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The authors analyzed data from the 2002 National Study of the Changing Workforce (N � 3,504)
to investigate relationships among availability of formal organizational family support (family
benefits and alternative schedules), job autonomy, informal organizational support (work–family
culture, supervisor support, and coworker support), perceived control, and employee attitudes and
well-being. Using hierarchical regression, the authors found that the availability of family benefits
was associated with stress, life satisfaction, and turnover intentions, and the availability of
alternative schedules was not related to any of the outcomes. Job autonomy and informal
organizational support were associated with almost all the outcomes, including positive spillover.
Perceived control mediated most of the relationships.

Keywords: organizational family support, job autonomy, perceived control, work–family culture,
positive spillover

Changes in the demographic nature of the Ameri-
can workforce over the past few decades have in-
creasingly challenged employers, employees, and
policymakers to develop strategies and tactics to bal-
ance competing demands of work and family lives.
Without effective strategies in place, high levels of
conflict between competing work and family de-
mands can have negative effects at the workplace
(higher turnover and absenteeism and reduced com-
mitment and job satisfaction), at home (lower life and
family satisfaction and higher rates of divorce), and
on the individual (reduced mental and physical health
and increased stress). From a societal perspective, the
cumulative effect of individuals’ decisions to react to
conflicts by reducing family size may, as has become
evident in certain European and Asian countries, lead
to declines in demographic growth rates, threatening
the health of national economies (“Survey: Forever
Young,” 2004).

One strategy adopted by organizations is to enact
policies and programs aimed at providing employees
with resources to help them manage their lives.
Working Mother magazine’s well-known ranking of
“family-friendly” organizations takes these programs
into account. Companies are scored on the number of
work-life programs they offer, with particular weight
given to flexible scheduling, advancement of women,
and child-care resources. Many of these programs are
becoming increasingly available. For example, 43%
of employees now have access to some form of
flextime, compared with 29% of employees 10 years
ago (J. T. Bond, Thompson, Galinsky, & Prottas,
2003).

Despite their popularity, family-friendly initiatives
may not be as important as how supportive the orga-
nizational culture is toward work-life balance or how
supportive individual supervisors and coworkers are
(Allen, 2001; Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999).
A supportive work–family culture increases the like-
lihood that employees will feel comfortable using
family-friendly benefits like flextime, as they are less
likely to worry about possible negative career conse-
quences (Thompson et al., 1999). Additionally, to the
extent that organizational cultures are less observable
and imitable than a portfolio of human resource prac-
tices, a supportive culture may confer a competitive
advantage to those organizations that are willing to
develop one.

In addition to a supportive culture, the nature of the
job itself has an impact on the ability of employees to
integrate work and family (e.g., Perlow, 2001). Spe-
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cifically, a job that allows employees autonomy and
discretion in how and when the job gets done should
enable employees to better meet multiple conflicting
work and nonwork demands. For example, Grzywacz
and Marks (2000) found that greater decision latitude
and less pressure at work were related to positive
spillover between work and family. To date, work–
family researchers and practitioners have not em-
braced job design as a key strategy to reduce work–
family conflict.

Finally, it is important to understand not just
whether but why these organizational practices may
be related to employees’ ability to integrate work and
family roles, as well as their overall mental health
and well-being. Although some researchers have
found support for the mediating role of work–family
conflict (e.g., Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 2002), we
believe that perceived control may be an important
mechanism for influencing the relationship between
organizational strategies and employee health and
well-being. To the extent that formal and informal
organizational support, as well as job design, increase
an employee’s sense of control, stress and strain
should be reduced, quality of the work–family inter-
face should be enhanced, and job, family, and life
satisfaction should be higher than when an organiza-
tion does not provide these supports.

While much of the work–family literature focuses
on conflict caused by competing roles and demands,
there is evidence that jobs can have a positive effect
on employees’ nonwork lives and vice versa (Barnett
& Hyde, 2001; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Kirch-
meyer, 1992). When things go well at work, for

example, the positive mood that results can spill over
to other realms of the employees’ life. Beyond look-
ing at variables that may be predictive of negative
outcomes in the work–family interface, researchers
need to examine those that may contribute to positive
outcomes as well.

To increase our understanding of organizational
factors that influence employees’ ability to balance
work and family, as well as study possible positive
outcomes that may result from participating in mul-
tiple roles, the present study investigated the relative
influences of available formal organizational family
support (dependent-care benefits and alternative
schedule policies), job characteristics (perceived au-
tonomy), and informal organizational support (from
supervisors, coworkers, and organizational culture)
on outcomes such as employee stress, quality of
work–family interface (positive or negative), turn-
over intention, and job, family, and life satisfaction.
We also investigated the role of perceived control as
a mediator between formal and informal organiza-
tional support, job autonomy, and the outcome vari-
ables. The proposed relationships are shown in Fig-
ure 1. The following sections review literature
relevant to our hypotheses.

Related Literature

To ease conflicts that often occur between work
and family, some organizations offer their employees
family-friendly or work-life programs and benefits.
These formal programs include dependent-care assis-
tance, parental leave, flexible work arrangements,

Figure 1. Proposed model of relations among forms of support and attitudes and well-being.
Org. � Organizational.
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resource and referral services, and direct financial
assistance, such as help with adoption expenses.
Voydanoff (2004) referred to these programs as
boundary-spanning resources because they focus on
the interface between work and family.

Research on the effectiveness of these programs
has considered them singly or as a bundle of work-
life practices, has largely focused on individual-level
outcome variables, and has considered both the use of
and availability of the programs. For example, sev-
eral studies found that flexible work schedules were
related to lower levels of work–family conflict (Ham-
mer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997; Shinn, Wong, Simko,
& Ortiz-Torres, 1989; Thomas & Ganster, 1995),
fewer somatic complaints (Thomas & Ganster,
1995), and higher affective commitment to the orga-
nization (Grover & Crooker, 1995). Goff, Mount, and
Jamison (1990) found that employer-supported child
care was directly related to lower levels of work–
family conflict and indirectly related to reduced ab-
senteeism. Lambert (2000) found that the number of
benefits used by employees was related to higher
levels of organizational citizenship behavior. In a
representative sample of U.S. employees, Grover and
Crooker (1995) found that those whose employers
offered family responsive benefits (e.g., flexible
schedules, child-care information service) were more
committed to their organization and were less likely
to be thinking about looking for a new job, regardless
of whether they actually used the benefit. Similarly,
Thompson et al. (1999) found that simply having
benefits available to employees was related to lower
work–family conflict, less intention to leave the or-
ganization, and higher affective commitment. How-
ever, several studies found either nonexistent or weak
relationships between benefits offered or used by
employees and work–family conflict (Anderson et
al., 2002; Batt & Valcour, 2003; Haar & Spell, 2004)
or job satisfaction (Shinn et al., 1989). Thompson,
Jahn, Kopelman, and Prottas (2004) found that the
number of organizational practices was positively
related to employee affective commitment toward
their employer but had no impact on family-to-work
conflict; however, perceived organizational family
support was positively associated with both affective
commitment and lower levels of work-to-family
conflict.

