believed that a SD D N A SA 
married woman's job could be as important to her as a 
married man's job was to him. 

3 
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YOURPER~ONSOFRO~ 

• The following statements reOect beliefs about men's and women's roles in employment and the family. 
Please indicate bow much you agree or disagree with each of the statements using the provided scale. 

so- D- N- A= SA-
STRONGLY DISAGREE NEIDIER AGREE AGREE STRONGLY AGREE 
DISAGREE NOR DISAGREE 

1. A married woman's most important task in life should be caring SD D N A SA 
for her husband and child(ren). 

2. A woman's job should be just as important to her as SD D N A SA 
encouraging her husband in his job. 

3. An employed mother is able to establish just as warm and secure SD D N A SA 
a relationship with her children as a mother who is not 
employed. 

4. A married man's chief responsibility should be his job. SD D N A SA 

5. It both husband and wife are employed, he should be willing to SD D N A SA 
share child-care responsibilities. 

6. A married woman's greatest reward and satisfaction come SD D N A SA 
through her child(ren). 

7. A wife should be able to make long-range plans for her SD D N A SA 
occupation just as her husband does. 

8. More day-care centers and nursery schools should be SD D N A SA 
available for mothers who choose to work. 

9. A married man's most important task in life should be SD D N A SA 
providing economic suppo" for his wife and child(ren). 

10. If both husband and wife are employed, he should be willing to SD D N A SA 
share household tasks. 

11. A wife should give up her job whenever it interferes with SD D N A SA 
fulfilling her roles as wife and mother. 

12. A wife should have equal authority with her husband in making SD D N A SA 
family decisions. 

13. A mother of young children should work only if the family needs SD D N A SA 
the money. 

14. A married man's greatest reward and satisfaction should be SD D N A SA 
through his job. 

15. A husband should be just as willing as a wife to stay home from SD D N A SA 
work and care for a sick child. 

PLEASE CONTINUE .. 



16. The husband should be the head of the family. SD D N A 

17. A husband should not be bothered if his wife makes more SD D N A 
money than he does. 

18. A husband should have final authority in making family SD D N A 
decisions. 

19. A husband should not be upset if his wife's job SD D N A 
sometimes requires her to be away from home overnight. 

20. If both husband and wife are employed, he should be willing to SD D N A 
move if she is offered a better job in another town. 

ABOUT YOUR JOB 

1. What is your current job position title (e.g., assistant professor. associate professor. extension 
specialist, program director. assistant dean, etc.)? 

2. How long have you been employed at your current university? ____ years 

3. How long have you been at your current job position level? ____ years 

4. Are you in a tenure track position? 
F====================9 

a. yes 
.. H yes, please IIIOVC to question S. 

b.no II .. H DO, please move to question 6. II 
5. Do you have tenure? 

a. yes 

L--- If yes, and you are not a full professor, in how many years do you plan to attain full 
professorship? 

______ years 

b. no 

If no. in how many years do you plan to go up for it'! ______ years 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

5 PLEASE CONTINUE .. 
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6. Have you been employed by other universities/colleges'.' 

a. yes b. no 

If yes, what is the total numbers of years spent as an employee at other universities or colleges? 

_____ years 

• Various aspects of job sua::ess are listed below. Please indicate how imponant they are to YOUR 
definition of job sua::ess in your We using the scale provided below. 

Not important Very 
at all important 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. income ., 
3 4 5 6 7 ~ 

., job level 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. respect 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. personal growth 2 3 " 5 6 7 

5. family life 2 3 4 5 6 7 

• The following questions are designed to help us learn how you feel about your current job. Please 
cirde the number that most dosely reflects your feelings. Circle only one answer for each question. 

1. Ten years from now, do you plan to still be working in this job? 

Definitely not 
1 2 

Not sure 
3 4 

.., In general. how satisfied do you feel about your present work situation? 

Very dissatisfied 
I 2 

3. How committed are you to your work? 

No commitment 
1 2 

3 

3 4 

Definitely yes 
5 

Very satisfied 
5 

Very high 
commitment 

5 

4. How high are your aspirations in regard to occupational recognition and achievement? 

Very low 
1 3 " 

Very high 
5 

5. How do you view your present level of competence in regard to your work'! 

Very low 
I 3 

6 

" 
Very high 

5 

PLEASE CONTINUE &" 
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• Listed below are more statements about your perceptions of your current job and job performance. 
Please indicate bow much you agree or disagree with each statemeDt using the scale provided. 

