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This research starts from the premise that women's entry into, and substantial 

representation in, the workforce has changed the nature of the relationship between 

family and work roles. Specifically, the purpose is to show that the roles people play in 

their families significantly affects their determination of job satisfaction. Equity theory 

and relative deprivation theory suggest that a pivotal factor in determining job satisfaction 

is the selection and use of a referent. In practice, however, the research on referent use in 

job satisfaction has nol considered family role effects because job satisfaction research 

has focused almost exclusively on the work domain. This research seeks to expand upon 

this literature by hypothesizing that family role will influence the choice of the referent 

and will be a meaningful explanatory variable in job satisfaction models. 

Analysis of the survey results reveals basic support for the inclusion of family role 

in models of job satisfaction in four job satisfaction contexts. The family role variable of 

breadwiiming status is positively related to job satisfaction and emerges as a better 

explanatory variable for job satisfaction responses than respondent sex. The effects of 

family role on referent choice, however, are not consistent or strong'. Instead, only 

'it should be noted that this lack of effect may very well be an artifact of a sample that 
revealed relatively fewer family obligations than would be likely for the general population. 
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respondent-referent similarity was found to have a robust effect on referent choice. 

Other referent choice decisions were explored on a post-hoc basis. 

Overall, the results of this study indicate that breadwiiming status is a statistically 

significant factor in job satisfaction decisions. The data are supportive of a model in 

which beliefs about the relationship between work and family role obligations mediate 

the effects of breadwiiming status on job satisfaction. Given the exploratory nature of 

this study, further research is suggested to replicate and expand the major findings. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the study. 

From the time of Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations (1776), individuals' motivation 

to engage in almost any behavior has been assumed to be their pursuit of self-interest. 

Employees, in peirticular, are defined in economic terms as individuals who enter into 

exchange contracts with employers to trade their services for satisfactory compensation." 

The antecedents and outcomes of employee satisfaction, therefore, have been long the 

subject of considerable interest to both employers and social science researchers. 

Although theories in social psychology, (e.g. equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965) and 

relative deprivation theory (Taylor and Moghaddam, 1987)), have identified the use of 

referents as important, if not central, in the determination of job satisfaction, our 

knowledge about the criteria for referent choice is quite limited. Social comparison 

theory (Festinger, 1954) predicts that similarity is the key factor in referent choice, but 

there is very little research that applies this to job or pay satisfaction issues (Pinder, 1984; 

for an exception, see the work by Major and colleagues as described later in this 

dissertation). 

^The usage of compensation here is meant in the broadest sense, to include not only 
wages and direct benefits but also any intangible benefits of a job, such as self-esteem, 
social benefits, self-fiilfillment, sense of achievement, etc. 
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What is known on this issue can be summed up as follows; the sex and the job of 

the employee are predictive of the sex and job of the referent in decisions about job or 

pay satisfaction (Crosby, 1982; Major and Testa, 1989; Major and Forcey, 1985). The 

finding that sex is a significant predictor of referent choice is used by gender researchers 

(see Major, 1989; Crosby, 1982) to explain job and pay satisfaction anomalies between 

men and women, even though the explanations for this finding are based in theory and 

conjecture, not data. 

What is not known, then, is why these variables are predictive, under what 

conditions they are predictive, and what other variables exist that might have more 

predictive significance. For example, there has been no examination of factors, other than 

sex, outside of the work domain; in particular, no research specifically examines 

independently the effects of family roles, compared to the effects of sex, in referent 

choice for the evaluation of work satisfaction. Yet, research into work-family linkages 

suggests that family roles are likely to have significant effects on job satisfaction, 

independent of or interactive with sex (e.g. Tenbrunsel, Brett, Maoz, Stroh, and Reilly, 

1994; Martin and Hanson, 1985; Hampton and Heywood, 1993; Mirowsky, 1987; Zanna, 

Crosby, and Loewenstein, 1989). This dissertation attempts to fill these gaps by 

examining roles in the family domain, along with the sex of the employee, to see to what 

extent, why, and how they might be predictive of referent choice and job satisfaction. 
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The major hypothesis in this research is that family role (breadwiiming status in 

the family) has a significant effect on job satisfaction. It is suggested that this effect 

occurs because of the hypothesized relationship between breadwiiming status and beliefs 

about the family role and work role relationship and how these beliefs are related to job 

satisfaction. Because this is a cross-sectional study and causality can not be assumed, the 

nature of the relationships of these variables have not been formally hypothesized; 

however, the data will be examined to see if they better support a mediating or a 

moderating effect of beliefs about the family and work role relationship between 

breadwiiming status and job satisfaction. 

Furthermore, because the theories often used to study job satisfaction (e.g. equity 

and relative deprivation theories) suggest that the role of referents is critical, this research 

looks closely at referent selection decisions in job satisfaction determinations. Although 

sex differences in referent choice is a well-established finding in the research (see the 

discussion of Major & colleagues' work on entidement), it is suggested here that much of 

the observed sex difference in the choice of referent could be driven by family role 

differences inasmuch as family role is confounded with sex in much of the literature. 

Family role, because it is hypothesized to directly affect beliefs about the family role and 

work role relationship, is also presented as the mechanism for influencing referent 
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selection^ (in addition to job satisfaction.) In other words, this research hypothesizes that 

family role is also an important determinant of referent choice in job satisfaction 

decisions, more so than the sex of the decision maker. 

A second aim of this dissertation is to achieve a better understanding of how 

referents are chosen. Are referents chosen according to their perceived similarity to die 

decision maker, as most, if not all, of the relevant literature suggests? Is similarity judged 

according to demographic characteristics, work role characteristics, both, or neither? 

How often are specific referents used? Do these questions depend on the type of 

evaluation being made (e.g. satisfaction with pay versus satisfaction with career)? More 

specifically, do people tend to use the same referents to evaluate different aspects of their 

job or do they choose different referents for each aspect? To what extent do these 

decisions depend on characteristics of the decision-maker? These questions require an 

examination of the differences in referent choice (referent characteristics such as sex, pay. 

job type, domain, marital status, etc.) as influenced by the respondents' family role 

(breadwirming status) and demographic and job characteristics. 

^Referents are expected to be selected not only because of demographic similarity but 
also because of perceived similarity in family roles and attitudes and beliefs. For example, 
family breadwinners may be expected to hold certain beliefs about the work role and family 
role relationship which cause them to root their search for referent others in the work 
domain; non-breadwinners may be expected to more strongly hold beliefs which cause them 
to root their search for referents more in the home domain. 
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Finally, since job satisfaction and referent choice decisions may differ according 

to what types of evaluations about their jobs respondents are asked to make, this research 

will examine the hypotheses presented for each of four types of evaluations. Respondents 

will be asked to provide information in their evaluations of satisfaction with: 1) their pay; 

2) their career; 3) the "convenience" factors of their work; and 4) the extent of 

work/family conflict they experience. Although the responses to these individual 

valuative contexts may differ, the general finding expected is that, regardless of sex, 

family role (breadwinning status) will affect job satisfaction. 

The need to conrinue satisfaction research. 

To motivate performance, employers must offer compensation that their 

employees believe is, at the least, satisfying their best interests. Unfortunately, the task 

of identifying what compensation is likely to motivate employees is becoming 

increasingly more difficult. The workplace, and especially the employees that populate it, 

is very different than it was 30 or more years ago, when most of the motivational theories 

in use today (e.g. need theories, expectancy and equity theories) were first used to predict 

employee behavior. Impacting both work and family life, the growth in women's 

representation in the workplace is largely responsible for the evolution in the roles that 

workers play in their families. In particular, the meaning of the provider role and identity 

of the role player has surely changed. Given these differences, our basic understanding of 
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employees and their motivations might now be questioned. The current and continuing 

changes in the workforce, as discussed below, demand that we reconsider what 

employees perceive as their "best interests". 

The changing composition of the labor force. 

The increasing diversity of new labor force entrants promises many profound changes for 

organizations, employers, and employees in areas such as organizational culture, 

employee attitudes towards work, and the way in which work is performed. The 

heterogeneity of the workforce is evident not only in the broadening demographic 

composition of the labor force, but also in the greatly varying values, attitudes, family 

composition, and life styles of employees (Friedman and Galinsky, 1992; Zedeck, 1992). 

By the year 2000, for example, overall workforce growth in the U.S. is expected 

to slow (reflecting the slowdown in population growth rates) while certain demographic 

groups are expected to increase their participation rates. For instance, the numbers of 

middle-aged workers are increasing (the number of 35-47 year-olds will increase by 38% 

and 48-53 year olds by 67%) and immigrants will make up 22% of new entrants between 

1985 and 2000 (compared to only 7% in 1985) (Workforce 2000, 1987). Compared to 

1970, women will increase their representation in the labor force to 47.5% (from 38.1%) 

and minorities to 15.7% (from 10.9%) (Workforce 2000, 1987). 
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By the year 2020, when the first "baby boomers" enter their retirement years, the 

labor pool is expected to significantly shrink (Workforce 2020, 1997). By this time, over 

50% of the workforce entrants will be minorities. In addition, the increasing skill 

requirements of jobs in the U.S., coupled with a dearth of adequately trained U.S. 

workers, will lead to increasing numbers of well-educated immigrants in the workforce 

(Workforce 2020, 1997). 

If we look at these statistics, as they relate to women, in more detail, these 

demographic differences reflect broad differences between the "traditional worker" pre-

1970 and contemporary workers both at work and at home. For example, women will 

comprise approximately three-fifths of all net new entrants to the labor force between 

1985 and 2000 (Workforce 2000,1987). By 1994,60.2 million women in America were 

employed (Reich and Nussbaum, 1995). The vast majority of American women (99%) 

will spend some portion of their life in the workforce (Lake and Sosin, 1997). More and 

more of these female participants in the labor force are mothers. Married women with 

children totaled only 39% of the female labor force in 1960 (19% for women with 

children under 6) but, by 1988, increased to 73% (57% for women with children under 6) 

(U.S. Department of Labor, 1989). 

Relevant characteristics of the white male employee group, as well, have 

undergone significant changes in the last twenty or thirty years and these changes have 

implications for both work and family life. For example, the proportion of families 
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supported solely by male breadwinners has declined from 42% in I960 to 15% in 1988 

(Wilkie, 1991). This trend toward sharing the breadwinning role is continuing. In a 

survey of managers in Fortune 500 companies, for example, 56% of the male managers 

were involved in dual-career marriages (Brett, Stroh, and Reilly, 1992). A Ford 

Foundation (1989) study reports that more than 40% of the workforce is composed of 

spouses in dual-career marriages; currently, as many as 60% of men have wives who 

work (Friedman and Galinsky, 1992). Additionally, in these dual-career relationships, 

50% of the men contribute less than $20,000 a year to the household (Ford Foundation, 

1989). A study of a nationally representative sample of American working women has 

revealed that 55% of employed women contribute half or more of their household income 

(Families and Work Institute, 1995). 

Men are also more likely to be employed part-time now than in the past. Part-

time employment for men almost doubled (from 3.7% to 6.7%) between 1969 and 1989 

while women increasingly shifted toward ftill-time work, although women still greatly 

outnumber men in part-time employment (U.S. Department of Labor, 1991). Evidence 

suggests that men are also shouldering more family care responsibility (child and elder-

care) than in the past (Emlen & Louise, 1987; Friedman and Galinsky, 1992; Wilkie, 

1988). Although some of this increase is no doubt a result of the increase in divorced and 

single males with responsibility for children, research suggests that this increase in family 

work is also the result of the increase in the number of men whose wives are employed. 
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Men with employed wives work more hours in family work and expend less effort 

towards paid labor than men with unemployed wives (Izraeli, 1994; Bielby and Bielby, 

1988). Indeed, there appears to be an association between the relative earnings of the 

wife and the amount of household labor performed by the husband (Bird, Bird, and 

Scruggs, 1984; Haas, 1981; Hood, 1983; Model, 1981). 

These changes reflect how the structure of households and employment has 

changed (see England and Farkas, 1986; for a detailed discussion). The typical worker is 

no longer the white male with a spouse who stays home to manage the family and 

household. Although the white male may still be the "average" worker (Crispell, 1990). it 

is much less likely that he experiences the traditional family/work structure described 

above. Roles, lifestyles, and values have changed to such an extent that the typical 

worker is difficult, if not impossible, to identify. Given this difficulty, this workforce 

diversity, how do we begin to develop a new understanding of employees and their 

motivations? 

An overview of the research literature. 

Of course, the very diversity that necessitates a new and more accurate 

understanding of employees also makes the process of obtaining this understanding much 

more complex. Motivations and preferences are likely to vary greatly between different 

groups of employees, whether we examine employees as they differ by demographic 
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status, family status, or even values. What categorizations might be most helpful to both 

researchers and business practitioners in understanding how employees evaluate work? 

Anecdotal evidence and popular belief suggest that certain salient, observable 

demographic categories such as sex and race can predict differences in attitudes and 

behaviors in many situations. In addition, the extensive amount of research conducted 

on gender differences in the social science literature suggests that the demographic 

category of sex might be a useful starting place to examine differences in the expectations 

and evaluations of work. 

Certainly, the evidence of differences in men and women's experiences at and 

rewards from work are clear. Women receive objectively inferior outcomes and rewards 

from work (e.g. Blau, 1984; Corcoran and Duncan, 1979; Olson and Frieze, 1986; Ragins 

and Sundstrom, 1989; Marini and Brinton, 1984; Baron, Blake and Bielby, 1986; Nieva 

and Gutek, 1980; Wolf and Fligstein, 1979; England, Farkas, Kilboume, and Dou, 1988; 

Corcoran and Duncan, 1979; Hersch and White-Means, 1993). On the other hand, 

women want and objectively deserve much the same rewards and experiences men 

receive (Crowley, Levitin, and Quinn, 1973; Crosby, 1982; Golding, Resnick, and 

Crosby, 1983; Loscocco and Leicht, 1993; Shukla, Sama, and Nigam; 1989). However, 

numerous studies have found women to express equal, or greater, pay and job satisfaction 

to men (Loscocco and Spitze, 1991; Crosby, 1982; Hodson, 1989; Campbell, Converse, 

and Rodgers, 1976). This one well-established finding has generated considerable 
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research about gender differences in reward evaluations because of the paradox it poses: 

If men and women equally deserve and value the rewards from work and women are 

receiving fewer of them, how can we explain the finding that men and women exhibit 

comparable attitudes toward and satisfaction with their pay and their jobs? 

Casting this as a distributive justice issue, researchers have applied both relative 

deprivation theory and equity theory in their explanations of this paradox. Men and 

women, it is suggested, may use different comparison processes and/or reference points 

to determine the fairness of their work rewards and satisfaction with their jobs. While the 

broad category of comparison processes provides a theoretically meaningful way to 

account for the similar reactions to dissimilar outcomes, the individual theories as utilized 

in the literature can provide only part of the explanation. This is because they only 

consider the individual in the work role for the sphere of influences in comparison 

processes. The examination of the work environment, to the exclusions of the family 

sphere of influence, ignores the larger context in which satisfaction decisions operate. 

Our employment is only one facet, although an important one, in our multi-faceted lives. 

The work role is only one of the roles employees have; family and/or home roles 

have been found to be of equal or greater importance to both men and women than work 

(Pleck, 1977; Pleck, Staines, and Lang; 1980; see Zedeck, 1992). It has been suggested 

that the employer (i.e. the employing organization) and family are the two most important 

institutional influences on a person's life (Mortimer, Lorence and Kumka, 1986; Howard, 
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1992). Thus, explanations of the attitudes and behaviors of employees that exclude the 

effect of family, that examine behaviors removed from the full context in which they 

operate, may provide only partial and perhaps even inaccurate results. Context, including 

everything in the relevant environment, "repeatedly overwhelms personality in the search 

for meaningful differences between men and women" (Tavris, 1992, 294-295). Perhaps 

the way male and female employees respond to their jobs and their job outcomes is driven 

more by differences in the context of their home lives than by any biological or 

psychological differences between men and women. 

Indeed, the more recent contributions of work and family researchers emphasize 

the need to examine both work and family roles in understanding attitudes and behavior 

at work (and home) (Gutek, Searle, and KJepa, 1991; Gutek, Repetti, and Silver, 1988; 

England and Farkas, 1986; DiBenedetto and Tittle, 1990; Pleck, 1977; Zedeck, 1992; 

Howard, 1992; Brett, Stroh, and Reilly, 1992; Tenbrunsel, Brett, Maoz, Stroh, and Reilly, 

1994). Therefore, the inclusion of family stams and family roles in theories of comparison 

processes might improve our understanding of how men and women evaluate their 

outcomes and experiences at work. 

A general model of the effect of family role on job satisfaction. 

How family roles affect employees' evaluation of work outcomes is explained and 

developed in the following literature review. This explanation required the examination 
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and integration of diverse literatures in an attempt to develop a general model of how 

family role might affect job satisfaction. Not all links in this model are fully examined in 

this research; the focus here is on the general idea that perceptions and beliefs about the 

relationship between work and family role obligations mediate the effects of 

breadwinning status on job satisfaction (See Figure 1). This research does not intend to 

broadly examine the variety of ways referent choice may affect job satisfaction; instead, it 

examines the effect on job satisfaction of one particular referent characteristic related to 

family roles - the domain of the referent. Another caveat for this research is that although 

the links between family role and referent choice, and between referent choice and job 

satisfaction, are examined, the limited use of referents by the respondents in this research 

reduced, although did not eliminate, the ability to discern any family role effects on 

referent choice. This restriction, together with the lack of significant variation in the 

focal referent characteristic (the domain of referents), did make it impossible to find any 

effects of referent choice on satisfaction. 

In summary, although sex is one demographic characteristic that has been 

examined for its effect on the comparison processes employees use to evaluate their jobs, 

it might not be the most useful. Because of the immediacy and importance of 

family for both men and women, family-related characteristics such as family roles (i.e. 

breadwinner versus homemaker) are likely to be better predictors of both referent choice 

and job satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORIES OF DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE: EXPLAINING THE GENDER PARADOX 

IN PAY SATISFACTION 

Theories of distributive justice guide much of the research on job and, especially, 

pay satisfaction. As an ethical issue, distributive justice is defined in the Encyclopedia 

Britannica (1983) as "justice as exhibited in the distribution of rights, privileges, and 

other prerogatives among community members (p. 580)." As a social science construct, 

the concept of distributive justice focuses on the sense of injustice one perceives as a 

result of the distribution of rewards, benefits, costs, penalties, etc. Distribution is broadly 

construed to include the values, rules, implementation, decision-making procedures, or 

outcomes of the process (Deutsch, 1975). As such, these theories are particularly useful 

in explaining differences in individuals' evaluation of rewards and other outcomes from 

the job. 

Both equity theory (Adams, 1965) and relative deprivation theory (Stouffer, 

Suchman, De Vinney, Star, and Williamson, 1949; Taylor and Moghaddam, 1987) 

suggest that it is the individual, subjective perception of the situation, rather than the 

objective situation per se, that causes a situation to be viewed as inequitable or unjust. 

Both theories focus on the causes or antecedents of feelings of inequity or deprivation, 

while equity theory also is concerned with the actions taken to restore equity. Both also 
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place as central the use of a referent "other", a comparison point necessary (but not 

sufficient) for perceptions of inequity. 

In equity theory, the comparison is of the ratio of inputs to outcomes of the 

individual to the ratio of inputs to outcomes of some referent. A discrepancy in ratios 

will lead to perceptions of inequity and feelings of dissatisfaction (Weick, 1966), creating 

a level of cognitive dissonance that the individual is then compelled to resolve (Festinger. 

1954). One problem with the use of this theory, however, is ambiguity of inputs and 

outcomes (Weick. 1966) It can be difficult empirically to distinguish inputs from 

outcomes, yet how an individual labels such observations can determine the level of 

dissatisfaction. Similarly, these factors, particularly inputs, might be difficult for even the 

comparing individual to observe, requiring them to rely to some extent on assumptions. 

This not only makes empirical predictions very difficult but also suggests that imperfect 

information and uncertainty might affect the choice of a referent person. Specifically, "if 

ambiguous work behaviors can be reinterpreted to reduce inequity, a comparison person 

will probably not be chosen solely because he supplies the most equitable comparison. 

Instead, he will be chosen on the basis of more enduring and possible more central 

dimensions on which similarity exists" (Weick, 1966, p. 421). Further, potential 

inequities are more likely to be resolved by reinterpreting ambiguous behaviors rather 

than by changing the comparison person (Weick, 1966). 
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Relative deprivation theory also suggests a strong role for social comparisons or 

referents. This theory concentrates on the conditions necessary and sufficient for am 

individual (or group) to feel discontentment as a result of being disadvantaged (Taylor 

and Moghaddam, 1987). The idea that a sense of deprivation is subjective and that an 

objectively inferior situation does not always lead to feelings of discontentment or 

disadvantage comes from Stouffer's et al.,(1949) work on military personnel. Stouffer et 

al. (1949) observed that officers in relatively advantaged groups felt more discontentment 

in their chances for promotion than did those officers in units in which rates of 

promotion, and therefore their chances, were objectively less. What becomes important 

in the determination of disadvantage is the reference point for outcomes. As formulated 

by Crosby (1982), the general preconditions for relative deprivation are that an individual 

perceives a discrepancy between actual and desired outcomes and a discrepancy between 

actuEil outcomes and outcomes she feels entitled to. The comparative referent affects 

what an individual desires and feels entitled to. 

As discussed and applied in both equity theor>' and relative deprivation research, 

referent choice is critical. These theories suggest that the referent will be chosen, 

primarily, according to criteria such as proximity and similarity. Secondarily, the choice 

of referent might also be driven by the need to reduce the cognitive dissonance resulting 

from an inequitable comparison. In any case, differences between people in the use or 



selection of referents might then lead to differences between people in the relationship 

between an objective outcome and satisfaction with the outcome. 

Although referent choice can affect the satisfaction one feels with an outcome, the 

theories of distributive justice do not provide specific suggestions for determining which 

individual characteristics of an employee might affect who that employee chooses as a 

proximate and/or similar referent. The only guidelines these theories offer are that the 

relevant characteristics be central and salient dimensions on which similarity may exist. 

Yet, identifying such characteristics would be helpful to employers to better understand 

and predict worker satisfaction as well as to researchers to better understand significant 

factors in referent choice. Researchers have begun this process of exploring referent 

choice by identifying one employee characteristic that appears to affect referent choice: 

the sex of the employee. 

Research on the effects of sex: Identifying the pav paradox. 

Much of the research on sex differences in the way individuals evaluate jobs or 

pay outcomes has been inspired, ironically, by a persistent finding of ns significant 

differences in how men and women rate their satisfaction with their pay. This becomes 

an interesting, and pvizzling, finding only with, first, negative, then positive responses to 

the following two questions: 1) Do men and women receive similar, or at least equitable. 
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outcomes from work?; and 2) Do men and women desire the same outcomes and do they 

strive, to a similar extent, to achieve them? 

Sex-based discrimination: 

In general, women's objectively inferior status compared to men in terms of the 

rewards and benefits from work has been well-documented. Women historically have 

and continue to suffer lower pay, occupational segregation into lower status jobs with less 

autonomy, limited opportunities for advancement, and poorer performance evaluations 

(Olson and Frieze, 1986; Dreher, Dougherty, and Whitely, 1989; England, Farkas, 

Kilboume, and Dou, 1988; England and Farkas, 1986; Bridges, 1982; England, 1990; 

Corcoran and Duncan, 1979; Wolf and Fligstein, 1979; Roos and Reskin, 1984; Ibarra, 

1993; Reskin and Roos, 1990; Konrad and Gutek, 1987). For example, women earn 

about (70-85%, depending on which population) of what men earn, up from about 59% 

twenty years ago (Blau and Ferber, 1985; McCrate, 1993). Women's weekly wages have 

been reported to have reached 76% of men's weekly wages in 1994 ("Economic 

Intelligence.", 1994)."* The observation of such differences, particularly in wages and 

occupations, has led researchers to question empirically the reasons behind such 

differences. The views of economists, sociologists, and psychologists tend to fall into 

"^The shrinking of the pay gap, though a slow process, appears to be accounted for more 
by men's decreasing wages (because of downsizing, layoffs, etc) than because of increases 
in women's wages ("Economic Intelligence.", 1994). 
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one of the two camps implied in the following question - do women get what they 

deserve or are such outcomes inequitable and unfair? 

For example, human capital theory (Becker, 1981; Mincer, 1974; Mincer and 

Polachek, 1974;) suggests legitimate, non-discriminatory reasons for women's poorer 

work outcomes. Human capital theory suggests that the skills, education, and experiences 

of employees are all compensable attributes that should be reflected in a person's wages. 

Differences in human capital, then, might explain differences in wages. Further, it has 

been suggested that workers understand this relationship between human capital and 

wages, and will invest in obtaining this capital to the extent that they perceive it will 

bring them returns (see Spence, 1974; on signaling theory). Polacheck (1979; 1980) for 

example, has used human capital theory to suggest that women's choices lead to 

occupational segregation because they are more likely to actively seek jobs that are less 

sensitive to human capital attributes (have higher initial wages but a flatter slope in the 

retimis to human capital) because they plan to spend more time out of the labor market, 

lessening the value of their education and prior experience. Other researchers, however, 

have shown evidence that disputes not only Polacheck's theory about how choice 

behavior explains segregation (see England, 1982; Daymont and Statham, 1983; 

Corcoran, Duncan, and Ponza, 1984) but also demonstrates that human capital differences 

can not fully explain the wage gap between men and women (England, et al, 1988; 

Corcoran and Duncan, 1979). 
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Although researchers' inability to account for all of the wage gap difference with 

legitimate variables does not directly prove the existence of sex-based discrimination, 

there is a body of empirical research on other work outcomes that does directly show the 

existence of sex discrimination by fiilly controlling for alternative explanations. For 

example, a number of experimental studies (Dipboye, Fromkin, and Wiback, 1975; 

Terborg and Ilgen, 1975; Dipboye, Arvey, and Terpstra, 1977; Francesco, 1981) have 

found that females receive lower evaluations (e.g. lower ratings, lower initial pay, less 

frequently selected) than males when they apply for traditionally male jobs. In general, 

sex-role congruence in jobs or occupations has been identified as an important reason for 

biased evaluations of women (Martell, 1991; Kalen and Hodgins, 1984; Piacente, Penner. 

Hawkins, and Cohen, 1974; Feather, 1975; see Nieva and Gutek, 1980 for a review) 

Also, feminine characteristics are valued less and are less associated with power and 

status than masculine characteristics in jobs (Francesco and Hakel, 1981; Schein, 1973, 

1975; Brenner, Tomkiewicz, and Schein; Fagenson, 1990; Kent and Moss, 1994) This 

direct evidence suggests that discriminatory forces are indeed a cause of poorer work 

outcomes for women. 

If both indirect and direct evidence indicate that differences in compensable 

attributes cannot explain the observed differences in work outcomes, then these 

differences likely reflect the effect of discriminatory forces on gender. Gender theorists 

suggest that the fact that work outcome differences remain after controlling for alternative 
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explanations, such as human capital differences, means that gender can be a potent status 

difference in the workplace producing objectively different outcomes for men and women 

(Tavris, 1989; Jacobs, 1989,; England and Farkas, 1986). Poorer work outcomes for 

women, then, are objectively inequitable and unfair. 

Sex-based differences in preferences: 

Although women are not getting what they deserve, are they getting what they 

want? Axe men and women different in their attitudes toward work and what they want 

from work? 

Whether some or all of the unequal and inferior outcomes of women are 

attributable to discriminatory processes, we would expect to see substantial attitudinal 

and behavioral differences also based on gender. The surprising reality, however, is that 

there are relatively few significant gender-attributable differences between men and 

women in their attitudes toward and behavior at work. Men and women engage in similar 

processes and to similar extents to obtain the desired rewards from their work, even 

though women consistently receive less of these rewards. In a study of the salary 

negotiation behaviors of MBA students, for example, Gerhart and Rynes (1991) found 

that women negotiated as much as men over their salaries, but the outcomes of such 

negotiations were worse for women. The return to the negotiations was a salary increase 

of 4.3% for men, but only 2.7% for women. Similarly, researchers trying to explain 

salary attainment differences between men and women by examining the use of upward 
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influence tactics (e.g. ingratiation, exchange, or coalitions) found little difference in the 

use of such tactics between men and women. (Dreher, Dougherty, and White, 1989). 

