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ABSTRACT
THE ROLE OF DEMOGRAPHICS: WHO ENGAGES IN AND WHO BENEFITS
FROM FAMILY SUPPORTIVE SUPERVISOR BEHAVIOR?
by
John Neglia

Organizations have traditionally instituted formal workplace benefits to help
employees alleviate the stress of work-family conflict. However, largely due to
implementation difficulties, the effectiveness of formal work-family benefits is
questionable. Informal workplace supports, such as family supportive supervisor
behavior (FSSB) provide a better explanation for employee well-being. However, we
know little about what predicts FSSB or about which employees benefit from it the most.
Thus, the purpose of this study is to empirically examine demographic predictors of
FSSB and of which employees benefit most from FSSB.
Drawing on social identity theory, a research model is proposed to examine whether
an individual’s demographic characteristics, operationalized as gender identity, marital
status and parental status predicts FSSB. In addition, this study explores whether FSSB
relates to employee task performance and whether this relationship is mediated by workfamily conflict. From an academic perspective, this model may contribute to the
literature by expanding the nomological network of FSSB to include potential predictors.
From a practitioner perspective, this study will provide insight regarding existing
supervisor work-family related competencies as well as, opportunities for development
and training.
iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Title Page………………………………………………………………………………i
Copyright Page………………………………………………………………………..ii
Acknowledgment……..………………………………………………………………iii
Abstract………………………………………………………………………………iv
Table of Contents……………………………………………………………………..v
List of Tables.………………………………………………………………………...vi
Chapter 1 Introduction………………………………………………………………..1
Chapter 2 Literature Review………………………………………………………….6
Chapter 3 Research Design and Methodology………………………………………44
Chapter 4 Results…………………………………………………………………….55
Chapter 5 Discussion………………………………………………………………...83
References…………………………………………………………………………..102
Appendix Scale Items..……………………………………………………………..120

v

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

1

Supervisor Demographic Characteristics…………………………………….47

2

Employee Demographic Characteristics……………………………………..48

3

Reliability Summary………………………………………………………….53

4

FSSB EFA Comparison Table………………………………………………..59

5

FSSB Nested Model Comparison…………………………………………….60

6

FSSB Hierarchical/Non-Hierarchical Factor Structure Comparison………...60

7

FSSB Measure Construct Validity……………………………………………63

8

FSSB Measure Discriminant Validity………………………………………...63

9

FSSB Dimensions Correlation Matrix……………………………………….64

10

Complete Model Construct Validity…………………………………………67

11

Complete Model Discriminant Validity……………………………………...67

12

Complete Model Correlations Matrix………………………………………..68

13

Hypothesis 1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations……………….70

14

Hypothesis 1Supervisor Demographic Characteristics Results ……………..71

15

Supervisor Demographic Characteristics Individual Results………………..72

16

Supervisor Demographic Characteristics/FSSB Dimension Results………..74

17

Hypothesis 2 Results…………………………………………………………75

18

FSSB Dimensions and Work-Family Conflict (H2)…………………………76

vi

19

Hypothesis 3a,b,c, PROCESS Results……………………………………..78

20

PROCESS: Dimensions of FSSB and Work-Family Conflict (H3a,b,c)…..79

21

Hypothesis 4 PROCESS Results…………………………………………...80

22

PROCESS: Dimensions of FSSB and Work-Family Conflict (H4)………..81

23

Summary of Hypotheses Results…………………………………………...82

vii

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
For decades, formal workplace benefits such as child care assistance and leave
policies have been implemented in an attempt to mitigate the effects of work-family
conflict (e.g. Allen, 2001; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Grover & Crooker, 1995; Goff, Mount,
& Jamison, 1990; Goldberg, Greenberger, Koch-Jones, O’Neill, & Hamill, 1989).
However, a recent American Psychological Association (2013) survey found U.S.
employers are still perceived as unresponsive to employee work-family needs. Only
fifty-two percent of American workers believe their employers value work-life balance.
Furthermore, twenty-five percent of employees reported that job demands interfere with
their ability to fulfill family or home responsibilities (apa.org 2013). These findings
should be alarming for employers because work-family conflict can lead to employee
distraction, absenteeism, turnover (Maertz & Boyar, 2011), physical and behavioral
symptoms of distress, and family related dissatisfaction (Foley, Linnehan, Greenhaus, &
Weer, 2006).
In comparison to formal work-family support practices, informal work-family support
such as the support provided by supervisors could provide a better explanation for the
discrepancy in work-family conflict (Behson, 2005). Supervisors have the ability to
make workplaces more family-friendly (Straub, 2012) due to their status and power as
decision-makers. Thus, supervisors are in the unique position to have considerable
discretion over the type and level of family support an employee receives (McCarthy,
Darcy, & Grady, 2010).
1
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From an academic perspective, researchers define work-family conflict as the
incompatibility between the work and family domains and the strain an individual
experiences when job (family) demands restrict one’s ability to perform family (job)
related responsibilities (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996; Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985). Early work-family research focused on general measures of emotional support
and supervisor empathy to investigate how access to formal workplace policies could
help reduce the effects of work-family conflict (Goff et al., 1990; Kossek & Nichol,
1992; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). More recently, the literature has transitioned toward
studies with a focus on family support provided by supervisors (Hammer, Kossek,
Yragui, Bodner & Hanson, 2009). The identification of specific supervisor behaviors
supportive of family is what differentiates family supportive supervisor behavior (FSSB)
research from previous supervisor support and work-family research (Kossek, Pichler,
Hammer, & Bodner, 2007). Previous studies have shown employees are able to better
cope with work-family issues and experience lower levels of work-family conflict when
the employee perceives their supervisor as supportive (Breaugh & Frye, 2008; Frye &
Breaugh, 2004; Lapierre & Allen, 2006; Secret & Sprang, 2001). In addition, employees
who perceive a positive organizational work-family environment are more likely to
perform better on the job (Booth & Matthews, 2012).
Hammer et al. (2009) argued organizations and employees could both benefit from
prescriptive information or tools related to the actual behaviors of supervisors that are
supportive of family. A validated measure of FSSB has been developed to identify
supervisor behavior which may help employees more effectively cope with work-family
demands (Hammer et al. 2009). To help guide future research, Straub (2012) developed
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a multilevel conceptual framework to examine the underlying behavioral processes of the
FSSB construct. However, understanding what stimulates an individual to identify with
FSSB remains unclear. More specifically, the literature lacks an empirically tested model
that examines what predicts FSSB.
The purpose of the current study is to investigate whether demographic characteristics,
defined in this study as gender identity, marital status, and parental status, influences the
supervisor’s likelihood to engage in FSSB and the employee’s receptiveness toward that
behavior. Drawing on social identity theory, this study will develop a conceptual model
(Figure 1) to test hypotheses related to the predictors of FSSB and its effect on workfamily conflict and subsequent employee task performance.
This research contributes to the literature in two important ways. First, this study
contributes to the work-family literature by drawing on social identity theory to
empirically examine how demographic characteristics predict who engages in and who
benefits from FSSB. Individual demographic characteristics are not unfamiliar concepts
within organizational behavior research. However, the work-family literature has yet to
empirically examine whether FSSB is affected by the demographic characteristics of the
supervisor and employee.
Second, this research contributes to the FSSB literature by providing information
beneficial for the academic and practitioner. From an academic perspective, this study
will attempt to provide cross-validation of the FSSB measure by examining the