STRONGLY NEITHER AGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE OR DISAGREE AGREE AGREE 

~ 3 4 5 

1. No one knows this job better than I do. SO 0 N A SA 

2. Problems here are easy to solve once you understand the various SO 0 N A SA 
consequences of your actions, a skill I have acquired. 

3. Even though the work here could be rewarding, I am frustrated SO 0 N A SA 
and find motivation continuing only because of my paycheck. 

4. I meet my own personal expectations for expertise in dOing this SO 0 N A SA 
job. 

5. I do not know why it is, but sometimes when I'm supposed to be SO 0 N A SA 
in control I feel more like the one being manipulated. 

6. I do not know as much as my predecessor did concerning this SO 0 N A SA 
job. 

7. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized SO 0 N A SA 
no matter how hard she or he tries. 

8. I would make a fine model for an apprentice to emulate in SO 0 N A SA 
order to learn the skills she or he would need to succeed. 

9. This job is manageable and any problems tend to be optimally SO D N A SA 
solved. 

10. If anyone here can find the answer, I'm the one. SO 0 N A SA 

11. Sometimes I feel like I'm not getting anything done. SO 0 N A SA 

12. This job offers me a chance to test myself and my abilities. SO 0 N A SA 

13. This type of work offers subjective rewards; the job is valuable SO 0 N A SA 
to me for no other reason than I like to do it. 

14. I go home the same way I arrive in the morning, feeling I have SO 0 N A SA 
not accomplished a whole lot. 

15. A difficult problem in this job is not knOwing the results of SO D N A SA 
one's actions. 

16. My talents, or where I can concentrate my attention best. are SO 0 N A SA 
found in areas not related to this job. 

17. Considering the time spent on the job. I feel thoroughly familiar SO 0 N A SA 
with my tasks. 

18. If the work were only more interesting I would be motivated to SO 0 N A SA 
perform. 

7 
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19. I honestly believe I have all the skills necessary to perform this SD D r-; A SA 
task well. 

20. This job makes me tense and anxious. SD D N A SA 

21. Doing this job well is a reward in itself. SD D N A SA 

22. I can get so wrapped up in my work that I forget what time it is SD D N A SA 
and even where I am. 

23. Mastering this job meant a lot to me. SD D N A SA 

24. I am receiving positive feedback about my performance from all 
quarters. SD D N A SA 

25. I am respected by my peers. SD D N A SA 

26. I am receiving fair compensation compared to my peers. SD D N A SA 

27. I am pleased with the career advancements I have made so far. SD D N A SA 

28. I am offered opportunities for further education by my employer. SD D N A SA 

29. I am getting good performance evaluations. SD D N A SA 

30. I am drawing a high income compared to my peers. SD D N A SA 

31. I am reaching my career goals within the time frame I set for SD D N A SA 
myself. 

32. I have enough responsibility in my job. SD D N A SA 

33. I am accepted by my peers. SD D N A SA 

34. I am earning as much as I think my work is worth. SD D N A SA 

35. I am going to reach all of my career goals. SD D N A SA 

36. I am fully backed by my superiors in my work. SD D N A SA 

37. I have my supervisor's confidence. SD D N A SA 

38. I am in a job which offers opportunities for advancement. SD D N A SA 

39. I am in a job which offers me the chance to learn new skills. SD D N A SA 

40. I am most happy when I am at work. SD D N A SA 

41. I am dedicated to my work. SD D N A SA 

42. I am in a position to do mostly work which I really like. SD D N A SA 

8 PLEASE CONTINUE .. 



MARITAUROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP 

1. What is your current marital status? 

., 

a. married How long? __ _ First Marriage? Yes No (Please circle: 20d 3rd 4th) 

b. living with significant other How long" ___ _ 

c. involved in a serious relationship. but not living together 

d. widowed 

e, separated 

f. divorced 

g, not currently involved in a relationship 

&" If you are married, living with somcone. or involved in a serious relationship please mntinue this 

section. 

&" If you are NOT married, ~ with someone, or involved in a serious relationship. please skip to 
the section labelled PARENTING on page 10. 

What is your spouse/partner's profession? ___________ _ 

3. How many hours per week, on average, does he or she work (including overtime)? hours 

• Please use the SClIe below to answer the foUowing questions about the relationship with your spouse or 
panDer. 