Even for small business owners, few differences have been found between men and 

women in the processes that determine earnings for such business, even though women's 

businesses earn less than men's (Loscocco and Leicht, 1993). In Loscocco and Leicht's 

study, the only substantial gender differences were found in the influence of family, not 

work-related attitudes and behaviors. 

Not only do men and women engage in similar attempts to receive the rewards 

from their work, they are also similar in skills and motivation to succeed. In a meta-

analytic review of 17 studies, Dobbins and Platz (1986) found little evidence to support 

the claim of gender differences in leadership skills. Specifically, they found that men and 

women score similarly on leadership traits and have equally satisfied subordinates. A 

study of a Hungarian sample of male and female workers foimd that women and men are 

similar in the motives which further their achievement (Elizur and Beck, 1983). As 

further evidence of their motivation to succeed, women have also greatly increased their 

rates of investment in education and training; their share of advanced degrees has risen to 

47% and their share of undergraduate degrees slightly exceeds that of men (McCrate, 

1993). 

In spite of compensation differences, researchers have also found that women 

exhibit similar, if not better, attitudes toward and involvement in their jobs than men. 
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Lorence (1987), for example, found that men and women reacted similarly to their 

working conditions. In particular, he found that women were more involved than men in 

their jobs, after controlling for differences in characteristics of the work setting, such as 

autonomy. Similarly, Shukla et. al, 1989, found that the work attitudes of employed, 

married men and women were more alike than different when controlling for 

occupational levels. Other researchers have also found men and women to be similar in 

work involvement and commitment, controlling for job differences (Quinn, Mangione, 

and Seashore, 1975; Quiim and Staines, 1979a, 1979b; Bielby and Bielby, 1988; Stevens, 

Beyer, and Trice, 1978). As a further indicator of women's equal involvement in work, 

researchers have found women to be as likely to mentor and have similar attitudes toward 

mentoring as men (Ragins and Scandura, 1994). Finally, women and men share similar 

views on what is important from work (Miller, 1980; Loscocco, 1989, 1990) and report 

similar degrees of work-family conflict, even though women exert more effort and take 

on more responsibilities at home (Pleck, Staines, and Lang, 1980; Wilkie, 1988; Shelton 

and Firestone, 1989). 

In spite of these similar attitudes and perceptions, one explanation that has been 

advanced to explain why women receive inferior rewards is that women voluntarily 

choose such outcomes because women have a lower preference for pay, or value pay less, 

than men (e.g. Jurgensen. 1978; Nieva and Gutek, 1981; Beurell and Brermer, 1986; 

Nealey and Goodale, 1967). The majority of studies, however, have found no such 
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differences when controlling for structural or market characteristics (e.g. Goiding, 

Resnick, and Crosby, 1983; Harris and Earle, 1986; Rynes, Schwab, and Heneman, 1983; 

Major, McFarlin, and Gagnon, 1984; Martin, 1989). Rynes et al. (1983) suggest that 

demographic differences may be the result of confounding market characteristics with 

gender differences. That is, the fact that female occupations are more likely to have 

limited variability in pay is likely to influence how women rate the importance of pay. 

Indeed, the bulk of the evidence on work attitudes and behaviors suggests that women 

value pay as highly as men, while receiving less of it. 

In summary then, women want, and try to achieve, work outcomes and rewards to 

the same extent as men, but receive objectively inequitable outcomes. Given this context, 

one would expect women to be dissatisfied, or at least less satisfied than men, with their 

pay. The similarity between men and women in pay satisfaction therefore becomes most 

puzzling. Women are at least as satisfied with their pay and their jobs, even though 

women's pay, as well as other perquisites, is significantly lower than men's. (Loscocco 

and Spitze, 1991; Hodson, 1989; Crosby, 1982; Dreher, 1981; Marmheim, 1983; Deaux, 

1979; Miller, Labovitz, and Fry, 1975; Weaver, 1978; for an exception, see Hampton and 

Heywood, 1993). This equivalence in satisfaction levels is even more surprising given 

the evidence suggesting that there is significant discrimination against women and no 

significant attitudinal or behavioral work-related differences between men and women 

that might account for it. Although women recognize, and are aggrieved, about the 
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existence of discrimination against women in the woricpiace, they do not appear to see 

discrimination as a problem in their individual work situations (Crosby, 1982; de Laraater 

and Fidell, 1971). 

Explanations of women's satisfaction with lower pay. 

The paradox of women's contentment with lower pay suggests that, while they 

may value pay as highly as men, they: 1) may perceive their lower pay to be a result of 

their individual choices, rather than a direct result of discrimination; or 2) use a different 

yardstick to measure their outcomes. The first explanation is supported by the 

socialization (e.g. Marini and Brinton, 1984) and match-to-reality (Nieva and Gutek, 

1981) views. The second explanation, and the one this dissertation focuses on, relies on 

theories of distributive justice. 

The socialization view: 

Theoretical explanations of women's subordinate position and inferior treatment at 

work include traditional socialization perspectives (Marini and Briton, 1984; Williams, 

1989; 1991) social and patriarchal control (Jacobs, 1989; Hartman, 1976; Strober, 1984), 

and institutional and structural constraints (Bielby and Baron, 1986; Baron, Davis-Blake, 

and Bielby, 1986; Kanter, 1977; Roos and Reskin, 1984). Of these, the socialization 

perspective most explicitly recognizes the influence of the individual choices of women 

in their economic subordination at work, even if these choices have been significantly 
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colored and value-laden by society. The traditional socialization about appropriate sex 

roles, it has been suggested, depress women's expectations and aspirations, and therefore 

their attitudes and behaviors, about what they can and might achieve at work (Marini and 

Briton, 1984). This would suggest that women are not dissatisfied with their work 

outcomes because these outcomes are a result of their own job-choice decisions and are 

therefore what they should receive. Additionally, the match-to-reality view (Nieva and 

Gutek, 1981) suggests that the daily reality of an inferior work situation, caused and 

perpetuated by the forces mentioned earlier, is an even stronger supply-side argument for 

women's depressed expectations (Marini and Brinton. 1984; Major and Konar, 1986; 

Martin, 1989; Kanter, 1977; Major, 1989). These theories suggest that women are not 

dissatisfied with their work outcomes because these outcomes are a result of their own 

decisions and actions and/or because these outcomes meet their expectations. Thus, 

discrepancies in outcomes are either perceived to be equitable allocations or go 

unnoticed. 

As useful as these theories are in explaining the very salient and well-documented 

fact that women's expectations for outcomes such as pay are lower than men's (Marini 

and Brinton, 1984; Major and Konar, 1984; Kanter, 1977; McFarlin, Frome, Major, and 

Konar, 1989), depressed expectations resulting from socialization or past experiences are 

a necessary, but not sufficient explanation for women's contentment with lower pay. The 

Match-to-Reality view is indeed one likely cause of depressed expectations that could 
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lead to satisfaction with lower pay. If one always received low pay for one's work, one 

might not expect more and thus be satisfied. But this explanation suggests that past 

experience is the only reference used by women to determine their satisfaction. If this is 

true, why do women not yet in the labor market, without these labor force experiences, 

seem to have lower pay expectations about even entry-level positions (Martin, 1989) 

Socialization might explain this, but sex-role ideologies^ focus on work versus family 

roles and on the occupations to which men and women may appropriately aspire; they do 

not involve or dictate pay expectations. Martin (1989), for example, found women 

without labor force experience to have lower specific pay expectations, even after 

providing subjects with the correct salary information. Finally, if lowered expectations is 

the sole and direct cause of women's satisfaction with lower pay, why do women even 

notice the pay discrimination suffered by other women (e.g. see Crosby, 1982). These 

discrepancies suggest that there may be other factors which better explain the influence of 

expectations in women's perceptions about their work outcomes. Perhaps women use 

different yardsticks, or comparisons, than men to determine their level of satisfaction with 

work rewards. 

Relative deprivation theorv and personal entitlement: 

^In addition, sex-role ideologies about appropriate occupational choices are not as 
pervasively held nor as broad in scope as they once were (Jacobs, 1989). This is not to say 
that evaluations of performance or behavior in a sex-incongruent job will not be affected by 
sex-role ideologies. 
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Major and colleagues (e.g. Major and Forcey, 1985; Major and Konar, 1984; 

Major, Frome, and Konar, 1984) have directly addressed this issue in research on 

perceptions of entitlement, an important and powerful theoretical accounting of the pay-

satisfaction relationship. Major's research highlights the importance of social comparison 

processes in determining expectations and sense of entitlement. In a series of 

experiments. Major and her colleagues found that men and women exhibited different 

patterns of reward allocations that resulted from women allocating smaller rewards to 

themselves (few differences have been found in allocation decisions to others when the 

allocators are not corecipients) (Major and Deaux, 1982; Major and Adams, 1983; Lane 

and Messe', 1971; Callahan-Levy and Messe', 1979). Further, they found that differences 

in self-pay were exhibited only in the absence of unbiased social comparison information; 

both men and women believed other men had paid themselves more than other women 

(Major, McFarlin, and Gagnon, 1984). Both sexes' belief about what same-sex others 

earned significantly influenced their pay expectations (Major and Konar, 1984; McFarlin, 

Major, Frone, and Konar, 1984). Further, men and women preferred same-sex as 

opposed to opposite-sex social comparisons, although same-job comparisons were 

preferred over same-sex comparisons (Major and Forcey, 1985). This research shows 

that men and women will use social comparison information about similar others to 

determine their pay expectations. When explicit social comparison information was not 

available, the pay expectations of men and women were most strongly related to their 
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implicit beliefs about the pay similar others might receive. Because both men and 

women believe women will earn or accept less (Major, McFarlin, and Gagnon. 1984) and 

because pre-existing occupational segregation and lower pay will bias the pay of female 

social comparisons, women's sense of entitlement will generally be lower than men's. 

Major's research shows the importance of comparison processes in the assessment 

of the fairness of reward allocations. In her research, subjects were instructed to award 

themselves the amount of pay they thought was fair, yet women awarded themselves less 

than did men, even when they performed better. Clearly, men and women were 

measuring fairness with different yardsticks. As Major has shown, men and women may 

be predisposed to use different referents against which to compare their outcomes. 

Major (1989) has suggested four types of comparative referents relevant to gender 

differences: 1) Social comparisons are selected according to proximity and similarity 

considerations (Major, 1989; Major and Forcey, 1985; Major and Testa, 1989) such that 

men and women are likely to select different social referents because who is proximate 

and similar to a female worker may be different than who is proximate and similar to a 

male worker; 2) Normative comparisons rely on sex role stereotypes or ideologies to 

determine what are appropriate outcomes for women and men (Marini and Brinton, 

1984); 3) Self-comparisons suggest that individuals evaluate their current outcomes 

against their own past history (see Pritchard. 1969, Weick, 1966) so that differences in 

past outcomes are the cause of differences in expectations; 4) Feasibility comparisons 
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suggest that evaluations of outcomes might be based also on outcomes obtainable in 

alternative situations (Thibaut and Kelly. 1959) such that poorer opportunities and 

alternative outcomes for women lead to lowered expectations. 

Major (1989) hypothesizes that these gender differences in comparative referents 

are critical in determining gender differences in entitlement. Her model, based on 

distributive justice theories, hypothesizes that the inequalities in the social structure lead 

to sex differences in comparison standards according to the four methods of referent 

selection mentioned earlier. The choice of different, and inferior, referents leads women 

to lowered perceptions of entitlement, which has a number of social and personal 

consequences. One of these, it is suggested, is the tolerance of inequity. This, of course, 

could explain women's satisfaction with lesser pay. 

The primary empirical contribution of Major's work comes in her suggestion and 

evidence that the observed pattern of women allocating less to themselves in shared 

reward situations comes not from any generosity in how they allocate to others but in 

what they perceive to be the worth of their own time and effort. Women, Major found, 

rate their work as worth (monetarily) less than men rate their work. 

There are limitations to Major's model, however, both in empirical applications 

and in the scope of the theory. The limitation with these studies is that most were 

laboratory studies using student subjects. As is the point with laboratory smdies, 

information other than what was expressly manipulated was unavailable. These studies 
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show how the comparison process works given the constraints of subjects with little or no 

job and wage experience, wage rate information as the only comparison, and comparison 

information available only by sex and job. The most significant limitation of her model, 

for the present research, is that it confines the influence of comparisons to the sphere of 

work. 

There is little theoretical justification to limit the search for appropriate referents 

for comparisons to only one sphere of influence on a person's life. Both equity and 

relative deprivation theories suggest that the choice of referent others depends, at least in 

part, on proximity. But the determination of proximity may involve more than just job 

and sex characteristics. 

If family is at least as central to an individual's life as work (e.g. Gutek, Repetti, 

and Silver, 1988). why could not the choice of referent depend at least as much on 

family-related characteristics as work-related characteristics or demographic (i.e. sex) 

characteristics? Major's model thus might be enriched by expanding the scope/sources of 

influence on perceptions of entitlement. The research on the work-family relationship 

suggests that family roles might be an important influence on referent choice. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FAMILY AND WORK DOMAINS 

47 

Family is at least as central to an individual's life as work (Bielby and Bielby, 

1988; Mortimer, Lorence, and Kumka, 1986). A family can materially affect an 

individual's expenses and needs as well as decisions about residence, acquisitions, 

lifestyles, and even employment. Given the centrality of family and its importance in an 

individual's major life decisions, family role may be at least as important a characteristic 

of a comparison person, or referent, as work-related characteristics or even immutable 

characteristics such as sex. Indeed, family-work researchers and gender theorists in 

career development argue for just such a point (Nieva and Gutek, 1981; Gutek, Searle, 

and Klepa, 1991; DiBenedetto and Tittle, 1990; Izraeli, 1994). Research in these fields 

encompasses a life-role perspective that considers the importance of family in 

understanding work issues. For example, gender theorists in career development suggest 

that "career and work caruiot be understood independently of their relationships to the 

other major adult roles of women" (DiBenedetto and Tittle, 1990, p. 41). In spite of the 

inclusion of family in these fields of study, however, the effects of family on referent 

choice in work evaluations has been largely ignored. 

Originally, the work and family domains of an individual's life were considered 

separate and distinct spheres. Although the idea that these spheres might influence one 
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another had emerged as early as the 1930's (Barling, 1990), the work domain and the 

family domain are typically studied by different academic disciplines (Gutek, Nakamura, 

and Nieva, 1981) with vastly different focuses (Zedeck, 1992). This differentiation in 

research focus merely reflects, yet perpetuates, what may be a false dichotomy between 

the public (work) and private (family) lives of individuals (see Martin, 1990 for a 

discussion). Many characteristics of the public and of the private spheres are found in the 

other. Modem families, like the paid workplace, are a site of labor, contain exchange 

relationships (for goods, services, etc.) that are often exploitative, and contain individuals 

in different power positions or hierarchies (see, for example, England and Farkas, 1986; 

Fraser, 1988). 

On the other hand, the needs and demands of the family, because they tap the time 

and energy of the worker, affect and are intertwined with life at work. In addition, 

organizations often try to mimic familial relationships by referring to employees as 

"family", encouraging them to have fun at work, and promoting personal, committed 

relationships between employees and between employees and the organization. However, 

much organizational research implies that the work and family spheres are distinct and 

separable because of the variables and methods used to examine employee behavior and 

attitudes. As a case in point, most of the Industrial and Organizational (I/O) research that 

examines issues of work and pay satisfaction and work involvement may nod at the 
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effects of family roles; however, they are certainly not driven by theories of work-family 

involvement. 

Research on family effects on work outcomes. 

I/O psychologists primarily focus on the "work" side of the equation and only 

marginally consider family influences. Those that address the issue at all try to control for 

effects of family responsibilities or need merely by measuring a few demographic, family 

status characteristics such as marital status and number of children (e.g. Loscocco and 

Spitze, 1991; Hodson, 1989) or number of children under six (e.g. Lorence, 1987; 

Hodson, 1989). These measures are presumed to capture any differences in the work 

variable (e.g. sex differences in job satisfaction) that may be caused by differences in 

family roles or need. Measured in this way, however, family status differences have 

been found to have little effect on job satisfaction (Hodson, 1989). Even the presence of 

young children in the household has been shown to have no effect on women's or men's 

job satisfaction (Hanson and Sloane, 1992). This result, or lack of result, may be because 

gender differences in the effects of family may have already been accommodated, 

behaviorally (Hayghe, 1984; Ericksen, 1977; see Stevenson, 1988 and Coverman, 1988) 

or cognitively, by the individuals. The use of demographic variables to measure family 

influence may not pick up self-selection into more personally satisfying (while lower 
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paying) jobs nor will this recognize perceptual reinterpretations of the fairness of the 

situation. 

Seif-selection or cognitive reinterpretation could explain, for instance, why 

employed women report no more family-work conflict than men, even though they put 

more hours into family, are more responsible for family aspects, and work more total 

hours (work-family combined) than men. To truly measure the effects of family on the 

evaluation of work outcomes, it is necessary to examine the process of evaluation and 

how family roles can affect the way in which fairness is interpreted. 

Although there is important research that does look directly (albeit quite 

narrowly) at the issue of comparison process and referent choice in job and pay 

satisfaction, this research also suffers from the artificial separation of family and work. 

As discussed earlier. Major's work on entitlement represents a clear example of a distinct 

and exclusionary focus on the work sphere. In much of her work, she considers only the 

effects of sex and job on perceptions of the fairness of pay. In fact, every known study 

examining the choice of referent in determinations of job or pay satisfaction limits the 

choice of referent to the work domain (explicitly or implicitly). Crosby (1982), in her 

broad and detailed examination of relative deprivation (for employed men and women 

and housev^ves) looked very closely at the issue of referent choice. While her measures 

included the least restrictive conditions on referent choice (for the purpose of evaluating a 

job), the wording of her questions still was likely to encourage subjects to select the 



referent from the work domain. She asked subjects: "In trying to decide how good your 

own job is, do you ever compare yourself with anyone else?" (stress added). She then 

asked subjects to identify the referents. The construction of "your own job" implies a 

comparison with "someone else's job", which firmly anchors the choice of referent in the 

work domain. More pointedly, if subjects indicated that they did not compare themselves 

to anyone else, she followed up by explicitly requesting them to identify "three people 

who work at the same place as you" (Crosby, 1982; p. 224). Further, she limited 

household comparisons to friends and neighbors. By doing this, she cognitively 

identified the family sphere as relevant for household questions and the work sphere, 

exclusively, as relevant for pay or job issues. In fact, she clearly states her belief that the 

spheres are separate and not closely linked: "the very separateness of work from home 

may afford the employed women and men a protective distance from domestic problems." 

(Crosby, 1982; p. 120). 

Finally, there are a few studies that have examined in some detail how men and 

women perceive their work rewards that have also considered the effects of family. 

Zarma, Crosby, and Loewenstein (1989) conducted a secondary analysis on the data from 

the Crosby (1982) study discussed earlier. While these data suffer from the same 

limitations discussed above, the authors specifically tested for the effects of family status 

differences on the sex of the referent chosen by employed women. They found that 

having children made a difference for married women in the referent they selected. 



Specifically, married women with children were more likely to have chosen a 

predominately female rather than male referent group and married, childless women 

more often chose a predominately male, rather than female, referent group. Single women 

in the study more often chose a mixed (both males and females) reference group. Thus, 

the authors reported an effect, among female subjects, of parental status on referent 

choice. Two other studies, while they do not directly examine the issue of referent 

choice, found significant effects for family status in the evaluation of rewards. These 

studies on underpayment perceptions of employed men and women found that being 

married raises the perceived underpayment for men, but lowers it for women (Hampton 

and Heywood, 1993; Mirowsky, 1987). The authors of both studies suggest that sex-role 

ideologies about income generation are what drives this fmding. 

The spouse's earnings seem to be viewed as a challenge by husbands and as a 
complement by wives. It appears that the husband's earnings define the adequacy of his 
role performance, whereas his wife's earnings may indicate the inadequacy of his 
performance. Closing the gap between their earnings appears to threaten the normative 
order (Mirowsky, 1987; p. 1431). 

Mirowsky (1987) specifically measured sex-role ideology and found that 

traditional beliefs increased a husband's sense of underpayment and decreased a wife's. 

Therefore, these two studies suggest that family may have an effect on how work 

outcomes are evaluated. 
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An examination of breadwinning as a basic family role. 

The research on family roles suggests that such roles are sex-typed. Before any 

review of the research on family roles is undertaken, it is important first to highlight two 

points that are central to the arguments in this research: 1) sex is correlated with family 

role such that more men still hold the breadwinning role and, more importantly; 2) that 

family role (i.e. breadwinner or homemaker) drives at least some of the sex differences in 

how an employee will respond to work outcomes. The difficulty in directly supporting 

the second point is that in many, if not most, studies of work and family, the family role 

is synonymous with gender role. Observed gender differences are frequently used and 

discussed as evidence of sex-typed family roles without any measurement of the extent to 

which the men and women in the studies actually held, or perceived that they held, 

different family roles. Thus, one of the goals of this dissertation is to sort out this 

difference, at least as it relates to the evaluation of work outcomes. 

The family role of provider, or breadwinner, began in the early 19th century with 

the sexual division of labor (Bernard, 1981). This division of labor resulted in the male 

sex being associated with the work site and paid employment and the female sex being 

associated with the role of homemaker. Men, therefore, held the provider role for the 

family - providing an income for the family was the man's primary contribution. As 

Bernard (1981) explains it: 
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The good provider was a "family man." He set a good table, provided a decent 
home, paid the mortgage, bought the shoes, and kept his children warmly clothed 
....Loving attention and emotional involvement in the family were not part of a woman's 
implicit bargain with the good provider. 

Bernard (1981) suggests a number of defining characteristics of a breadwinner. 

According to what has become the seminal work on the breadwinning role, a 

breadwinner: 1) would feel he had to work to support his family and that he would be a 

good provider only if his spouse did not have to work (p. 2); 2) would, in the event of a 

conflict, subordinate family demands and behaviors to his job (p. 4); 3) believes he is 

judged by the standard or level of living he provides for his family (p. 4); 4) feels the 

more his spouse makes, the more his role in the family diminishes. Failure to provide 

enough brings frustration (p. 4); 5) organizes his family's life around his occupation (p. 

4); and 6) would be humiliated or ashamed if he lost the provider role altogether (p. 5). 

Even though women are now substantially represented in the work force and the 

typical husband-wife family now has two wage-eamers (Wilkie, 1988), some aspects of 

these role differences exist as sex roles are reinforced through a variety of mechanisms -

most particularly, through the socialization of children via existmg sex role 

differentiation in the household (see England and Farkas, 1986, for a discussion). 

Although individuals differ in the extent to which they sex-type these roles (depending, at 

least, on the extent to which they hold traditional versus egalitarian ideals), family roles 

can still be divided into the breadwinning or Good provider role (Bernard, 1981) and the 
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homemaker role. Regardless of the pervasiveness and the extremes of these role 

ideologies in the current employed population, practical evidence that these roles still 

exist and are still, to some extent, sex-typed is shown by the observed sex differences in 

the amount of time and energy expended on home duties. 

Although men have gradually increased their participation, there are still 

significant gender differences in the work done at home. Family and/or household roles 

of men and women require different investments of time and effort. Women, for 

example, work many more hours in the home and on home-related tasks than do men 

(Wilkie, 1988; Pleck, 1982; Pleck, Staines, and Lang, 1980; Shelton and Firestone, 1989) 

and their total time spent in home and paid work combined exceeds that of men (Shelton 

and Firestone, 1989; Wilkie, 1988; Hochschild, 1989; Ingrassiaand Wingert, 1995). In 

addition to the amount of hours of work, men and women differ in the type of home labor 

they engage in, with women still completing the most demanding tasks and shouldering 

the primary responsibility for the household (Wilkie, 1988; Blumstein and Schwartz, 

1983; LaRossa and LaRossa, 1981; England and Farkas, 1986). Therefore, whether the 

existing differences between men and women in the time, effort and responsibilities for 

household work is due to sex role ideologies or some other cause is largely irrelevant in a 

discussion of the practical significance of the homemaker role; the result is that men and 

women hold different roles and different responsibilities for home labor. 
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This is not to suggest that ideological or attitudinal aspects associated with the 

homemaker role do not exist. It is clear that the corollary to the fiscal role breadwinners 

played was the emotional, supporting, and coordinating role played by the homemakers. 

In the social science literature (as opposed to iiuiumerable articles in the popular press 

dictating attitudes and mores for "the good homemaker"^), however, this role has largely 

been discussed according to the execution or responsibility held for home-related tasks. 

Ideologies and attitudes may be more important in the differentiation of the good 

provider role, though behavioral differences still dominate the evidence of role 

differentiation. Although the sex-typing of the provider role may slowly but inexorably 

be changing (e.g. single women with families have been found to assume the good 

provider role (Loscocco and Leicht, 1993) and most employed wives will obviously bear 

some responsibility for monetary contribution to the household), women are still less 

^The titles and topics of articles in current women's magazines speak eloquently to this 
point. A non-random sample of the only two clearly stated "women's" magazines at a local 
supermarket display revealed the following article titles on the front cover: Get Organized: 
115 ways to find more storage; Walk off Weight; Simple Home Spruce-Ups, Easy Chicken 
Dinners, Delicious Sweets, Ail-American Crafts, Deadly Appliances, fin Woman's Day. 
September 17, 1996.); and Miracle Diet; Energy Boosters; Overweight? The medical 
problems that may be to blame; Irresistible Harvest Desserts; Step-by-Step to Gorgeous 
Eyes; 34 Showhouse Ideas You Can Copy (in Woman's World. September 10,1996.). 
These magazines are obviously targeted more toward married women; single and younger 
women are more obviously the target of magazines such as Cosmopolitan with articles 
about fashion and "how tos" regarding relationships with men. The point here is that such 
popular magazines still purvey the notion that the woman's role in life should be focused on 
keeping a nice house, cooking good food, looking slim and attractive, and pleasing men. 
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likely to bear the primary responsibility for income generation (i.e. fewer women than 

men are employed full-time and only 29% of employed women in the U.S. ( based on a 

nationally representative sample) contribute more than half of their family's income, 

(Families & Work Institute, 1995)). Although employed women, for example, work more 

hours in the home and work more combined hours, they work fewer hours in their paid 

employment than men (Shelton and Firestone, 1989; Pleck, Staines, and Lang, 1980). 

Married women are also more likely than married men to work part-time (Hayghe, 1984; 

U.S. Department of Labor, 1991). Evidence that role differentiation still exists and that it 

is related to pay satisfaction is shown by the findings described earlier that marriage to an 

employed spouse increases men's sense of underpayment while it decreases women's 

(Mirowsky, 1987; Hampton and Heywood, 1993). This is consistent with the idea that 

the institution of marriage reinforces and perhaps increases sex-roles such that married 

men become more concerned about the adequacy of their pay (more focused on being a 

good provider) and women less concerned. 

The foregoing discussion suggests that family roles may be exhibited both 

behaviorally and attitudinally. The attitudinal evidence suggests that these roles are 

mutually exclusive; that is, while one can hold the attitudes of a breadwiimer to a greater 

or lesser degree, one can not simultaneously hold both breadwinner and homemaker 

attitudes. (For example, one can not simultaneously believe that home demands should 

be subordinated to work demands aid that work demands be subordinated to home 
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demands). On die odier hand, the behavioral measures of these two roles suggests that it 

is indeed possible (and, in the case of a single parent, necessary) to hold both roles 

simultaneously. It is entirely possible for one individual to be both the primary income 

generator and perform the majority of the home-related tasks. 

Sex roles and family roles. 