4

Figure 1: Model
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relationships in the context of a larger model and different sample. In addition this study
takes into account the variability of demographic characteristics present in supervisoremployee relationships. From a practitioner perspective, this study will provide a better
understanding of the relationship between supervisor and employee demographic
characteristics and FSSB, and the influence of FSSB on the psychological needs of
employees. Additional insight will be presented to practitioners about workplace
performance deficiencies which may be related to supervisors not understanding or
delivering what employees need to help manage work-family conflict. Furthermore, this
study will provide additional awareness regarding existing supervisor work-family
related competencies and opportunities for development and training.
This study is organized as follows: First, Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature
which includes the definition of FSSB and its underlying dimensions. Next, social
identity theory is defined and its integration with the FSSB literature is discussed. Then,
the hypothesized relationships between supervisor and employee demographic
characteristics and FSSB, work-family conflict and task performance are developed.
Chapter 3 then provides a discussion about the methodology that was employed in this
study; including the study design and analysis techniques. Chapter 4 explains the
methodological procedures that were utilized to assess the data collected in this study,
and presents the findings of the hypotheses testing. Chapter 5 concludes with a
discussion of the study’s findings and managerial implications, and presents future
research opportunities.

CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
Work-family research is a robust literature stream which spans the management,
organizational behavior, psychology, sociology, and economics literatures (Powell &
Greenhaus, 2010). Primarily, work-family research has focused on negative interactions
between the work and family domains such as the role pressures that arise from role
incompatibility (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). The interaction between an individual’s
work and family domains is a topic of considerable interest to researchers due to the
growing number of dual-earner couples (Shockley & Singla, 2011). The dual-earner
lifestyle occurs when both partners work and share family related responsibilities
(Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001).
Many factors influence whether an employee feels comfortable using a work-family
program, but research suggests that the actions of supervisors is critical in determining
whether employees use programs designed to alleviate work-family challenges
(Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999). Research has shown that supervisory support is
vital when it comes to employees finding a balance between work and family
responsibilities (Abendroth & den Dulk, 2011; Behson, 2005; Thompson, Beauvais &
Lyness, 1999). Employer designed programs or formal work-family policies are
guidelines which may be loosely followed or manipulated, whereas in the absence of
formal policy, the level of employee support exhibited by a supervisor is based solely
upon supervisor discretion (Behson, 2005).

6
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Despite the availability of family friendly policies and benefits, employees may not
take advantage of formal organizational work-family programs for a variety of reasons
(Booth & Matthews, 2012). For example, if the culture of the organization does not
support putting family before work (Judiesch & Lyness, 1999). Furthermore, employees
taking advantage of family friendly benefits may fear their supervisor will think less of
them, resulting in negative career implications (Allen, 2001). Therefore, informal
supervisor support for work and family rather than formal workplace policies may be a
better predictor of the overall well-being of employees (Behson, 2005). Organizations
providing environments which allow for employee autonomy, supervisor support of
work-family issues, and devoting time to family should benefit from increased employee
satisfaction and decreased levels of employee stress, work-family conflict, and turnover
intentions (Behson, 2005).
Diminishing the level of work-family conflict experienced by an employee can be
beneficial to an organization. For example, employees who report to family supportive
supervisors were found to experience feelings of commitment to the organization because
they experience relatively low levels of work-family conflict (Greenhaus, Ziegert &
Allen, 2012; Carlson, Grzywacz, & Zivnuska, 2009). Prior research shows informal
supportive supervision is more effective than formal supportive measures when helping
employees contend with work-family conflict (Behson, 2005; O’Neill, Harrison,
Cleveland, Almeida, Strawski, & Crouter, 2009). A family supportive supervisor has
been identified as one who empathizes with an employee’s desire to seek balance
between work and family responsibilities (Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Therefore, many
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employees depend on their supervisor to help them address their work-family needs
(Foley et al., 2006).
Recently, a new construct called FSSB was developed and conceptualized as
behaviors exhibited by supervisors who are supportive of employees’ family demands
(Hammer et al. 2009; Hammer, Kossek, Zimmerman, & Daniels, 2007). The FSSB
construct differentiates work-family support derived specifically from a supervisor from
support that is derived from formal organizational- level policies, and identifies the
behaviors that supervisors should engage in to help employees better manage work and
family (Hammer, et al., 2009). Examples are, eliminating the negative career
consequences associated with devoting time to family and not making unrealistic work
schedules a prerequisite for promotion (Straub 2012).
Employees perceive their organization as supportive of work-family issues to the
extent to which they feel their supervisors are supportive of work-family issues (Foley et
al., 2006). Supervisors are positioned as primary support givers based upon their role as
a representative of the organization, their high levels of interaction with employees, and
their role as enactors of organizational policies and procedures (Major, Fletcher, Davis, &
Germano, 2008). Over time, employee perceptions of FSSB have been found to
influence turnover intentions, job satisfaction, and supervisor ratings of employee job
performance (Odle-Dusseau, Britt, & Greene-Shortridge, 2012). Strangely, however, no
research to date has yet addressed which supervisors might be most likely to engage in
FSSB or which employees might be most likely to benefit from it.