NOT AT ALL .. ALITrLE .. OUITEABITc VERY MUCH = 
N L Q v 

N L Q V 
1. To what extent could you tum to this person for advice about problems" 

2. How often do you need to work hard to avoid conflict with this person? N L Q V 

3. To what extent could you count on this person for help with a problem" N L Q V 

4. How upset does this person sometimes make you feel? N L Q V 

5. To what extent can you count on this person to give you honest feedback, N L Q V 
even if you might not want to hear it? 

6. How much does this person make you feel guilty" N L Q V 

i. How much do you have to "give in" in this relationship·: N L Q V 
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K To what extent can you count on this person to help if a family member N L Q V 
very close to you died? 

9. How much does this person want you to change? N L Q V 

10. How positive a role does this person play in your life? N L Q V 

11. How significant is this relationship in your liCe? N L Q V 

12. How close will your relationship be with this person in 10 years? N L Q V 

13. How much would you miss this person if the two oC you could not see or N L Q V 
talk with each other for a month? 

14. How critical oC you is this person? N L Q V 

15. If you wanted to go out and do something this evening. how confident arc N L Q V 
you that this person would be willing to do something with you'! 

16. How responsible do you feel Cor this person's well.being'! N L Q V 

17. How much do you depend on this person'! N L Q V 

18. To what extent can you count on this person to listen to you when you N L Q V 
are very angry at someone else? 

19. How much would you like this person to change? N L Q V 

20. How angry does this person make you Ceel? N L Q V 

21. How much do you argue with this person? N L Q V 

22. To what extent can you really count on this person to distract you from N L Q V 
your worries when you feel under stress? 

23. How often does this person make you feel angry? N L Q V 

24. How often does this person try to control or influence your liCe? N L Q V 

25. How much more do you give than you get from this relationship? N L Q V 

PARENTING 

1. Do you have any children or stepchildren'! 

u. yes 
... If yes, please oontinuc this section. 

I b. no 
... If no. please DJOYC to tbc section labelled FAMll.. Y ~ LIFE on page 12. 

10 PLEASE CONTINUE .. 



., How many children and/or stepchildren do you have? 

__ children living with you their ages: ______ _ 

__ children not living with you their ages:, ______ _ 

3. Please estimate, using percentages, how the people in your family divide(d) the child-rearing 
responsibilities. 

___ %you + ___ %other + 
parent 

___ % your panner + 
(if s/he is not 
other parent) 

___ % grandparent(s) - 1000/0 

4. When your children were young, or if they are young now, how difficult was(is) it arranging child 
care during your employed hours? 

very simple, 
rarely a 
problem 

2 3 4 5 
very 
difficult 

5. What type of child care arrangements did/do you have when you are at work? (Please circle au 
that apply) 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d . 

daycare center 
daycare center at place of work 
someone came to your home 
a babysitter at his/her home 

e. 
f. 
g. 

a relative at his/her home 
spouse/panner 
after school program 

• Using the foUowiDg scale, please indicate for items 1-14 how much of a REWARD each one is for you 
overall in your PARENT role and for items 15-28 how much of a CONCERN you find each one overall in 
your PARENT role. 

NOT APPLICABLE • NOT AT ALL- ALITI1.E - QUITE A BIT - VERY MUCH .. 
N/A N L Q v 

REWARDS: 

I. Being needed N/A N L Q V 

1. Pleasure from the chlld(ren)'s accomplishments N/A N L Q V 

3. Helping them develOp N/A N L Q V 

4. The love they show N/A N L Q V 

5. Feeling proud of how they are turning out N/A N L Q \' 

11 
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6. Liking the kind of people they are N/A N L Q V 

7. Being able to go to them with problems N/A N L Q V 

8. Enjoying dOing things with them N/A N L Q V 

9. The help they give you N/A N L Q V 

10. The meaning they give your life N/A N L Q V 

11. Being the best caretaker for them N/A N L Q V 

12. The way they get along together N/A N L Q V 

13. Seeing them mature and change N/A N L Q V 

14. The way they change you for the better N/A N L Q V 

CONCERNS: 

15. The financial strain N/A N L Q V 

16. Feeling trapped/bOred N/A N L Q V 

17. Worry: physical well-being N/A N L Q V 

18. Not getting along with each other N/A N L Q V 

19. Heavy demands/responsibilities N/A N L Q V 

20. Worry: teenage years N/A N L Q V 

21. Not sure if you're doing the right thing N/A N L Q V 

22. Their not showing appreciation/love N/A N L Q V 

23. Problem with their education/school N/A N L Q V 

24. Disappointment In what they are like N/A N L Q V 

25. Not having enough control over them N/A N L Q V 

26. Needing you less as they get older N/A N L Q V 

27. Too many arguments/conflicts with them N/A N L Q V 

28. Interference in relationship with spouse/romantic partner N/A N L Q V 

FAMILY LIFE 

1. Using percentages, please estimate how the housework tasks (e.g., laundry. cooking. cleaning, etc.) 
are divided in your household? 