Regardless of how these roles are measured, however, it is clear that the degree to 

which they are sex-typed will lead to differences between men and women in the way in 

which family influences work (or work influences family). Some of these differences 

may be known and even anticipated by men and women without family responsibility or 

labor market experience. For example, DiBenedetto and Tittle (1990) found that both 

male and female college students expected females to have to make a trade-off between 

their jobs and parental responsibilities and to have to consider how much total 

involvement, combining both work and home, they wanted in their lives. Neither the 

male nor female students saw men as having to make such choices or trade-offs. Job and 

home were considered independent dimensions. Similarly, Farmer (1985) found that 

homemaking commitment reduced long-range career motivation for yoimg women, but 

these home and work dimensions were unrelated for the young men. These differences 

in the way family influences work suggest a reason why men and women might 

differentially evduate their work experiences. In particular, this evidence of gender-
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typed family roles provides one explanation for sex differences in the evaluation of the 

monetary worth of time and effort. 

On the other hand, these studies do not allow us to see if family role might have 

an effect independent of gender. The few smdies that examine this suggest that family 

role may have a significant effect that may actually drive much of the observed gender 

differences in the way men and women respond to their jobs. For example, a study 

examining the work-family links among small business owners found that: 1) family 

responsibility had a significant effect on business success for married men; and 2) it had 

an even stronger effect for single women with children (Loscocco and Leicht, 1993). 

These results suggest that breadwiiming responsibility may have an important effect on 

work motivations, behaviors, and outcomes. 

A second study focused on the effects of earnings ratios between husband and 

wives on the division of family work and sex-role attimdes (Izraeli. 1994). Izraeli found 

that women who earned less than their husbands (non-breadwimiing) had more traditional 

sex-role attitudes than women who eamed the same or more than their husbands. 

Breadwinning status also had an effect on the husbands such that the less they eamed 

compared to their wives, the more home labor they did (i.e. the more they acquired the 

homemaker role). These results suggest the importance of breadwirming status, although 

it is difficult to determine the causality between sex-role attitudes and breadwinning 

status. 
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Although the previous two studies suggest that breadwinning status is likely to be 

a significant variable, neither examines the effect of family role on the perception of work 

outcomes. One way to examine this would be to see if breadwinning women evaluate 

their job outcomes more like breadwiiming men or more like non-breadwinning women. 

One study did directly examine this point. Martin and Hanson, 1985, examined worker 

satisfaction for breadwinning men, breadwinning women, and non-breadwirming (but 

employed) women. They studied internal rewards, external rewards, and job convenience 

factors as the antecedents of job satisfaction and found that convenience factors were 

significantly more important to non-breadwinning women than to either breadwinning 

men or breadwinning women. In this case, it was family role (i.e. breadwinning status), 

not sex, that had a significant effect on satisfaction. It is important to note, however, that 

these researchers did not (could not) include non-breadwinning men in their sample. 

Thus, it is impossible to conclude from this study whether family role would have a 

stronger effect than sex on job satisfaction. 

In surrmiary, then, there is little research that looks closely at the effects of family 

role and sex in referent choice for the evaluation of work outcomes. None of the research 

that specifically examines referent choice in job evaluations considers independently the 

effects of family role and sex. Yet, research into work-family linkages suggests that 

family role is likely to have significant effects, either independent of, or interacting with, 

sex. 
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Beliefs about the relationship between work and family roles. 

The preceding discussion suggests that there are two basic family roles (i.e. 

breadwinner and homemaker) and that, to some extent, these roles continue to be sex-

typed. But how do these roles affect the way employees experience or perceive their 

labor market roles? Specifically, how might family roles affect the way in which 

employees value the monetary worth of their time? The answer to this requires, first, a 

model of how the family affects work and, second, an explanation of how these roles 

might influence the comparison process in perceptions of job outcomes. 

Among the numerous models of the work-family interface, three seem particularly 

relevant to address the relationships between home and work roles. The conflict model 

suggests that success in one sphere (work or family) entails sacrifices in the other because 

the two spheres are theorized to have different norms and requirements (Evans and 

Bartclome, 1984; Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985, Payton-Miyazaki and Brayfield, 1976). 

Since time and physical effort are fixed-resources (Small and Riley, 1990), time and 

effort spent fulfilling family obligations is necessarily time and effort not spent in the 

work role. Applying the conflict model to the homemaking and breadwiiming roles, the 

family responsibilities associated with the homemaking role would negatively affect 

work, and vise versa. However, the same logic would not apply to the effect of the 

breadwiiming role on the work role. This is because the norms and requirements are no 
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longer mutually exclusive. Time and effort spent in the breadwinning role is congruent 

with the time spent at work. Additionally, the breadwinning role stipulates that positive 

work outcomes also benefit the family. Thus, the conflict model does not describe this 

relationship as the work role is both congruent with, and instrumental for, the family role 

of provider.^ 

The congruence model suggests that some factor with similar or congruent effects 

in both spheres will determine the outcomes for or the relationship between the family 

and work spheres (Morf, 1989). For example, the factor of work time will have largely 

congruent effects in both the home and work roles of the breadwirmer. A breadv^rmer 

who spends time at work (within reasonable limits) is fulfilling both job requirements and 

familial expectations. For a homemaker, on the other hand, time at work does not in any 

way help to fulfill the homemaker's primary role. In fact, the time spent at work takes 

away firom time spent in the family role. Thus, the two spheres are not congruent for 

homemakers. To the extent that family involvement or family role is described by the 

breadwinner role, family role involvement is synonymous (or congruent) with work role 

involvement. 

The conceptual argument here is that the conflict, or competing roles, view is more salient for 
homemakers while the synergistic instrumental view is more salient for breadwinners. In reality, 
both views may be, or are, held by the same person; however, breadwinning status should 
determine which is more dominant or has more effect on the evaluation of work outcomes. 
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The instrumental model is another view of the work and family relationship that 

takes the synergy of congruence one step further. This model suggests that one sphere 

will lead to or cause good outcomes in the other (Evans and Bartolome, 1984; Payton-

Miyazaki & Brayfield, 1976). As this relates to work and family roles, achievements at 

work enable the breadwinner to better provide for her family. A good salary earned with 

time at work may be instrumental in achieving a good family life. With the breadwinner 

role, work involvement would not just be synonymous with, but would also positively 

affect, family life. 

In summary, the division of family responsibility into two distinct roles suggests 

the need for different models to explain work and family role relationships. The Conflict 

Model best describes beliefs about the competing relationship between work and family 

roles for those holding the homemaker role, while, for those holding the breadwinner 

role, the Instrumental Model is best suited to explain beliefs about the importance of 

work to family and the Congruence Model best suited to explain the similarities in work 

and family roles. In general, however, the Instrumental Model may best depict beliefs 

about a synergistic relationship between work and family roles. These models, the 

Conflict and the Instrumental, suggest that the homemaking role is antithetical to 

employment while the breadwinner role is synonymous, or substantially overlapping, 

with employment. This has clear implications for how employees might evaluate work 

outcomes. Specifically, these models suggest how the dominant family role one holds 
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might affect how the relationship between work and family roles is viewed, affecting both 

attitudes and behaviors, as well as job satisfaction and the use and choice of referents. 

The effect of work and family role relationship views on job satisfaction and referent 

choice. 

Belief in the conflict view of work and family roles, because it describes 

competing demands and sacrifices for role fulfillment, is likely to be negatively related to 

job satisfaction. That is, the more one believes that work responsibilities require home 

sacrifices, the less satisfied one will be with one's job - all else being equal. Conversely, 

belief in the instrumental model would be positively related to job satisfaction to the 

extent that one believes that one's job is helping one to fulfill family responsibilities. 

Beliefs about the work role and family role relationship, whether it is competing 

or synergistic, might also impact referent choice decisions. Because the conflict model is 

more likely to represent the work/family relationship views of employed homemakers, 

primary homemakers would be more likely to view work outcomes in light of 

reconciliation of conflicts or decisions about trade-offs. (For example, in the studies 

mentioned previously (DiBenedetto and Tittle, 1990; Fanner, 1985), the young women 

clearly were using a conflict model of the work-family relationship.) In their choice of 

referent, homemakers are more likely to compare themselves to someone with similar 

conflicts, a similar family role or, at least, a similar family status. This hypothesis is 
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suggested by the distributive justice research and, specifically, the research on social 

comparisons. Both equity theory and relative deprivation theory suggest similarity and 

accessibility drives referent choice. Additionally, equity theory suggests that referents 

could also be chosen in order to reduce the cognitive dissonance experienced from an 

inequitable comparison. Thus, homemakers and parents are likely to choose other 

homemakers and parents as referents because: 1) this is likely to be a central 

characteristic upon which to gauge similarity; 2) to the extent that similarity breeds 

association, similar others may simply be more accessible as comparisons; and/or 3) 

choosing someone with similar demands, constraints, or priorities would be more likely 

to lead to comparisons with referents who input/output ratios are perceived to be similar, 

thus enhancing perceptions of the equity of work outcomes (and purposely avoiding 

potential cognitive dissonance). 

Following this logic, referent choice leads to comparisons with similar others 

(with similar input/output ratios) which leads to satisfaction. Referent choice, then, is 

being examined here as a mechanism that lowers the variability in satisfaction between 

individuals in objectively different situations. (Note: This is the primary argument 

explaining the paradoxical similarity in the reported satisfaction levels between men and 

women.) Specifically, the differences in job satisfaction that might stem from belief in 

the conflict versus the instrumental view of the work role and family role relationship 
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might be eliminated, or reduced, by the choice of a referent that provides a similar, and 

equitable, comparison. 

If referent compatibility reduces the potential for differences in reported 

satisfaction levels, then this might explain why people with objectively different work 

outcomes might express equivalent satisfaction. In the case of homemakers, who are 

more likely to see home/family related factors as salient characteristics, the choice of 

referents who are similar in terms of home/family characteristics may mitigate the effect 

that a belief in the conflict model might have on satisfaction. On the other hand, the 

primary breadwirmer fulfills her family role through work, so that the likely comparisons 

would be others known and defined through work. Family status would not be as 

relevant to the comparison for primary breadwinners as it would for primary 

homemakers. Thus, for breadwinners, tlie choice of referents is more likely to be 

influenced by work-related characteristics. This also suggests that breadwinners, who are 

more likely to believe in the instrumental view of synergy between work and family roles, 

might nol express greater job satisfaction than homemakers if they choose referents who 

are similar on work-related characteristics. 

To the extent that comparison persons with similar characteristics are difficult to 

identify, comparison persons (referents) are less likely to be used than other types of 

(internal) reference points. One question, then, is if employed homemakers, who are 

likely to focus on home and family characteristics in the selection of referents, are as 
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likely to find similar (equitable) comparisons as are breadwinners, who focus on work-

related characteristics. When considering satisfaction with aspects of work, for example, 

it may be easier to gain knowledge about another's work-related characteristics than their 

home-related characteristics (or the sacrifices required by role fulfillment in both 

domains). If these home characteristic are more salient than work characteristics for 

homemakers, and home characteristics are harder to identify, these individuals may be 

less likely than breadwinners to use an referent. Instead, diey may use an internal 

comparison process in which they can use past experience or future expectations, which 

may accommodate family situations, as their referents points. To the extent that 

breadwinners find work-related characteristics most salient, the relatively easy access to 

work characteristics of potential comparison persons may encourage breadwinners to 

select these referents more often than would homemakers. 
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CHAPTER 4 

HYPOTHESES 

The following hypotheses are divided into two categories based on the dependent 

variables explored in this research; 1) Hypotheses concerning beliefs about the work role 

and family role relationships and about job satisfaction; and 2) Hypotheses about referent 

choice. The independent variables examined include breadwinning status, beliefs about 

the work role and family role relationships, and respondent characteristics (e.g. sex). 

Since all respondents in this research are employed, the hypotheses and analyses 

are limited to terminology about the extent or level of identification with the 

breadwirming role (referred to as Breadwirming Status) rather than the dichotomy 

between breadwirming and homemaking roles used in the literature review. In addition, 

the term "referent" as used below refers to the use of another person as a comparison 

instead of the use of an internal referent such as one's own past experience, or one's own 

ideological beliefs. 

Hypptbwgs wqrk rolg and family rpig rg|ati9n$l?ip$ anU jgi? satisfactjpn; 

To the extent that homemaking and breadwinning are not opposite ends of the 

same role continuum but are distinct roles that may both be held by the same individual, 

it is expected that the greater the salience of, or identification with, these roles, the 

stronger one's views about the work role and family role relationship. That is, the more 
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actively one is engaged in fulfilling any role, the more likely one is to notice both 

advantages (instrumental uses) and disadvantages (conflicts). (Although it would be 

expected that those who must fulfill both horaemaker and breadwinner roles would be 

more likely to perceive the conflicts than those who have only primary breadwirming 

responsibility, the structure of the homemaking measure did not allow for this 

comparison to be tested.) The instrumental view of the family role and work role 

relationship, however, may be more salient and thus more strongly held by breadwinners 

and the conflict view more salient and more strongly held by those identifying with the 

homemaking role, such that breadwinning status will be more strongly related to the 

instrumental view than the conflict view. 

la) the higher one's breadwinning status, the stronger one's belief in the instrumental 
view of the work and family role relationship 

and 
lb) the higher one's breadwinning status, the stronger one's belief in the conflict view 

of the work and family role relationship 
but 

Ic) the relationship between breadwinning status and belief in the particular family 
and work role relationship will be stronger between breadwirming status and 
the instrumental view than it will between breadwinning status and the conflict 
view. 
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The conflict model suggests that family sacrifices, as well as work inputs, are 

balanced against work rewards, or outputs and the instrumental model suggests that work 

inputs are balanced against both work rewards and family gains. Thus, the general effect, 

excluding referent comparisons, is that the input/output ratio for those believing in the 

conflict view is likely to be less favorable than the input/output ratio of those believing in 

the instrumental view. Thus, belief in the instrumental and conflict models will be 

predictive of job satisfaction such that: 

2a) a positive relationship between the instrumental view and job satisfaction exists in 
which the stronger one's belief in the instrumental view of the work and family 
role relationship, the greater one's job satisfaction 

and 
2b) a negative relationship between the conflict view and job satisfaction exists in which 

the stronger one's belief in the conflict view of the work and family role 
relationship, the lower one's job satisfaction. 

To the extent that the occupational segregation and sex discrimination in jobs and 

wages that exist in the general labor force are replicated in the sample for this research, 

we might expect women to earn less and to have less satisfying jobs than men. However, 

much of the literature suggests that men and women have similar attitudes towards and 

about their jobs, once job differences are controlled. Therefore, 

3) Controlling for pay differences, the sex of the respondent will nQl be predictive of job 
satisfaction. 
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To the extent that hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported; that is. that the instrumental 

view is both positively identified with breadwinning status and that it also is positively 

associated with job satisfaction, it would be expected that breadwituiing status might also 

be positively linked with job satisfaction. In other words, the more one sees one's job as 

important for and contributing to one's family, and the more importance one attributes to 

this role identity, the more likely one is to feel satisfied with one's job. (The alternative, 

given these preconditions, would be feelings of cognitive dissonance which would have 

to be resolved.) Thus, 

4) Breadwinning status will affect job satisfaction such that the higher the breadwirming 
identification, the greater the satisfaction with the job factor. 

As discussed in the literature review, breadwinning status may affect referent 

choice, and subsequent satisfaction, through people's beliefs about the work and family 

role relationship. This suggests that these beliefs might be mediators or moderators of the 

breadwirming effect. Although the mediator versus moderator role will not be formally 

hypothesized, the data will be examined to see if the beliefs about the work and family 

role relationships appear to operate in this fashion. Whether or not the data support any 

kind of mediating or moderating relationship, the instrumental model is predicted to be 

closely associated with the breadv^nning measure. It follows, therefore, that the effects 
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predicted by the breadwinning measure would also be predicted by the instrumental 

measure. Thus, the relevant hypotheses about referent choice will be examined v^th both 

breadwmning status and beliefs about the relationship between family and work roles as 

independent Vciriables. 

Hypotheses about referent choice: 

Little is known about referent choice in job satisfaction decisions. The limited 

empirical evidence suggests that both sex and job type of the subject are predictive of the 

sex and job type of the referent; that is, that these demographic and job characteristics are 

relevant factors upon which similarity decisions are based. To expand our knowledge 

about other relevant factors in referent selection, it is important to examine more of the 

contextual factors in referent choice as well as the effect of the family-related variables in 

this study. 

First, an examination of similarities between respondents and their chosen 

referents should reinforce the theoretical imponance of similarity in referent choice 

decisions. This can be examined with a number of similarity factors; therefore, a general 

hypothesis is proposed: 

5) When asked to determine job satisfaction, respondents will choose referents 
perceived to be similar on demographic and work-related factors. In 
particular, respondents will choose referents similar in terms of sex, job-type, 
marital status, and pay level. 
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Different types of evaluations may evoke different responses. For example, one 

may be very satisfied with the level of pay received, but very dissatisfied with the extent 

of work/family conflict experienced. Because of this, it is also very likely that different 

referents will be chosen depending on the type of evaluation. Evaluations that focus 

attention on work-domain issues, such as pay satisfaction, may more likely rely on the 

use of referents located in the work domain than evaluations that focus attention on both 

home and work domains (e.g. satisfaction with the extent of work/family conflict). Work 

domain referents, because their salient characteristics are more visible, may be easier to 

identify in job satisfaction decisions than home domain referents, whose salient 

characteristics (such as level of work family conflict, parental responsibilities, etc.) are 

not so easily identified. If work domain referents (as the most visible referents) are used 

more often for pay and career satisfaction decisions than they are for other satisfaction 

decisions, then referents, in general, should be used more often in pay and career 

satisfaction decisions than in the other contexts. 

Thus, 

6) The referents selected by respondents will differ by domain according to the 
satisfaction context such that referents from the home domain are less likely 
to be used (and work domain referent more likely to be used) in decisions about 
pay and career satisfaction than they are in decisions about satisfaction with job 
convenience or levels of work/family conflict. 
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7) Referents, in general, are more likely to be used in decisions about pay satisfaction 
and career than they will in decisions about satisfaction with job convenience 
or levels of work/family conflict. 

Although there are likely to be many more contextual variables that may affect 

referent choice decisions (and some of these will be examined on a post-hoc basis), the 

effect of the independent variables in this study will also be examined. Controlling for 

the expected correlation between breadwinning status and sex, there is little reason to 

believe that the sex of the respondent will influence the domain of the referents chosen. 

8) The sex of the respondent will nol be predictive of the domain of the referent. 

Breadwinning status may also be expected to affect referent choice. Since the 

work and family roles of the breadwinner are congruent and defined by work, work-

related characteristics provide the most relevant comparisons and the most similar and 

proximate referents are likely to be found in the work domain. On the other hand, 

homemakers are likely to focus on the home domain in their selection of referents 

because family demands and work/family balance issues are likely to be the most salient 

characteristics upon which to gauge similarity. Thus, 

9) Breadwinning stams will significantly affect referent domain such that the higher 
the breadwinning identification, the more likely the chosen referents will be 
firom the work domain rather than the home domain. 
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Referents from the work domain are likely to be easier to identify and to have less 

ambiguous inputs and outputs with which to compare. Referents from the home domain, 

on the other hand, may be harder to identify because knowledge of inputs and outputs 

will be less public than in the work domain. Thus, the more one identifies with the 

breadwinning role, the more likely one is to look to the work domain for a referent. Since 

referents from this domain are generally easier to identify, they would be selected more 

frequently. Thus, a breadwinner is more likely to use a referent in job satisfaction 

decisions than a non-breadwinner. 

10) Breadwinning status will affect the use of referents such that the higher the 
breadwirming identification, the more likely a referent will be used in 
evaluations of job satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 5 

METHODOLOGY 

Purpose. 

This research, using random-sample survey methodology, attempts to achieve two 

mam goals. The primary goal is to make a case for the inclusion of family factors in 

discussions and research on motivation theories and job satisfaction. The major 

hypothesis in this research is that family role (breadwiiming status in the family) has a 

significant effect on job satisfaction. Because the theories often used to study job 

satisfaction (e.g. equity and relative deprivation theories) suggest that the role of referents 

is critical, this research hypothesizes that family role is also an important determinant of 

referent choice in job satisfaction decisions, more so than the sex of the decision maker. 

A second aim of this dissertation is to achieve a better understanding of when and how 

referents are chosen. These questions require an examination of the differences in 

referent choice (referent characteristics such as sex, pay, job type, domain, marital status, 

etc.) as influenced by the respondents' family role (breadwirming status) and demographic 

and job characteristics. 

Finally, since job satisfaction and referent choice decisions may differ according 

to what types of evaluations about their jobs respondents are asked to make, this research 

will examine the hypotheses presented for each of four types of job factor evaluations. 
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Although the responses to these individual valuative contexts may differ, the general 

finding expected is that, regardless of sex, family role (breadwinning status) will affect 

job satisfaction. 

Analysis Plan. 

The analyses (primarily using linear regression and correlational analysis) is presented 

in four sections. The first set of analyses is descriptive and consists of data description 

and correlational tests. Since the literature review suggested that sex and breadwirming 

status is likely to be correlated, and that sex and pay is correlated, it was important to 

describe the data both as a complete sample and split by sex of respondent. In addition, 

correlational analyses were conducted to examine the relationship between sex, pay, and 

all of the major variables in the study. 

The second set of analyses focuses on the relationship between breadwinning 

status, belief in work and family role relationship views (instrumental versus conflict), 

and job satisfaction. These relationships, first identified through correlational analyses, 

were further examined in this research with a series of regression analyses. For example, 

regression analyses were conducted to see if breadwinning status is predictive of the 

strength of belief in the instrumental and conflict views of the work and family role 

relationship. Similar analyses were conducted with sex and pay as predictor variables to 
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determine which (i.e. breadwinning status, pay, or sex) appeared to be the stronger 

predictor. 

A regression analysis also was conducted to see if the strength of belief in these 

role relationships is predictive (and whether the direction of effect is positive or negative) 

of job satisfaction. As there was some indication that strength of belief in these role 

relationships might differ by sex, separate regressions for men and women were also 

conducted. In addition, a test of mediation was conducted to see if the effects of 

breadwinning status on job satisfaction is mediated by the inclusion of work and family 

role relationship views in the regression model. 

Following this examination of the nature of the relationship between 

breadwinning status, work and family role relationship views, and job satisfaction, the 

third set of analyses focus on referent selection. Chi-square analyses were conducted to 

test the relationship between respondent characteristics and referent characteristics. 

Additional post-hoc analyses and frequency analyses were conducted to support and 

further explore the similarity hypothesis. T-tests and frequency analyses were then 

conducted to better understand how referents are chosen and used in job satisfaction 

decisions. Finally, the effects of breadwinning status (and the strength of belief in the 

work and family role relationship views) on referent choice and the effects of referent 

choice on job satisfaction were examined with logistic and linear regression analyses. 

These analyses were conducted to better understand what role, if any, referents play in the 
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relationship between family role (i.e. breadwinning status) and job satisfaction. Finally, 

in section four, post-hoc analyses are described that further explore the breadwinning 

measure and its antecedents and consequences. 

The Sample. 

The source of respondents for this study was the alumni database for a large, 

public. Southwestern University. This large, computerized database of 162,261 graduates 

was refined to a list of 134,790 people with verifiable mailing addresses. From this 

group, the database manager eliminated all graduates not identified as married, leaving a 

useable pool of 60, 328 people. From this, the sample was further narrowed down by 

selecting only those married alumni who were coded as employed. It was firom this group 

of married, employed alumni with verifiable addresses, a total of 20, 635 graduates, that 

the computerized random sample of 2000 graduates was drawn for the study. 

Unfortimately, the alumni database from which the sample was drawn was found 

to be somewhat out-of-date. For example, a post-hoc examination revealed that the 

database contained individuals as old as 95 still coded as married and employed. In 

addition, it was skewed by gender such that the population of alumni coded as both 

married and employed contained twice as many males ( 13,563) as females (6,714). This 

skew is likely to have resulted, in part, firom the age range of the database population. In 

spite of selecting only the graduates coded as both married and currently employed, the 

age distribution was roughly normally distributed between the ages of 23 and 70, 
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including a small, but noticeable tail of people up to 95. It should be noted that the 

relatively small numbers of alumni under 30 (and especially under 25) is likely a result of 

the marriage selection requirement and the relatively small numbers of alunmi over 65 is 

because of the employment criteria. The majority of alumni over 65 (or thereabouts) 

selected by the computer for the target population are likely to be coding errors; that is, 

they are unlikely to be currently employed. But they are also more likely to be men than 

women as far fewer women than men graduated from college prior to the 60's and are 

less like to work flill-time now. Thus, the errors in applying the selection criteria for this 

study to the database used resulted in a gender-skewed pool of college graduates with a 

mean age of 45.5 (median = 46, mode = 48) from which the sample was drawn. 

Unfortunately, the flaws in the data source were only discovered after the survey results 

were obtained and a serious age skew was noted. 

The process used to survey the randomly-selected (albeit from a biased 

population) alumni was standard. Each of the 2000 alumni in the sample was first sent a 

letter of introduction which explained the survey to follow in a few days, identified the 

researcher, and requested their assistance in responding to the survey. The survey® was 

sent in a follow-up mailing with a return, addressed envelope. 

Excluding the surveys returned for bad addresses, the sample was reduced to 

1,984 alumni. From this number, a total of 605 responses were received, for an initial 

® A copy of the survey is available from the author upon request. 
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return rate of approximately 30%. A total of 174 responses were received from 

previously employed but retired (or no longer employed full-time) individuals and had to 

be eliminated from the study. Thus, the useable, returned surveys were reduced to 426 

(out of a revised sample of 1,810), for a useable response rate of 24%. 

Even given the initial age and sex bias in the target population, there was even 

more serious response bias in the useable completed surveys. Approximately 99% of 

survey respondents were age 50 or older (see Table 1 for a list of respondent 

characteristics). Any speculation about the reasons for such a response bias are purely 

post hoc; however, the nature and length of the survey may provide some insight into the 

skewed responses. This survey was 18 pages long (9 pages front and back). While a 

majority of the questions were repeated in four different contexts, allowing for fairly easy 

completion of the survey (estimated time was 20 minutes), the survey may have appeared 

to be quite time consuming. This may have indeed influenced the fact the respondents 

were those who were in their later stages of career and family responsibility and for 

whom, it is plausible to deduce, time considerations were less critical. 

The sex distribution of respondents was also more skewed than the distribution in 

the sample. Possibly because of the ages responding (fewer women than men in this age 

range have graduated from college) and the criteria that they be married and employed, 

only 19% of useable respondents were female. 
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Table 1 

Respondent Characteristics 

(Marital and Parental Status Summaiy; 96.5% of respondents are married and 94% have no children under 18 at home.) 

Variables Whole Sample Males Females 

Sex: 

Race: Hispanic 

African American 

Asian 

American Indian 

Caucasian 

Age: 49 or younger 

50-64 

65 or older 

Education: 4-year college 

M.A. 

Ph.D. 