9

Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior
A generally supportive supervisor values an employee’s contributions and is invested
in ensuring that the employee feels valued and continues to be productive by helping the
employee manage work interference with family (Major & Lauzun, 2010). FSSB is a
distinct construct from general supervisor support and is comprised of the behaviors
exhibited by supervisors that are supportive of employees’ family roles (Hammer et al.,
2009). It is important to understand supervisor behaviors that help employees to
successfully integrate work and family (Hammer et al., 2009; Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, &
Hammer, 2011) because, supervisors are the “linking pins” (Hammer et al. 2007, p.169)
between formal work-family policy and informal work-family support (Hammer, Kossek,
Bodner, & Crain, 2013).
The literature has demonstrated that work-family specific supervisor support has a
greater influence than general levels of supervisor support in reducing work-family
conflict and improving well-being (Kossek et al., 2011; Hammer et al., 2013).
Previously, research on supervisor support of family (Hammer et al., 2007) focused only
on the emotional support dimension and did not identify specific supervisor behaviors
supportive of the family role (Straub, 2012). Hammer et al. (2009) determined the
literature lacked a measure of behavioral supervisor support, including managerial
guidance about the type of supportive actions supervisors should implement when
working with employee work-family demands. In addition, there was a shortfall in the
literature related to a method that could be used by researchers to help identify how a
supervisor can be supportive of family independent of an organization’s work-family
culture and work-family climate.
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The multidimensional measure of FSSB was developed to address concerns that prior
measures did not delineate supervisor support for work and family constructs with
organizational work-family culture (Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999). It is
important that supervisors are aware of the types of behaviors that exemplify being
family supportive (Hammer et al., 2013), since supervisors who perceivably provide
support may only focus on job level support and disregard or be unaware of family level
support (Hammer et al., 2009). The four dimensions of FSSB include: emotional
support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work-family
management (Hammer et al., 2009; Hammer et al., 2007).
Emotional Support
The emotional support dimension of FSSB is focused on an employee’s perception
that they are being cared for, their feelings are being considered, and they feel
comfortable communicating work-family issues with their supervisor (Hammer et al.,
2009). A supervisor exhibits emotional support when they listen and show care for
employees’ work-family demands (Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman,
2011). The underlying theme of emotional support is communication between supervisor
and employee. More specifically, a supervisor’s willingness to create a comfortable
environment to resolve issues, listen and learn about the work and non-work challenges
employees experience. An example of emotional support is a supervisor who promotes
an “open door” policy and allocates time to talk through an employee’s work and family
related challenges and concerns.
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Instrumental Support
The instrumental support dimension of FSSB is reactive (Straub, 2012) in nature.
Instrumental support pertains to supervisor support in response to an employee’s work
and family needs in the form of day-to-day management transactions, such as scheduling
flexibility and policy/practice interpretation (Hammer et al., 2009). The underlying
theme of instrumental support is dependence. For example, an employee relies on a
supervisor to aid in resolving a specific instance of work-family conflict. In addition,
instrumental support helps to ensure individual work responsibilities are handled in the
event of unanticipated family demands. An example of instrumental support is a
supervisor reassigning an employee’s work responsibilities to a co-worker so the
employee can leave work early to pick up their sick child from school.
Role Modeling Behaviors
The role modeling behaviors dimension of FSSB refers to the way employees believe
supervisors provide strategies and examples of on the job behaviors integrating work and
family that will lead to desirable work-life outcomes (Hammer et al., 2009). Social
learning theory posits the broad majority of individuals learn through observation rather
than experience (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, since the underlying theme of role
modeling behaviors is observation, supervisors are likely more effective when they both
discuss and exhibit work-family supportive behaviors. The mentoring literature provides
an added framework in reference to work-family mentoring behaviors such as career path
consequences and decision making (Greenhaus & Singh, 2007). Specifically, supervisors
may mentor employees by drawing on their own experience related to managing work
and family demands as well as the experience gained by supervising other employees.
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An example of role modeling behaviors is a supervisor who does not respond to work
related email during a family vacation.
Creative Work-Family Management
The creative work-family management dimension of FSSB refers to actions initiated
by a supervisor to restructure work to reduce work-family conflict and encourage
employee effectiveness on and off the job. The underlying theme of creative workfamily management is initiative. Creative work-family management is a proactive and