% you + % your + % your + % paid - 100% 
partner children domestic help 
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., Do family responsibilities ever make your work or career difficult'.' 

2 3 4 5 
very often never 

3. Has your career taken time from your family responsibilities? 

2 3 4 5 
very often never 

4. Has your family affected your opportunities for advancement? 

1 2 3 4 5 
helped a lot hurt a lot 

• For each statement below, please indicate on a scale ranging from "tem"le" to "deligbted" how you 
would feel about your family if you only thought of that single aspect. 

1 - 2- 3 .. 4 .. s- 6= 
TERRWLE UNHAPPY MOS1l.Y MIXED MOS1l.Y PLEASED 

DISSATISFIED SATISFIED 

How would you feel about your family life if you mnsidered only: 

1. the way they work with or for you? 2 3 4 5 6 

2. the closeness and sense of belonging you feel? 2 3 4 5 6 

3. the encouragement of your personal growth? 2 3 4 5 6 

4. the material goods you enjoy? 2 3 4 5 6 

5. the physical care you receive when you need it? 2 3 4 5 6 

6. the amount of respect you receive? 2 3 4 5 6 

7. the space available for your own privacy? 2 3 4 5 6 

8. the affectionate way family members act toward you? 2 3 4 5 6 

9. the willingness to listen to your point of view? 2 3 4 5 6 

10. the money available for your own clothing? 2 3 4 5 6 

11. the help given when it is needed? 2 3 4 5 6 

12. the amount of money available for personal use? ., 3 4 5 6 .. 
13. the willingness to talk about sensitive issues or problems'! 2 3 4 5 6 

14. the warmth and tenderness they express'! 2 :; 4 5 6 

15. the recognition of your personal accomplishments? 2 :; 4 5 6 

13 
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DELIGHTED 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 
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16. the ability to negotiate when there are differences of opinion'! 2 ' -+ 5 6 "'1 

17. the appreciation of you as a unique person? 2 ' 4 ' 6 I 

18. the gifts you receive from your family at special times? 2 3 -+ 5 6 

19. the errands they often do for you? 2 3 -+ 5 6 i 

20. the way they make you feel like an important person? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. the checking they do concerning your needs for assistance'? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. the discussion of problems without emotional outburst? 2 3 4 5 6 i 

23. the love and affection you experience? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. the family income and how it enables you to live as you would 2 3 4 5 6 i 
like? 

25. the things they do to make you more comfortable? 2 3 4 5 6 i 

26. the freedom to discuss a wide range of topics? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. the hugs and kisses you receive? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. how openly and honestly you can express feelings? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. the way they can disagree with you without blaming? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. the willingness to discuss alternative solutions to problems? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. the way money concerns are discussed? 2 3 4 5 6 7 

FINAL COMMENTS 

Are there any comments that you want to make about important aspects of your job or family life that you 
feel this survey has not covered? 

Would you like to receive a summary of the results from this project? 

__ Yes __ No 

lr Wbca fiDilbcd. ~ the blue pqc. (old 

q•...,jnnn••n: II() tbc n:t11n1 -'draa 011 tbc a.& 

JJI&'C aboM.. ~ aDd p.cc iDio c:aDli!U! mail. 14 

,. 
. ,~ . \il i 'Jhank 'lou. 
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APPENDIX C: TABLES 



Table I 

Sample divided by job title 

Job Title 

Dean 

Associate Dean 

Assistant Dean 

President's Office 

Director 

Acting Director 

Assistant Director 

Department Head 

Acting Department Head 

Assistant Department Head 

Professor 

Associate Professor 

Assistant Professor 

Research Professor 

Associate Research Professor 

Assistant Research Professor 

Clinical Assistant Professor 

Adjunct Associate Professor 

Adjunct Assistant Professor 

Senior Lecturer 

Lecturer 

Research Instructor 

Clinical Instructor 

Instructor 

Frequency 

3 

6 

3 

2 

15 

4 

19 

33 

39 

3 

10 

2 

4 

7 

6 

5 

Note. Some job titles were combined in order to protect the confidentiality of women with very 
specific job titles. 
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Table 2 