Pay: < S35,000 

J35,000-$79,999 

SSO.OOO or more 

Family's Income: 

< $50,000 

550,000-599.999 

5100,000 or more 

(425) 

6.4% (27) 

.5% (2) 

1.2% (5) 

.2% (I) 

90.8% (385) 

1.2% 

60.2% 

38.6% 

47% 

26% 

26% 

17% 

44% 

39% 

12.8% 

49.2% 

38.0% 

81% (346) 

(24) 

( I )  

(4) 

(1) 

(312) 

(4) 

(203) 

(139) 

(164) 

(78) 

(102) 

(31) 

(149) 

(150) 

(28) 

(137) 

(113) 

19% (79) 

(3) 

( I )  

( I )  

(0) 

(73) 

( I )  

(53) 

(25) 

(37) 

(32) 

(10) 

(38) 

(32) 

(7) 

(16) 

(33) 

(17) 
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Table 1 

- continued -

Variables Whole Sample Males Females 

Job Type: hourly 8.0% (16) (17) 

salaried 61.0% (202) (49) 

self-employed 31.0% (118) (12) 

Organizational Tenure; 

<= 10 years 28.5% (95) (26) 

11-30 years 44.1% (144) (43) 

more than 30 years 27.4% (105) (10) 

Job/Profession Tenure: 

<= 10 years 11.0% (33) (14) 

11-30 years 29.0% (79) (45) 

more than 30 years 60.0% (234) (20) 

Industry Type: 

Service 27.4% (92) (23) 

Govmnt/Nonprofit 20.5% (68) (18) 

Wholesale/Retail 8.6% (32) (4) 

Industrial 13.3% (52) (4) 

Other 30.2% (98) (29) 

Spouse Employment: 

hourly 9.1% (31) (5) 

salaried 21.3% (60) (24) 

self-employed 17.3% (45) (23) 

not employed 52.3% (189) (17) 

Note: 75% of employed spouses worked at least 32 hours per week. 
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Regardless of the cause, the age distribution of this sample, along with other 

descriptive characteristics, seriously limits the generalizability of results. Because of the 

source of the sample, the respondents for this study tend to be well educated, with over 

half of the respondents holding either M.A.s or Ph.D.s. The respondents also hold 

primarily salaried or self-employed positions and have relatively higher personal income 

than the general population. Forty-eight percent of respondents have spouses who are 

employed for pay, three-fourths of whom worked full-time. Approximately 91% of the 

sample was Caucasian (see Table 1 for a summary of respondent characteristics). 

Measurement: Scales and descriptive statistics. 

Familv roles: 

Since the breadwinner construct has not been well-defined in the sparse research 

that examines it, this study should be considered exploratory in regard to the 

operationalization of this measure. Historically, the wife's employment status and the 

husband/wife wage ratio have been used as proxies for the breadwirming role (see Hood, 

1986). Hood (1986) found only seven studies that attempted to operationalize the 

construct and found that each tried to measure breadwinning in a different manner, firom 

wives' rankings of the importance of the husbands' roles, to global values measures, to 
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descriptive and prescriptive statements about income provision. These discrepancies and 

inconsistencies continue to plague the research on family roles. 

In the more recent literature, breadwiiming status, or provider role, when 

measured at all, is done so in one of three ways. The first is according to actual income 

contributed by each spouse. For example, Izraeli (1994) calculated the earnings ratio 

between husband and wives by asking about the proportion of family income contributed. 

This resulted in three categories; conventional (husband earns more than wife), modem 

(equivalent earnings), and innovative (wife earns more than husband). The second way is 

by self-identification (according to either one or both spouses) (e.g. Vogler and Pahl, 

1994; Martin and Hanson, 1985; Scanzoni, 1978). Vogler and Pahl (1994), for example, 

asked couples to identify the main breadwinner. Martin and Hanson (1985) used data 

from the QES 1972-1973 sample in their study of breadwinning status. In this sample, 

breadwiimers were respondents who indicated that their income was the primary means of 

support for the family imit while non-breadwirmers were those who indicated that they 

worked simply to supplement the income of the primary breadwinner. 

The third way to measure breadwiiming status has been simply to assume that the 

male is the breadwirmer. Until 1980, the U.S. Census automatically designated the male 

as the head of the household (or breadwinner) (Bernard, 1981). In his study about the 

underpayment perceptions of husbands and wives, Mirowsky (1987) presents an 

argimient to support his assumption that husbands hold the breadwinning role. (In his 
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data collection, he does identify the breadwinner by asking about the head of household, 

but does not use tfiis designation in his analysis of the data.) In addition to these three 

ways of operationalizing the breadwinning construct, researchers have also measured sex-

role ideologies as a separate, yet related construct (Izraeli, 1994; Mirowsky, 1987). Sex-

role ideologies are examined in conjunction with measures of relative earnings for their 

effects on such things as sense of underpayment and division of household labor. 

Because of the limited and inconsistent measurement of breadwirming status in 

the existing literature, this research will explore alternative ways of measuring this 

construct. In addition to the standard proxies of bread wirming, such as employment 

status of spouse and earnings ratios, this research also includes a number of measures 

suggested by Hood (1986) that would replicate and revise past measures. First, there is a 

measure of role salience, used by Lopata (1971) with the revision suggested by Hood 

(1986). This is measured by asking respondents to rank order five roles (parent, 

spouse/companion, worker/professional, provider for family, maintainer of household) in 

order of the roles' importance to them (l=most important and 5=least important). 

Second, similar to Haas (1981), there are questions about who has the responsibility to 

support the family (reflecting the breadwirmer role) and to manage the household 

(reflecting the homemaker). In addition to these measures, this research will also 

explore personal perceptions about responsibility for income generation and beliefs and 

intentions related to such responsibility through the construction of an attitudinal scale. 
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The attitudinal breadwinning measure (labeled "Breadwinning" in tables) was a 

scale constructed from the concept elucidated by Bernard (1981) as discussed earlier in 

this paper. In an attempt to separate conceptually the roles of breadwirmer versus 

homemaker, the homemaking role (labeled "homemaking" in tables) is measured 

attitudinally through the construction of a scale based largely on corollaries of the 

concepts drawn from Bernard's (1981) description of breadwinning. (It should be noted 

that the construction of the homemaking scale in this manner made it impossible to 

consider homemaking as a construct separate and distinct from breadwirming; that is, it 

presumed, and indeed constructed, an inverse relationship between the two scales such 

that a respondent could not logically score equally (highly or lowly) on both scales. This 

construction yielded a measure that was conceptually weak and reduced its potential for 

meaningful explanation.) 

Breadwinning and Homemaking Scales. 

Respondents responded to the following questions on a 1-5 scale ( where 1= 

strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). 
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Breadwinning Scale: 

1. I feel it is my responsibility to provide an adequate income for our family. 
2. In the event of a time conflict between my job and my family, my job has to take 

priority. 
3. Other people will judge me according to the standard of living I provide for my 

family. 
4. It is my fault if ray family's income is too low. 
5. My family's schedules and activities are largely plaimed around my job. 
6. I would feel firustrated if I couldn't provide my family with a high-enough 

standard of living. 
7. My job is the primary determinant of where (city/state) my family lives. 
8. I would feel humiliated if I lost my job and was unable to find work for at least six 

months. 
9. If we could afford it, I would rather that I work and that my spouse stays at home. 
10.1 feel it is my responsibility to provide the care and maintenance of my family. 

Homemaking Scale: 

1. If my spouse had to accept an out-of-state transfer or lose his/her job, I would quit 
my job so that he/she could take the transfer. 
2. Ultimately, it is my fault if the house is disorderly or dirty. 
3. When there is a scheduling conflict, 1 have to accommodate my family's needs. 
4. Arranging for childcare is primarily my responsibility. 
5. I plan my job and work demands so that I can accommodate my family's 

schedules. 

A factor analysis using a Generalized Least Squares extraction method with a 

varimax rotation revealed that these items loaded on two separate factors (see Table 2). 

Reliability tests (Cronbach's Alpha) suggest that breadwirming status is a reliable 

measure; however, the relatively lower reliability of the homemaking measure makes the 



use of this measure more dubious (especially for a set of respondents who no longer find 

salient the childcare aspects of homemaking). As the reliability of the homemaking 

measure could not be improved by the elimination of items, and the scale itself was 

biased in its construction as a corollary of breadwinning, a decision was made to use the 

breadwinning mejisure, alone, to test hypotheses about breadwinning status for the 

sample in this research. (See Table 3 for means and standard deviations for each scale 

item and scale reliabilities for both measures. Means and standard deviations for both 

measures are presented in Table 4). The separate factor loadings, however, suggests that 

the homemaking measure might be meaningfully used in a different sample (e.g. a sample 

not limited to employed adults with no children living at home). 

Ancillarv Breadwinning Measures rBreadwinning ProxiesV 

Other breadwinning measures were also included, following Hood (1986) and the 

breadwirming proxies used in other research as discussed previously. These included 

measures of responsibility for family support and maintenance, pay level, 

respondent/spouse pay ratios, and role rankings (means and standard deviations for the 

entire sample and split by sex are presented for all ancillary breadwinning measures in 

Table 4). 
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These five measures are as follows: 

The first two measures consisted of one question each where the response 

categories were on a 1-5 scale such that 1 = I have total responsibility; 2= I have the most 

responsibility; 3= My spouse and I have equal responsibility; 4=My spouse has the most 

responsibility; and 5= My spouse has total responsibility. However, these items were 

reverse scored so that the higher the score, the more the respondents assumed the 

responsibility. 

1) Family Support Measure: "In your household, who has the responsibilitv to 

support the family?" 

2) Family Manager Measure: "In your household, who has the responsibility for 

managing the household (including the children, housework, running errands, planning 

for the household, maintaining ties with friends and extended family, etc.)?" 



Table 2 

Factor Analysis Results for Items Used in Breadwinning and Homemaking Measures 

Item # Breadwinning Homemaking 

Unrotated Rotated Unrotated Rotated 

1. •11 •61 -.07 -.25 

2. •42 -11 -.42 -.51 

3. -5Q .51 .18 .05 

4. .6a -IQ .15 -.03 

5. •21 -.05 -.14 

6. •62 .21 .26 .09 

7. •52 -.26 -.38 

8. .4Q -11 .10 .00 

9. .52 .5Q -.01 -.14 

10. .7Q .26 .09 

11. -.38 -.30 .21 •H 

12. -.05 .11 .62 .62 

13. -.15 .01 .62 

14. -.18 -.05 .52 

15. -.06 .09 .6Q .6Q 

Eigenvalues 3,51 2,27 

% Total variance 21.9 14.2 

Note: N=326. Highest loadings for each item are underlined. 



Table 3 

Reliability CoeiTicients and Scale Item 
Characteristics for Breadwinning and Homemaking Measures 

Breadwinning Scale 

a=.77 

Item-Total 
Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
Correlation 

1 4.53 .81 335 .60 

2 3.19 .99 335 .33 

3 3.07 .97 335 .39 

4 3.23 1.24 335 .53 

5 3.29 1.06 335 .31 

6 3.87 .98 335 .55 

7 3.49 1.28 335 .42 

8 3.42 1.17 335 .37 

9 3.33 1.30 335 .39 

10 4.18 .87 335 .50 

HQmgmakme Scalg 

a=.56 

Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N Item-Total 
Correlation 

1 2.50 1.13 326 .27 

2 2.36 1.03 326 .38 

3 3.15 .85 326 .32 

4 2.24 .97 326 .39 

5 3.41 .86 326 .26 
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3) Pay Measure: "Please indicate your current annual pay by choosing the 

appropriate range below." 

The response categories for this measure were on a 1-12 scale, beginning with 1= below 

$10,000, increasing at $5000 increments until 6= $30,000-$39,999, and continuing to 

increase at $10,000 increments until capped at 12=$80,000 or more. 

4) % of Family's Income Measure: "What percentage of your family's income is 

provided by your income from this job?" 

The response categories for this measure were on a 1-10 scale, with 1= below 10% and 

10= 90-100%. 

5) The fifth measure was a rank ordering of family and work roles in order of 

importance (l=most important, 5=least important). This measure, however, was coded 

such that each role was taken as a distinct measure with the numerical rank assigned as 

the response variable and was reverse scored so that the higher the score, the more 

important the role. The roles included the following: 

Parent Role (Parent); 

Worker Role (Worker/Professional); 

House Role (Maintainer of household and/or home); 

Spouse Role (Spouse/Companion); 

Provider Role (Provider for family). 



Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for Brcadwinning, I lomemaking, Ancillary Utcadwinnine & Bciiavioial I lomcmoking (Chores) Measures 

VariaWcs 
Means; 

Whole Sample* 

(N) 

Standard Deviations: 
Whole Sample 

Means: 
Men 
(N) 

Standard Deviations: 
Men 

Means; 
Women 

(N) 

Standard Deviations: 
Women 

1. Breadwinning 

2. Homemaking 

3. Family 
Support 

4. Family 
Manager 

5. Pay 

6. % of Family 
Income 

7. Parent Role 

8. Worker Role 

9. House Rote 

10. Spouse Role 

11. Provider Role 

12. Mates Chores 

13. Female Chores 

3.56 
(381) 

2,73 
(325) 

4.02 
(401) 

2,58 
(401) 

9,45 = $55,000 
(N=407) 

=70% 

3,12 
(368) 

3,03 
(387) 

1,91 
(384) 

4,24 
(389) 

3.21 
(388) 

3.71 
(377) 

2.28 
(390) 

.61 

.59 

.97 

.82 

2.89 

= $14,000 

s20% 

1.36 

1.27 

1.16 

1.0 

1.31 

1.21 

1.06 

3.69 
(313) 

2,67 
(273) 

4.31 
(326) 

2.35 
(327) 

10.12 = $61,000 
(330) 

=73% 

(313) 

3.09 
(303) 

3,0 
(315) 

1,78 
(312) 

4.2 
(317) 

3,49 
(316) 

3,69 
(306) 

1.9 
(317) 

.49 

,51 

,74 

.63 

2,36 
= $11,000 

=10% 

1,35 

1,31 

1,13 

1,0 

1.18 

.69 

.65 

2.70 
(68) 

3.25 
(52) 

2.8 
(75) 

3.65 
(74) 

6,52 = $32,000 
(77) 

=38% 

(74) 

3,29 
(65) 

3,17 
(72) 

2.47 
(72) 

4.39 
(72) 

2.0 
(72) 

2.79 
(71) 

3.97 
(73) 

.56 

,60 

,92 

,75 

3.16 
= $16,000 

=13% 

1,37 

1,08 

1.15 

1.0 

1.18 

,75 

,81 
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Behavioral Homemaking Measure: 

Additionally, a behavioral measure of homemaking (versus the attitudinal 

measure described earlier) is used in this study which involves self-reported behaviors 

such as frequency of execution of, and numbers of hours spent in, family-related work. 

Such tasks include laimdry, general cleaning, cooking, yard work, managing personal 

finances, etc. Tasks pertaining to children were excluded because of lack of relevancy 

(respondents had virtually no children living at home.) A factor analysis using a 

Generalized Least Squares extraction method revealed that home chores break down 

along traditional lines. Specifying a two-factor solution, factor analysis reveals that tasks 

traditionally associated with women load on one factor while those traditionally 

associated with men load on the other factor. However, two of the "traditionally male" 

items (family finances and decisions about major purchases) had lower communality and 

thus were left out in order to form a more reliable measure. (See Table 5 for the factor 

analysis results). 

These findings are similar to previous research (e.g. Mederer, 1993; Hiller and 

Philliber, 1986). Hiller et. al., for example, found that managing money was a chore 

believed by the majority of respondents to be done by both husband and wife or just by 

the husband and major purchases were perceived to be done by both husband and wife. 

Other tasks, on the other hand, were seen as less "mutual". For example, yard work and 



Table 5 

Factor Analysis Results for Items Used in Behavioral Homemaking (Chores) Measures 

Item Female Chores Male Chores 

I. Housework M .10 

2. Laundry M .04 

3. Cooking M .08 

4. Meal planning .08 

5. Grocery shopping JA .22 

6. Shopping errands £1 .07 

7. Family ties .02 

8. Yard work -.41 

9. Vehicle Maintenance -.58 m 

10. Family Finances* 2\ M. 

11. Deciding about 
purchases* 

-.05 M. 

Eigen values 5.23 1.52 

% Total variance 47.50 13.80 

Note: N=378. Highest loading for each item is underlined. 
* Items omitted from final scale because of lower communality. 



97 

household repairs were perceived as being done by the husbands while the other more 

regular household tasks were seen as done by the wives. Since the results 

of this research replicate the previous findings, a more accurate description of the factors 

identified through factor analysis would be: 1) tasks primarily done by women(wives); 

and 2) tasks done by both men and women (husbands and wives) or just men (husbands). 

However, since the latter factor items did not make a reliable scale, the measures used in 

this study are dichotomized as tasks done primarily by women (Female Chores) and tasks 

done primarily by men (Male Chores). 

Home Chores: 

Respondents indicated who (they or their spouse) engaged in the following tasks 

according to a 1-5 scale where 1 = almost always or always me; 2 = more often me; 3 = 

as often me as my spouse; 4 = more often my spouse; and 5 = almost always or always 

my spouse. These measures were reverse scored so that the higher the score, the more 

often the respondent, rather than the spouse, performed the tasks. 

Female-traditional tasks (FEMALE CHORES): 
(a = .92) 

1. Housework - cleaning. 
2. Laundry. 
3. Cooking. 
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4. Meal planning. 
5. Grocery shopping. 
6. Family shopping errands (e.g. for clothes, gifts, etc.). 
7. Maintaining family ties (e.g. correspondence, remembering birthdays, etc.). 

Male-traditional tasks (MALE CHORES): 
(a =.71) 

1. Yard work (e.g. landscaping, lawn maintenance, etc.). 
2. Vehicle and appliance maintenance. 

(See Table 4 for a presentation of the means and standard deviations for these measures 

(for all respondents and for male and female respondents, independently). Table 6 

presents Coefficient Alphas and scale item characteristics. Both scales were internally 

reliable for all respondents combined.) 

Views of the work role and family role relationship: 

Strength of belief in two different views of the work role and family role 

relationship - the conflict view and the instrumental view - were also measured. 

Although it is expected that most employed people have struck some level of balance 

between home and work (otherwise they would have an incentive to leave the workforce 

or find a new job)^, they may hold different beliefs about the amount of accommodation 

'This self-selection may be why studies of both work/family conflict and dissatisfaction 
with work report that a minority of workers experience conflict or dissatisfaction. (For 
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or juggling required to uphold one's obligations in both spheres. Views of the work role 

and family role relationship were represented by three scales; one for the instrumental 

view and two (work-interferes-with-family (WIF) and family-interferes-with-work (FIW) 

for the conflict view. 

The instrumental scale was designed to include the conceptual components of 

both the instrumental (Evans and Bartolome, 1984; Payton-Miyazaki and Brayfield, 

1976) and congruence (Morf, 1989) models of work-family linkages; basically, it was 

designed to capture positive spillover (Staines, 1980) between the domains. These items 

were not taken from any existing scales but were constructed specifically for this study 

under the general conceptual guidelines of the aforementioned research (see earlier 

discussion in the review of the literature). 

The conflict models were intended to capture negative spillover and use three of 

the four items for work-interferes-with-family and three of the four items for family-

interferes-with-work as formulated by Gutek, Searle, and Klepa (1991) with the specific 

items developed by Kopelman, Greenhaus, and Connoly (1983) and Burley (1989). The 

fourth item from each of these internally reliable scales were omitted in the process of 

editing the survey because these items tapped relevant others' reactions (as perceived by 

the respondent) to the respondents' work/family interactions. The present research is 

examples of such studies, see Pleck et al. 1980; Crosby, 1982; Hodson, 1989; Loscocco and 
Spitze, 1991). 



Table 6 

Reliability Coefficients & Scale Item Characteristics for 
the Behavioral Homemaking (Chores) Measures 

Female Chore Scale 

a = .92 

Item # SKI. Pfv, M 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

1 2.16 1.19 391 .73 

2 2.02 1.35 391 .79 

3 2.16 1.29 391 .85 

4 2.10 1.34 391 .86 

5 2.49 1.32 391 .71 

6 2.41 1.24 391 .78 

7 2.64 1.21 391 .60 

Male Chore Scale 

a = .71 

Item-Total 
Item# Item Mean Std. Dev. M Correlation 

1 3.52 1.37 381 .55 

2 3.9 1.37 381 .55 
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concerned strictly with the respondents' perceptions of their work/family relationship. 

Given this substantive difference in these items, together with the fact that they appeared 

to resonate the least with the respondents (i.e. lowest means for agreement) as reported in 

the study (i.e. Gutek, et al., 1991), the severe space limitations in the survey necessitated 

the omission of these items. This omission did appear to come at a cost; the internal 

reliability of the two conflict scales (see below) was lower than that reported in the earlier 

study (Gutek, et al., 1991). The specific items used in each scale appear below. 

Instrumental mQdgl 
Respondents responded to the following questions on a 1-5 scale ( where 1= 

strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). 

1. My achievements at work directly benefit my family. 
2. 1 feel that my job helps me to fulfill my obligations to my family. 
3. 1 feel that the harder I work on my job, the more my family benefits. 
4. The time and effort I spend at work helps make things easier for my family. 
5. When I'm at work, I feel like I'm where my family expects me to be. 

Conflict scale: work influences family: 
Respondents responded to the following questions on a 1-5 scale (where 1 = 

strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). 

6. After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I'd like to do. 
7. I have so much work to do for my job that it takes away from my personal life. 
8. My work takes up time that I'd like to spend with my family/fnends. 

Conflict scale: family interferes vyith work: 
Respondents responded to the following questions on a 1-5 scale ( where 1 = 

strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). 

9. My personal demands are so great that it takes away from my work. 
10. My personal life takes up time that I'd like to spend on work. 
11. I'm often too tired at work because of the things I have to do at home. 
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A factor analysis using the Generalized Least Squares extraction method with a 

varimax rotation revealed that these eleven items loaded on three distinct factors (see 

Table 7). In general, the Instrumental scale and the WIF scale were reliable; however, the 

internal reliability of the FIW scale is questionable (a = .62). Table 8 presents the scale 

item characteristics for these measures. The means and standard deviation for men. 

women, and the entire sample appear in Table 9. 

Satisfaction and importance measures: 

All satisfaction and importance scales were reliable and adapted from established 

scales (see Tables 10-13 for coefficient alphas and other scale item information; the 

means and standard deviations for these measures for men, women, and the whole sample 

can be found in Table 14). The questions for pay and benefit satisfaction and importance 

were taken from the Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire (Heneman, 1985; Heneman and 

Schwab; 1985). The questions for convenience satisfaction and importance were 

modeled after items on the 1972-1973 QES (as discussed by Martin and Hanson, 1985) 

that form the job convenience scale and include a global job convenience item. The items 

for career satisfaction and importance and work/family conflict satisfaction and 

importance follow formats similar to the questions for the previous two measures. 
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Table 7 

Factor Analysis Results for Items used in Instrumental, WIF, and FIW Scales 

Item# Instrumental WIF nw 

I .05 -.11 

2 .06 -.13 

3 -.01 .22 

4 .02 -.08 

5 .02 -.09 

6 1 b
 

.01 

7 .12 M .18 

8 .06 .31 

9 -.15 .12 

10 .05 .07 JO. 

11 -.12 .21 

Eigen values 2.69 lAl 129 

% Total variance 22.40 20.50 10.80 

Note: N=403 Highest loadings for each item are underlined. 



Table 8 

Reliability Coe^cients and Scale Item Characteristics 
for Instrumental. WIF. and FIW Measures 

[nstromgntal Scale 

a = 75 

Item# Item Mean Std. Dev. M 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

1 3.96 .74 404 .53 

2 3.97 .70 404 .54 

3 3.23 .88 404 .46 

4 3.82 .75 404 .59 

5 3.79 .77 404 .45 

WIF Scale 

a = 71 

Item-Total 
Item# Item Mean Std. Dev. N Correlation 

6 3.01 1.02 407 .44 

7 2.84 .96 407 .64 

8 2.98 .92 407 .51 

FIW Scale 

a = 62 

Item-Total 
Item# Item Mean Std. Dev. H Correlation 

9 2.16 .74 404 .40 

10 2.09 .67 404 .46 

11 1.99 .68 404 ,44 



Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations for Instrumental, WIF, and FIW Measures 

Variables 
Whole 

Sample* 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
(N) 

Men 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
(N) 

Women 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
(N) 

I. Instrumental 3.75 3.82 3.47 
.54 .53 .53 

(403) (330) (73) 

2. WIF 2.94 2.92 3.06 
.77 .76 .82 

(406) (332) (74) 

3. FIW 2.08 2.09 2.05 
.53 .51 .60 

(403) (330) (73) 



Table 10 

Reliability Coefficients and Scale Item Characteristics 
for Pay Satisfaction and Pay Importance Scales 

Pay Satisfagtion 

a = 79 

Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

1 3.76 .89 411 .66 

2 3.83 .92 411 .66 

•> 
J 4.05 .81 411 .24 

4 3.79 .92 411 .66 

5 3.65 .93 411 .65 

Pay Importance 

a = 85 

Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

I 4.20 .67 408 .64 

2 4.09 .90 408 .67 

«> J 4.20 .63 408 .68 

4 4.00 .92 408 .66 

5 4.10 .72 408 .70 
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Table 11 

Reliability Coefficients and Scale Item Characteristics 
for Career Satisfaction and Career Importance Scales 

Career Satisfaction 

a = 77 

Item-Total 
Item Mean Std. Dev. N Correlation 

4.01 .75 417 .56 

4.05 .90 417 .43 

3.91 .88 417 .46 

3.77 .81 417 .64 

3.89 .76 417 .61 

3.62 .92 417 .47 

Career Importance 

a = 79 

Item-Total 
Item Mean Std. Dev. N Correlation 

3.77 .85 415 .53 

3.71 .93 415 .58 

3.90 .83 415 .51 

3.38 .92 415 .57 

3.50 .93 415 .61 

3.80 .83 415 .43 



Table 12 

Reliability Coefficients and Scale Item Characteristics 
for Job Convenience Satisfaction and Importance Scales 

Job Convenience Satisfaction 

a =.88 

Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

1 4.02 .86 406 .76 

2 3.86 .95 406 .75 

J 3.55 1.00 406 .68 

4 3.96 .90 406 .75 

5 3.72 .87 406 .65 

Job Convenience Importance 

a = 78 

Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

I 4.28 .74 406 .62 

2 4.06 .80 406 .62 

3 3.27 1.19 406 .50 

4 4.10 .83 406 .63 

5 3.70 .84 406 .46 



Table 13 

Reliability Coefficients and Scale Item Characteristics 
for Work/Family Conflict Satisfaction and Importance Scales 

Work/Family Conflict Satisfaction 

a = 92 

Item-Total 
Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N Correlation 

1 3.63 .80 418 .83 

2 3.61 .84 418 .86 

3 3.53 .82 418 .85 

4 3.48 .90 418 .70 

WgrMFamiiy Ccnflict impprtangg 

a =.87 

Item-Total 
Item # Item Mean Std. Dev. N Correlation 

1 3.85 .92 418 .79 

2 3.93 .87 418 .81 

3 3.85 .92 418 .76 

4 3.64 .99 418 .56 



Table 14 

Means and Standard Deviations for Satisfaction and Importance Scales 

Whole Sample* Men Women 
Mean Mean Mean 

Std. Deviation Std. Deviation Std. Deviation 
Variables (N) (N) (N) 

1. Pay Satisfaction 3.82 3.87 3.57 
.66 .64 .71 

(410) (335) (75) 

2. Career 3.82 3.85 3.71 
Satisfaction .76 .75 .76 

(405) (329) (76) 

3. Job Convenience 3.88 3.87 3.91 
Satisfaction .58 .58 .55 

(416) (338) (78) 

4. Work/Family 3.56 3.57 3.54 
Conflict .75 .76 .73 
Satisfaction (417) (340) (77) 

5. Pay Importance 4.12 4.14 4.04 

.61 .59 .69 
(407) (334) (73) 

6. Career 3.88 3.90 3.83 
Importance .65 .65 .66 

(405) (330) (75) 

7. Job Convenience 3.88 3.62 3.91 
Importance .65 .62 .54 

(414) (337) (77) 

8. Work/Family 3.82 3.79 3.96 
Conflict .79 .78 .81 
Importance (417) (338) (79) 
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Satisfaction and Importance Scales: 

Compensation: importance (a = .85) 
satisfaction (a = .79) 

Respondents were asked to determine how important/unimportant and 
satisfied/unsatisfied they were with these aspects of their work situation. Respondents 
responded on a 1 -5 scale (where 1 = very unimportant/dissatisfied and 5 = very 
important/satisfied). 

1. My take-home pay. 
2. My benefit package. 
3 My overall level of pay. 
4. The value of my benefits. 
5. My current salary/wage. 

Career: importance (a = .79) 
satisfaction (a = .77) 

Respondents were given the same response categories as above. 

1. My career, in general. 
2. My present career situation. 
3. My expectations for career progression over the next five years. 
4. The rewards of my career. 
5. The demands of my career. 