Because family-friendly benefits, policies, and
programs are intended to make it easier for employ-
ees to integrate and manage their work and family
responsibilities, and because these programs appear
to symbolize organizational support for the “whole”
employee (Grover & Crooker, 1995), employees (re-

gardless of family status) of organizations that offer
such benefits should enjoy greater job, family, and
life satisfaction and have less intention to quit than
employees of organizations that do not. Employees
should also experience lower levels of stress, work–
family conflict, and higher levels of positive spillover
between work and family. Therefore, we hypothe-
sized the following:

Hypothesis 1: The availability of family-friendly
benefits will be negatively related to stress,
work–family conflict, and intentions to quit and
positively related to positive spillover and job,
family, and life satisfaction.

Another important but relatively neglected influ-
ence on employees’ ability to integrate work and
family is the nature of the jobs they perform. In
particular, work–family scholars have argued that job
autonomy—the ability to decide when, where, and
how the job is to be done (Bailyn, 1993; Clark,
2001)—most likely has an influence on an employ-
ee’s well-being as well as his or her family life. In
fact, research to date suggests that employees who
have a say over how they do their jobs are more
satisfied with their jobs (Clark, 2001; Hackman &
Oldham, 1976; Parasuraman & Alutto, 1984), are
more likely to describe their families as cohesive
(Clark, 2001), and experience less stress (Parasura-
man & Alutto, 1984) and less family-to-work conflict
(Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, & Beutell, 1996).
However, Batt and Valcour (2003) found no relation-
ship between autonomy and a two-item measure of
work-to-family conflict. Grzywacz and Marks (2000)
found that decision latitude on the job, a concept
similar to job autonomy, was strongly related to
positive work-to-family and family-to-work spill-
over, and Voydanoff (2004) found that autonomy
was related to positive work-to-family spillover, or
what she referred to as work–family facilitation. It
follows that employees who have discretion over the
way in which they perform their job are better able to
integrate their work and family lives. Therefore, we
predict the following:

Hypothesis 2: Job autonomy will be negatively
related to stress, work–family conflict, and in-
tentions to quit and positively related to positive
spillover and job, family, and life satisfaction.

In addition to formal organizational support in the
form of family-friendly benefits and jobs designed to
allow employees autonomy to perform the job their
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way, it is also important to consider the informal
context of the job when attempting to understand the
relationship between work and family (Allen, 2001;
Anderson et al., 2002; Behson, 2002; Colton, Ham-
mer, & Neal, 2002; Thompson et al., 1999). In fact,
recent research suggests that the informal context—
that is, the supportiveness of the organization’s over-
all culture as well as the supportiveness of individual
supervisors—may be more important than the actual
work–family programs and benefits offered by an
organization (Allen, 2001; Anderson et al., 2002;
Thompson et al., 1999). Thompson et al. (1999), for
example, found that work–family culture, which they
defined as the shared assumptions, beliefs, and values
regarding the degree to which an organization sup-
ports and values work–family integration, was posi-
tively related to affective commitment and negatively
related to work-to-family conflict and intentions to
quit. Most important, work–family culture was re-
lated to these attitudes even after controlling for the
availability of family-friendly benefits. Similarly,
Allen (2001) found that employees who perceived
their organizations as family supportive had lower
levels of work–family conflict and turnover inten-
tions and higher levels of job satisfaction and orga-
nizational commitment, even after controlling for the
effects of work–family benefits. Other research also
supports the importance of a supportive workplace
culture (e.g., Anderson et al., 2002; J. T. Bond et al.,
2003; Casper, Martin, Buffardi, & Erdwins, 2002;
O’Driscoll et al., 2003).

Supervisor or managerial support is another aspect
of the informal work context that appears to influence
employees’ ability to integrate work and family.
Thomas and Ganster (1995) defined a supportive
supervisor as one who “empathizes with the employ-
ee’s desire to seek balance between work and family
responsibilities” (p. 7). Examples might include al-
lowing personal calls home after a child returns from
school, supporting an employee’s participation in a
flexible work schedule, being understanding when an
employee must occasionally leave early to pick a
child up from daycare or take an elderly parent to the
doctor, or not penalizing employees for taking ad-
vantage of flextime or flexplace programs. Research
suggests that employees who have supportive super-
visors or managers are less likely to experience
work–family conflict (Anderson et al., 2002; Goff et
al., 1990; Thomas & Ganster, 1995) and have lower
levels of work distress (Frone, Yardley, & Markel,
1997), lower levels of absenteeism (Goff et al.,
1990), less intention to quit (Thompson et al., 1999),
and higher job satisfaction (Thomas & Ganster,

1995). Thompson et al. (2004) found that supervisory
family support was positively related to affective
commitment and negatively related to job search
behavior, even after controlling for work–family
practices offered.

Supervisor support has also been shown to be
indirectly related to work–family conflict. Employees
who have supportive supervisors are more likely to
perceive their organization as family supportive
(Allen, 2001) or perceive that they have more control
over work and family (Thomas & Ganster, 1995),
which in turn are related to lower levels of work–
family conflict.

Although less frequently studied, coworker sup-
port is another aspect of the informal work environ-
ment that may influence an employee’s ability to
integrate work and family. The research available
suggests that coworker support does make a differ-
ence, although it is difficult to disentangle the effects
of supervisor versus coworker because in some stud-
ies the items were combined into a single measure
(e.g., Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) or the items were
combined with another construct (e.g., job satisfac-
tion; Anderson et al., 2002). Frone et al. (1997)
measured coworker support as a separate construct
and found that it was negatively related to work
distress and indirectly related to work-to-family and
family-to-work conflict. Loscocco and Spitze (1990)
found that employees who had satisfying relations
with their coworkers had less job distress.

Social support from work may be more strongly
related to reduced levels of work-related stress, but
when the support is focused on helping employees
cope with competing demands (e.g., as when an
employee must leave early to pick up a sick child
from school, or when an employee wants the after-
noon off to attend his son’s graduation), then co-
worker and supervisor support should be related to
lower levels of work–family conflict as well as pos-
itive attitudes toward work. Thus, we hypothesized
the following:

Hypothesis 3: Informal organizational support
for work–family balance (i.e., supportive work–
family culture, supportive supervisor, support-
ive coworkers) will be negatively related to
stress, work–family conflict, and intentions to
quit and positively related to positive spillover
and job, family, and life satisfaction.