Yariables measurjn~ each ofthe model's constructs 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

Subjective career success (Subjective Career Success Scale; Gattiker & Larwood, 1986) 

FAMILIAL SUPPORT: 

Parental role quality (Quality of Parental Role; Baruch & Barnett, 1986) 

Marital conflict (subscale, Quality of Relationships Inventory; Pierce, 1994) 

Marital depth (subscale, QRI; Pierce, 1994) 

Marital support (subscale, QRI; Pierce, 1994) 

Family life quality (Perceptual Indicators of Family Life Quality; Rettig, et aI., 1991, 1993) 

Percentage of child care performed by the woman 

Percentage of housework performed by the woman 

FAMILY OF ORIGIN: 

Maternal employment status 

Gender attitudes 

Socioeconomic status (coding method: Hollingshead, 1975) 

Support for goals 

WORK ATTITUDES: 

Work competence (Sense of Competence Scale; Wagner & Morse, 1975) 

Work commitment 

Work aspirations 

Gender role attitudes (Social Position of Wife & Husband Scale; Bird et aI., 1984) 
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Table 3 

T -tests between faculty and administrators on primruy variables 

Variable Admin. Faculty 1 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

Subjective career success 3.69 3.66 .39 

FAMILIAL SUPPORT: 

Parental role quality 1.13 .98 .95 

Marital conflict 3.10 3.07 .25 

Marital depth 3.58 3.49 .88 

Marital support 3.13 3.05 .36 

Family life quality 5.89 5.70 1.35 

% Child care 61.61 65.56 -.86 

% Housework 53.37 58.12 -1.09 

F AMIL Y OF ORIGIN: 

Maternal employment status 1.76 1.74 .15 

Family of origin gender attitudes 3.02 3.05 -.16 

Family of origin support for goals 3.99 4.06 -.48 

Family of origin SES 43.18 48.63 -2.18* 

WORK ATTITUDES: 

Work competence 3.69 3.72 -.47 

Work commitment 4.18 4.27 -.79 

Work aspiration 4.18 4.35 -1.16 

Gender role attitudes 4.18 4.30 -1.60 

* 12 < .05 
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Table 4 

M~Wl12. ~tmlgard geldSltiQns. mlg ~mnbil£h's Sllphm~ fQ[ variabI~~ useg in anaI~s~s 

Variable Mean S.D. AIQha 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

Subjective career success 3.67 047 .83 

FAMILY OF ORIGIN: 

Family of origin gender attitudes 3.04 1.05 .83 

Family of origin SES 47042 13.56 

Family of origin support for goals 4.05 .83 .79 

FAMILIAL SUPPORT: 

% of child care woman does 64.68 19.31 

% of housework woman does 57.05 23.71 

Family life quality 5.74 .90 .97 

Marital depth 3.51 .50 .82 

Marital conflict (reversed) 3.08 .50 .89 

Marital support 3.07 1.24 .77 

Parental role quality 1.01 .88 .81 

WORK ATTITUDES: 

Work aspirations 4.31 .78 

Work commitment 4.60 .64 

Work competence 3.71 043 .82 

Gender Role attitudes 4.27 Al .85 

Note. Alphas are reported only for variables composed of mUltiple items. 



Tuhk 5 

('nrrclalions hctween primaQ' variahles 

I. 2. J. 4. 

I. II I SES 

2. I 0 slIl'l'"rl .. 15"" " 
.1 10 gender .18" 5')··· 
4. Malcrnal ellll'l. -.115 .17' .35'" 

5. Wurl.. cllml'. .07 .10 .01 -.08 
6. Wurl.. CUllllllil -.08 -.08 .01 .05 
7. Work asrir. .08 .06 .05 .05 
8. (lender allillldc .06 -.12 .03 .119 

'J. "amil) lile 'Ilial. .10 .12 .14 -.115 
10. Mar. 1lcl'Ih .14 .08 .14 -.00 
II. Mar. ('unllid .14 .00 .20·· .14 
12. Mar. SUPPllrt .0c) .02 .07 -.08 
11. Parcntal qllality -.03 .10 -.03 -.14 
14. Child care -.10 -.10 -.14 .08 
15. IIl1l1sl:\\nrl.. -.17· -.115 -.04 .07 