Convenience: importance (a = .78) 
satisfaction (a = .88) 

Respondents were given the same response categories as above. 

1. The convenience of my job, in general. 
2. Ease of travel to and from my job. 
3. The physical surroundings and atmosphere at work. 
4. The numbers of hours required by my job. 
5. My work schedule. 
6. Having enough time at work to complete my tasks. 
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Work/family conflict: importance (a = .87) 
satisfaction (a = .92) 

Respondents were given the same response categories as above. 

1. The amoimt of effort it takes to balance work and family. 
2. How my time is divided between my work and my family. 
3. The extent to which my work demands and my family demands conflict. 
4. The amount of stress I feel in trying to manage and balance my life. 

Rgfergnt Pata: 

The use/non-use of referents in job satisfaction judgments is measured by asking 

respondents if they do or don't compare themselves with someone else in the 

determination of their satisfaction. The domain of the referents selected was measured by 

asking why the respondent selected a particular referent with the response categories of: 

1) relative; 2) friend; 3) coworker; 4) supervisor; 5) subordinate; or 6) colleague. This 

measure was dichotomized by collapsing responses I and 2 into a measure reflecting the 

home domain and responses 3-6 into a measure reflecting the work domain. 

Additionally, an open-ended question asking for the reason for the selection of 

the specific referent was an alternative method to measure referent domain. The open-

ended question was intended to allow for a much richer response about referent choice 

and was coded (0,1) based on whether or not the respondent made specific mention of 

any of a variety of factors (work, sex, age family, other) about the referent. 

Unfortunately, the responses to the open-ended questions were either blank or quite terse 
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and thus this measure provided no significant results upon analysis. Therefore, only the 

multiple choice measure is reported in the analyses. 

Other information about the referents is collected primarily through multiple 

choice questions tapping work and family-related characteristics. These were intended to 

gather both demographic and work-related characteristics of the referents and included 

questions about sex, race, parental status, marital status, employment status of referent's 

spouse, referent employment (same/different (compared to respondent) job or employer), 

job type (hourly, salaried, or self-employed), and income from job (more, equal, or less 

relative to respondent). 

Types of evaluations: 

These questions about referents will be duplicated in four different contexts. 

Respondents are asked to respond to the questions about the referents used in determining 

satisfaction levels for each of four work outcomes; 1) pay; 2) career progression; 3) 

convenience factors like hours, schedules, and location, etc. of employment; and 4) level 

of work/family conflict. All referent analyses were duplicated within each context. Main 

effects of evaluative contexts were hypothesized only for referent choice decisions, 

although other differences between contexts are discussed. 

Sgx; 

The sex of respondents is coded as l=male, 2=female. 
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Controls and demographic characteristics: 

The survey also collects information about the respondent's work experience, the 

respondent's household, and demographical information about the respondent. 

The objective data about the respondent's job and experience includes: 

1) General job type (i.e. l=hourly, 2=salaried, 3=self-employed); 
2) Pay (annual pay, measured as explained in Breadwinning Proxies section); 
3) Job tenure (measured as years in job): 

I = less than I; 2 = 1-3; 3=4-5; 4 = 6-10; 5= 11-15; 
6=16-20; 7 = 21-25; 8 = 26-30; 9 = more than 30; 

4) Organizational tenure, measured with the same scale as job tenure; 
5) Number of hours a week worked for pay: 

1 = less than 30 (these respondents were excluded from the analyses); 
2 = 30-39; 3=40-45; 4 = 46-50; 5 = 51-60; 6 = more than 60; 

6) Industry: 
1 = service; 2 = govemment/non-profit; 3 = wholesale/retail trade; 
4 = industrial; 5 = other. 

The household data collected includes: 

1) Employment status of spouse (hourly, salaried, self-employed, or not 
employed for pay); 

2)Numberofhours worked by spouse (less than 32, 32-36, 37-40, 
more than 40); and 

3) Household income (12-point scale with 1 = below $15,000 and 
12 = $100,000 or more). 

The demographic information collected, other than sex, includes: 

1) Ethnicity; 
2) Marital status; 
3) Parental status; 
4) Education; and 



5) Age. 

(See Table 1 for a description of respondent characteristics.) 
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RESULTS 

The results of the analyses are reported below and organized into four sections: 1) 

descriptive results for the measures used in this research; 2) results for the analyses of 

job satisfaction and the work and family role relationship variables; 3) results for the 

referent choice analyses; and 4) additional descriptive results of post-hoc analyses on the 

breadwinning measure. 

SECTION I: Descriptive results of measures. 

Breadwinning: 

Overall, respondents appeared to have a significantly stronger breadwinning 

orientation than a homemaker orientation (see Table 15 for t-test results). However, an 

examination of the means by sex group revealed that this was only true for male 

respondents (see Table 15). Female respondents indicated a significantly stronger 

orientation to the homemaking role than the breadwinning role. Further supporting this 

sex role segregation, the mean responses firom the men indicated that they were 

significantly more responsible for providing for their family (Family Support) than for 

I 
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managing the family home needs (Family Management) while the mean responses from 

the women indicated that they bore significantly more responsibility for family 

management than family support (see Table 15). In further support of this finding, there 

were significant differences between men and women in the relative importance they 

assigned to the provider role and the maintainer of the home (House) role (See Table 16). 

The mean responses from the rankings indicated that the men assigned higher importance 

to the provider role than the women did and the women assigned higher importance to the 

maintenance (House) role than did the men. 

A correlational analysis revealed that all of the ancillary breadwinning measures, 

except for the parent and worker role rankings, were correlated with the primary 

breadwinning scale (see Table 17). Because of the differences between men and women 

foimd in the means tests, above, these correlation analyses were also performed separately 

for male and female respondents (see Tables 18 and 19). In general the results from the 

correlational analyses for men and women were similar. For both men and women, the 

breadwiruiing measure was significantly positively correlated with responsibility for 

supporting the family, the ratio of the respondent's pay to the family's income, and the 

provider role. Breadwiiming status was significantly negatively correlated with the 

spousal role and female chore performance for both men and women. Although pay and 

responsibility for family management was significantly correlated (positively and 
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negatively, respectively) with breadwinning status for men only, the women's correlation 

results were in the same directions even though they did not reach levels of significance. 

The primary difference in these results between men and women lies in the 

relationship between homemaking status and breadwinning status. For men, 

homemaking status was significantly inversely correlated with breadwinning status, but 

for women the correlation between these measures was zero. One final difference was 

that the worker role was positively correlated (although only marginally significant) with 

breadwinning status for women but was not correlated for men. 

The correlations between breadwinning status and the other major variables in this 

study will be discussed as part of the descriptive analysis results for each of these 

measures. These measures - homemaking (attitudinal and behavioral) measures, 

satisfaction and importance measures, and demographic variables - are discussed below. 

Homemaking measures: Attitudinal and behavioral TChores): 

Because respondents were asked about chore division between themselves and 

their spouse, the sex distribution of the respondents will influence the overall mean 

responses about chore performance (not surprisingly, the female chores measure was 

significantly correlated with respondent sex (r=.76) such that females were more likely to 

report performance of female chores (See Table 20 for correlation matrix for whole 

sample on major variables); therefore, means must be examined separately by sex group. 



Table 15 

Mean Differences Scores Between Measures for Whole Sample, Men and Women 

WHOLE SAMPLE MEN WOMEN 

Measures Mean /-Score Mean r-Score Mean /-Score 
(N) (N) (N) 

(321) (270) (50) 

Breadwinning 356 3.70 2.78 

I5.09**» 22.07'*» 4.07*** 

Homemaking 2.75 2.66 3.25 

(403) (329) (73) 

WIF 2.94 2.92 3.06 

18.00*'* 18.46*** 3.87*'* 

Instrumenul 3.75 3.82 3.47 

(403) (329) (73) 

FIW 2.08 2.09 2.05 

42J6*** 40.28*** 14.64*** 

Instrumental 3.75 3.82 3.47 

(372) (300) (71) 

Female Chores 2 JO 1.91 3.97 

16.04*** 35.01*** 10.30*** 

Male Chores 3.52 3.70 2.79 

(401) (326) (74) 

Family Support 4.03 4.31 2.80 

18.15*** 31.97*** 5.34*** 

Family Management 2.58 2.34 3.65 

Note; *** p<.001 
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Table 16 
Mean Difference Scores Between Men and Women for Breadwinning, 

Homemaking, Ancilliary Breadwinning & Behavioral Homemaking (Chores) Measures 

Means for Men Means for Women r . scorc 
Variables (N) (N) 

1. Breadwinning 3.69 2.70 I3.62*** 
(313) (68) 

2. Homemaking 2.67 3.25 6.60*** 
(273) (52) 

3. Family 4.31 2.8 13.29*** 
Support (326) (75) 

4. Family 2.35 3.65 13.92«" 
Manager (327) (74) 

5. Pay 10.12^61.000 6.52 = 32.000 9.41"» 
(330) (77) 

6.% of Family 5=73% =38% II.63*** 
Income (313) (74) 

7. Parent Role 3.09 3.29 1.11 
(303) (65) 

8. Worker Role 3.0 3.17 1.02 
(305) (72) 

9. House Role 1.78 2.47 4.64"« 
(312) (72) 

lO.Spouse Role 4.2 4.39 1.45 
(317) (72) 

11. Provider Role 3.49 2.0 9.68**' 
(316) (72) 

12. Male Chores 3.69 2.79 9.29"* 
(306) (71) 

13. Female Chores 1.9 3.97 20.26**» 
(317) (73) 

Note: ••• p < .001 ••pS.OI 'p S .05 



Table 17 

Correlation Matrix for Breadwinning, Homemaking, and Ancillary Breadvvinning Measures: Whole Sample 

MEASURE I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 .Urcailwinning 1.0 -.33"* .60*** -.30*** ,45*** .53*** 0.00 .01 -.16** -.23*** .40"* 

2.llomcmaking 1.0 -.37*** .42*** -.34 -.31*** ,04 -.19** .20*»* .18** -.22*** 

3.Family Support+ 1.0 -.57'** .53*** .68*** -.05 .06 -.22*** ,16** .39*** 

4.Family Managcr+ 1.0 -.44*** -.50*** -.03 -.03 .31*** .10* -.27*** 

5. Pay 1.0 .54*** -.07 .08 -.23*** -.05 .31*** 

6,% of Family Incomc l.O -.04 -.04 -.13*** -.12* .36*** 

7,1'arcnl Rolc+ 1.0 -.28*** -.14** .00 -.20*** 

8. Worker Rolc+ 1.0 .03 -.23*** -.08 

9, House Role+ 1.0 -.04 -.08 

lO.Spousc Rolc+ 1.0 -.24*** 

11.Provider Rolc+ 1.0 

Note: +ltems have been reverse scored 

• • • p S . O O l  * p : ^ . 0 5  



Table 18 

Correlation Matrix for Breadwinning, Homemaking, and Ancilliary Breadwinning Measures: Men Only 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

I. ntcadwinning 1.0 -.20* •' .38*" -.23'** .24'** -.07 .01 .04 -.20*** .17** .05 -.29*** 

2. Homemaking 1.0 .23»" -.15' -.05 .04 -.22*** .11 .19** -.06 .05 .17** 

3. Family Support 1.0 -.31'»* .32*" .47*** -.01 .06 .00 -.10 .10 .11 -.25*** 

4. Family Manager 1.0 -.I5»' -.23'** -.08 -.04 .12* .08 .04 .14* .57*** 

5. Pay 1.0 .35*** -.07 .04 .01 .00 .08 -.01 -.12* 

6. % of Family Income 1.0 -.01 -.07 ,12* -.05 .10 .04 -.25**' 

7. Parent Role I.O -.27** -.13* .01 -.16** -.03 -.01 

8. Worker Role 1.0 .08 -.22*** -.10 -.02 -.03 

9. House Role 1.0 -.07 .08 .05 .01 

lO.Spouse Role 1.0 -.19*** -.06 -.07 

11. Provider Role 1.0 .09 -.05 

12. Male Chores 1.0 .12* 

13. Female Chores 1.0 

Note; N ranges from 255 - 317 p S.OOl •• p S .01 'p S .05 

ro 
to 



Table 19 

Correlation Matrix for Breadwinning, Honiemaking, and Ancilliary Breadwinning Measures: Women Only 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 

I. Brcailwinning l.O .00 .35*" -.17 ,24**' .28*** -.07 .01 .04 -.20*** .17** .05 - 2i)««* 

2. Homcmaking 1.0 -.37'* .39* • -.39** -.46'" .03 -.35** .26 .12 -.15 -.02 .47*** 

3. Family Support 1.0 -.34*** .35" .66"* -.03 .36** -.41*** -.31** .48*** -.10 -.32** 

4. Family Manager 1.0 -.29" -.30** -.09 -.24* .55*** .04 -.22 .49*** .62*" 

5. Pay 1.0 .45*** .00 .47*** -.53*** -.11 .20 -.07 -.24* 

6. % of Family Income 1.0 -.01 .30** -.42*** -.26* .42*** -.11 -.25* 

7.1'arem Role 1.0 -.40*** -.25* -.08 -.41*** -.30* .07 

8. Worker Role 1.0 -.26* -.35** .17 .05 -.38"* 

9. Mouse Role 1.0 -.05 -.22 .26* .45*** 

lO.Spouse Role 1.0 -.46*** -08 .12 

11. Provider Role 1.0 .08 -.20 

12. Male Chores 10 .24* 

13. Female Chores 1.0 

Note; N ranges from 48-74 •••pS.OOl **ps.0\ *pS.05 

LO 



Table 20 

Correlation Matrix for Major Scales; Breadwinning, Homemaking, Workypamily Relationship, Satisfaction, Sex, Pay, 
and Behavioral Homemaking (Chores) Measures; Whole Sample 

Variables I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 

I. Breadwinning 1.0 -.33*** .54*" .I8*** .00 .I6" .10 -.03 -.03 -.62*** .45*** .30*** -,6I*** 

2. Homemaking 1.0 -.17*** -.07 ,18'** -.17" -.03 .06 .11 .38*** -.34*** .12 -.41*** 

3. Instrumental 1.0 .08 -.11* .23**' ,22** .08 .12* -.25*** .22** .13* -.32*** 

4. Condict (WIF) 1.0 .31"* -.I3" -.22**' -.29* •• -.38*** .07 .00 -.02 .01 

5. Connict (FIW) 1.0 -.16*'» -.13'* -.11* -.19*** -.03 -.04 .03 .01 

6, Pay 
Satisfaction 

1.0 .57*** .29*** .26*** -.18** .37*** -.02 -.17**' 

7. Career 
Satisfaction 

1.0 4 9 . . .  .49*** -.07 .29*** -.03 -.06 

8. Convenience 
Satisfaciion 

l.O .51*** .03 .09 -.07 01 

9. Work/Family 
Conllicl 
Satisfaction 

1. 0  -.01 ,05 -.06 -.02 

lO.Subjccl Sex 1.0 -.49*** .45*** -.76*** 

11. Pay 1.0 -.20*** .47*** 

12. Male Chores 1.0 -.27** 

13. Female Chores 1.0 

Noic: N ranges from 326-411 •••pS.OOl ••p<.OI * p £ .05 

N> 
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Analysis of these means reveals that male respondents tended to see a more equal split in 

chore performance, as they responded that they always or usually performed the male 

chores (see Table 16 for t-test results) and their spouses always or usually performed the 

female chores. Female respondent responses indicated that they believed they always or 

usually performed the female chores but that the performance of the male chores was 

more likely to be shared. 

Except as noted in the preceding discussion about the breadwinning measure, men 

and women appear to respond similarly concerning the relationships between the 

breadwinning and homemaking measures with the primary difference being that the 

correlations for women do not reach statistical significance on as many measures as the 

men (see tables 18 and 19). This may be primarily a result of the greatly skewed numbers 

of men and women in the study. For both men and women, the attitudinal homemaking 

measure is significantly negatively correlated with the worker role and significantly 

positively correlated with performance of female chores. In addition, the attitudinal 

homemaking measure for men is significantly negatively correlated with responsibility 

for supporting the household, and with pay (marginally) and significantly positively 

correlated with responsibility for maintaining the household and the spousal role. 

'°This difference in perceptions of chore performance between men and women has 
generally been identified in numerous studies (e.g. Mederer, 1993; Hiller and Philliber, 
1986). 
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For the behavioral homemaking measures, femeile chore performance is 

significantly negatively correlated with breadwinning status, responsibility for supporting 

the family, pay, and ratio of pay to family income and it is significantly positively 

correlated with homemaking stams, responsibility for maintaining the household and 

performance of male chores for both men and women. Performance of male chores was 

significantly positively correlated with responsibility for family maintenance for both 

men and women, and was positively correlated with the home maintenance role and 

negatively correlated with the parent role for women (see table 18 and 19). Thus, in spite 

of the fact that women and men differ in the types of chores they perform, the 

relationships between chore performance and most variables are similar for men and 

women. 

Views of the work role and familv role relationship: 

In general, the respondents in this study believed more strongly in the 

instrumental view (M=3.75) than the conflict view of the work and family role 

relationship. Also, they agreed with the WIF conflict view (M=2.94) more strongly than 

the FIW conflict view (M=2.08) as previous research has found (see table 15). This 

pattern held true for both men and women in the sample; for both men and women, 

agreement with the instrumental view of the work/family role relationship was 

significantly greater than agreement with either the WIF view or the FIW view (see Table 
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15 for means differences tests). Men and women, in fact, only differed in the strength of 

agreement with the instrumental view such that the mean for agreement with the 

instrumental view for men (M=3.82) was significantly higher than that for women 

(M=3.47) (see Table 21 for means, standard deviations and t-tests). 

Belief in the instrumental view of the work role and family role relationship was 

positively (and significantly) correlated with breadwinning status and career satisfaction 

for both men and women (see Tables 20 (whole sample), and tables 22-23). For men 

only, it was also significantly positively correlated with pay satisfaction and significantly 

negatively correlated with the FIW conflict view and female chore performance (see 

Table 22). For women only, the instrumental view was also significantly positively 

correlated with job convenience satisfaction and work/family conflict satisfaction (see 

Table 23). 

Belief in the WIF conflict view of the work/family role relationships was 

positively (and significantly) correlated with the FIW conflict view and breadwinning 

status for both men and women (see Tables 22 and 23), although the strength of these 

correlations was much greater for women than it was for men. It was also significantly 

negatively correlated with all four satisfaction contexts for men and with career 

satisfaction and work/family conflict satisfaction for women (see Tables 22 and 23). 



Table 21 

Mean Differences Scores Between Men and Women for Instrumental, WIF, and FIW Measures 
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Variables Means /-Score 

Men Women 

CN) (N) 

I. Instrumental 3.82 3.47 5.06** 

(330) (73) 

2. WIF 2.92 3.06 -1.38 
(332) (74) 

FIW 2.09 2.05 .55 
(330) (73) 

*•* P<.OOI •• P<.01 • P<.05 



Table 22 

Correlation Matrix for Major Scales: Breadwinning, Work/Family Relationship, Satisfaction, 
Sex, Pay, and Female Chore Measures; Men Only 

Variables 12345 6 7 89 10 

1. Breadwinning 1.0 .SO*" .21'" -.09 .12' .09 .00 -.02 .24*** -.29*** 

2. Instrumcnial 1.0 .09 -.13* 20"» .I9*" .06 .09 .10 -.20*** 

3. Condicl (WIF) 1.0 .26*'» -.11* -.21*' -.34**' -.41*** ,07 -.07 

-(.ConnicKFIW) t.O -.14" -.09 -.12* -.17** -.04 .05 

5. Pay Satisfaction l.O .56«" .30"* .23*** .31*** .02 

6. Career Satisfaction 1.0 .50*** .48*** .27*** -.02 

7. Convenience Satisfaction 1.0 .59*** .11* -.03 

8. Work/Family Conflict Satisfaction 1.0 .05 .02 

9.1'ay 1.0 -.12* 

10. Female Chores 1.0 

Nolc: N ranges from 297-338 ***p5.001 ''pS.Ol *ps,05 



Tab\c 23 

Correlation Matrix for Major Scales: Breadwinning, Worlc/Family Relationship, Satisfaction, 
Sex, Pay, and Female Chore Measures; Women Only 

Variables 123456 7 89 10 

I. Drcadwinniiii; 1.0 .47'^* .44'" .19 .01 -.04 -.08 -.07 .20 -.35**' 

2. Instrunxental 1.0 .16 -.08 .19 .31**' .26' 21* .18 -.13 

3. Conflici (WIF) 1.0 .47*** -.15 -.24* -.12 -.23* -.01 -.08 

4, ConnicKFIW) 1.0 -.24* -.28' -.05 -.09 .00 

5.1'iiy Sutislaclion 1.0 S T "  .29* .39* .39'** -.22 

6. Career Salisfucllon 1.0 42»»» .53**' .34" -.04 

7. Convenience Satisfaction 1.0 .46*»» .19 -.09 

8. WorWraniily Connici Satisfaction 1.0 .07 .04 

9.1'ay 1.0 -.24* 

10. Female Chores 1,0 

Note: N ranges from 65-76 ***ps.001 **p<.01 * p S .05 
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Satisfaction: 

The respondents in this research found the four job aspects (i.e. pay, career, job 

convenience, and work/family conflict satisfaction) to be relatively important and appear 

to be relatively satisfied. On a 1 (low) to five scale, the means for importance range from 

a low of M=3.67 for job convenience importance to a high of M=4.12 for pay importance. 

The range for satisfaction went from a low of M=3.56 for work/family conflict 

satisfaction to a high of M=3.88 for job convenience satisfaction (see Table 14 for means 

and standard deviations). Thus, all means are in the satisfied and important range (with 

the neutral point at 3.0 (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied)). 

Men and women in this sample responded similarly to these satisfaction and 

importance measures. The only significant differences observed were that men were 

significantly more satisfied with their pay than were women and that women found job 

convenience satisfaction to be significantly more important than did men (see Table 24). 

In the correlational analysis, pay was significantly positively correlated with pay 

satisfaction and career satisfaction for both men and women and significantly positively 

correlated with job convenience satisfaction for men (Tables 22 and 23). 

All of the satisfaction variables are strongly, positively correlated v^dth each other 

for both men and women (see Tables 22 and 23). For the whole sample, the importance 

measures are also correlated with each other. Pay satisfaction, career satisfaction, and 
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job convenience satisfaction are all positively correlated with the corresponding 

importance variable; however, work/family conflict satisfaction is not correlated with 

work/family conflict importance (see Table 25). Because the importance means are all 

relatively high and importance, in all but one case, is correlated with satisfaction, the 

analyses in this research will focus only on the satisfaction measures. As indicated 

previously, job satisfaction is the primary dependent variable in this research. 

Controls and other demographic characteristics: 

The two primary control and/or demographic variables used in this study were sex 

and pay. The sample was homogenous in terms of race, age, marital status and parental 

status (see Table 1). The large number of write-in responses and other coding issues with 

the variable "industry type" led to its exclusion from the study. Variables such as job 

type, tenure, education, and spouse's pay were entered, along with sex and pay, into a 

regression equation for breadwirming status and all failed to enter into the model as a 

significant predictor. (Further discussion of the antecedents of breadwinning status can be 

foimd later in this chapter.) Because only job pay and respondent sex had significant 

impact as variables and because effects of respondent sex were hypothesized, the 

correlations results described earlier were presented for only these two characteristics. 

In addition to the tests described earlier, a descriptive analysis of sex and pay 

reveals that, as mentioned before, this sample is 81% men and only 19% female. The 
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Mean Differences Scores Between Men and Women for Satisfaction and Importance Scales 

Variables 

Men 

(N) 

Means 

Women 

CN) 

r-Score 

I. Pay Satisfaction 3.87 

(335) 

3.57 

(75) 

3.37*** 

2. Career Satisfaction 3.85 
(329) 

3.71 
(76) 

1.40 

3. Convenience Satisfaction 3.87 
(338) 

3.91 
(78) 

.61 

4. Woric/Family Conflict 
Satisfaction 

3.57 
(340) 

3.54 
(77) 

.30 

5. Pay Importance 4.14 
(334) 

4.04 
(73) 

1.11 

6. Career Importance 3.90 
(330) 

3.83 
(75) 

.85 

7. Convenience Importance 3.62 
(337) 

3.91 
(77) 

4.0 P 

8. Work/Family Conflict 
Importance 

3.79 
(338) 

3.96 
(79) 

1.66 

' • • p s . O O l  * * p < . 0 1  ' p s O S  
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Table 25 

Correlation Matrix for Satisfaction and Importance Scales: Whole Sample 

Variables 

1. Pay Satisfaction I.O .57»*' 29"* .26"» 26" .36*** .04 .02 

2. Career 1.0 .49"* .49* .05 .33** -.03 .03* 

Satisfaction 

3. Convenience 1.0 .57*** .00»* .I6*** -06*»« 

Satisfaction 

4. WorlcVFamily 1.0 -.02*** .01** .09 .07 

Conflict 

5. Pay Importance 1.0 .34*** .21*** .20'** 

6. Career 1.0 .11*** .32*** 

Importance 

7. Convenience 1.0 .44*** 

Importance 

8. Work/Family 1.0 

Conflict Importance 

Note; N ranges from406-418 *•* ps .001 •* p < .01 * p < .05 
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average annual pay for respondents in this sample was approximately $60,000; however, 

strong sex-based differences were found. For men, the mean pay was around $65,000, 

the median was $75,000, and the mode was over $80,000. For women, the mean pay was 

$35,000, the median was $37,500 and the mode was $32,500, The mean differences test 

between men and women was significant (t=I1.27, d.f.= 405, p < .001). 
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SECTION 11: Results of job satisfaction and work/familv model analyses: The 

effects of breadwinning status, work/familv models and sex. 

The first hypothesis predicts a positive relationship between the work/family 

models and breadwinning status. Although this hypothesis was clearly supported by the 

correlational analyses reported previously, further analysis was conducted. A linear 

regression analysis revealed that breadwinning status is a statistically significant predictor 

of a belief in the instrumental view of the work and family role relationship (see Table 

26). This finding, along with the previously discussed correlational analyses, supports 

Hypothesis la such that the higher a respondent's breadv^nning status, the greater his 

agreement with the instrumental view. Breadwinning status was also a significant 

predictor of the work-interferes-with-family (WIF) conflict view such that the greater the 

identification with breadwinning, the more work is seen as conflicting with the 

respondent's family responsibilities. This result supports Hypothesis lb. Although 

breadwinning status was predictive of and positively related to belief in both the 

instrumental and conflict views, it was a better predictor of belief in the instrumental 

view, explaining more variance in agreement with this view than it explained in 

agreement with the conflict view (r^=.29 and r^=.03, respectively; see Table 26). Tliis 

result clearly supports Hypothesis Ic. 
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Table 26 

Individual Regressions of Work & Family Role Relationship Scales on Breadwinning Status 

Scales Unstandardized Standardized F-ratio 
(N) Coefficient Coefficient 

Instrumental Scale .463 .538 I54.489»** 

(N=380) 

Constant 2.127 

Standard error .459 

r-square .288 

Conflict fWm Scale .223 .183 13.156*** 

(N=381) 

Constant 2.154 

Standard error .758 

r-square .031 

Conflict fFlW^ Scale .004 .004 .007 

(N=379) 

Constant 2.072 

Standard error .532 

r-square .000 

Note: ••*?<.001 "ps.oi "ps-OS 
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Hypotheses 2a and 2b suggested positive relationships between the instrumental 

view of the work role and family role relationship and job satisfaction and negative 

relationships between the conflict view and job satisfaction. These relationships were 

largely supported by the correlational analyses reported in the descriptive section, 

although sex differences were noted. These analyses indicated a significant positive 

relationship between the instrumental view and career satisfaction for all respondents, 

with pay satisfaction for male respondents, and with job convenience and work/family 

conflict satisfaction for female respondents. The WIF conflict view was significantly 

negatively correlated with career and work/family conflict satisfaction for all respondents 

as well as significantly negatively correlated with pay satisfaction and job convenience 

satisfaction for men alone. 