Finally, little is known about the psychological pro-
cesses linking work and family (Eby, Casper, Lock-
wood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). Specifically, what
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is the mechanism through which formal and informal
organizational support and job autonomy affect em-
ployee attitudes, behaviors, and well being? Several
researchers have proposed and found support for work–
family conflict as the link between various work- and
family-related predictors (e.g., work demands, family
demands, work expectations, work overload, work con-
flict, family conflict) and various outcome variables
(e.g., job and life satisfaction, depression, somatic com-
plaints, turnover intentions, life distress, job burnout).
For example, family-to-work conflict mediated the re-
lationship between low job autonomy and greater life
stress and lower career satisfaction (Parasuraman et al.,
1996). Similarly, work-to-family conflict mediated the
relationship between work overload and lower perfor-
mance in the family domain (Frone et al., 1997). How-
ever, what is it about job autonomy, work overload, or
the other predictors that influence perceptions of work-
to-family conflict? The findings of three recent studies
(Adams & Jex, 1999; Batt & Valcour, 2003; Thomas &
Ganster, 1995) suggest that employee perceptions of
control might be key. Batt and Valcour (2003), for
example, found that decision-making autonomy on the
job increased employees’ perceptions of having control
over their jobs. If employees have control over their
jobs, it seems likely that they would, in turn, have more
control over other aspects of their lives.

According to Greenberger and Strasser (1986) and
others (e.g., Ganster, Fox, & Dwyer, 2001), individ-
uals are motivated to seek control over their environ-
ment, and this control is necessary for their health
and well-being (F. W. Bond & Bunce, 2003; Marmot,
Bosma, Hemingway, Brunner, & Stansfield, 1997).
They defined personal control as a psychological
construct that reflects an employee’s beliefs about his
or her ability to change the environment, and they
argued that perceptions of control can be influenced
by the attitudes and behaviors of others (e.g., super-
visors and coworkers). They did not consider control
to be a stable personality trait and as such differen-
tiated it from the concept of locus of control (Rotter,
1966). Greenberger and Strasser (1986) argued that
there are a variety of situations in organizations that
can either increase perceptions of control or decrease
them. For example, denying an employee her request
for time off may decrease her sense of control,
whereas allowing an employee to occasionally work
from home may increase control perceptions.

Only two studies to date have investigated percep-
tions of control as a possible mediating variable for
the work–family interface. Thomas and Ganster
(1995) found that perceptions of control and work–
family conflict mediated the relationships between

both supervisor support and the availability of flexi-
ble schedules and job satisfaction, depression, cho-
lesterol levels, and somatic complaints. Adams and
Jex (1999) found that perceived control mediated the
relationship between time management strategies
(e.g., setting goals and priorities) and health and job
satisfaction. These findings suggest that perceptions
of control may be an important linking mechanism in
the work–family interface.

Despite these encouraging findings, both Batt and
Valcour (2003) and Thomas and Ganster (1995) mea-
sured control in terms of flexibility available on the
job (e.g., being able to choose starting and ending
times at work) rather than actual perceptions of con-
trol. It is possible, for example, that certain kinds of
flexibility at work do not affect perceptions of con-
trol. This distinction is akin to the relationship be-
tween stressors and stress: Particular work stressors
do not always lead to employee perceptions of stress.
To tease out this distinction, we conceptualized job
autonomy as the degree to which the job provides the
freedom and discretion to schedule work and decide
which procedures to use in carrying out the job
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976), and we conceptualized
perceived control as the felt experience of control.
Indeed, as noted by Batt and Valcour (2003), “auton-
omy in decision making should translate into [italics
added] greater employee ability to control decisions
over when, where, and how to integrate work and
family responsibilities” (p. 196). This suggests that
autonomy and control are not one and the same.

For this study, then, we hypothesized that formal
and informal organizational support, as well as high
levels of job autonomy, should enhance employees’
perceptions of control, which in turn should be re-
lated to reduced levels of stress, work–family con-
flict, and intentions to quit and increased levels of
positive home and job spillover and job, family, and
life satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4: Perceptions of control will medi-
ate the relationship between the independent
variables (i.e., family-friendly benefits, job au-
tonomy, and organizational support for work–
family integration) and the outcome variables.

Method

Sample

We used data from the 2002 National Study of the
Changing Workforce (NSCW), a telephone survey con-
ducted by Harris Interactive, Inc. for the Families and Work
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Institute (see J. T. Bond et al., 2003, for complete details).
Respondents were a nationally representative sample of
employed adults (N � 3,504). For this study, we used data
from 2,810 wage and salaried employees who work for
others, thereby excluding the self-employed. Interviews av-
eraged 40 min in length and were conducted by telephone
using a computer-assisted telephone interviewing system.
Calls were made to an unclustered random probability sam-
ple, stratified by region. As necessary, 30 or more calls were
made per telephone number to determine eligibility and to
complete interviews.

Sample eligibility was limited to people who worked at a
paid job or operated an income-producing business, were 18
years or older, were in the civilian labor force, resided in the
contiguous 48 states, and lived in a noninstitutional resi-
dence—that is, household—with a telephone. In households
with more than one eligible person, one was randomly
selected to be interviewed. As an incentive, interviewees
were offered cash honoraria of $25 that they could keep or
donate to one of seven charities. J. T. Bond et al. (2003)
estimated the response rate to be 61%.

Our resulting sample was 51% female; 64% were married
or in a similar arrangement, 72% had responsibility for
children or elderly or disabled dependents, and 9% were
single parents. A majority were in nonmanagerial or non-
professional positions (59%), and 19% were in manufactur-
ing rather than service industries.

Measures

All items in the NSCW were developed by the Families
and Work Institute in consultation with experts in the field;
many of the items were drawn from preexisting scales (see
J. T. Bond et al., 2003). In addition, many of the items were
drawn from the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey
(Quinn & Staines, 1979) so that items could be compared
across years. Specific scale items used in this study are
available from Cynthia A. Thompson.

Family-friendly benefits offered. The availability of two
types of family-friendly benefits was assessed. Following
Thomas and Ganster (1995), we measured benefit availabil-
ity rather than usage because availability appears to sym-
bolize for all employees that the organization cares about
their well-being. In addition, measuring usage might create
issues of reverse causality because those employees who
have demanding family situations may be more likely to use
the benefits (Batt & Valcour, 2003). Family benefits was
assessed by seven items (e.g., availability of a child-care or
elder-care resource and referral service, financial assistance
with child care, child-care center onsite or nearby, health
insurance for family members); benefit availability was
rated on a yes/no scale where 1 � yes. Items were summed
to create a total score. The availability of alternative work
schedules was measured by seven items (e.g., ability to
choose their own starting and quitting times, ability to work
at home, availability of part-time work, compressed work
hours, part-year work), each rated on a yes/no scale. Items
were summed to create a total score.