II,. ('areer .0-1 .14 .01 .11] 
slIccess 

" n::: .05, "" n::; .0 I. """ n ~ .00 I 

S. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

.23"" 

.25'" .36'" 

.10 -.01 .07 

.14 -.00 -.06 -.112 

.03 -.10 -.05 -.01 .60··' 

.07 -.10 -.12 .03 .68··· 

.05 .03 .115 .03 .27··· 

.03 -.07 -.10 -.18· .05 
-.13 -.13 -.11 -.09 -.22· 
-.04 .07 -.04 -.00 -.25·· 

.59·'· .26'·' .11)" -.03 .22" 

10. II. 

.4')" •• 

.69'·' .54" 

.08 -.05 
-.25· -.19 
·.2.:!·· -.20·· 

.01 .10 

12. 13. 

-.13 
-.61··· -.10 
-.41'" -.14 

.OS -.06 

14. 

A"" • 

-.18 

15. 

-.11.1 

16. 

.... .... .... 



Table 6 

Correlations between initial composite scores 

Variables 

1. Career success 

2. Family of origin 

3. Familial support 

4. Work attitudes 

***-12 < .001 

1. 

.07 

-.06 

.44*** 

2. 

.14 

.05 

112 

3. 4. 
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Table 7 

Summary of hierarchical regression analysis re~ressin~ work attitudes on family of 
oric;in and familial support usinc; composite scores 

Variable 

Step 1 

Family of origin 

Step 2 

Familial Support 

Table 8 

-.07 

-.17 

.11 -.07 .005 

.17 -.12 .013 

Summary of hierarchical re~ssion analysis re~ssin~ subjective Career success 
on familial support and work attitudes usin~ composite scores 

Variable 

Step 1 

Familial support 

Step 2 

Work attitudes 

*** 12 < .001 

-.03 

.37 

SEB 

.13 -.03 .001 

.08 .47*** .22*** 
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Table 9 

Sl!mmm Q[bi!ilmr£bi~!!) [!il~~~jQU mli.d:i~i~ I2rlildigiOg ~l!bi!il~tiv!il ~m:!il!ilr ~l!C~!ilS~ ~ilb blQcls§ Q[z-~cQrlild ~m:iable~ 
fQ[ fwnib: QiQ[jgiu. fwniliid ~l!I2I2Qn. runl ~Qrk !!ni1l!d!il~ 

Ste2 I Ste22 Ste23 

Variable l! p B P l! P .!lR2 

BLOCK I: FAMILY OF ORIGIN .02 

Socioeconomic -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 .04 .05 
status (.12) (.12) (.09) 

Support .14 .15 .12 .13 .08 .08 
goals (.14) (.14) (.11) 

Maternal .04 .03 .14 .12 .32 .28** 
employment (.14) (.15) (.11) 

Gender -.02 -.02 -.09 . -.10 -.10 -.10 
attitudes (.14) (.15) (.11) 

BLOCK 2: FAMILIAL SUPPORT .13 

Marital conflict -.20 -.23 -.10 -.12 
(.16) (.II) 

Marital depth -.29 -.31 -.10 -.11 
(.17) (.13) 

Marital support 047 .19 .06 .03 
(.57) (AI) 

% Child care -.12 -.10 -.08 -.07 
(.16) (.11) 

% Housework -.03 -.03 -.II -.10 
(.14) (.10) 

Family life 046 040* .33 .29* 
quality (.23) (.16) 

Parental role -.12 -.09 -.21 -.15 
quality (.19) (.13) 
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Table 9 - Continued 

BLOCK 3: WORK ATTITUDES .46·" 

Work competence .48 .50·" 
(.09) 

Work aspirations .02 .02 
(.08) 

Work commitment .31 .32·· 
(.10) 

Gender attitudes -.II -.11 
(.08) 

Note. SE II found in parentheses underneath the corresponding .a 

• J2 < .05, •• J2 < .01, ••• J2 < .001 
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Table 10 

Summary ofh;erarch;ca! rewession analysis predicting a composite work attitudes score with blocks ofz-scored 
variables for family oforjgjn and Cammal support 

Step I Step 2 

Variable a p a p .1R2 

BLOCK I: FAMILY OF ORIGIN .08 

Socioeconomic status .03 .04 .03 .04 
(.07) (.07) 

Support for goals -.10 -.18 -.13 -.21 
(.08) (.09) 

Maternal employment -.16 -.23 -.17 -.24 
(.08) (.09) 