innovative behavior. It challenges organizational assumptions about the use of time and
the way in which work gets done (Straub, 2012). For example, a supervisor might
institute significant changes in time, place, and/or the way work is performed while
balancing stakeholder (employee, organization, customer, and coworker) needs and
impact (Hammer et al., 2009). Supervisors employing creative work-family management
view work-family demands holistically and view the interaction between the employee
and the organization from a big-picture perspective while maintaining sensitivity to the
needs of both. An example of creative work-family management is a supervisor who
implements an unorthodox work schedule to better accommodate employee family
demands while staying conscious of maintaining customer satisfaction, service level
goals, and financial metrics.
In the literature, due to the design of the FSSB construct, predictions are not made
regarding the differential relationships between the four dimensions of FSSB. The FSSB
construct was designed as a multidimensional construct comprised of four subordinate
dimensions arranged hierarchically. Therefore, the four dimensions are not viewed
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independently in the literature (Hammer et al., 2009) because collectively the broader
dimension of FSSB creates a more meaningful measure. In the scale development and
validation study, Hammer et al. (2009) showed FSSB’s four dimensions loaded on one
main factor confirming the construct is derived from the synthesis of these four behaviors
(Hammer et al., 2013). In addition, the FSSB construct is referred to in the literature and
used in previous studies (e.g. Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012; Straub 2012; Hammer et al.,
2011) as a global multidimensional construct. Furthermore, from a practical perspective,
maintaining a parsimonious measure is important for the integration and adoption of the
contributions of this study by practitioners. But, it is important to note that a model fit
comparison analysis conducted in this study (detailed discussion in chapter 4), found the
multidimensional hierarchical model described in the literature did not fit the data as well
as a one-dimensional non-hierarchical model. Therefore, a multidimensional hierarchical
model was used in this study because it is suggested by the literature. However, due to
the model fit results, each individual dimension of FSSB was also examined during
hypotheses testing in order to more fully understand each individual dimension’s
contribution to the model.
Based upon the supervisor’s ability to make workplaces more family-friendly, Straub
(2012) recognized the four dimensions of FSSB as a change agent for work-family
initiatives. Straub (2012) identified that the work-family literature has not examined an
important underlying component of the FSSB construct. As was noted above, despite the
evidence that FSSB is related to a great many positive outcomes, the literature has not
examined the factors which trigger FSSB. Straub (2012) argues that understanding these
factors is fundamental to enhancing recruiting practices, training initiatives, and creating
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a supportive organizational culture. From a training perspective, one study has assessed
the possibility that FSSB could be trained. Hammer et al., (2011) trained supervisors
within a grocery store setting to exhibit FSSB and found better outcomes within their
subordinates. Hammer et al.’s (2011) study provides valuable insight on how supervisor
training intervention affects employee outcomes. However, no other study has assessed
antecedents of FSSB and as such, we know very little about how individual differences or
demographic characteristics, for example, might impact the propensity to exhibit FSSB.
Given the fact that most organizations are unlikely to dedicate time and effort to
implementing FSSB training, knowledge of which supervisors are likely to exhibit FSSB
is valuable. Furthermore, family supportive specific training initiatives may be illreceived by some employees not experiencing work-family related challenges, noted as
“family-friendly backlash” (Hammer et al., 2007, p.143), and may be perceived as a
misuse of organizational resources. Therefore, training alone is not the “silver bullet” for
supervisor engagement of FSSB.
Another theoretical piece proposed a conceptual framework through which FSSB
might be predicted. Straub (2012) created a conceptual framework consisting of a broadspectrum of multi-level factors to help identify why supervisors engage in FSSB. The
model proposed in Straub’s (2012) conceptual framework is robust and includes both
antecedents and consequences of FSSB. More specifically, Straub’s (2012) conceptual
framework links potential individual (e.g. gender roles) and contextual (e.g. familysupportive organizational culture) level factors with FSSB, and proposes outcomes
categorized into employee-level (e.g. turnover intentions) and team-level (e.g. team
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cohesion) outcomes. However, the model was not tested and as yet remains only a
theoretical exploration of predictors of FSSB. As such, this study is the first to
empirically explore individual characteristics as predictors of FSSB.
Drawing on social identity theory, this study builds upon the individual level factors
of Straub’s (2012) conceptual model by examining supervisor demographic
characteristics that may trigger FSSB. Social identity theory provides the appropriate
framework for this study because a supervisor’s experience and/or empathy toward workfamily conflict are expected to be influenced by their role saliency. Furthermore, this
study will extend Straub’s (2012) conceptual model by examining whether employee
demographic characteristics moderate the relationship between FSSB and work-family
conflict.