Job autonomy. Job autonomy was measured by four
items: “I have the freedom to decide what I do on my job,”
“I have a lot of say about what happens on my job,” “I
decide when I take breaks,” and “It is basically my own
responsibility to decide how my job gets done.” Items were

rated on a 4-point Likert scale where 1 � strongly agree to
4 � strongly disagree. Coefficient alpha was .71. Items
were reverse scored so that higher scores represent higher
levels of autonomy.

Informal organizational support for work–family bal-
ance. Three aspects of informal organizational support
were measured: supportive work–family culture, supportive
supervisor or manager, and supportive coworkers. For each
support scale, items were measured on a 4-point Likert scale
that ranged from 1 � strongly agree to 4 � strongly
disagree; scores were reverse coded so that high scores
represented a more supportive culture, supervisor, or co-
workers. Supportive work–family culture was measured by
4 items, including “There is an unwritten rule at my place of
employment that you can’t take care of family needs on
company time” and “At my place of employment, employ-
ees who put their family or personal needs ahead of their
jobs are not looked on favorably.” Coefficient alpha was
.71. Supervisor support was measured by 11 items that
tapped general support at work (e.g., “My supervisor is
supportive when I have a work problem”) and support
related to work-life balance (e.g., “My supervisor cares
about the effects of work on personal/family life”). Coeffi-
cient alpha was .91. Coworker support was measured by 3
items (e.g., “I have the coworker support I need to manage
work and family life”). Coefficient alpha was .74.

Perceived control. Perceived control was measured by
one item: “In the last month, how often have you felt that
you were unable to control the important things in your
life?” This item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale that
ranged from 1 � never to 5 � very often, and it was reverse
scored so that higher scores represent higher levels of per-
sonal control.

Stress and well-being. Stress and well-being were mea-
sured by nine items, including, for example, “In the last
month, how often have you felt nervous and stressed?”
“How often have you felt that difficulties were piling up so
high that you could not overcome them?” (rated on a 5-point
Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 � never to 5 � very
often), and “How stressful has your personal and family life
been in recent months? (rated on a 5-point scale that ranged
from 1 � extremely stressful to 5 � not stressful at all).
Two items tapped depression (e.g., “During the past month,
have you been bothered by feeling down, depressed, or
hopeless?”) and were rated 1 � yes and 2 � no. These two
items have been shown to work well as an initial screening
for depression (Whooley, Avins, Miranda, & Browner,
1997). Items were standardized and averaged to create
scores. Coefficient alpha was .82.

Positive spillover and work–family conflict. To assess
positive spillover from job-to-home and home-to-job, the
Families and Work Institute developed four new items (two
assessing each direction of spillover) and added them to the
2002 version of the NSCW survey. The items were devel-
oped to parallel the negative spillover items in the survey,
which were drawn from frequently used work–family con-
flict measures. Because the positive items were new, we
factor analyzed all 14 positive and negative items using
varimax rotation. Results suggested a three-factor solution:
5 items loaded on a factor that tapped work-to-family con-
flict (accounting for 34.9% of the variance, with factor
loadings that ranged from .69 to .78); 5 items loaded on a
family-to-work conflict factor (accounting for 14.4% of the
variance, with factor loadings that ranged from .62 to .76);
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and 4 items loaded on a positive spillover factor that in-
cluded both positive job-to-home spillover and positive
home-to-job spillover items (which accounted for 9.9% of
the variance, with factor loadings that ranged from .67 to
.74).

For each scale, items were measured on a 5-point Likert-
type scale that ranged from 1 � very often to 5 � never.
Scales were reverse scored so that higher scores represented
higher levels of conflict or spillover. Sample items include
“In the past three months . . . how often have you not had
enough time for your family or other important people in
your life because of your job?” (work-to-family conflict),
“. . . how often has your family or personal life drained you
of the energy you needed to do your job?” (family-to-work
conflict), and “. . . how often have you been in a better mood
at work because of your personal or family life?” (positive
spillover). Coefficient alphas were .82, .87, and .65,
respectively.

Intentions to quit. One item measured intentions to quit:
“Taking everything into consideration, how likely is it that
you will make a genuine effort to find a new job with
another employer within the next year?” This item was rated
on a 3-point scale ranging from 1 � very likely to 3 � not
at all likely. The item was reverse scored so that a high score
indicated a greater likelihood of looking for a new job.

Satisfaction with job, marriage, family, and life. Job
satisfaction was measured by three items (e.g., “All in all,
how satisfied are you with your job?” which used a 4-point
scale: 1 � very satisfied to 4 � not satisfied at all, and
“Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide all over
again whether to take the job you now have, what would
you decide?” which used a 3-point scale: 1 � take same job
again without hesitation to 3 � definitely not take same
job). Items were reverse scored, standardized, and averaged
to create an index of job satisfaction. Coefficient alpha for
job satisfaction was .71. Family/marriage satisfaction was
assessed by two items, “All in all, how satisfied are you with
your family life?” and “All in all, how satisfied would you
say you are with your marriage (or relationship with your
partner)?” Coefficient alpha for family/marriage satisfaction
was .73. Life satisfaction was measured by one item, “All
things considered, how do you feel about your life these
days?” Family and life satisfaction items were rated on a
4-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 � very satisfied to
4 � very dissatisfied, and satisfaction with marriage/rela-
tionship used a scale that ranged from 1 � extremely sat-
isfied to 4 � not too satisfied.

Control variables. Control variables used in the analy-
ses included gender, age, marital status, education, family
income, as well as family demands and work demands.
Gender was coded as 1 � male, 2 � female; marital status
was coded as 1 � spouse or partner in residence, 2 �
other); education was coded as 1 � less than high school,
2 � high school or GED, 3 � some college/no degree, 4 �
associate degree, 5 � 4-year college degree, and 6 �
graduate or professional degree. Age and family income
were coded as continuous variables. Family income was
logarithmically transformed for all analyses.

Family demands was operationalized based on a weight-
ing scheme developed by Rothausen (1999), who recog-
nized that children of different ages as well as adult depen-
dents who require different amounts of care put differential
demands on employees. Scores were based on the ages for
each dependent child who lived with them, the number of

noncustodial children, and whether they provided additional
care for a disabled child, elder person, or other disabled
adult. We assigned a weight to each child and category of
dependent and then summed the weights. For example, a
child under 1 was weighted “7” whereas a child between 3
and 5 was weighted “6” and any noncustodial child “3.” The
full protocol is available from Cynthia A. Thompson.