Gender attitudes .12 .20 .15 .24 
(.09) (.09) 

BLOCK 2: FAMILIAL SUPPORT .08 

Marital conflict -.07 -.13 
(.10) 

Marital depth -.08 -.13 
(.11) 

Marital support -.04 -.03 
(.35) 

% Child care -.11 -.16 
(.10) 

% Housework .01 .02 
(.08) 

Family life quality -.00 -.00 
(.14) 

Parental role quality .16 .19 
(.12) 

Note. £E a found in parentheses underneath the corresponding a 

• 12 < .05, ··12 < .01,12 < .001 



Table 11 

Cronbach's alphas for each construct 

Construct 

FAMILIAL SUPPORT 

Parental role quality 

Marital conflict 

Marital depth 

Marital support 

Family life quality 

Percentage of child care perfonned 

Percentage of housework perfonned 

FAMILY OF ORIGIN 

Maternal ennployrnentstatus 

Gender attitudes 

Socioecononnic status 

Support for goals 

WORK ATTITUDES 

Work competence 

Work connnnitnnent 

Work aspirations 

Gender role attitudes 
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Table 12 

Rotated factor loadinas, communalities (h2
), and ei~enyalues for principle 

components factor analysis of family of origin scores 

Variable . h2 Fl F2 

Maternal employment status .75 .85 -.16 

Gender attitudes .71 .72 .45 

SES .76 -.16 .86 

Support for goals .72 .45 .72 

Eigenvalues 1.85 1.09 

Note. Factor 1 accounted for 46.1 % of the variance, and Factor 2 accounted 
for 27.4% of the variance. 
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Table 13 

Rotated factor loadinGs. communalities (h2)t and eh:envalues for principle components 
factor analysis of familial support scores. pairwise missim~ 

Variable h2 Fl F2 F3 

Family life quality .79 .87 -.05 .15 

Conflict .75 .85 -.12 -.12 

Depth .70 .79 -.29 -.00 

% of child care done by woman .77 - .09 .88 -.02 

% of housework done by woman .63 -.11 .76 -.20 

Support .85 .50 -.71 -.32 

Parental role quality .92 .02 -.08 .96 

Eigenvalues 3.08 1.27 1.07 

Note. The factors accounted for 44.0%, 18.1%, and 15.2% of the variance, 
respectively. 
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Table 14 

Rotated factor loadin~s, communalities (h2
), and eigenvalues for principle components 

factor analysis of work attitude scores 

Variable h2 Fl F2 

Work commitment .63 .77 -.18 

Work aspirations .59 .76 .05 

Work competence .45 .62 .27 

Gender role attitudes .92 .03 .96 

Eigenvalues 1.58 1.02 

Note. Factor 1 accounted for 39.4% of the variance, and Factor 2 accounted for 
25.4% of the variance. 
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Table 15 

Breakdown ofyariables within each construct for new composite scores based upon principle 
components analyses 

F AMIL Y OF ORIGIN 

Factor 1 Maternal employment status 
Gender attitudes 

Factor 2 Socioeconomic status 
Support for goals 

FAMILIAL SUPPORT 

Factor 1 Family life quality 
Marital conflict 
Marital depth 

Factor 2 % child care done by woman 
% housework done by woman 
Marital support 

Factor 3 Parental role quality 

WORK ATTITUDES 

Factor 1 Work commitment 
Work aspirations 
Work competence 

Factor 2 Gender role attitudes 



Table 16 

Correlations between composite scores based upon principle components analyses 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. 

2. .01 

3. .11 .31 *** 

4. .12 .17* .17* 

5. -.14 -.11 -.22* -.20 

6. .50*** .03 .05 -.03 -.01 

Note. Except for the dependent variable, these variables represent averaged composite 
scores of the following: 

1 = Career success (dependent variable) 
2 = maternal employment status & family of origin gender attitudes 
3 = family of origin SES & support for goals 
4 = marital depth, marital conflict, and family life quality 
5 = marital support, % child care, & % housework 
6 = work commitment, work competence, work aspiration 

* 12 < .05, *** 12 < .001 
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Table 17 

Summary of hierarchical rew-ession predictin~ subjective career success from blocks of composite z
scores based upon factor analyses results 

Step I Step 2 Step 3 

Variable B p B P B P AR2 

Block I: Family of origin .01 

Support/SES .09 .08 .04 .04 .07 .06 
(.12) (.14) (.11) 