Social Identity Theory
Previous research has noted that an individual’s social positioning affects social
behavior (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995). Therefore, supervisor or employee sensibility
toward FSSB and the ability to relate to work-family challenges may be influenced by
their identification with certain social groups. Social identity is defined as “that part of
an individual's self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership of a
social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to
that membership” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). The literature identifies social identity as the
process which makes group behavior possible (Turner, 1982); the aspects of an
individual’s self-concept based on social group membership (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). Social categories, such as organizational membership, gender, or religious
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affiliation, are employed by individuals to define oneself in the social environment
(Turner, 1985; Ashforth & Mael, 1989).
Social identity theorists view intergroup relations and the uniformity among group
members as the basis of social identity theory. Social category groups are an aggregate
of similar individuals whom identify with one another and are interested in understanding
the situational relevance of specific social categorizations (Stets & Burke, 2000).
Categorization and self-enhancement are two underlying socio-cognitive processes
associated with social identity theory. Categorization is related to group boundaries and
membership, whereas self-enhancement is related to group saliency and in-group
favoritism (Hogg & Terry, 2001). Social identity theory helps explain group processes
and intergroup relations, and specifies how an individual’s social positioning affects
social behavior (Hogg et al., 1995).
Social identity has been conceptualized in the literature based upon three components;
the cognitive component, the evaluative component, and the affective component. The
cognitive component is related to an individual’s awareness of membership in a social
group (Tajfel, 1978), and the values and meaning group membership provides the
individual (Tajfel & Forgas, 1981). The evaluative component is related to group selfesteem, and is the value associated with having membership in a particular group (Tajfel,
1978). The affective component is the emotional significance associated with group
membership (Tajfel, 1978). The extent to which an individual feels a common bond links
group members to one another (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001).
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Social identification can be spread across social categories. It is simply not an all or
nothing scenario, but more specifically how much an individual identifies with a
particular category (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Social identity exists concurrently at both
the individual and group levels (Postumes & Branscombe, 2010). Individuals often
possess multiple identities (Hoelter, 1985; Thoits, 1983) and belong to numerous groups.
For example, an individual can be an employee of Acme Corp., male, a spouse and a
parent. Social identity of an individual with multi group membership will likely be
diverse and result in conflicting demands (Cheek & Briggs, 1982). Different situations
will “switch on” (Turner, 1982, p.20) different social identities, therefore individuals will
enact different identities based upon situational cues (Lobel, 1991).
Individuals have difficulty simultaneously committing to multiple salient identities
equally (Frone, Russell, & Barnes, 1996). Therefore, the type of social behavior
exhibited is determined by the identity most salient to the individual at a given point in
time (Oakes, 1987). Identities that are enacted only in situations that are distinctly
separated by time and place may lead to conflict between identities (Allen, Wilder, &
Atkinson, 1983). Time dedicated to family related activities, such as parental demands
may increase family identity saliency and decrease the amount of time devoted to work
(Ng & Feldman, 2008).
Social identification stimulates individuals to feel loyal to an organization. Therefore
supervisors have a vested interest in managing symbolic interactions with employees to
help improve the saliency of the employee’s identification with the organization
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Social identity theory suggests enhancements to one’s selfesteem are a motivational factor for an individual’s identification with a particular social
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category (Hogg & Turner, 1985; Tajfel, 1978). Symbolic management contributes to
social identification through the manipulation of organizational symbols such as
traditions, metaphors, and the physical setting of the workplace that symbolize what the
organization represents (Pondy, Frost, Morgan, & Dandridge, 1983). The social identity
theory literature demonstrates that “individuals tend to choose activities congruent with
salient aspects of their identities, and they support the institutions embodying those
identities” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 25).
This study integrates social identity theory in an attempt to understand how supervisor
and employee demographic characteristics predict FSSB. Demographic factors and
personal choices are the criteria used to classify individuals into groups (O’Fallon &
Butterfield, 2005), and an individual’s values are formed in part by the groups they view
themselves belonging to (Pearce, 2013). As such, demographic characteristics are an
ideal individual characteristic to examine as a predictor of FSSB.
Social identity theory is complimented by the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne,
1971), which may provide additional insight into the relationship between supervisors
and their employees. The similarity-attraction paradigm argues demographic similarity
amongst individuals is associated with life experience commonality which leads to
positively reinforcing social interaction (Vecchio & Bullis, 2001); including a sense of
consideration, comfort, and supportive behavior (Tsui, Xin, & Egan, 1995). Therefore,
supervisors that have personal work-family conflict experience may have an increased
level of empathy for employees experiencing work-family conflict (Foley et al., 2006).
The choice to engage in FSSB is expected to be predicted by the supervisor’s
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demographic characteristics as it relates to the supervisor’s familiarity with the situation.