Work demands was operationalized in two ways: the
number of hours worked and job pressure. Job pressure was
measured by nine items (e.g., “My job requires that I work
very hard” and “My job is very physically demanding and
tiring,” rated on a 4-point scale that ranged from 1 �
strongly agree to 4 � strongly disagree; and “How often in
the past three months have you been asked by your super-
visor or manager to do excessive amounts of work?” rated
on a 5-point scale that ranged from 1 � very often to 5 �
never). Items were standardized and reverse scored so that
higher scores represented higher levels of job pressure.
Coefficient alpha for job pressure was .80.

Preliminary Analyses

To test the validity of our constructs, we performed
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using structural equa-
tion modeling with LISREL (Version 8.12; Jöreskog &
Sörbom, 1993). The CFA model’s fit statistics showed that
the measurement model had good fit: �2(1540, N �
1,364) � 5,748, p � .001; �2/df � 3.7; goodness-of-fit
index (GFI) � .87; adjusted goodness-of-fit index
(AGFI) � .86; normed fit index (NFI) � .95; comparative
fit index (CFI) � .97; and root-mean-square error of ap-
proximation (RMSEA) � .045. The significant chi-square
value can be disregarded because of its sensitivity to the
sample size and large number of items (Hair, Anderson,
Tatham, & Black, 1998). The ratio of �2/df was above the
recommended value of 3. The fit statistics values were at or
above the recommended thresholds of .9 for NFI and CFI,
above .8 for AGFI, and the RMSEA value was below the
recommended value of .10 (Hair et al., 1998). All of the
items loaded significantly on their assigned latent con-
structs, although some of the items had coefficients below
the recommended threshold of .70. Cronbach’s alpha values
for all constructs except one were above the recommended
.70 value, indicating good reliability (Nunnally, 1967). For
positive spillover, coefficient alpha was .65, approaching
Nunnally’s recommendation of .70.

Analyses

We used hierarchical multiple regression to test all hy-
potheses. In the first step, we entered age, gender, education,
and family income as control variables. Because work–
family conflict, stress, and the other outcome variables are
often related to job demands, hours worked, and family
demands (Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991; Judge, Boudreau,
& Bretz, 1994; Thompson et al., 1999), these variables were
included as control variables as well (Step 2). To test
Hypothesis 1, we added family benefits and alternative
scheduling benefits simultaneously in Step 3; for Hypothe-
ses 2, job autonomy was added in Step 4; and for Hypoth-
esis 3, the three informal organizational support variables
were added simultaneously in Step 5. For Hypothesis 4, we
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tested for mediation using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) me-
diated regression technique and used Sobel’s (1982) test to
determine the significance of the mediation.

Results

Table 1 provides means, standard deviations, reli-
abilities (Cronbach’s alpha), and intercorrelations for
all the variables in the study. Table 2 shows the
relationships between the control variables and the
outcomes. Gender was positively related to stress and
job satisfaction (women reported more stress and
higher job satisfaction) and negatively related to turn-
over intentions (men were more likely to think of
leaving their jobs). Age was negatively related to
stress, turnover intentions, and both forms of work–
family conflict and positively related to job and life
satisfaction. Marital status (being single) was nega-
tively related to family and life satisfaction and pos-
itive spillover. Education was negatively related to
stress and family satisfaction and positively related to
both forms of work–family conflict. Family income
was negatively related to stress and turnover inten-
tions and positively related to family and life satis-
faction and work-to-family conflict. Finally, the cor-
relation between perceived control and job autonomy
was .11 (p � .001), and alternative work schedules
was .07 (p � .001), supporting our view that these
constructs are distinct.

Not surprisingly, family demands and job pres-
sures (see Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5) were positively
associated with numerous adverse outcomes (stress:
R2 � .17, �R2 � .11, p � .001; family-to-work
conflict: R2 � .12, �R2 � .10, p � .001; and work-
to-family conflict: R2 � .32, �R2 � .29, p � .001)
and negatively associated with favorable outcomes
(life satisfaction: R2 � .08, �R2 � .05, p � .001; and
family satisfaction: R2 � .12, �R2 � .02, p � .001).
However, only job pressure was negatively associ-
ated with job satisfaction (R2 � .08, �R2 � .05, p �
.001) and positive spillover (R2 � .02, �R2 � .01,
p � .01); it was positively associated with turnover
intentions (R2 � .12, �R2 � .02, p � .001). Accord-
ing to Cohen’s (1992) effect size classification for
multiple regression, the incremental f 2 for Step 2
reached the threshold for a large effect (0.35) only for
work-to-family conflict (0.40) and reached the
threshold for small effect (0.02) for stress (0.11), job
satisfaction (0.05), family satisfaction (0.02), life sat-
isfaction (0.04), turnover intention (0.02), and fami-
ly-to-work conflict (0.11). It appears that the influ-
ence of job pressures and family demands may be
asymmetric: Job pressures were associated with both

work- and family-related attitudes, whereas family
demands were more related to attitudes in the domes-
tic domain. Hours worked was positively related to
work-to-family conflict but not to other outcomes. It
may be that long hours on the job are not linked to
negative outcomes for everyone, as presumably some
people work longer hours because they enjoy their
jobs (Brett & Stroh, 2003; Friedman & Lobel, 2003).
It may also be that it is not long hours per se that
affects the well-being of employees but the nature of
the work or the pressure on the job that is more
important.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using hierarchical
regression (see Tables 2–5). Hypothesis 1 was essen-
tially unsupported because family-friendly benefits
had associations with some but not all of the out-
comes. When family benefits and alternative sched-
uling benefits were entered as a third step after the
two sets of control variables, family benefits were
associated with less stress (R2 � .18, �R2 � .01, p �
.001) and lower turnover intentions (R2 � .13, �R2 �
.01, p � .001). Both family benefits and alternative
schedule benefits were associated with greater life
satisfaction (R2 � .09, �R2 � .01, p � .001),
whereas only alternative scheduling was associated
with greater job satisfaction (R2 � .10, �R2 � .01,
p � .001). Neither set of policies was associated with
reductions in either form of work–family conflict or
positive spillover between the work and family do-
mains, suggesting that the simple availability of pol-
icies and benefits does not affect the quality of the
interaction between these two domains. With respect
to both sets of policies, the effect size of the incre-
mental variance explained did not reach Cohen’s
threshold to be considered small.

Hypothesis 2 was largely supported. With the ex-
ception of family-to-work conflict, when added as
Step 4 job autonomy was positively associated with
all the favorable outcomes (job satisfaction: R2 �
.17, �R2 � .10, p � .001; family satisfaction: R2 �
.13, �R2 � .00, p � .01; life satisfaction: R2 � .10,
�R2 � .01, p � .001; and positive spillover: R2 �
.03, �R2 � .01, p � .001) and negatively with
unfavorable outcomes (stress: R2 � .19, �R2 � .01,
p � .001; turnover intention: R2 � .14, �R2 � .01,
p � .001; and work-to-family conflict: R2 � .33,
�R2 � .01, p � .001). Overall, the incremental
variance explained by job autonomy did not reach
Cohen’s threshold for small effect size, except for job
satisfaction, which at 0.09 neared the threshold for
medium (0.15).