These hypothesized relationships were further tested with stepwise multiple 

regression techniques to determine the predictive potential of these work and family role 

relationship views for the four job satisfaction contexts (see Table 27 for results). These 

views generally proved to be predictive of job satisfaction, although their explanatory 

power was quite low. A description of these results follows. (Note that "r^ is used to 

express the variance in a one-factor model and "R^ is used to express.the variance when 

more than one factor is in the model). 

For career satisfaction, the results show that belief in the instrumental view 

entered on the first step as a significant predictor of career satisfaction although it did not 
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explain much variance (r^=.05). This finding demonstrated that the greater the belief in 

the instrumental view the higher the career satisfaction. However, the conflict (WIF) 

view, entering on step two, was also a significant predictor of career satisfaction 

accounting for about as much variance as the instrumental view, thus doubling the 

variance explained in this two-factor model (R^=.10). The sign of this effect was 

negative, such that the greater the belief in the conflict view, the lower the level of 

satisfaction. The family-interferes-with-work view (FIW) was not a significant predictor 

of career satisfaction in this stepwise regression. 

For pay satisfaction, a stepwise regression analysis revealed that all three work-

family views were significant, with the instrumental view entering first (r^=.05), the WIF 

view entering second and marginally increasing the amount of variance explained 

(R^=.07), and the FIW view entering the regression model last with an even smaller 

contribution to explained variance in the final regression model (R"=.08). The sign of the 

effect for both conflict views was negative, suggesting that the more respondents believed 

in the conflict views, the lower their levels of pay satisfaction. 

For convenience satisfaction, the conflict (WIF) view entered first (r'=.08) 

followed by the instrumental view with a marginal contribution to variance (R^=.09). In a 

similar fashion, the stepwise regression on work/family conflict satisfaction revealed that 

the WTF view entered first (r^=. 14) followed by the instrumental view with a marginal 

contribution to variance (R^=.16). For both these analyses, the effect of belief in the 
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conflict (WIF) view on job convenience and work/family conflict satisfaction was 

negative. In summary, these analyses for the different satisfaction contexts supported 

hypotheses 2a and 2b. 

Hypothesis 3 suggests that sex will not be predictive of job satisfaction, 

controlling for job differences such as pay. The t-test results discussed early clearly 

show that men and women did not significantly differ in their responses about career 

satisfaction, job convenience satisfaction, and work/family conflict satisfaction (see Table 

24). The only observable sex difference in satisfaction was for pay satisfaction. The fact 

that pay is correlated with pay satisfaction and that men in this sample earned 

significantly more money than the women suggests that pay differences may be driving 

this sex difference. In fact, while a regression analysis of pay satisfaction revealed a 

significant effect of sex, although explaining little variance (see Table 28), once the effect 

of pay was controlled in the regression, sex failed to enter the model as a significant 

predictor (t=.179, p < .86, partial correlation of .009). Hypothesis 3 is therefore 

supported by these results. 

According to Hypothesis 4, breadwinning status will be positively associated with 

job satisfaction. This failed, in general, to be supported by the correlational analyses 

(presented in Tables 20 and 22-23). The only significant correlation was between 

breadwinning status and pay satisfaction and this correlation was marginal and limited to 

men only. Linear regression analyses revealed that breadwinning status was a weak but 



Table 27 

Stepwise Regressions of Job Satisfaction on the Work & Family Role Relationship Scales 
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Dependent Variable Unstandardizcd Standardized R square added F-valuc 
Coefficients Coefficients 

Pay Satisfaction: 12.435*" 
{N=39I) 

Instrumental .281*** 219 .05 

WtFConHicl -.104* -.121 .02 

FIW Conflict -.140* -.110 .01 

Constant 3J67 

Standard Error .636 

R square .081 «•« 

Career Satisfaction: I8.804— 
(N=369) 

Instrumental .339'** .250 .05 

WIF Conflict -.229*** -.237 .05 

Constant 3.220 

Standard Error 701 

R square .103 

Convenience Satisfaction: 37.080"* 
(N=394) 

WIF Conflict -.223"* -.301 .08 

Instrumental .110* .105 .01 

Constant 4.117 

Standard Error .544 

R Square .093 

W/F Conflict Satisfaction 63.427»** 
(N=395) 

WIF Conflict -.368"* -.383 .14 

Instrumental J02** .148 .02 

Constant 3.898 

Standard Error .679 

R square .156 

N o t e :  p < . 0 0 1  * * p < . 0 1  »  p < .05 
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Table 28 

Regression of Pay Satisfaction on Sex (without controlling for pay). 

Dependent Variable 
(N) 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

F-value 

Pav Satisfaction: 
(N=409) 

13.006*** 

Sex -.300*»» -.176 

Constant .171 

Standard Error .65 

R square .03 

Note:*** p<.001 **p<.01 *pS.05 
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statistically significant predictor of pay satisfaction (F=9.84, p < .002; r^=.02 (N=373)) 

and of career satisfaction (F=3.65, p < .05; r^=.01 (N=373)). It did not significantly affect 

convenience satisfaction and work/family conflict satisfaction. In general, the effects of 

breadwinning status on job satisfaction are consistently weak and explain almost no 

variance. Thus, Hypothesis 4 is generally not supported. 

Finally, the relationship between breadwinning status, the cognitive views of the 

work and family role relationships, and job satisfaction was examined even though the 

nature of this relationship was not specifically hypothesized. A stepwise regression 

analysis was used to test possible mediator/moderator effects of the cognitive views. 

In stepwise regressions on pay and career satisfaction, breadwinning status fails to 

enter the regression model as an independent variable when the instrumental view is also 

included as an independent variable. The partial correlation of breadwinning status, after 

controlling for the effects of the instrumental view, is close to zero (r=.05). For job 

convenience satisfaction and work/family conflict satisfaction, breadwinning status fails 

to enter the regression model with the instrumental and conflict views as independent 

variables; breadwiiming status has a near zero partial correlation when the effects of the 

cognitive views are controlled. These findings are supportive of the idea that the 

cognitive views work as mediators, rather than as moderators, of the effects breadwiiming 

status on satisfaction. 



SECTION rn: Results of referent choice analyses: Tests of hypotheses and 

descriptive and post-hoc analyses. 
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Referent choice decisions were analyzed by examining the effects of 

breadwinning status and sex on referent characteristics and the domain represented by the 

referent. To the extent that this research represents an e-xploratory study of the use of 

referents in determinations of job satisfaction, it was also informative to conduct a series 

of post hoc tests and descriptive analyses, following the tests of referent choice 

hypotheses, to provide a clearer picture about when and how people use referents within 

and across different comparison contexts. The comparison contexts examined in the 

research included satisfaction with pay, career, convenience of the job, and work/family 

conflict. 

To test the similarity hypothesis (Hypothesis 5), it is appropriate to start with 

replications of previous research which determined sex and job type to be important in 

referent selection. Hypothesis 5 was, in part, an attempt to replicate previous research 

which found respondent sex to be predictive of referent sex. A series of Pearson's Chi-

Square tests replicated this finding in each satisfaction context (see Table 29). Male 

respondents were more likely to choose male referents and female respondents were more 

likely to choose female referents for pay satisfaction, for career satisfaction, for job 

convenience satisfaction, and for work/family conflict satisfaction. Also replicating 
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previous research, this study found that the respondents tended to select referents with 

similar job types for pay satisfaction, career satisfaction, convenience satisfaction, and 

work/family conflict satisfaction (Table 30). The importance of similarity can also be 

substantiated by observing the response frequencies on referent characteristics. The 

respondents in this (married) sample responding to this question chose other married 

people as referents approximately 86%-90% of the time, depending on satisfaction 

context. Eighty-one percent of respondents chose referents with the same job and/or 

employer to determine pay satisfaction, 70% for career satisfaction, 60% for convenience 

satisfaction, and 56.6% for work/family conflict satisfaction. 

In opposition to the similarity hypothesis, however, respondents were less likely 

to choose referents with the same pay level (see Table 31 for a frequency analysis of 

respondent/referent pay comparisons for each of the four satisfaction decisions). For pay 

and career satisfaction, at least 50% of the respondents chose a referent who made more 

money and only around 18% chose referents who made the same amount of money. For 

convenience and work/family conflict satisfaction, only 16% chose referents who made 

the same income, although they were more equally split between choosing a higher-paid 

or lower-paid referent. 

In sunmiary, then, the theoretical supposition in Hypothesis 5 that perceived 

similarity guides referent choice decisions has been robustly supported in this research 
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through the examination of similarity in sex, job type, and marital status; however, it was 

not supported in the case of pay. 

The second question to be explored is the general likelihood of using referents and 

whether people are more likely to use referents in some contexts than others. Hypothesis 

6 predicts that referents from the home domain are less likely to be used (and referents 

from the work domain are more likely to be used) in decisions about pay and career 

satisfaction than they will in decisions about job convenience and work/family conflict 

satisfaction. Work domain referents may be seen as easier to find and more appropriate 

for satisfaction decisions focused more specifically on work and home domain referents 

may be more appropriate for satisfaction decisions more focused on the intersection of 

work and family. 

A test of this hypothesis through paired differences t-tests revealed significant 

differences, as reported in Table 32. The respondents in this study were more likely to 

use work referents (or less likely to use home referents) for pay comparisons (M =.78) 

than they were for career comparisons (M=.70), convenience comparisons (M=.54), and 

work/family conflict comparisons (M=.50). They were also more likely to select work 

referents for career comparisons than they were for convenience comparisons or 

work/family conflict comparisons. These results are generally supportive of Hypothesis 

6, although it should be noted that work domain referents were favored in most 
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satisfaction contexts. There were not any significant differences in the domain of 

referents between convenience and work/family conflict comparisons. 

Hypothesis 7 suggests that referents are more likely to be used in decisions about 

pay and career satisfaction (because appropriate referents are easier to identify for these 

contexts) than they are in decisions about job convenience and work/family conflict 

decisions. This question was examined through fi-equency comparisons (whether the 

respondent uses a referent in a particular context) and through paired t-tests to determine 

significant differences between the use-of-referent means between contexts. The data, 

presented in Table 33, show that approximately 58% (242) of those responding indicate 

that they use referents in determining pay satisfaction, 53% (214) use referents in the 

career satisfaction context, 33% (132) use referents in the convenience satisfaction 

context, and 31% (118) use referents in the work/family conflict context. Respondents 

were significantly (two-tailed significance at p < .001) more likely to use referents for 

either pay satisfaction or career satisfaction determinations than they are for either job 

convenience or work/family (conflict) satisfaction. There were no significant differences 

in the use of referents between pay and career contexts, nor between convenience and 

work/family conflict contexts. 

Hypothesis 8 considers the effect of respondent sex on referent domain. In spite 

of the effect of respondent sex on referent sex, respondent sex was generally no! 

predictive of the domain of the referent, in support of Hypothesis 8. A series of Chi-



148 

square tests revealed only a marginal effect (X^=3.62, d.f.=l, p < .06, N=344) of 

respondent sex on referent domain in the pay satisfaction context. Examination of this 

effect revealed that women were somewhat more likely to choose a referent from the 

home domain to determine pay satisfaction and men were somewhat more likely to 

choose a referent from the work domain for their pay referent. Both male and female 

respondents, however, were more than twice as likely to choose referents from the work 

domain than the home domain in the determination of pay satisfaction (i.e. 80% of men 

and 69% of women who used referents in determining their pay satisfaction chose work 

referents). 

In addition to the hypotheses about the effects of sex on referent choice, the effect 

of bread winning status on referent choice was also examined. Breadwinning status did 

not appear to have a significant effect on referent choice decisions. Hypothesis 9 

(breadwinning status will be predictive of referent domain) was first tested using the 

multiple choice response categories for referent domain. Logistic regression procedures 

were performed for each satisfaction context (i.e. pay, career, convenience, and 

work/family conflict) and failed to find any significant effect of breadwinning status on 

the domain of the referents chosen in three of the four contexts. For work/family conflict 

satisfaction, however, breadwinning status was a significant (p<.05) predictor of referent 

domain, though it explained almost no variance (r^=.005). This effect, however, ran 
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counter to the one predicted such that the higher the breadvvinning status, the more likely 

the respondent was to choose a referent from the home domain. 

Because of the high correlation between the use of the instrumental work/family 

view and breadwinning status and because of the positive mediation test run earlier, a 

similar analysis was run using the instrumental measure to predict referent domain. The 

results of this analysis were in the same direction and with a higher significance level 

(r^=.01; p < .01) for work/family conflict satisfaction only. The other work/family views 

had no significant effects on referent domain. This hypothesis was also tested with a 

logistic regression analysis on the coded responses to the free response question about the 

reasons why the referent was selected. This analysis also failed to support the hypothesis. 

The marginal evidence of a sex difference in referent domain (described 

previously), together with the highly skewed sex ratio (in favor of males) of the 

respondents in this study suggests that the effects of breadwinning status on referent 

domain should be examined separately for male and female respondents. Independent 

logistic regressions for male and female respondents revealed that there were distinct 

differences in the pay and work/family conflict satisfaction contexts (see Table 34). 

Although there was no effect of breadwinning status on referent domain for male 

respondents in the pay satisfaction context, there was a significant effect for females such 

that the higher the breadwinning status, the more likely the women were to choose 

referents from the home domain. In the work/family conflict satisfaction context, the 
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Table 29 

Chi-square Results for Respondent Sex by Referent Sex Within Satisfaction Contexts 

PAY SATTSFACTION 

Respondent Sex Referent Se.\ 
Male Female 

Male 266 (95%) 15 (5%) 281 (100%) 
Female 24 (35%) 45 (65%) 69 (100%) 

290 60 
X'= 139.84* •• 

d f =  1  
N = 350 

CAREER SATISFACTION 

Respondent Sex Referent Sex 
Male Female 

Male 253 (97%) 9 (3%) 262(100%) 
Female 9(14%) 57 (86%) 66(100%) 

262 66 
X-= 225.57*'* 

d f =  1  
N = 328 

JOB CONVENIENCE SATISFACTION 

Respondent Sex Referent Sex 
Male Female 

Male 204(91%) 20 (9%) 224(100%) 
Female 12(21%) 46 (79%) 58 (100%) 

216 66 
X''= I27.3I*'* 

d f =  I  
N = 282 

WORK/FAMILY CONFLICT SATISFACTION 

Respondent Sex Referent Sex 
Male Female 

Male 185 (88%) 25(12%) 210(100%) 
Female 8(15%) 47 (85%) 55(100%) 

193 72 
X'= 119.15»** 

d f =  1  
N = 265 

Note: •••p<.001 
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Table 30 

Chi-square Results for Respondent Job Type by 
Referent Job Type Within Satisfaction Contexts 

PAY SATISFACTION 

Respond. Job Type Referent Job Type 
Hourly Salaried Self-Employed 100% 

Hourly 14 (52%) 12 (44%) 1 (4%) 27 
Salaried 4 (2%) 205 (94%) 9 (4%) 218 

Self-Employed 2 (2%) 34 (33%) 68 (65%) 104 

20 251 78 
X'^=271.304*»* N = 349 
d f = 4  

CAREER SATISFACTION 

Respond. Job Type Referent Job Type 
Hourly Salaried Self-Employed 100% 

Hourly 13 (50%) 12 (46%) 1 (4%) 26 

Salaried 2(1%) 192(94%) 10 (5%) 204 

Self-Employed 2 (2%) 28 (29%) 66 (69%) 96 

17 232 77 
.X'= 267.348*** 
d f = 4  

N = 326 

JOB CONVENIENCE SATISFACTION 

Respond. Job Type Referent Job Type 
Hourly Salaried Self-Employed 100% 

Hourly 10(48%) 9 (43%) 2 (9%) 21 

Salaried 4 (3%) 144 (86%) 19(11%) 167 

Self-Employed 3 (3%) 28 (32%) 58 (65%) 89 

17 181 79 
X''= I53.987*»» N = 277 
d f = 4  

WORK/FAMILY CONFLICT SATISFACTION 

Respond. Job Type Referent Job Type 
Hourly Salaried Self-Employed 100% 

Houriy 11 (52%) 8 (38%) 2(10%) 21 

Salaried 9 (6%) 128 (83%) 18(11%) 155 

Self-Employed 4 (5%) 30 (37%) 46 (58%) 80 

24 166 66 
X'^= I09.670*** N = 256 
d f = 4  

Note: ••»p<.001 



Table 31 

Relative Pay of Referent Selected in 
Job Satisfaction Decisions 

PAY SATISFACTION 
Referent Pav Fr?qn?npy Valid % 

Makes More 202 47.4 57.2 
Makes Same 69 16.2 19.5 
Makes Less 40 9.4 11.3 
Don't Know 42 9.9 11.9 
Missing 73 17.2 

426 100 100 

CAREER SATISFACTION 

R?f?r?nt,.P8y Frequencv % Valid % 

Makes More 166 39.0 49.8 
Makes Same 56 13.1 16.8 
Makes Less 49 11.5 14.7 
Don't Know 62 14.6 18.6 
Missing 93 17.2 

426 100 100 

JOB CONVENIENCE SATISFACTION 
Referent Pav Frequencv Valid % 

Makes More 103 24.2 36.3 
Makes Same 46 10.8 16.2 
Makes Less 75 17.6 26.4 
Don't Know 60 14.1 21.1 
Missing 142 33.4 

426 100 100 

WORK\FAMILY CONFLICT SATISFACTION 

Referent Pay Frequencv Valid % 

Makes More 86 20.2 32.7 
Makes Same 42 9.9 16.0 
Makes Less 87 20.4 33.1 
Don't Know 48 11.3 18.3 
Missing 163 38.2 

426 100 100 



153 

Table 32 

Mean Differences for Domain of Referents Between Satisfaction Contexts: Significant Differences Only 

Measures of Referent Domain Mean /-Score sLL 
for Satisfaction Contexts 

Pay Satisfaction .78 

Career Satisfaction .70 

3.05«* 343 

Pay Satisfaction .78 

Convenience Satisfaction .54 

6.74*** 111 

Pay Satisfaction .78 

Work/Family Conflict Sat. .50 

1.1)1*** 256 

Career Satisfaction .70 

Convenience Satisfaction .54 

4.40*«« 280 

Career Satisfaction .70 

Work/Family Conflict Sat. .50 

5.61*** 259 

Note: ••• p<.001 •• p<.OI 

Home referents were coded 0, work referents were coded I 
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Table 33 

Differences in Frequency of Use of Referents Between Satisfaction Contexts: 
Significant Differences Only 

Frequency of Referent Usage for Frequency f-Score dX 
Satisfaction Contexts 

Pay Satisfaction 242 

Convenience Satisfaction 132 

8.59«*» 394 

Pay Satisfaction 242 

Work/Family Conflict Sat. 118 

9.36*** 377 

Career Satisfaction 214 

Convenience Satisfaction 132 

1A2*** 387 

Career Satisfaction 214 

Work/Family Conflict Sat. 118 

8.19*** 370 

Note; pS.OOl 

Use of referents was coded I if referent selected, 0 if no referent was selected. Frequencies refer 
to the number of subjects selecting a referent for each category. 
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Table 34 

Eight Logistic Regressions: Breadwinning Status on Referent Domain 
by Sex of Subject Within Satisfaction Contexts 

Satisfaction Context: Domain Mean Standard Coefficient B Chi-Square 
Sex of Subject Deviations 

Pay Satisfaction: 

Men (N=257) .80 .40 -.008 .001 

Women (N=61) .69 .47 -1.541» 7.353** 

Career Satisfaction: 

Men(N=263) .70 .46 -.198 .475 

Women (N=62) .68 .47 -.479 .873 

Convenience Satisfaction: 

Men(N=211) .54 .50 -.381 1.721 

Women (N=53) .52 .50 -.470 .825 

W/F Conflict ?ati?faaipn 

Men (N= 194) .50 .50 -.596* 3.929* 

Women (N=50) .55 .50 -.155 .080 

Note; ** p < .01 • p < .05 
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higher the breadwinning status of the male respondents, the more likely they were to 

select a referent from the home domain. There was no significant effect of breadwinning 

status for female respondents in the work/family conflict satisfaction context. Although 

male and female respondents were more likely to choose home domain referents in some 

contexts rather than in others, the general tendency was to choose more work domain 

referents than home domain referents particularly for pay and career satisfaction (see 

Table 32 for referent domain means). 

Hypothesis 10 suggests that the greater one's identification with the breadwinner 

role, the more likely one is to use referents. A logistic regression analysis revealed 

no significant effects of breadwinning status on the selection of a referent. Thus, 

Hypothesis 10 was not supported. Using the instrumental measure of the work/family 

view to predict referent use, however, revealed a significant effect (p < .03) for the use of 

referents in determining career satisfaction. The effect was in the predicted direction, 

such that the greater the belief in the instrumental view, the more likely a respondent was 

to select a referent to determine career satisfaction. There were no significant effects in 

the other contexts. 

Finally, other questions, discussed but not specifically hypothesized about, 

concerning the context of the referent choice decisions, were examined on a post-hoc 

basis. One question is whether people tend to be consistent, across contexts, in their use 

(non-use) of referents. This was explored through a logistic regression analysis which 
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revealed that responses (either use or don't use referent) in one context were predictive of 

responses in the other contexts (every comparison significant at the .001 level). A closer 

look at these results reveals that the failure to use a referent for pay and/or career is most 

predictive of the non-use of referents across contexts. Of those respondents who don't 

use referents for either pay or career satisfaction decisions, the majority (86% and 87%, 

respectively) also do not use referents for job convenience or work/family conflict 

comparisons. 

Additionally, it would be helpful to know if people use the same person as a 

referent across different comparison contexts. This was examined with a simple within-

respondent frequency analysis of how often the same referent was used across contexts. 

The results revealed that respondents tended to use different referents for different 

contexts. Only 8% of respondents used the same referent in all four contexts; only 9% 

used the same referent in three out of four contexts. The most firequently used referent 

was that chosen for pay comparison purposes; 25% of respondents used the same referent 

for pay and for career satisfaction determination, 14.6% of respondents used the same 

referent for pay and convenience satisfaction determinations, and 13% used the same 

referent for pay and work/family conflict satisfaction determinations. 
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SECTION rV: Descriptive and Post-Hoc analysis of the Breadwinning Measure. 

The attitudinal breadwinning scale constructed for this research is an important 

contribution to the literature because it moves away from the ad-hoc, easily measured 

proxies of breadwinning towards a more theory-based operationalization of the construct. 

At the same time, however, this research builds on the previous research using the 

breadwinning proxies because this scale and the previously used breadwinning proxies 

are related. As noted in the preceding description of the measures, the primary 

breadwinning scale used to make predictions about referent choicc and job satisfaction is 

highly correlated with the proxy measures used in the literature (see Table 20 for 

correlations). For example, breadwinning status is significanUy positively correlated widi 

stated responsibility for supporting the family and pay and inversely correlated with 

responsibility for managing the household. The ranking of the provider role is also 

highly correlated with breadwinning stams such that the higher the ranking of the 

provider role, the higher the breadwinning status. In addition, performance of female 

housework, conceptualized as a behavioral construct of homemaking status, is negatively 

associated with breadwirming status and the instrumental view and performance of male 

housework is positively associated with breadwinning status (see previous discussions). 

Going beyond this correlational analysis, it would be interesting and useful to use 

regression analysis to examine potential predictors of the breadwinning measure. As 
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discussed in the literature review and shown in earlier analyses, there is ample evidence 

to suggest that sex and breadv(dnning status are linked. The correlational analysis also 

suggested that pay level might also be a significant predictor. As reported in the analysis 

of the first hypothesis, both these factors are predictors of breadwinning status scores. In 

a post-hoc analysis, a stepwise regression including sex, household chore performance, 

and all breadwiiming proxy variables reveals that female chore performance (p < .001, 

r'=.35), reported responsibility for supporting the family (p < .001. incremental addition 

to r^ of .09), and respondent sex (p < .01) provide the best explanatory model of 

breadwinning status (F= 85.3, p < .001; (R^=.45). Given their effects on breadwinning 

stams, it would be useful to examine the above variables, in addition to the other 

breadwiiming proxies which are highly correlated with breadwinning status, to see how 

well they might predict the major variables in this research. Thus, post-hoc analyses were 

conducted to compare the breadwinning measure used in this research with the other 

breadwiiming proxies in their relationship to the dependent variables of belief in the 

instrumental and conflict views of the work and family role relationship. Their effect on 

job satisfaction is compared to the effect of the beliefs in the instrumental and conflict 

views because these have been found previously to mediate the effect of breadwinning 

status on job satisfaction. 

The results of the analyses indicated that none of the breadwinning proxy 

variables nor the behavioral homemaking measure (performance of female chores). 
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although independently significant predictors, were as useful a predictor of belief in the 

instrumental view as breadwinning status; in stepwise regressions, only breadwinning 

status emerged as a significant predictor. Breadwinning status effectively controls the 

effects of job pay, pay ratio, provider ranking, responsibility for support, performance of 

female chores (in addition to respondent sex) on belief in the instrumental view. 

In terms of explaining the conflict view, none of the breadwinning proxies were 

significant predictors. Additionally, neither the primary behavioral homemaking 

measures (female chores) nor the alternative measures considered (i.e. hours spent in 

home work, the difference between respondent and spouse in hours spent in home chores) 

were predictive either. Only breadwinning status was a significant predictor and even this 

factor did not explain much of the variance (F=13.16, p < .001; r^= 03). 

In what areas are the proxies for breadwinning, as used in previous research and 

shown to be correlated with breadwinning status in this research, better predictors of job 

satisfaction? Although it was used as a control variable in the previously reported 

analyses, respondent pay was a better predictor'' of pay satisfaction than breadwinning 

status or the instrumental view (although also significant). Given the specific focus on 

pay, this is to be expected. Excluding respondent pay firom the stepwise regression, the 

'' As this is a cross-sectional study, the variables examined do not truly predict 
subsequent job satisfaction because all of the responses are collected at one point in time. 
Causation is impossible to determine scientifically, so technically job satisfaction could just 
as easily be predictive of breadwinning status. 



results replicate those found earlier. Belief in the instrumental view of the work and 

family role relationship works as a mediator of breadwinning status and eclipses any 

effects of the breadwinning proxies or the behavioral homemaking measure. 
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CHAPTER? 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The results of this research clearly demonstrate that the role that individuals 

identify with, and play, in the family has consequences for how they determine their 

satisfaction with their job. The nature of these consequences, however, are examined 

only in the most preliminary fashion. It should be remembered throughout the following 

discussion that the variance explained in most of the dependent variables in this study is 

quite small. As an exploratory study, the intention of this research was to provide support 

for the inclusion of particular variables in job satisfaction models - not to build a full-

scale explanatory model of job satisfaction. 

Furthermore, any discussion of the results of this study must begin and end within 

the limitations posed by the sample. The extreme age bias in the sample means that the 

results discussed here can only be generalized to a narrow range of people in the general 

population; that is, well-educated and employed men and women fifty years old or older. 

Specifically, the findings in this study of work and family roles and job satisfaction may 

be heavily influenced by the fact that the respondents were in their later career and family 

stages (i.e. virtually no dependent children at home). Broader generalizations may be 

made only when these results are replicated with a more representative sample of the 

general population. 
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The results will be discussed by first commenting on the observed relationships 

between breadwinning status, models of the work and family role relationship, and job 

satisfaction. The interplay of role perceptions, sex, and pay will also be considered. 

Next, findings about the use and similarity of referents will be considered. Based on the 

primary results in this exploratory study, a model will be proposed. This paper then 

concludes with a discussion of the most interesting and valuable contributions of the 

study, the limitations of the research and suggestions for future research in this area. 

The effects of breadwinning status. 

An overview of the results: 

Breadwinning status was found to be positively related to, and predictive of, 

beliefs in the instrumental and conflict views of the work/family relationship. In 

addition, breadwinning status and the instrumental view of the work/family relationship 

were found to be positively related to job satisfaction while the conflict view of the 

work/family relationship was found to be negatively related to job satisfaction. 