Supervisor Demographic Characteristics
In this study, demographic characteristics will be explored as predictors of FSSB
because it is thought that they will serve as a proxy for an individual’s experience and/or
empathy regarding work-family conflict. This study draws upon the existing workfamily literature and social identity theory to determine the demographic characteristics
variables that will be used for this measure. Therefore, this study will utilize the
variables of gender (identity), marital status, and parental status to measure the
demographic characteristics of supervisors as predictors of FSSB. This determination
was made based upon the proliferation of these variables within the literature as
predictors of work-family conflict and the psychological connection between an
individual’s role saliency and experience and/or empathy toward work-family conflict.
The development of the supervisor demographics measure is discussed below.
A review of the literature uncovered a content analysis by Eby, Casper, Lockwood,
Bordeaux, and Brinley (2005) on the work-family literature in scholarly industrialorganizational and organizational behavior (IO/OB) journals. The Eby et al. (2005)
content analysis developed a coding taxonomy which includes a broad categorization of
predictors of work-family conflict, consequences of work-family conflict, and the
mediating affect of work-family conflict on work-family domain relationships. Based
upon the current study’s focus on examining the predictors of FSSB, the predictors of
work-family conflict uncovered in the content analysis are of particular interest. The
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nearly one thousand predictor variables of work-family conflict identified in the content
analysis were categorized by Eby et al. (2005) into meta-themes such as family
characteristics, background characteristics, work attitudes, job attributes, stress, and
organizational characteristics. The most commonly studied predictors included family
characteristics referred to as marital status and family responsibility (e.g. number of
children), and background characteristics referred to as demographics (e.g. sex) (Eby et
al., 2005).
The three components of social identity theory (cognitive, evaluative, and affective)
are utilized to provide a framework in which to discuss why a supervisor’s demographic
characteristics may predict FSSB. The cognitive component of social identity relates to
the individual’s thoughts and beliefs about a group. Cognitive awareness is the stimulant
which drives the supervisor to engage in FSSB. This awareness on the part of the
supervisor is attributed to experience facing similar work-family challenges and the
ability to relate to the employee’s situation. In addition, role saliency influences an
individual’s thoughts and beliefs about a group. For example, if a supervisor believes
their role as a parent is the most predominant component of their identity, the majority of
work and non-work decisions will be based on how that decision will affect their parental
role. Therefore, the cognitive component of social identity is affiliated with the
supervisor’s situational awareness derived from previous experience and the saliency of
the supervisor’s role identity. The evaluative component of social identity relates to the
value an individual assigns to group membership and subsequently the positive or
negative perception of being associated with a particular social group. For example,
women employees often experience higher levels of work family conflict (Hoobler,
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Wayne, & Lemmon, 2009). Thus, a woman supervisor may be more capable of
identifying and relating to work-family conflict related challenges because women may
have a more comprehensive understanding of how problematic work-family challenges
can be. Therefore, women supervisors may be more likely to engage in FSSB because
women have a better understanding about the detrimental effects of work-family conflict.
The affective component of social identity relates to the emotional connection and
sense of belonging an individual has with a group. Emotional connection refers to the
need for people to connect with one another. A sense of belonging to a group occurs
when an individual is personally involved. Supervisors that have experienced an
emotional connection, for example the bond between spouses or between a parent and
child, can relate to and understand how significant that connection can be. A supervisor
who can relate to an employee’s marital or parental emotional connection and associated
work-family obligations by drawing on their own current experience, previous experience
or future familial aspiration will be more likely to engage in FSSB.
Gender Identity. Gender identity has been defined as an individual’s innate
understanding and classification of his or her gender (Martucci & Shankland, 2012).
Prior research shows gender, more specifically the similarity in gender between
supervisor and employee is linked to supervisor behavior (Foley et al., 2006). A
similarity paradigm is beyond the scope of this study, however based upon the findings of
Foley et al. (2006), gender may be an important predictor of FSSB. Social structures and
societal expectations prescribe role related expectations, values, and norms based upon
whether an individual was born male or female. However, not all individuals portray the
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societal gender norms associated with their sex at birth and express their gender identity
differently (Dietert & Dentice, 2009).
The stereotypical male/female culturally defined role expectations, values, and norms
are internalized by individuals differently (Schruijer, 2006). An individual’s interaction
with others, including employment relationships can be influenced by gender identity
(Martucci & Shankland, 2012). Social identity theory helps define and explain how
gender identity develops, and more specifically how group identification may influence
an individual’s perspective in different organizational settings (Ely, 1995). Therefore,
when compared to sex (male/female) categorization, social psychology research has
shown gender identity to be a better predictor of an individual’s personality, attitude, and
behavior (Cook, 1985). Therefore, in this study the demographic background
characteristics dimension (sex) (Eby et al., 2005) will be noted as gender identity.
Supervisor perception has been found to influence the career progress of women even
when controlling for same sex supervisors (Hoobler et al., 2009). In a model developed
by Hoobler et al. (2009), supervisors tended to categorize women as experiencing greater
work-family conflict, influencing their perceptions of fit and performance and
subsequently impacting likelihood of granting a promotion. Other research has found
that supervisors who are woman and have parental responsibilities are more supportive of
employees’ work-family needs (Foley et al., 2006). Therefore, woman supervisors may
be better able to relate to work-family challenges and more likely to engage in FSSB.
Marital Status. Job demands have a significant and positive relationship with workfamily conflict (Bakker, Demerouti, & Dollard, 2008), and have been linked to reduced
marital satisfaction (Burke, Weir, & DuWors, 1980). In addition, Matthews, Conger, and
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Wickrama (1996) found work-family conflict to be indirectly related to hostile
interactions between married couples. Work related stress and overload may result in
impatience and argumentative behavior which can lead to angry, unpleasant, and negative
interactions between marital partners (Bakker et al., 2008; Matthews et al., 1996).
Conversely, a partner’s emotional support, such as love and understanding, helps
contribute toward their partner’s well-being (Van Daalen, Willemsen, & Sanders, 2006).
Therefore, a supervisor who has experienced how a spousal relationship may influence an
individual’s behavior may be more understanding of the work-family challenges
experienced by the employee and may be more likely to engage in FSSB.
Parental Status. Entering parenthood has been associated with significant increases in
the amount of time spent on family and an increased desire to work more hours
(Kaufman & Uhlenberg, 2000). In the parenthood stage of life, individuals experience an
increase in family care responsibilities in conjunction with added pressure to provide
financially for their families (Lundberg & Rose, 2000; Erickson, Martinengo, & Hill,
2010). At the opposite end of the spectrum, older employees can experience significant
work-family role demands when caring for an ill parent or grandchild (SimonRusinowitz, Krach, Marks, Piktialis, & Wilson, 1996). Therefore, supervisors who are or
have been parents may be better able to relate to work-family challenges and more likely
to engage in FSSB.
Supervisors who have navigated through the “ups and downs” of simultaneously
managing work and family responsibilities may be more willing to provide support to
their employees because they possess a better understanding of work-life demands and
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can relate to the challenges their employees are experiencing. On the contrary,
supervisors with fewer family related responsibilities may provide lower levels of support
to employees (Li and Bagger, 2011). In addition, supervisors are not immune to the same
individual and organizational related stressors and pressures as their employees and may
seek a similar type of supportive behavior from their supervisor.
Social identification with a group based upon gender identity, marital status, and
parental status can provide a level of comfort when interacting with fellow group
members. Based upon the discussion of how the cognitive, evaluative, and affective
components of social identity may influence behavior, this study predicts a supervisor’s
demographic characteristics will influence their use of FSSB in the following ways:
H1a: Supervisor gender identity is related to family supportive supervisor behavior,
such that women supervisors are more likely to exhibit family supportive
supervisor behavior.