Hypothesis 3 was fully supported. When entered
simultaneously in the fifth step, support from super-
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visors, coworkers, and culture was positively associ-
ated with all favorable outcomes (job satisfaction:
R2 � .43, �R2 � .16, p � .001; family satisfaction:
R2 � .15, �R2 � .02, p � .001; life satisfaction: R2 �
.16, �R2 � .06, p � .001; and positive spillover:
R2 � .08, �R2 � .05, p � .001) and negatively
associated with all adverse outcomes (stress: R2 �
.23, �R2 � .04, p � .001; turnover intentions: R2 �
.22, �R2 � .08, p � .001; family-to-work conflict:
R2 � .13, �R2 � .01, p � .001; and work-to-family
conflict: R2 � .37, �R2 � .05, p � .001). All the
variables exceeded the benchmark for a small effect
size except family-to-work conflict (.01), whereas
that of job satisfaction (.33) almost reached the
threshold for large effect. The findings suggest that
informal family support from three distinct organiza-

tional sources (i.e., supervisors, coworkers, and cul-
ture) is associated with a wide variety of positive
outcomes beyond the formal policies or even key
aspects of the job itself. In fact, after informal support
was added to the equation, job autonomy ceased to be
a significant predictor of stress, family and life sat-
isfaction, positive spillover, negative job-to-home
spillover, and turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that perceived control
would mediate the relationship between formal and
informal sources of organizational support, job au-
tonomy, and the outcome variables. We tested for
mediation using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediated
regression technique. With respect to each indepen-
dent variable (family benefits, alternative scheduling,
job autonomy, coworker support, supervisor support,

Table 1
Basic Statistics and Correlations

Variable M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Demographics
1. Sex 1.58 0.49 2,810 —
2. Age 41.71 12.59 2,785 .04 —
3. Marital 1.36 0.48 2,803 .09*** �.12*** —
4. Education 3.71 1.50 2,810 .03 .09*** �.04 —
5. Family income 10.77 0.88 2,674 �.08*** .33*** �.49*** .40*** —

Demands
6. Family 8.09 7.52 2,810 .01 .14*** �.25*** �.08*** .12*** —
7. Job pressure 0.01 0.62 2,810 .03 �.06** �.03 .10*** .12*** .06** (.80)
8. Job hours 44.89 13.11 2,796 �.24*** .02 �.06** .14*** .25*** .04 .29*** —

Formal support
9. Family benefits 2.52 1.65 2,802 �.08*** .08*** �.09*** .22*** .31*** .00 .08*** .23***

10. Alternative schedule 2.33 1.56 2,810 .01 �.01 �.02 .21*** .09*** .00 �.04 �.04
Job characteristic

11. Job autonomy 2.99 0.75 2,810 �.08*** .10*** �.05*** .19*** .20*** �.01 �.08*** .07***
Mediator

12. Perceived control 3.80 1.16 2,804 �.05* .06** �.05** .03 .09*** �.08*** �.18*** �.02
Informal support

13. Supervisor 3.32 0.62 2,554 .04 .02 �.01 �.02 �.02 .00 �.27*** �.08***
14. Coworker 3.43 0.62 2,805 .06** .04 �.03 .02 .04 .02 �.13*** �.04
15. Work–family culture 3.02 0.75 2,810 .08*** .05 �.06** .15*** .10*** �.03 �.31*** �.06**

DVs
16. Stress and well-being 0.02 0.64 2,810 .13*** �.15*** .10*** �.11*** �.19*** .09*** .29*** �.01
17. Job satisfaction �0.01 0.79 2,810 .08*** .14*** �.08*** .04 .10*** .05 �.20*** �.03
18. Family satisfaction 3.13 0.78 2,147 �.08** .06* �.29*** .05 .19*** �.10*** �.11*** �.02
19. Life satisfaction 3.27 0.69 2,805 �.02 .10*** �.18*** .09*** .18*** �.03 �.16*** �.01
20. Turnover intention 1.52 0.75 2,801 �.05** �.26*** .15*** �.08*** �.26*** �.05** .11*** �.04
21. Family-to-work

conflict 2.08 0.69 2,807 .03 �.11 .04 .09*** �.01 .12*** .30*** .08***
22. Work-to-family

conflict 2.50 0.88 2,804 �.02 �.10*** �.04 .10*** .07*** .10*** .53*** .27***
23. Positive spillover 2.97 0.78 2,805 �.02 .03 �.07*** .02 .03 .04 �.07*** �.02

Note. Certain demographic variables were categorical: sex (1 � male, 2 � female); marital (1 � spouse or partner in
residence, 2 � other); education (1 � less than high school, 2 � high school or GED, 3 � some college/no degree, 4 �
associate degree, 5 � 4-year college degree, 6 � graduate or professional degree). Family income was a logarithmic
transformation. Stress and job satisfaction are reported as the means of standardized variables. Reliability estimates are
reported in parentheses along the diagonal. DVs � dependent variables.
** p � .01. *** p � .001.
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and supportive work–family culture) and each depen-
dent variable (stress, turnover intentions, job satisfac-
tion, life satisfaction, family satisfaction, positive
spillover, work-to-family conflict, and family-to-
work conflict), we conducted three regressions: (a)
The mediator (perceived control) was regressed on
the independent variables (e.g., work–family cul-
ture), (b) the dependent variables (e.g., turnover in-
tentions) were regressed on the independent vari-
ables, and (c) the dependent variables (e.g., turnover
intentions) were regressed on both the mediator vari-
able (perceived control) and the independent vari-
ables (e.g., work–family culture). Mediation occurs
when there is a significant relationship in Steps 1 and
2 and when there is a significant relationship between
the mediator and outcome variable in Step 3. Finally,

the relationship between the independent variable
and the outcome variable must be less in the third
step than in the second. For our analysis, if the beta
coefficient in Step 3 was less than in Step 2, we used
the Sobel (1982) test to determine whether the drop
in beta was statistically significant and therefore in-
dicative of a significant mediating effect (see
Preacher and Leonardelli, 2004, for an interactive
calculation program). Results are shown in Table 6.