Breadv^rming status and beliefs in the work/family views were found to be better 

predictors of satisfaction than sex, although men and women did differ somewhat within 

satisfaction contexts in the extent to which their pay and their beliefs about the 

work/family relationship were related to their expressed satisfaction levels. 
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The data support the view, as suggested in the literature review, that the effects of 

breadwinning status operate through the beliefs and attitudes (cognitive views) people 

hold of the work role and family role relationship. Beliefs and attitudes about the work 

role and family role relationship held by a particular individual were logically construed 

as an outcome, or outgrowth, of the particular role played in the family and/or the 

particular type of job or work situation a person experiences. It was the perception of the 

work role and family role relationship, however, that was thought to affect job 

satisfaction. Thus, beliefs about the work role and family role relationship, such as the 

instrumental view and the conflict view, were thought to act as mediating variables 

between breadwinning status and the dependent variables of referent choice and job 

satisfaction. Although the specific nature of this relationship was not hypothesized, the 

data are generally supportive of the proposition that the instrumental and conflict views 

of the work/family relationship mediate the effect of breadwirming status on job 

satisfaction. 

The data in this research, however, are not inconsistent with the idea that one's 

view of the work role and family role relationship may affect or even be an antecedent to 

the actual work and family roles. It is possible that socialization factors have influenced a 

person's cognitive views of the work role and family role relationship prior to 

employment and that whether or not a person becomes a breadwinner is determined by 

such views. While this is possible, and provides an interesting and important avenue for 
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further research in identifying what role cognitive views play, a person's breadwinning 

status surely will be affected as much by realities of the marketplace and major family 

changes, which would, in turn affect the model one uses to think about one's own 

work/family relationship. Thus, the results of this research can be discussed with some 

confidence as one bit of evidence about the importance of family roles for job 

satisfaction. 

These results, although summarized above, vdll be discussed in more detail below 

in order to better understand and integrate the findings. Although the results reported 

earlier suggested that breadwinning status affected job satisfaction through the 

instrumental and conflict views of the work/family relationship, variables such as sex and 

pay, in some cases, influence the nature of these relationships. The data that support this 

finding are discussed below. 

The links between the breadwinning role, cognitive views, and job satisfaction: 

The link between breadwinning status and the cognitive views of the work and 

family role relationship was demonstrated by the data. The findings that breadwinning 

status is predictive of and positively related to both the instrumental and conflict views 

suggests that the different sets of beliefs about the work/family relationship are not only 

distinct from one another but also independent dimensions. No relationship, positive or 

negative, was apparent. Indeed, the conflict (WIF) model is noi significantly correlated 
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with the instrumental model (r=.08). This is a significant finding that reflects the 

complex, though realistic, benefits and costs perceived in the breadwinning role. 

In spite of this reflection of reality, further research was conducted to test if the 

observed relationships were spurious. As was noted in the descriptive analyses, sex and 

pay are correlated with breadwinning status and with each other. Specifically, in this 

study men earn more than women and also agree more strongly with items measuring the 

breadwinning variable than women. Pay is positively correlated with breadwinning status 

for men, but is not so for women. In this context of sex and pay differences, it is not 

immediately obvious if sex and pay differences might account for the observed effects of 

breadwinning status on the work and family role relationship views. Linear regression 

analysis reveals, however, that neither respondent sex nor pay are better predictors than 

breadwinning status of the work/family models. Respondent sex does account for a 

relatively small but significant amount (r~=.06) of the variance in belief in the 

instrumental model but has no significant effect on belief in the conflict (WIF) view. The 

latter is not surprising since men and women (as discussed earlier and shown in Table 21) 

showed no significant differences in their responses to the WIF variable, although men 

agreed more strongly than women with the instrumental view of the work and family role 

relationship. Job pay also had a statistically significant effect on the strength with which 

the instrumental model was held, but only accounted for 7% of the variance. Job pay was 

not a significant predictor of belief in the conflict model. Indeed, when pay and sex were 



entered along with breadwinning status as predictors of the work/family role relationship 

views, both sex and pay failed to enter the model as significant predictors. These results 

are only generally discussed here, and not specifically presented, because they merely 

support the results discussed earlier that pay is not significantly correlated with the 

instrumental view or with the WIF view for men or women. 

The link between respondents' views of the work and family role relationships and 

their job satisfaction decisions was also supported by the data. For all job satisfaction 

contexts, the instrumental and conflict views were significant predictors of satisfaction; 

the more strongly a respondent believed in the instrumental view the greater that 

respondent's satisfaction and the more strongly a respondent believed in the conflict view, 

the lesser that respondent's satisfaction. For convenience and work family satisfaction, 

the conflict view was a better predictor than the instrumental view and for pay 

satisfaction, the instrumental view was the better predictor. For career satisfaction, the 

conflict and instrumental views contributed equally to explained variance. 

There were, however, a number of respondent and job characteristic variables that 

could have accounted for the effects noted above. Thus, these analyses were re-run to 

include the following control variables in the analyses: 1) respondent pay; 2) respondent 

job type; 3) respondent educational level; 4) job and organizational tenure; 5) referent 

sex; and 6) referent pay (more, the same, or less than respondent). The results of these 

analyses indicated that while respondent pay (the only statistically meaningful variable) 



168 

was a significant and meaningful predictor of both pay satisfaction and career 

satisfaction, beliefs in both the instrumental view and conflict (WIF) view were still 

significant predictors of satisfaction, even if they added minimally to variance explained 

(added r^= .03 in both cases). No control variables were significant predictors of job 

convenience satisfaction and work/family conflict satisfaction. 

Thus, pay should be, and typically is, included in any explanatory model of pay or 

career satisfaction. Given the sex differences noted in the correlational analysis, 

however, these analyses also might be more meaningfiil run separately for men and 

women (see Table 35 for results). 

These stepwise analyses revealed that, even after including job pay in the model, 

male respondents' belief in the conflict view was significantly predictive of job 

satisfaction responses in all contexts while their belief in the instrumental view was 

significantly predictive of job satisfaction responses in all but the job convenience 

context. For women, their current pay was the only significant predictor of their pay 

satisfaction, while their belief in the instrumental view was significantly predictive of 

their job satisfaction responses in the other three contexts. Their belief in the conflict 

(WIF) view was predictive of their job satisfaction responses in only the career and 

work/family conflict contexts. 

Although the influence of the conflict and instrumental views in job satisfaction 

decisions, other than for pay satisfaction, were fairly similar for men and women, the 
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Table 35 
Regressions of Satisfaction on Pay and the Work & Family Role Relationship Scales: Males and Females 

Males Females 

Dependent Variable: (W Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Pay Sattsfaction; (N=307) (N=68) 

Pay .089* •• .317 .090*** 396 

WIF Conflict -.122** -.142 -.098 

Instrumental 38 -.195 .109 

Constant 2.400* •• 2.992*** 

Standard Error .595 .661 

R square .152*** .144*** 

Career Satisfaction: (N=300) (N=67) 

Pay .087*** .273 .251 

WIF Conflict -.215*** -.216 -.276 

Instrumental .253** • .181 .310 

Constant 2.614*" 2.568**» 

Standard Error .694 .693 

R square .390*** .486*** 

Convenience Satisfaction: (N=309) (N=69) 

Pay .027* .108 .122 

WIF Conflict -.257*** -.334 -.173 

Instrumental .072 .265* .268 

Constant 4.341*'* 3.009*** 

Standard Error .549 .513 

R Square J46'" .268* 

W/F Conflict Satisfaction (N=319) (N=69) 

Pay .050 -.029 

WIF Conflict -J96*** -.404 -.255** -.299 

Instrumental .175* .126 .437*** .336 

Constant 4.059* ** 2.854* •• 

Standard Error .678 .650 

R square .414*** .409** 

Note :***  p< .001  **p< .01  *  p  <  .05  
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conflict view seemed to have more explanatory power for men and the instrumental view 

for women in their determination of job convenience and work/family conflict 

satisfaction. One interpretation, clearly post-hoc and speculative, of these differences 

between the men and women in the sample is that while employment may lead both men 

and women to identify with the breadwiiming role, the conflict view is more salient to 

men's satisfaction with job convenience and work/family conflict satisfaction than the 

instrumental view. This may indicate that men see the sacrifices required by their 

employment, even if these sacrifices are willingly made. 

For women, however, the bigger influence on job convenience and conflict 

satisfaction is the instrumental view. This may mean that for work to be considered by 

women to be instrumental to family, it must be convenient and minimize work/family 

conflict. Thus, if women truly engage in this kind of self-selection into accommodating 

jobs, it may mean that the relationship between their view of the work and family role 

relationship and job satisfaction is really bi-causal, rather than uni-directional in 

causality. 

It should be noted here that this interpretation may be reasonable only for the 

particular population sampled in this study. It is possible that these sex differences might 

disappear with a younger respondent group with more obvious sources of work/family 

conflict. Given the rather dramatic increase in concern, and media interest in, work and 
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family issues within the last ten years, younger men may be as concerned as women with 

the instrumentality of work in terms of impact on the family. 

Finally, the results of the hypothesis tests provided some clues as to the nature of 

the relationship between breadwirming status, the cognitive views, and job satisfaction. 

The fact that the data supported Hypotheses la, lb, 2a, and 2b but failed to support 

Hypothesis 4 may suggest that the work/family views, particularly the instrumental view, 

are proxies for breadwinning status; however, this relationship is far from clear. The 

relationship between breadwirming status, the work/family relationship views, and job 

satisfaction demanded further analysis for the following reasons: 1) Because of the 

expectation, discussed in the literature review, that the effects of the breadwinning role 

would work through these cognitive views; 2) because breadwirming status is correlated 

with and predictive of the instrumental view; and 3)because the effects of the 

instrumental view were in the same direction but stronger than the effects of 

breadwirming status. 

These findings, together with a priori expectations, suggested that a mediation test 

was appropriate to examine if the cognitive views worked as mediators of breadwinning 

status. Though not specifically hypothesized, a stepwise regression examining the effects 

and partial correlations of breadwinning status and of the cognitive views on major 

dependent variables, such as satisfaction with different job aspects, was thought to be an 

instructive test of mediation. 
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If the cognitive views worked as pure mediators, breadwinning status would be 

expected to have no independent, or main, effect on a dependent variable when the 

mediator was included in the regression model. Thus, if the cognitive views were 

controlled for, the partial correlation of the breadwinning effect should be near zero. 

However, if the cognitive views worked more as moderators, they may reveal both main 

and interaction effects on the dependent variables. Thus, the partial correlations would be 

non-zero and breadwinning status would remain a significant predictor even after 

controlling for the effects of the cognitive views. A stepwise regression analysis 

permitted examination of these criteria and the results indicated a mediating, rather than a 

moderating, effect of the cognitive views. 

The use and meaning of roles: Sex differences and similarities. 

As breadwinning status explains much more of one's belief in the instrumental 

view than of one's belief in the conflict view, breadwinning status more clearly affects job 

satisfaction in a positive direction. Other factors may be important in explaining the 

strength of belief in the conflict view. Although being a breadwinner may increase the 

salience of work as critical for one's family and thus increase one's recognition of conflict 

in fulfilling responsibilities, there are clearly other factors that more strongly affect the 

extent to which one feels conflict between work and family demands. Although intuition 

might suggest sex as a salient factor in this perception of conflict, the results of this 
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research show no relationship between respondent sex and belief in the conflict view of 

the work role and family role relationship. 

One reason this research may have failed to find a good predictor of belief in the 

conflict view is that the homemaking measure in this study was not as well constructed as 

it might have been and was not strongly reliable. Initially conceptualized as the opposing 

family role to breadwinning, an attitudinal measure of homemaking was constructed as 

corollary to breadwinning. However, the scale had fairly low internal reliability even 

after the elimination of questions that were not relevant for the sample (e.g. questions 

pertaining to child care). This was perhaps because many of the questionnaire items in 

the measures of homemaking and breadwinning were constructed to be inversely related -

as opposite ends of the same continuum. This simply may not be true. For some (e.g. 

single, employed parents), at least, an individual may be both the primary breadwinner 

and the primary homemaker. Even in dual parent households, one parent might earn most 

of the money and hold primary responsibility for the home. The relationship between 

breadwinning and homemaking might parallel the relationship between the instrumental 

and conflict views of the work role and family role relationship; that is, they are likely to 

be not only distinct, but independent, role dimensions. There is some evidence that this is 

indeed the case for women because the correlation between homemaking status and 

breadwinning status was zero; however, there was a significant inverse correlation for 

men. Perhaps men and women see the relationship between homemaking and 
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breadwmning differently such that women may see these two family roles as distinct and 

independent roles that can be held simultaneously while men may see them as distinct but 

mutually exclusive. The fact that the women in this study identified more strongly with 

the homemaking role than the breadwirming role, even though employed for pay, and the 

men identified more strongly with the breadwirming role suggests that any belief in the 

mutual exclusivity of these roles might be negated by the experience of holding both roles 

simultaneously. This is also likely to be influenced by the sex role ideologies of the 

almost exclusively middle-aged, largely professional sample for this study. This sex 

difference may very well disappear in a younger sample in which both men and women 

have experience holding both roles. 

As just described, homemaking is strongly correlated with sex. Further evidence 

of this can be found in the behavioral homemaking measure of chore performance used in 

this study. The behavioral homemaking measure demonstrated that men and women 

reported performance of different types of chores, as discussed in the earlier analysis of 

the chores scale. In terms of the hours spent in home work, women respondents reported 

spending approximately 8 more hours per week than did men (F=49.898, p < .001; 

r^=. 11). This is unlikely to be a result exclusive to this sample as the body of research in 

this area generally supports the finding that women work longer hours and perform 

different (and more) home tasks than men. 
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Other kinds of roles were also measured. Interestingly, both men and women rated 

the spousal role as the most important role to them. Since the spousal role is negatively 

correlated with both the provider role and the breadwinner role, one might conclude that 

the respondents to this survey were at the stage in their lives and careers where career 

growth is de-emphasized and spousal relationships emphasized. Considering the age 

range of the respondents to this survey, this finding is consistent with the literature on 

aging and careers. Older employees in their later career stages are less inclined to work 

towards career development; instead, they stabilize their work efforts and re-focus on 

family. It should also be noted that the parental role ranking, and therefore the other role 

rankings, was influenced, presumably, by the fact that most respondents have no children 

living at home with them. 

Sex and pav. 

As mentioned earlier, sex and breadwinning status were highly correlated, but the 

results of this study indicate than any independent effects of sex (other than predicting 

referent sex) was controlled for by breadwinning status or the instrumental view. Job pay 

was also highly correlated with both respondent sex and breadwirming status and 

emerged as the most significant predictor of pay and career satisfaction. However, pay 

did noi control for all of the effect of the instrumental view on pay and career satisfaction. 
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This study did not replicate previous research which found women to have equal 

or higher pay satisfaction than men, in spite of having lower pay. Only after controlling 

for pay differences was women's pay satisfaction equal to or greater than men's. 

However, most of the previous research compared men and women at similar 

occupational levels or job types. In contrast, the sample for this study was broadly based 

and job type varied across respondents. It is likely that the occupational segregation in 

the workforce is well-represented in this sample, such that women were in lower-level, 

lesser paying jobs than men. This conclusion is supported by the finding that sex was a 

significant predictor (F=26.77, p <.001) of job type such that women were less likely to 

have salaried jobs or be self-employed and more likely to hold hourly jobs than were 

men. Furthermore, as discussed below, the sex and job type of the respondent was 

predictive of the sex and job type of the referent. Taken together, these findings suggest 

that the lower pay of the women in this study makes them less satisfied than the men 

(with the higher pay), in spite of the fact the respondents compared themselves to similar 

referents in similar jobs. This runs counter to the proposition put forth in Major and 

colleagues' work (e.g. see Major, 1987) that women, because they choose other women in 

similar jobs as referents, will not experience deprivation and will report similar levels of 

pay satisfaction as men, even though they objectively earn less. The women in this study, 

at least, must have noticed that their pay was low (perhaps on some absolute scale rather 
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than as a relative measure) because they reported lower levels of pay satisfaction and pay 

was the only significant predictor of their pay satisfaction. 

Referent usage. 

The effect of breadwinning status: 

This research also contributes some interesting observations on the use of 

referents in job satisfaction decisions. Little support was found for the specific 

hypotheses about the effects of breadwirming status on referent choice. Only when 

mediated by the instrumental view of the work and family role relationship did 

breadwinning status influence the likelihood of using a referent, and this positive effect 

was significant in only the career satisfaction context. 

The overall effect of breadwinning status on referent choice was not only quite 

weak, but also appeared to interact with the sex of the respondent such that, for men, 

breadwinning status influenced the domain of referents for work/family conflict 

satisfaction and, for women, breadwinning status influenced the domain of referents for 

pay satisfaction. Specifically, the more strongly men identified with the breadwinning 

role, (and the more strongly men held the instrumental view), the more likely they were to 

choose a referent firom the home domain for work/family conflict satisfaction. For 

women, the higher their breadwinning status, the more likely they were to choose a home 
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referent for pay satisfaction. It should be noted, however, that these effects were also 

quite weak. 

These effects suggest that where breadwinning status has an effect on referent 

choice, the effect may be different for men and women. The home domain became more 

salient for male breadwinners, compared to males lower on breadwinning status, in 

judging their work/family conflict satisfaction. The home domain was also more salient 

for female breadwinners, compared to females lower on breadwinning status, in judging 

pay satisfaction. The selection of home referents may indicate that breadwinning status, 

in general, may heighten the perceptions of work/family tradeoffs (this is also supported 

by the positive correlation between breadwinning status and belief in the conflict view). 

But, for men, breadvnnning status only has this effect when they are asked to make an 

explicit decision about satisfaction with these tradeoffs. For women, breadwinning 

status triggers the focus on the home referents (and thus work/family tradeoffs) when 

asked to make decisions about satisfaction with their pay. 

An examination of referent domain: 

These effects of breadwinning status and sex on referent domain, however, are 

clearly not consistent or strong. More valid conclusions to draw about referent domain 

may be found by looking at referent domain in the general context of referent use. For 

example, work referents were selected more often than home referents, particularly for 
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pay and career satisfaction decisions. Respondents chose referents from the home domain 

about as often as they chose from the work domain in decisions about convenience and 

work/family conflict satisfaction. 

Within the general work and home categories of referent domain, there are the 

specific categories such as relative or friend within the home context, or colleague, 

supervisor, coworker, or subordinate within the work context. The frequency of 

responses in these specific categories can also provide some interesting detail information 

lost in the more generic coding of home versus work referent. Therefore, a simple table of 

frequencies for the specific categories of referents by comparison (satisfaction) context is 

presented in Table 36. 

Observation of this table reveals that colleagues are the referents most frequently 

selected in determinations of pay and career satisfaction. Following colleagues, the next 

most frequently selected referents were coworkers for pay satisfaction purposes and both 

coworkers and friends for career satisfaction purposes. For job convenience and 

work/family conflict satisfaction, friends were the most frequently selected category of 

referent. Evidently, the information required to compare work/family conflict and job 

convenience satisfaction is of a more personal nature than that for pay and career 

satisfaction decisions. 
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The context of referent use: 

This examination of referent domain should be put into the general context of 

referent use. The first point to be made is that, supporting the theories which involve 

referent choice decisions, similarity of referent was found to be an important factor in the 

selection of the referent. For example, respondent sex was shown to be predictive in 

some decisions about referent selection, replicating prior research. That is, respondent 

sex predicted the sex of the referent selected such that men, more often than women, 

chose male referents and women, more often than men, chose female referents. Both 

sexes, however, chose male referents more often than female referents. This result may 

be driven by the fact that appropriate female referents for this sample of respondents were 

likely to be considerably fewer in number than appropriate male referents. 

Also replicating prior research, the general job type of the respondent was found 

to be predictive of the job type of the referent chosen. In addition, respondents most 

often chose referents with the same job and/or employer as themselves, though the 

strength of the similarity effect here varied according to the job satisfaction context (e.g. 

similarity in job/employer was most often found in pay satisfaction decisions). 

Obviously, there is very likely to be an interaction between the selection of a 

referent of the same sex and of the same job type with the distribution of sex and job type 

in the work and home domains. For example, sex segregation in employment may mean 

that a woman in a "male" job may find it more difficult than a man to identify an 
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appropriate same-sex coworker (by definition from the work domain) for a referent and 

may have to choose a less-similar referent. Without a controlled study that is able to 

capture and distinguish all of this information, the relative effects and interactions can not 

be determined. Thus, the fact that data in this study seemed to support the prediction of 

no sex effect on referent domain should be considered as an inadequacy of the data, rather 

than as support for a particular hypotheses. 

Another important similarity variable was marital status. Respondents most often 

chose referents with the same marital status. In addition to finding that the married 

respondents overwhelmingly chose married referents, the sex of the respondent also 

appeared to have an effect on the marital status of the referent. Although both male and 

female respondents were much more likely to choose married versus single referents, a 

post-hoc chi-square analysis revealed that, for all satisfaction contexts, women were more 

likely than men to choose single (i.e. not married) referents. However, since female 

referents were more likely to be single than male referents (see Table 37) this apparent 

difference between male and female respondents is most likely driven by the sex 

similarity preferences in referent selection noted previously. 

Similarity in pay was not supported in this research. Respondents tended to 

choose referents who earned more than them. In addition, the fact that a substantial 

number of people did not even know the pay level of their referent (the least was 12% in 

the pay satisfaction context, the most was 21% in the convenience context) suggests that 
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Table 36 

Referent Category Percentages Within Job Satisfaction Context Categories 

WORK\ 

PAY CAREER CONVENIENCE FAMILY 

RELATIVE 7.3 5.5 15.8 18.5 

FRIEND 15.1 24.6 30.5 30.7 

COWORKER 26.1 22.8 19.6 18.1 

SUPERVISOR 13.4 8.2 6.0 7.3 

COLLEAGUE 37.8 38.9 26.7 22.7 

SUBORDINATE 0.3 0 1.4 2.7 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 37 

Chi-square Results for Referent Sex by Referent Marital Status Within Satisfaction Contexts 

PAY SATISFACTION 

Referent Sex Referent Marital Status 
Married Single 

Male 258 21 279 
Female 37 20 57 

295 41 
X^= 33.56*'* 

df=  1  
N = 336 

CAREER SATISFACTION 

Referent Sex Referent Marital Status 
Married Single 

Male 229 21 250 
Female 51 14 65 

280 35 
X-= 9.02** 

df=  1  
N = 315 

JOB CONVENIENCE SATISFACTION 

Referent Sex Referent Marital Status 
Married Single 

Male 198 IS 213 
Female SO 13 63 

248 28 
X''=9.85" 

df=  1  
N = 276 

WORK/FAMILY CONFLICT SATISFACTION 

Referent Sex Referent Marital Status 
Married Single 

Male 180 9 189 
Female 53 16 69 

233 25 

d f =  I  
N = 258 

Note :  ***p< .001  **p< .01  
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pay, itself, may not be a good predictor characteristic in the selection of referents, 

although it was quite predictive of pay and career satisfaction decisions. 

In addition to similarity effects, this research also contributes general information 

about referent use in job satisfaction decisions. First, respondents were foimd to be 

consistent in their use of referents such that they tended to either use referents in all their 

satisfaction decisions or in none. Although referents were used in satisfaction decisions, 

they were used more often for pay and career satisfaction decisions than for job 

convenience and work/family conflict satisfaction. 

The marginal gender difference in the domain of pay satisfaction referents and the 

gender differences in the effects of breadwinning status on referent domain, together with 

the strong gender difference in referent sex, suggested the need for further, post-hoc 

analyses of gender differences in referent choice decisions. Although the general pattern 

of referent use decisions (use or do not use) described earlier was the same for men and 

women (that is, referents were used more in pay and career satisfaction decisions than for 

convenience and work/family conflict satisfaction decisions), there were some 

differences betv^een male and female respondents. Women were more likely than men 

(X^ = 6.534, d.f. =1, p <.01, N=378) to use referents in decisions about work/family 

conflict satisfaction. Furthermore, women were marginally more likely than men (X" = 

3.263, d.f. =1, p < .07, n=396) to use referents in decisions of job convenience 

satisfaction. This may indicate that the women in this study were more likely than the 
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men to feel that job convenience and work/family conflict were legitimate issues, or at 

least, issues for which one could compare with others). 

A model proposed for study. 

Although this research was primarily exploratory, the results suggest a testable 

model (Figure 2) of the effects of family role and sex on referent usage and job 

satisfaction. The links (solid line) which have received clear support are between sex and 

breadwiiming status, between breadwinning status and belief in the cognitive views, 

between the cognitive views and job satisfaction, and between respondent and referent 

characteristics. One area for future research might be in testing this proposed model to 

replicate and extend the findings reported here. 



Figure 2 

A Proposed Model of the EfTccts of Family Role on Job Satisfaction 

Independent Variables Mediating Variables Dependent Variables 

Breadwinning 
Status 

-• instrumental • 
and Conflict 
Relationships 

-> Satisfaction with; 
Pay 

Career 
Convenience 
Work/Family Conflict 

Subject Characteristics; 
Sex, Marital Status, Job Type 

^ Referent Characteristics; 
Sex, Marital Status, Job Type 
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Study limitations and suggestions for future research. 

Most importantly, however, any replication of the research should be conducted 

on different samples. The demographic profile of this sample represents the single 

biggest limitation to this research, severely compromising the generaiizability of the 

results. Future samples should include a broader age range and a more equal 

representation of men and women. Samples of working parents, for example, might 

reveal significantly different results. One might expect, for instance, that sex and 

breadwiruiing status might show much lower levels of correlation in a sample of young, 

dual career couples inasmuch as women's contributions to household income may be 

larger and traditionally female household duties may be increasingly shared in this 

selected population. Parental status may well be an important factor to consider as an 

independent variable, in addition to breadwinning status, in the proposed model. 

In addition, ftxrther refinement and testing of the breadwirming and homemaking 

measures should be conducted. As conceptualized here, the breadwinning measure falls 

somewhere between a global measure of permanent ideologies and a purely adaptive 

response to the demands and constraints of one's immediate work/family situation. 

Comparisons between sex-role ideologies, job characteristics, breadwirming proxies and 

the breadwirming scale would be informative. The homemaking scale was not strongly 

reliable in this research, but might be worthwhile to redefine as a concept distinct and 
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independent from the breadwinning measure. For both the homemaking and 

breadwinning measures, a composite of both the attitudinal and behavioral measures 

might produce a reliable and more predictive construct. 

Finally, future research should attempt to replicate and extend the findings about 

use of referents in job satisfaction. For example, researchers could examine the use of 

referents by different respondent groups and in different satisfaction contexts. Further, it 

would be helpflil to know to what extent different people use specific referents when 

other types of comparison information (e.g. industry averages) are available. 

Contributions to the field. 

In addition to producing some evidence on the role of breadwinning status in job 

satisfaction decisions as well as on referent selection in such decisions, the use of an 

attitudinal scale to operationalize the breadwinning construct is a major contribution of 

this research. The scale used here was constructed firom the historical and conceptual 

description of the breadwiruiing role (see Bernard, 1981). This scale stands in contrast to 

the numerous breadwinning proxy measures used in past research. The tests of this scale 

show it is internally reliable and significantly correlated with the breadwinning proxies 

used in previous research. Most importantly, the breadwinning scale was found to be a 

better predictor of job satisfaction (through its effect on the beliefs held about the work 

and family role relationship) than any of the proxy measures (e.xcept job pay). 
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It is important to reiterate, however, that the intent of this study is not to provide 

a thorough explanation of the factors in job satisfaction decisions; rather, it is to expand 

our thinking about what factors should be considered. Thus, one of the most important 

contributions of this study is to show that family role is important and that attitudes about 

this role and its relationship to the work role should be examined in any model of job 

satisfaction. Research in this area must move beyond the proxy variables for the 

influence of family. 