Gender/ .08 .06 .09 .06 .15 .Il 
maternal (.16) (.16) (.13) 

Block 2: Familial support .03 

Instrumental -.33 -.15 -.25 -.12 
support (.26) (.20) 

Parental .08 .06 -.Il -.08 
quality (.17) (.13) 

Intimacy .00 .00 .10 .08 
(.14) (.11) 

Block 3: Work attitudes .42*** 

Gender -.18 -.20 
role (.08) 

Work .79 .62**· 
attitude (.12) 

* P < .05, ** 12 < .01, *** 12 < .001 

Note. SE B found in parentheses underneath the corresponding B. Support/SES includes family of 
origin support for goals and SES; Gender/maternal includes family of origin gender attitudes and 
maternal employment status; instrumental support includes marital support subscale, and child care and 
housework performed by the participant; intimacy includes marital depth and conflict subscales, and 
family life quality; and work attitudes includes work commitment, work aspirations, and work 
competence. These new composite scores were created based upon factor analyses. 
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Table 18 

Summmy of hierarchical regression predictinf: a composite work attitude score from blocks 
of composite z-scores based upon factor analyses results 

Step 1 Step 2 

Variable B p B P AR2 

BLOCK 1: FAMIL Y OF ORIGIN .01 

Support/socioeconomic status .01 .01 -.02 -.02 
(.11) (.11) 

Gender/maternal employment -.10 -.10 -.09 -.09 
(.13) (.13) 

BLOCK2: FAMILIALSUPPORT .05 

Instrumental support -.16 -.10 
(.20) 

Parental role quality .21 .20 
(.13) 

Intimacy -.14 -.15 
(.11) 

'" 12 < .05, ** 12 < .01, "'** 12 < .001 

Note. SE B found in parentheses underneath the corresponding B. Support/SES includes 
family of origin support for goals and SES; Gender/maternal includes family of origin gender 
attitudes and maternal employment status; Instrumental support includes marital support 
subscale, and child care and housework perfonned by the participant; Intimacy includes 
marital depth and conflict subscales, and family life quality; and work attitudes includes work 
commitment, work aspirations, and work competence. These new composite scores were 
created based upon factor analyses. 
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Table 19 

Sumroaty ofhierarchical re~ssion analysis regressing subjective career success on maternal 
employment status with work attitudes controIled 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Variable B p R P B P .1R2 

Work .67 .50"""'" .67 .50*""" .63 .46"''''* .25"''''* 
Attitude (.09) (.09) (.09) 

Maternal .02 .02 .03 .03 .00 
employ. (.07) (.07) 

Work x -.23 -.15'" .02'" 
Maternal (.10) 

* 12 < .05, "'''' 12 < .01, "''''''' 12 < .001 

Note. SE B found in parentheses underneath the corresponding R. Work attitudes includes 
work commitment, work aspirations, and work competence. 
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Table 20 

SUIDrmuy ofhierarchical relW<ssion analysis relUCssin~ subjective Career success on family life 
Quality with work attitudes controlled 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Variable H 13 H P H P AR2 

Work .68 .sO"'*", .67 .49**'" .68 .50"'*", .25"''''''' 
Attitude (.09) (.09) (.09) 

Family .22 .21 *'" .23 .22"'''' .05"'''' 
Quality (.07) (.07) 

Work x -.04 -.03 .00 
Family (.11) 

'" J2 < .05, "'* 12 < .01, "''''''' J2 < .001 

Note. SE R found in parentheses underneath the corresponding Ii. Work attitudes includes 
work commitment, work aspirations, and work competence. 
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APPENDIX D: COMPUTATIONS FOR GRAPHING INTERACTION EFFECT 
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Cohen & Cohen, 1983; How to plot/graph an interaction term for 2 quantitative 
variables 

DV = subjective career success 
XI = maternal employment status 
X2 = work attitudes 
X3 = interaction 

success = .029m + .627w - .231mw + .029 

Formula expressed in a different algebraic format, allows you to solve for slope and 
intercept after plugging in values for XI' so find out how XI differentially effects the 
relationship between X2 and Y (i.e., the interaction effect): 

success = (.627 - .231m)w + (.029m + .029) 

Plugging in values for maternal employment status (m) to get 3 regression line 
equations: 

m= 1, not employed 

success = (.627-.231 "'1)w + (.029"'1 + .029) 
success = .396w + .058 

m=2, sometimes employed 

success = .165w + .087 

m=3, consistently employed 

success = -.066w + .116 
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