Hypothesis 4 was largely supported. With the ex-
ception of the relationship between perceived control
and family benefits, all of the Step 1 regressions were
significant (p � .001). With the exception of the
relationship between alternative work schedule ben-
efits and several outcome variables (turnover inten-

(text continues on page 114)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

—
.12*** —

.12*** .30* (.71)

.04* .07* .11*** —

.02 .14* .29*** .15*** (.91)

.04 .12* .27*** .15*** .54*** (.74)

.05 .16* .29*** .16*** .47*** .38*** (.71)

�.14*** �.07* �.18*** �.50*** �.25*** �.24*** �.27*** (.82)
.07*** .12* .34*** .19*** .53*** .53*** .42*** �.31*** (.71)
.06** .06* .11*** .27*** .17*** .17*** .15*** �.45*** .21*** (.73)
.11*** .09* .17*** .35*** .26*** .27*** .23*** �.59*** .37*** .53*** —

�.16*** �.03 �.17*** �.15*** �.27*** �.29*** �.26*** .25*** �.48*** �.14*** �.27*** —

.01 .01 �.02 �.31*** �.10*** �.10*** �.17*** .48*** �.15*** �.32*** �.31*** .10*** (.82)

.04 �.05* �.14*** �.30*** �.33*** �.27*** �.32*** .45*** �.34*** �.23*** �.33*** .20*** .54*** (.87)

.06** .04 .12*** .07*** .22*** .23*** .14*** �.19*** .25*** .22*** .25*** �.10*** .00 �.11*** (.65)
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tions, stress, family satisfaction, positive spillover,
and both types of work-to-family conflict), and au-
tonomy and family-to-work conflict, the Step 2 re-
gressions were all significant at p � .001. With
respect to Step 3 and the Sobel t test, and the inde-
pendent variables of coworker support, supervisor
support, culture, and autonomy, perceived control
mediated the relationships (p � .001) with turnover
intentions, stress, job satisfaction, life satisfaction,
family satisfaction, work-to-family conflict, and fam-
ily-to-work conflict. In short, all mediation models
were found to be statistically significant, with the
exception of alternative scheduling as a predictor.

Discussion

This study contributes to the work–family litera-
ture in four ways. First, by investigating three poten-
tial organizational responses that may influence em-
ployees’ ability to balance work and family, we were
able to shed light on the relative importance of each,
in addition to the relatively neglected strategy of job
design. Second, the study provided strong evidence
for the important role that perceived control plays in
helping us understand how formal and informal or-
ganizational support, as well as job design, are re-
lated to important employee and organizational out-
comes. Third, given the possibility that positive
outcomes may occur for employees who are partici-

pating in multiple roles, we investigated both nega-
tive and positive outcomes. Finally, we used a large,
nationally representative sample to investigate our
hypotheses, thus giving us greater confidence in the
generalizability of our findings.

Formal Organizational Support

Results from our study corroborate previous re-
search that suggests that the formal availability of
family-friendly benefits alone has modest relation-
ships with outcomes of value to both individuals and
organizations. The null findings are somewhat sur-
prising given the importance attributed to the estab-
lishment of formal policies and programs that are
intended to assist employees. However, O’Driscoll et
al. (2003) and others (e.g., Batt & Valcour, 2003;
Goff et al., 1990; Thompson et al., 2004) also have
found no relationship between the availability of for-
mal organizational policies and employee outcomes
such as work–family conflict, absenteeism, and pro-
ductivity. As the findings discussed in a later section
suggest, it may be that only when a benefit or policy
enhances an employee’s sense of control will it have
a positive effect on the outcomes. It may also be that
other factors are more important for reducing work–
family conflict or stress and increasing positive spill-
over, such as having supportive colleagues and
bosses as well as the perception on the part of the

Table 6
Perceived Control as Mediator of Relationships Between Forms of Support, Job
Autonomy, Attitudes, and Well-Being

Dependent
variable

Independent variable

Coworker
support, Sobel t

Supervisor
support, Sobel t

WF culture,
Sobel t

Job autonomy,
Sobel t

Turnover intention 4.79*** 4.46*** 4.97*** 4.44***
Stress 7.54*** 7.13*** 8.22** 5.53***
Job satisfaction 5.39*** 5.08*** 5.67*** 4.78***
Life satisfaction 7.18*** 6.79*** 7.76*** 5.40***
Family satisfaction 6.54*** 6.15*** 6.95*** 5.11***
Positive spillover 1.98 2.19 2.48 2.74**
WF conflict 6.91*** 6.50*** 7.37*** 5.30***
FW conflict 7.07*** 6.64*** 7.56*** 5.35***

Note. We first regressed the proposed mediator, perceived control, on each independent
variable. If that relationship was significant, we then regressed the (a) independent variable on
the dependent variable and (b) both the independent variable and perceived control on the
dependent variable and then calculated the Sobel t. The first step t was significant at p � .001
for all independent variables, with the exception of family benefits (t � 2.23). The Sobel ts
for alternative schedules were not significant for any dependent variable (ts ranged from 1.31
to 1.40). WF � Work-to-family; FW � Family-to-work.
** p � .01. *** p � .001.
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employees that they can use these policies without
fearing negative job or career consequences. Eaton
(2003), for example, found that flexibility policies
were related to organizational commitment only
when employees could freely use them without
penalty.

Job Autonomy

The findings of our study provide strong evidence
for the importance of job autonomy in the lives of
employees. We found that employees with higher
levels of job autonomy, defined as discretion over
how the job is to be performed, were more likely to
be satisfied with their job, family, and life in general;
experienced more positive spillover between job and
home; were less likely to be thinking about looking
for a new job; and were less likely to feel stressed or
experience either form of work–family conflict.
However, job autonomy was most highly related to
the employee’s attitude toward the job itself. Al-
though researchers have long known about the posi-
tive effects of job autonomy on work-related attitudes
(e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1976), our findings rein-
force recent research that suggests autonomy is also
related to an employee’s ability to manage the work–
family interface (Clark, 2001; Grzywacz & Marks,
2000; Voydanoff, 2004). Indeed, despite Meissner’s
(1971) lament about the long arm of the job and its
detrimental effects on workers’ home lives, our find-
ings support the notion that the nature of a job can be
positively related to employees’ well-being and abil-
ity to integrate their work and family lives. In addi-
tion, these findings support arguments that address-
ing work–family balance may require job redesign as
well as work-life policies.