H1b: Supervisor marital status is related to family supportive supervisor
behavior, such that supervisors who have a spousal partner are more likely to
exhibit family supportive supervisor behavior.

H1c: Supervisor parental status is related to family supportive supervisor behavior,
such that supervisors who have children are more likely to exhibit family
supportive supervisor behavior.
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Work-Family Conflict
Work family conflict is defined as a form of interrole conflict in which the general
demands created by the job interfere with performing family-related responsibilities
(Netemeyer et al., 1996). It is important to note that work-family conflict is bidirectional.
Family-work conflict occurs when family demands interfere with the performance of
work-related responsibilities (Netemeyer et al., 1996). Since the four dimensions of
FSSB are directly associated with the behaviors of supervisors that make work
responsibilities less likely to interfere with family responsibilities, family-work conflict is
irrelevant in the current study. Therefore, this study is only interested in examining the
construct from the direction of work-family conflict.
Time-based conflict, strain-based conflict, and behavioral conflict are three distinct
forms of work-family conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Time-based work-family
conflict refers to the time spent on one role which prevents the individual from
performing sufficiently in the latter work or family role. Strain-based work-family
conflict occurs when stress from one role is transferred to the second role and inhibits
performance in the second role. Behavioral work-family conflict arises when behavior
utilized in one role is inappropriate for the other role. Work-family conflict can have a
negative impact on both the employee and the organization (Allen, Herst, Bruck &
Sutton, 2000; Bellavia & Frone, 2005). The challenges that face an employee
experiencing work-family conflict may include psychological distress (Grzywacz, 2000),
decreased life satisfaction (Allen et al., 2000), and depression. The negative
organizational outcomes that can result from work-family conflict may include higher
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turnover, lower organizational commitment (Allen et al., 2000), and lower work
performance (Eby et al., 2005). Conversely, the literature has also shown a reduction of
employee work-family conflict has the potential to increase organizational profitability
(Netemeyer, Maxham, and Pullig, 2005).
Work-family conflict is based on role theory which posits a role conflict occurs when
two or more expectations conflict (Katz & Kahn, 1978). The “role system” of the
individual is unique and demanding; therefore individuals cannot fully satisfy all
demands and must continuously navigate through a series of role decisions (Goode,
1960). For example, time-based conflict based on the demands from either the work or
life domain results in lower well-being in the workplace (Allen et al. 2000; Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985).
Research has shown as marital and parental obligations accumulate, the level of workfamily conflict experienced by an individual increases (Cooke & Rousseau, 1984). For
example, role and responsibility changes associated with entering parenthood have been
linked to the rearrangement of work and family life (Kaufman & Uhlenberg, 2000). The
literature demonstrates an inverse relationship between work-family conflict and the age
of an individual’s youngest child (Higgins, Duxbury & Lee, 1994). More specifically,
high levels of work-family conflict are associated with parents having a child less than
six years of age (Staines & O’Connor, 1980). In addition, tension or disagreement with a
spouse (Fox & Dwyer, 1999) has been shown to be a predictor of work-family conflict.
Therefore, the number of roles an individual possesses (e.g. spouse, parent, and
employee) will relate to the time demands an individual will experience and may predict
their level of work-family conflict.
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Typically, organizations have implemented formal policies supportive of family in an
effort to help employees manage work-family demands (Allen, 2001; Behson, 2005;
Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Eby et al., 2005). However these benefits often have limited
adoption by employees (Kossek, 2005; Kossek & Distelberg, 2009). Rather than relying
on formal organizational policies, employees may depend on supervisors to help address
work-family needs. Recently, research has shown work-family support exhibited from
supervisors is more effective in helping employees manage work-family conflict than
formal work-family policies (Allen, 2001; Behson, 2005; O’Neill et al., 2009). Workfamily supportive supervisors have been related to higher job satisfaction, lower workfamily conflict, less stress (Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 2002; Behson, 2005; Eby et al.,
2005; O’Neill et al., 2009; Thomas & Ganster, 1995), higher levels of work-family
positive spillover and greater job satisfaction (Thompson & Prottas, 2005).
The employee’s level of work-family conflict reflects the extent to which the quality
of the supervisory relationship is contributing to meeting the employee’s work-family
needs (Major & Morganson, 2011). Prior to the development of the FSSB measure,
previous research on supervisor support of work and family has focused on general
measures of emotional support rather than on the behaviors exhibited by supervisors that
are supportive of family. Kossek et al. (2007) has shown when compared to general
measures of supervisor support, measures of supervisor support specific to the work and
family role have stronger relationships with work-family conflict measures. In the
development and validation of the FSSB construct, the emotional support, instrumental
support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work-family management dimensions of
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FSSB were found to be significantly and negatively related to work-family conflict
(Hammer et al., 2009). Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis conducted by Kossek et al.
(2011) found measures of supervisor support specific to family were a stronger predictor
of work-family conflict than was general support. The current study will attempt to
contribute to the literature by replicating the results from the development and validation
of the FSSB measure in the context of a larger model and with an additional sample.
Replication beyond scale development aids in both validation and verification of the
relationship between constructs (Rand & Wilensky, 2006). The four dimensions of FSSB
provide additional insight about the relationship between work-family supervisor support
and work-family conflict.
When an employee receives emotional support from their supervisor, the level of
work-family conflict experienced by the employee may be related to the degree of
communication between the employee and supervisor. Furthermore, emotional support is
associated with a supervisor’s consideration and sensitivity toward how work affects
family. Instrumental support from a supervisor may predict the level of work-family
conflict experienced by the employee because workplace scheduling flexibility helps
alleviate time conflicts between work and family roles. Supervisor role modeling
behaviors may predict an employee’s level of work-family conflict because employees
that visually experience their supervisor successfully integrate work and family will be
more inclined to imitate the behavior. Creative work-family management may be related
to the level of work-family conflict experienced by the employee due to the customized
nature of the solution. Therefore, it is expected that employees that receive FSSB will
experience lower levels of work-family conflict.
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This study hypothesizes that:
H2: Family supportive supervisor behavior will be negatively related to work-family
conflict.