Furthermore, this study clearly suggests that job satisfaction and its 

determinations are contextual. The effects of family role, views of the work/family role 

relationship, and the use of referents differed according to which satisfaction context was 

being examined. Additionally, there were gender differences within these contexts. Given 

these differences, and the fact that all four types of job satisfaction were deemed 

important by the respondents to this study, future studies of job satisfaction should 

continue to dimensionalize the job satisfaction measure. Thus, the results of this study, 

though individually weak in explanatory value, clearly argue for a richer and more 

comprehensive conceptualization of job satisfaction. Finally, the hypotheses tests and 

post-hoc examination of referents suggest that the selection of referents is more complex 

than the focus (in the literature) on sex and job-type suggest. The study of why, when, 

and how referents are used in various types of job satisfaction decisions is likely to be a 

rich vein for future research. 
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In conclusion, this exploratory research on family role and sex effects on job 

satisfaction suggests that family role, as mediated by beliefs about the work role and 

family role relationship, is a significant predictor of job satisfaction decisions. This 

finding suggests that the family should not be excluded from models about job 

satisfaction as it is in the majority of job satisfaction research. The role one plays in the 

family has important implications for satisfaction at work. The workplace and home life 

have changed, and are continuing to change, concomitantly as more women have entered 

the workforce. Changes in home life, particularly in family roles, will be reflected in 

changes in experiences at and attitudes toward work. This reciprocality is a reality that 

both managers and researchers must no longer overlook. 



191 

REFERENCES 

Adams, J.S. (1963). Toward an understanding of inequity. Journal of Abnormal 
Psychology. 422-436. 

Adams, J.S. (1965). Inequality in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 
experimental social psychology. 2, 267-299. 

Austin, W. (1977). Equity theory and social comparison processes. In J. Suls and R. 
Miller (Eds.), Social comparison theory: Theoretical and empirical perspectives. 
DC; Hemisphere Publishing. 

Barling, J. (1990). Employment, stress and family functioning. Chichester: Wiley. 

Bamett, R.C. and Baruch, O.K. (1994). Determinants of fathers' participation in family 
work. Working paper No. 136, Wellesley College Center for Research on 
Women. 

Baron, J.N., Davis-Blake, A. and Bielby, W.T. (1986). The structure of opportimity: How 
promotion ladders vary within and among organizations. Administrative Science 
Quarterly. 31, 248-273. 

Becker, G.S. (1981). A Treatise on the Family. Cambridge. MA: Harvard University 
Press. 

Bernard, J. (1981). The good-provider role: Its rise and fall. American Psychologist. 36, 
(1), 1-12. 

Bielby, W.T. and Baron, J.N. (1984). A woman's place is with other women: Sex 
segregation within organizations. In B.F. Reskin (ed.). Sex segregation in the 
workplace. DC: National Academy Press. 

Bielby, D.D. and Bielby, W.T. (1988). She works hard for the money: Household 
responsibilities and the allocation of work effort. American Journal of Sociology. 
93, 1031-1059. 

Bird, G.W., Bird, G.A.. and Scruggs, M. (1984). Determinants of family task sharing: A 
study of husbands and wives. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 46, 345-355. 



192 

Blau, F.D. (1984). Occupational segregation and labor market discrimination. In B.F. 
Reskin (ed.). Sex segregation in the workplace. DC: National Academy Press. 

Blau, F.D. and Ferber, M.A. (1985). Women in the labor market: The last twenty years. 
In L. Larwood, A.H. Stromberg, and B.A. Gutek (eds.) Women and Work: An 
Annual Review. (1). Newbury Park: Sage Publications. 

Blumstein, P. and Schwartz, P. (1983). American Couples: Money. Work. Sex. New 
York: Morrow. 

Brermer, O.C., Tomkiewicz, J., and Schein, V.E. (1989). The relationship between sex 
role stereotypes and requisite management characteristics revisited. Academy of 
Management Journal. 32, (3), 562-569. 

Brett, J.M., Stroh, L.K., and Reilly, A.H. (1992). What is it like being a dual-career 
manager in the 1990's? In S. Zedeck (Ed.), Work, families, and organizations. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 138-167. 

Bridges, W.P. (1982). The sexual segregation of occupations:Theories of labor 
stratification in industry. American Journal of Sociology. 88 (2), 270-295. 

Burley, K. (1989). Work-familv conflict and marital adjustment in dual career couples: A 
comparison of three time models. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Claremont 
Graduate School, Claremont, CA. 

Callahan-Levy, C.M., and Messe, L.A. (1979). Sex differences in the allocation of pay. 
Journal of Personalitv and Social Psvchologv. 37, 443-446. 

Campbell, A. Converse, P., and Rodgers, W. (1976). The Oualitv of American Life. New 
York: Russell Sage. 

Corcoran, M. and Duncan, G.J. (1979). Work history, labor force attachment, and 
earnings differences between the races and the sexes. The Journal of Human 
Resources. 14, (1), 3-19. 

Corcoran, M., Duncan, G.J. and Ponza, M. (1984). Work experience, job segregation, 
and wages. In B.F. Reskin (ed.). Sex segregation in the workplace. DC: National 
Academy Press. 



193 

Coveraian, S. (1988). Sociological explanations of the male-female wage gap: 
Individualist and Structuralist theories. In A. H. Stromberg and S. Harkess (Eds.) 
Women Working (2nd ed.). Mountain View, CA: Mayfield. 

Crispell, D. (1990). Workers in 2000. American Demographics. March, 36-40. 

Crosby, F.J. (1976). A model of egotistical relative deprivation. Psychological Review. 
83, 85-113. 

Crosby, F.J. (1982). Relative Deprivation and Working Women. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

Crowley, J., Levitin, T.E., and Quinn, R.P. (1973). Seven deadly half-truths about 
women. In C. Tavris (Ed.), The Female Experience. Dei Mar, CA: CRM. 

Daymont, T. and Statham, A. (1983). Occupational atypicality: Changes, causes, and 
consequences. In L.B. Shaw, (Ed.), Unplanned Career: The Working Lives of 
Middle Aged Women. Lexington: D.C. Heath. 

de Lamater, J., and Fidell, L.S. (1971). On the status of women: An assessment and 
introduction. American Behavioral Scientists. 15, 163-171. 

Deaux, K. (1979). Self evaluations of male and female managers. Sex Roles. 5, 571-580. 

Deutsch, M. (1975). Equity, equality, and need: What determines which value will be 
used as the basis of distributive justice? Journal of Social Issues. 31, (3), 137-149. 

DiBenedetto, B. and Tittle, C.K. (1990). Gender and adult roles: Role commitment of 
women and men in a job-family trade-off context. Journal of Counseling 
Psvchologv. 37 (1), 41-48. 

Dipboye, R.L., Arvey, R.D., and Terpstra, D.E. (1977). Sex and physical attractiveness 
of raters and applicants as determinants of resume evaluations. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 62, 288-294. 

Dipboye, R.L., Fromkin, H., and Wiback, K. (1975). Relative importance of applicant 
sex, attractiveness, and scholastic standing in evaluations of job applicant 
resumes. Journal of Applied Psychologv. 60, 39-43. 



194 

Dobbins, G.H. and Platz, S. J. (1986). Sex differences in leadership: How real are they? 
Academy of Management review. 11, (1), 118-127. 

Dreher, G.F. (1981). Predicting the salary satisfaction of exempt employees. Personnel 
Psychology. 34,579-589. 

Dreher, G.F., Dougherty, T.W., and Whitely, W. (1989). Influence tactics and salary 
attainment: A gender-specific analysis. Sex Roles. 20, (9/10), 535-550. 

Economic Intelligence. (September 19, 1994). Fortune, p. 32, 

Elizur, D. and Beck, I. M. (1983). Gender differences in achievement motive: A facet 
analysis of Hungarian samples. The Journal of Psychology. 128, (1), 63-70. 

Emlen, A.C., and Louise, D. (1987). 1987 dependent care survey: Sisters of Providence, 
final report. Portland, OR: Oregon Regional Research Institute for Human 
Services. 

Encyclopedia Britannica ri983). Micropaedia, 15th edition, vol. 3. Chicago. 

England, P. (1982). The failure of human capital theory to explain occupational sex 
segregation. Journal of Human Resources. 17, 358-370. 

England, P. and Farkas, G. (1986). Households, employment, and gender: A social, 
economic and demographic view. New York: Aldine De Gruyter. 

England, P., Farkas, G., Kilboume, B.S., and Dou, T. (1988). Explaining occupational 
sex segregation and wages: Findings from a model with fixed effects, American 
Sociological Review. 53, 544-558. 

Ericksen, J. (1977). An analysis of the journey to work for women. Social Problems. 24, 
428-435. 

Evans, P. and Bartolome, F. (1984). The changing pictures of the relationship between 
career and family. Journal of Occupational Behavior. 5, 9-21. 

Fagenson, E.A. (1990). Perceived masculine and feminine attributes examined as a 
function of individuals' sex and level in the organizational power hierarchy: A 
test of four theoretical perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology. 75, (2), 204-
211.  



195 

Families and Work Institute (1995). Women: The new providers.. A Whirlpool 
Foundation Study. 

Farmer, H.S. (1985). Model of career and achievement motivation for women and men. 
Journal of Counseling Psychology. 32, (3), 363-390. 

Feather, N.T. (1975). Positive and negative reactions to male and female success and 
failure in relation to the perceived status and sex-typed appropriateness of 
occupations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 31. (31 536-548. 

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison. Human Relations. 7,117-140. 

Ford Foundation. (1989). Work and family responsibilities: Achieving a balance. New 
York: Author. 

Francesco, A.M., and Hakel, M.D. (1981). Gender and sex as determinants of hireability 
of applicants for gender-typed jobs. Psychology of Women Quarterly. 5, (5), 747-
757. 

Fraser, N. (1988). What's critical about Critical Theory? The case of Habermas and 
gender," in S. Benhabib & D. Cornell (Eds.), Feminism as Critique. Menasha, 
WI: Banta Company. 

Friedman, D.E. and Galinsky, E. (1992). Work and family issues: A legitimate business 
concern. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), Work, families, and organizations. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Gerhart, B. and Rynes, S. (1991). Determinants and consequences of salary negotiations 
by male and female MBA graduates. Journal of Applied Psychology. 76, (2), 
256-262. 

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

Golding, J., Resnick, A., and Crosby, F. (1983). Work satisfaction as a flmction of gender 
and job status. Psychology of Women Quarterly. 1, 286-290. 

Gutek, B.A., Nakamura, C.Y., and Nieva, V.F. (1981). Sources of conflict between work 
and family roles. Academy of Management review. 10, 76-88. 



196 

Gutek, B.A., Repetti, R.L., and Silver, D.L. (1988). Nonwork roles and stress at work. In 
Cooper, C.L. and Payne, R. (Eds.), Causes. Coping and Consequences of Stress at 
Work. John Wiley & Sons Ltd., 141-172. 

Gutek, B.A., Searle, S. and Klepa. L. (1991). Rational versus gender role explanations 
for work-family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology. 76, (4), 560-568. 

Haas, L. (1981). Domestic role sharing in Sweden. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 
43, 957-967. 

Hampton, M.B. and Heywood, J.S. (1993). Do workers accurately perceive gender wage 
discrimination? Industrial and Labor Relations Review. 47, (1), 36-49. 

Harris, C.T. and Earle, J.R. (1986). Gender and work values: Survey findings from a 
working class sample. Sex Roles. 15, 487-494. 

Hartmann, H. (1976). Capitalism, patriarchy, and job segregation by sex. In M. Blaxall 
and B. Reagan (Eds.), Women and the Workplace: The Implications of 
Occupational Segregation. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Hayghe, H. (1984). Working mothers reach record number in 1984. Monthly Labor 
Review. December (107), 31 -34. 

Heneman, H.G. III. (1985). Pay Satisfaction. Research in Personnel and Human 
Resources Management. 3, 115-139. 

Heneman, H.G. Ill and Schwab, D.P. (1985). Pay satisfaction: Its multidimensional 
nature and measurement. International Journal of Psvchologv. 20, 129-141. 

Heneman, R.L., Greenberger, D.B., and Strasser, S. (1988). The relationship between 
pay-for-performance perceptions and pay satisfaction. Personnel Journal. 41, 
745-759. 

Hersch, J. and White-Means, S. (1993). Employer-sponsored health and pension benefits 
and the gender/race wage gap. Social Science Ouarterlv. 74,(4), 851-866. 

Hiller, D.V. and Philliber, W.W. (1986). The division of labor in contemporary marriage: 
Expectations, perceptions, and performance. Social Problems. 33,(3), 191-201. 



197 

Hochschild, A.R. (1989). The Second shift: Working parents and the revolution at home. 
New York: Viking. 

Hodson, R. (1989). Gender differences in job satisfaction: Why aren't women more 
dissatisfied? The Sociological Quarterly. 30, (3), 385-399. 

Hood, J. (1983). Becoming a Two-Job Family. New York: Praeger. 

Hood, J. (1986). The provider role: Its meaning and measurement. Journal of Marriage 
and the Family. 48, 349-359. 

Howard, A. (1992). Work and family crossroads spanning the career. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), 
Work, families, and organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Ibarra, H. (1993). Personal networks of women and minorities in management: A 
conceptual framework. Academv of Management Review. 18, 1, 56-87. 

Ingrassia, M. and Wingert, P. (1995, May 22). The new providers. Newsweek, pp. 36-
38. 

I2xaeli, D.N. (1994). Money matters: Spousal incomes and family/work relations among 
physician couples in Israel. The Sociological Quarterly. 35, (1), 69-84. 

Jackson, L.A. (1989). Relative deprivation and the gender wage gap. Joumal of Social 
Issues. 45. (4), 117-133. 

Jacobs, J.A. (1989). Revolving Doors: Sex Segregation and Women's Careers. 
California: Stanford University Press. 

Jurgensen, C.E. (1978). Job preferences (What makes a job good or bad?). Joumal of 
Applied Psychology. 63, (3), 267-276. 

Kalin, R., and Hodgins, D.C. (1984). Sex bias and occupational suitability. Canadian 
Joumal of Behavioral Science. 16, 311-325. 

Kanter, R.M. (1977). Men and Women of the Corporation. New York: Basic Books. 

Kent, R.L. and Moss, S.E. (1994). Effects of sex and gender role on leader emergence. 
Academv of Management Journal. 37, (5), 1335-1346. 



198 

Konrad, A.M. and Gutek, B.A. (1987). Theory and research on group composition: 
Applications to the status of women and ethnic minorities. In S. Oskamp zmd S. 
Spacapan (Eds.), Interpersonal Processes: The Claremont Symposium on Applied 
Social Psychology. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

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

La Rossa, R. (1977). Conflict and Power in Marriage: Expecting the First Child. Beverly 
Hills, CA; Sage Publications. 

La Rossa, R. and La Rossa, M. (1981). Transition to Parenthood. Beverly Hills, CA: 
Sage. 

Lake, C. and Sosin, J. (1997). An agenda for the 21st centurv: Trends in public opinion 
among women. (Research Report). Washington D.C.: Lake Sosin Snell & 
Associates. 

Lane, I.M., and Messe, L.A. (1972). The distribution of insufficient, sufficient, and 
oversufficient rewards: A clarification of equity theory. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psvchologv. 21,228-233. 

Lin, E.L. (1971). Women dentists: Career and family. Social Problems. 18, 393-404. 

Lopata, H.Z. (1971). Occupation: Housewife. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Lorence, J. (1987). A test of "gender" and "job' models of sex differences in job 
involvement. Social Forces. 66, (1), 121-142. 

Loscocco, K. (1989). The interplay of personal and job characteristics in determining 
work commitment. Social Science Research. 18, 370-394. 

Loscocco, K. (1990). Reactions to blue-collar work: A comparison of women and men. 
Work and Occupations. 15, 55-77. 

Loscocco, K.A., and Leicht, K.T. (1993). Gender, work-family linkages, and economic 
success among small business owners. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 55, 
(Nov), 875-887. 



199 

Loscocco, K.A. and Spitze, G. (1991). The organizational context of women's and men's 
pay satisfaction. Social Science Quarterly. 72, (1), 3-19. 

Major, B. (1987). Gender, justice, and the psychology of entitlement. In P. Shaver and 
C. Hendrick (Eds.), Review of personality and social psychology (vol. 7, 124-
148. 

Major, B. (1989). Gender differences in comparisons and entitlement: Implications for 
comparable worth. Journal of Social Issues. 45, (4), 99-115. 

Major, B. and Adams, J.B. (1983). The role of gender, interpersonal orientation, and self-
presentation in distributive justice behavior. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 45, 598-608. 

Major, B. and Deaux, K. (1982). Individual differences injustice behavior. In J. 
Greenberg and R.L. Cohen (Eds.), Equity and Justice in Social Behavior. New 
York: Academic Press. 

Major, B. and Forcey, B. (1985). Social comparisons and pay evaluations: Preferences 
for same-sex and same-job wage comparisons. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology. 21. 393-405. 

Major. B. and Konar, E. (1984). An investigation of sex differences in pay expectations 
and their possible causes. Academy of Management Journal. 27, 777-792. 

Major, B., McFarlin, D., and Gagnon, D. (1984). Overworked and underpaid: On the 
nature of gender differences in personal entitlement. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology. 47. 1399-1412. 

Major, B. and Testa, M. (1989). Social comparison processes and judgments of 
entitlement and satisfaction. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology. 25, 101-
120. 

Mannheim, B. (1983). Male and female industrial workers. Work and Occupations. 10, 
(4), 413-436. 

Marini, M.M. and Brinton, M.C. (1984). Sex typing in occupational socialization. In 
B.F. Reskin (ed.). Sex segregation in the workplace. DC: National Academy 
Press. 



2 0 0  

Martell, R.F. (1991). Sex bias at work: The effects of attentional and memory demands 
on performance ratings of men and women. Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology. 21, (23), 1939-1960. 

Martin, B.A. (1989). Gender differences in salary expectations when current salary 
information is proyided. Psychology of Women Quarterly. 13, 87-96. 

Martin, J. (1990). Deconstructing organizational taboos: The suppression of gender 
conflict in organizations. Organizational Science. 1, (4), 339-359. 

Martin, J.K. and Hanson, S.L. (1985). Sex, family wage-earning status, and satisfaction 
with work. Work and Occupations. 12, (1), 91-109. 

McCrate, E. (1993). Closing the pay gap: Women gain on men, but not equally. Dollars 
& Sense. Jan/Feb, 18-20. 

McFarlin, D.B., Prone, M., Major, B., and Konar, E. (1989). Predicting career-entry pay 
expectations: The role of gender-based comparisons. Journal of Business and 
Psychology. 3, 331-340. 

Mederer, H.J. (1993). Division of labor in two-earner homes: Task accomplishment 
versus household management as critical variables in perceptions about family 
work. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 55, 133-145. 

Miller, J. (1980). Individual and occupational determinants of job satisfaction. Sociology 
of Work and Occupations. 7, 337-366. 

Miller, J., Labovitz, S.. and Fry, L. (1975). Inequities in the organization experiences of 
women and men. Social Forces. 54, 365-368. 

Mincer, J. (1974). Schooling. Experiencing, and Earnings. New York: National Bureau 
of Economic Research. 

Mincer, J. and Polacheck, S. (1974). Family investments in human capital: Earnings of 
women. Journal of Political Economy. 82, S76-S108. 

Mirowsky, J (1987). The psycho-economics of feeling underpaid: Distributive justice and 
the earnings of husbands and wives. American Journal of Sociology. 92, (6), 
1404-1434. 



201 

Model, S. (1981). Housework by husbands: Determinants and implications. Journal of 
Family Issues. 2, 25-237. 

Morf, M. (1989). The work/life dichotomy. Westport, CT: Quorum Books. 

Mortimer, J.T., Lorence, J., and Kumka, D.S. (1986). Work, family and personality: 
Transition to adulthood. Norwood, NJ:Ablex. 

Nealey, S.M. and Goodale, J.G. (1967). Worker preferences among time-off benefits and 
pay. Journal of Applied Psychology. 51, (4), 357-361. 

Nieya, V.F., and Gutek, B.A. (1981). Women and work: A psychological perspective. 
New York: Praeger. 

Nieva, V.F. and Gutek, B.A. (1980). Sex effects on evaluation. Academy of 
Management Review. 5, (2), 267-275. 

Olson, J.E. and Frieze, I.H. (1986). Income determinants for women in business. In A.H. 
Stromberg, L. Larwood, and B.A. Gutek (eds.) Women and Work: An Annual 
Review. Newbury Park: Sage Publications. 

Payton-Miyazaki, M. and Brayfield, A.H. (1976). The good job and the good life: 
Relation of characteristics of employment to general well-being. In Biderman, 
A.D. and Drury, T.F. (Eds.), Measuring work quality for social reporting. 
Newbury Park, CA:Sage. 

Piacente, B.S., Penner, L.A., Hawkins, H.L., and Cohen, S.L. (1974). Evaluation of the 
performance of experimenters as a function of their sex and competence. Journal 
of Applied Social Psychology. 4, (4), 321-329. 

Pinder. C.C. ri984'). Work Motivation: Theory. Issues, and Applications. Glenview, 
IL:Scott, Foresman and Company. 

Pleck, J.H. (1977). The work-family role system. Social Problems. 63, 417-427. 

Pleck, J.H., Staines, G.L., and Lang, L. (1980). Conflicts between work and family. 
Monthly Labor Review. March, 29-32. 



2 0 2  

Polachek, S.W. (1979). Occupational segregation among women: Theory, evidence and 
prognosis. In Lloyd, Andrews, and Gilroy (eds.). Women in the Labor Market. 
New York: Columbia University Press, 137-157. 

Polacheck, S.W. (1980). Occupational self-selection: A human capital approach to sex 
differences in occupational structure. The Review of Economics and Statistics. 
60-69. 

Polacheck, S.W. (1981). Discontinuous labor force participation and its effects on 
women's market earnings. 

Pritchard, R.D. (1969). Equity theory: A review and critique. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Performance. 4. 176-211. 

Quinn, R.P., Mangione, T.M., and Seashore, S.E. (1975). The 1972-73 Quality of 
Employment Survey. Arm Arbor. MI: Institute for Social Research. 

Quinn, R.P. and Staines, G. (1979a). Quality of Employment Survey. 1977: Cross 
section. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social 
Research. 

Quiim, R.P. and Staines, G. (1979b). Quality of Employment Survey. 1973-1977 Panel 
Study. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social 
Research. 

Ragins, B.R. and Scandura, T.A. (1994). Gender differences in expected outcomes of 
mentoring relationships. Academy of Management Journal. 37, (4), 957-971. 

Ragins, B.R. and Sundstrom, E. (1989). Gender and power in organizations: A 
longitudinal perspective. Psychological Bulletin. 105,51-88. 

Reich, R. and Nussbaum, BC. (1995). Working women count recommendations: Making 
work better for women. Report to the President. 

Reskin, B.F. and Roos, P. (1990) Job Queues. Gender Queues: Explaining Women's 
Inroads into Male Occupations. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Roos, P.A. and Reskin, B.F. (1984). Institutional factors contributing to sex segregation 
in the workplace. In B.F. Reskin (Ed.), Sex Segregation in the Workplace: 
Trends. Explanations. Remedies. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press. 



203 

Rjoies, S.L., Schwab, D.P. and Heneman, H.G.III. (1983). The role of pay and market 
variability in job application decisions. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance. 31, 353-364. 

Scanzoni. J. (1978). Sex roles, women's work, and marital conflict. Washington, DC: 
Lexington Books. 

Schein, V.E. (1975). Relationships between sex role stereotypes and requisite 
management characteristics among female managers. Journal of Applied 
Psvchologv. 60, (3), 340-344. 

Schein, V.E. (1973). The relationship between sex role stereotypes and requisite 
management characteristics. Journal of Applied Psvchology, 57, (2), 93-100. 

Shelton, B.A. and Firestone, J. (1989). Household labor time and the gender gap in 
earnings. Gender and Societv. 3, (1), 105-113. 

Shukla, A., Sama, T., and Nigam, R. (1989). Work attitudes of employed men and 
women who are married. Psychological Reports. 64, 711-714. 

Small, S. A. and Riley, D. (1990). Toward a multidimensional assessment of work 
spillover into family life. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 52, 51-61. 

Smith, A. (1776). Wealth of Nations. 

Spence, A.M. (1974). Market Signaling. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Staines, G.L. (1980), Spillover versus compensation: A review of the literature on the 
relationship between work and non-work. Human Relations. 33, 111-129. 

Stevens, J.M., Beyer, J.M., and Trice, H.M. (1978). Assessing personal, role, and 
organizational predictors of managerial commitment. Academy of Management 
Journal. 21, (3), 380-396. 

Stevens, C.K., Bavetta, A.G., and Gist, M.E. (1993). Gender differences in the 
acquisition of salary negotiation skills: The role of goals, self-efficacy, and 
perceived control. Journal of Applied Psychology. 78, (5), 723-735. 



2 0 4  

Stevenson, M.H. (1988). Some economic approaches to the persistence of wage 
differences between men and women. In A. H. Stromberg and S. Harkess (Eds.) 
Women Working (2nd ed.). Mountain View, CA: Mayfield. 

Stouffer, S.A., Suchman, E.A., De Vinney, L.C., Star, S.A., and Williamson, R.M., Jr. 
fl949'>. The American soldier: Ad^fustment during armv h'fe rVnl. 1). 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Strober, M.H. (1984). A theory of sex segregation. In B.F. Reskin (ed.). Sex segregation 
in the workplace. DC: National Academy Press. 

Tavris, C. (1992). The Mismeasure of Woman. New York: Touchstone. 

Taylor, D.M. and Moghaddam, F.M. (1987). Theories of intergroup relations: 
International social psychological perspectives. New York: Praeger. 

Tenbnmsel, A.E., Brett, J.M., Maoz, E., Stroh, L.K., Reilly, A.H. (1994). Dynamic and 
static work-family relationships: A comparative analysis of males and females. 
Paper presented at the RMD conference in Causal Modeling, West Lafayette, IN. 
March. 

Terborg, J.R., and Ilgen, D.R. (1975). A theoretical approach to sex discrimination in 
traditionally masculine occupations. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance. 13, 352-376. 

Thibaut, J.W., and Kelley, H.H. (1959). The social psychology of groups. New York: 
Wiley. 

U.S. Department of Labor. (1989). [Bureau of Labor Statistics]. Handbook of Labor 
Statistics. Bulletin 2340. Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Department of Labor. (1991). [Bureau of Labor Statistics]. Reasons for the 
continuing growth of part-time employment. Monthly Labor Review. 114, (3), 
10-18. 

Vogler, C. and Pahl, J. (1994). Money, power, and inequality within marriage. 
Sociological Review. 263-288. 

Weaver, C.R. (1978). Sex differences in the determinants of job satisfaction. Academy of 
Management Journal. 21, 265-274. 



205 

Weick, K.E. (1963). The concept of equity in the perception of pay. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 415-439. 

Wilkie, J.R. (1988). Marriage, family like, and women's employment. In A. H. 
Stromberg and S. Harkess (Eds.), Women Working. (2nd edition). 
Mountainview, CA: Mayfield. 

Wilkie, J.R. (1991). The decline in men's labor force participation and income and the 
changing structure of family economic support. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 53. 111-122. 

Williams, C.L. (1989). Gender Differences at Work: Women and Men in Nontraditional 
Occupations. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Williams, C.L. (1991). Psychoanalytic theory and the sociology of gender. In P. England 
(Ed.), Theory on Gender/Feminism on Theory. New York; Aldine. 

Wolf, W.C., and Fligstein, N.D. (1979). Sex and authority in the work-place: The causes 
of sexual inequality. American Sociological Review. 44, 235-252. 

Workforce 2000. (1987). The Hudson Institute & the U.S. Department of Labor. 
Workforce 2000 Project Office. 

Workforce 2020. (1997). The Hudson Institute & the U.S. Department of Labor. 
Workforce 2020 Project Office. 

Zanna, M.P., Crosby, F., and Loewenstein, G. (1989). Male reference groups and 
discontent among female professionals. In B.A. Gutek and L. Larwood (Eds.), 
Women's Career Development. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Zedeck, S. (1992). Exploring the domain of work and family concerns. In S. Zedeck 
(Ed.), Work. Families, and Organizations. Jossey-Bass, Inc.: San Francisco, CA. 
1-32. 