Informal Organizational Support

Overall, informal organizational support was sig-
nificantly related to all the outcome variables, a find-
ing that parallels extensive research on the effects of
perceived organizational support (Rhoades & Eisen-
berger, 2002). When the specific forms of informal
support were examined, there were differences in
variance explained. As predicted, supervisor support
and coworker support were positively related to job,
family, and life satisfaction as well as positive spill-
over between job and home, and negatively related to
stress, intentions to quit, and work-to-family conflict.
Most likely the positive affect generated by friendly,
helpful coworkers and supervisors, as well as the
instrumental support provided, spills over into other

domains and positively enhances employee attitudes
and intentions. However, because the study design
was cross-sectional, we cannot draw conclusions
about causality. It is also possible, for example, that
positive employee affect (e.g., employee satisfaction
with life) makes coworkers and supervisors more
likely to want to help or that there is a reciprocal
relationship among the variables. Nevertheless, our
findings corroborate and add to the list of important
outcomes related to supervisor and coworker support.
Of particular interest is the finding that supervisor
and coworker support were related to positive spill-
over, providing support for the enhancement theory
of multiple roles (Barnett & Hyde, 2001), which
argues that participation in multiple roles can have an
enhancing rather than detrimental effect on employ-
ees. Again, as with job autonomy, these three forms
of workplace support were most strongly related to
the employees’ attitudes toward the job itself.

As the three sources of support were correlated,
some caution is required in interpreting the individual
betas. Supervisor and coworker support were related
to work-to-family conflict but not family-to-work
conflict, providing support for the claim that the two
forms are distinct and may have different predictors
(Anderson et al., 2002; Carlson & Kacmar, 2000;
Eby et al., 2005). Previous research on supervisor
support has found that employees with supportive
supervisors or managers are less likely to experience
work–family conflict (Batt & Valcour, 2003; Goff et
al., 1990; Thomas & Ganster, 1995), but only when
work-to-family conflict was measured. When Ander-
son et al. (2002) measured both forms of work–
family conflict, they found that support was related to
work-to-family conflict but not family-to-work con-
flict. Taken together, these findings support research
that shows domain-specific effects to be stronger, at
least in terms of understanding work–family conflict
(Anderson et al., 2002; Aryee & Luk, 1996; Eby et
al., 2005; Frone et al., 1997), and reinforces the
importance of measuring both forms of conflict.

The third component of informal organizational
support (i.e., supportiveness of an organization’s
work–family culture) was positively related to job
satisfaction and negatively related to stress, inten-
tions to quit, and both forms of work–family conflict.
Indeed, for several of the outcome variables, avail-
ability of formal family-friendly benefits had no re-
lationship with the outcome variables, whereas per-
ceptions of a supportive work–family culture did.
Both researchers and work-life practitioners have
suggested that work–family programs are much less
important than the organizational culture that sur-
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rounds them, and that the culture influences who feels
comfortable using the programs as well as employ-
ees’ general attitudes toward the organization (Allen,
2001; Anderson et al., 2002; Thompson et al., 1999).
While it might be tempting to argue that perhaps
work–family benefits are unnecessary and that orga-
nizations instead should focus on creating a more
supportive culture, our knowledge of what creates
and maintains a supportive work–family culture is
quite limited (Thompson, Andreassi, & Prottas,
2005). Future research should begin focusing on what
contributes to a supportive culture and what con-
strains an organization’s ability to create a family-
friendly environment for its employees.

When informal organizational support was entered
into the model, job autonomy and family-friendly
benefits, which had been significantly related to cer-
tain outcome variables (such as life satisfaction, turn-
over intention, and work-to-family conflict), ceased
to be significant, suggesting that informal organiza-
tional support may act as a mediator. That is, it
appears that job autonomy is related to an employee’s
perceptions that the organization is supportive, which
in turn is related to perceptions of work–family con-
flict and well-being.

Perceived Control as a Mediator

Research on work and family has been criticized
for neglecting possible psychological processes that
may explain how the two domains are linked (Eby et
al., 2005). The present study demonstrated that em-
ployee perceptions of control may be an important
link between organizational support, job design, and
employee attitudes and well-being. Specifically, we
found that perceived control mediated the relation-
ships between informal organizational support (co-
worker and supervisor support, supportive work–
family culture), job autonomy, and the outcomes of
turnover intentions, stress, job, family, and life satis-
faction, and work-to-family and family-to-work con-
flict. That is, informal organizational support and job
autonomy are associated with employee perceptions
of control, which in turn decrease negative conse-
quences of managing multiple life roles and increase
positive attitudes about one’s job, family, and life.
These findings highlight the importance of develop-
ing organizational interventions, including redesign-
ing jobs, that enhance an employee’s ability to con-
trol important aspects of their lives. Future research
should focus on determining which interventions are
most likely to increase employee control, as well as

which types of organizational support are necessary
to maintain perceptions of control.

Limitations and Future Research

A strength of this study was that the data were
collected from a nationally representative sample,
thus allowing us to be more confident in the gener-
alizability of our findings. Nevertheless, as data were
collected at one point in time via telephone inter-
views, self-report bias is potentially a problem. It
would be helpful for future researchers to include the
perceptions of spouses, significant others, or even
coworkers and friends, to provide alternative views
of the respondent’s ability to manage the work–
family interface. Relatedly, as individuals do not live
in a vacuum, it is important to look for crossover
effects (i.e., the extent to which one partner’s psy-
chological strain affects the other partner’s level of
stress or strain; Hammer et al., 1997; Westman &
Etzion, in press) by asking questions of the spouse or
other significant individuals in the employee’s life. In
addition, longitudinal research that follows the im-
mediate and long-term effects of organizational in-
terventions (e.g., job redesign) on the ability of em-
ployees to integrate work and family would be a
major contribution to the field.

Another potential issue is that of unmeasured vari-
ables. Although this is always the case in organiza-
tional behavior research, it is instructive to consider
what additional variables might be affecting relation-
ships observed in the study. For example, it is pos-
sible that informal organizational support is tapping
into a general level of managerial competence in the
organization, and it is this competence that influences
the outcomes. Future researchers might want to in-
clude this variable in their research designs.

Finally, some of the measures used in this study
were not ideal. Our four-item measure of positive
spillover, which included items assessing both work-
to-family and family-to-work spillover as suggested
by factor analysis, had a reliability of .65. This no
doubt affected its relationship (or lack thereof) with
some of the other variables. Fortunately, efforts are
currently under way by Hammer and her colleagues
(Hanson, Hammer, & Colton, 2004) as well as Carl-
son and her colleagues (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, &
Grzywaacz, in press) to develop a psychometrically
rigorous measure of this important concept. In addi-
tion, one of our key variables, perceived control, was
measured with a single item, which might have at-
tenuated some of the relationships. However, the
validity of single-item measures has been supported
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in previous research (e.g., Nagy, 2002; Wanous &
Hudy, 2001); for example, single items have been
found to correlate highly with the larger scales from
which they were derived. Although single items are
likely to underestimate the true effect size, in our
study perceived control was found to be moderately
or strongly related to many of the outcome variables
and was found to mediate many of the predicted
relationships. Thus, although future researchers
might want to use a more sophisticated measure, we
are confident that our findings provide initial support
for the important linking role of perceived control.
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