Employee Demographic Characteristics
Similarly to the fact that supervisor demographic characteristics are predicted to have
an impact on who engages in FSSB, it is also likely that employee demographic
characteristics will have an impact on who benefits from FSSB. In the following section,
the three dimensions of demographic characteristics will be discussed from the employee
perspective.
Gender Identity. Gender roles, drawn from gender role theory are defined as socially
imposed traditional male and female characteristics and values (Eagly, 1987). Gender
roles and stereotypes are instilled during childhood by gender socialization processes
(Lippa 2005). For example, women often view their responsibility to their family domain
as more important than their responsibility to their work domain (Posig & Kickul, 2004),
and will “adjust their work identities to accommodate their family identities, but not vice
versa” (Bielby & Bielby, 1989, p.784). When both parents work full-time, women tend
to make the most work concessions to accommodate family obligations (Straub, 2012).
Women with modern attitudes often work significantly more hours than women with
traditional attitudes. Conversely, men with modern attitudes toward child care
arrangements work significantly fewer hours than men with traditional attitudes
(Kaufman & Uhlenberg, 2000). Historically, men assume the more traditional role of
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breadwinner (Moen and Sweet, 2004), in which they demonstrate their commitment to
their family by being a responsible worker (Bernard, 1981). The work identity of men
tends to be independent of their family identity because when men encounter inter-role
conflict, they are able to “adjust one domain to compensate for the other” (Posig &
Kickul, 2004, p.378). If men don’t perceive their work and family roles as competing,
then their commitment to family should not impact their effort at work (Bielby & Bielby,
1989). In addition, Nock (1998) argues that once men become married fathers, work
appears to assume even greater importance because of the inherent responsibility to
provide financially.
Work-family researchers have argued that organizations having a workforce
composition with a greater percentage of women employees are more likely to provide
work-family programs (Goodstein 1994). The issue of balancing work and family
commitments will continue to intensify with the increasing number of women joining the
professional labor force (Nasurdin & Hsia, 2008). In addition, the prevalence of dualearner couples (Shockley & Singla, 2011) and the rising number of single parent families
may be related to how work related stressors of employees may bleed into other aspects
of life (Moen & Sweet, 2004) due to the time “tug-of-war” often associated with multiple
role responsibilities. Therefore, based upon a commitment and associated responsibility
toward the family domain, woman employees may relate to FSSB more than male
employees.
Marital Status. Within the family domain, an employee’s spouse has been considered
the primary source of support (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999). Employees with a supportive
partner, defined as one who assists with household chores and with whom conflicts are
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infrequent, experience increased fulfillment and reduced energy drain (ten Brummelhuis,
van der Lippe, & Kluwer, 2010). On the other hand, relationships marred in conflict may
deplete an employee’s emotional and physical resources. Conflict between partners
reduces positive interactions and leads to increases in stress, time pressure, and workfamily conflict (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Kluwer & Johnson, 2007). The work family
literature has found job demands relate to work-family conflict, because employees with
high job demands find taking care of family responsibilities challenging (Bakker et al.,
2008). For example, high job demands are related to the concept of “taking work home”,
in which the employee has difficulty separating work thoughts from family interactions,
which may lead to negative interactions between marital partners (Mederer, 1993; Bakker
et al., 2008). Therefore, due to the influence a spouse may have on their partner, married
employees may relate to FSSB more than unmarried employees.
Parental Status. Child care responsibility can create significant stress for employees.
Many middle-class two-earner couples address work-family challenges by choosing to
refocus their family aspirations such as having no or less children, delaying marriage, or
one partner (disproportionately women) refocusing their work goals (Altucher &
Williams, 2003; Moen & Sweet, 2004). Parents are more aware about the work-family
practices exhibited by an organization, which confirms that this group has a greater
interest in work-family related initiatives (Haar & Spell, 2004).
Life stages, (e.g. before children, transition to parenthood, preschool children, schoolage children, adolescent child, and empty nest) are defined as the periods in time in
which an individual’s work and family responsibilities transition and evolve (Moen &
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Sweet, 2004), and are useful for exploring differences in the experience of work and
family life (Erickson et al., 2010). The before children stage, refers to individuals
without dependent children. The transition to parenthood stage is associated with a
significant increase in family care responsibilities in conjunction with financial security
pressures (Lundberg & Rose, 2000; Erickson et al., 2010).
Increased household responsibilities were found to be an important predictor of workfamily conflict for women with preschool-age children (Dilworth, 2004). On the other
hand, males that have a preschool-age child are more likely to focus on income and
career opportunities (Kaufman & Uhlenberg, 2000). The school-age child stage is
referred to as “a real juggling act” (Moen & Roehling, 2005, p.95) because parents
experience additional distractions from work due to evening and weekend child related
extracurricular activities (Erickson et al., 2010). By the time parent and child reach the
adolescent child stage, a decrease in the level of work-family conflict (relative to earlier
life stages) is expected since work-family management skills are likely to have been
learned (Erickson et al., 2010). Finally, the empty nest stage consists of individuals who
no longer have dependent children. However, this stage is filled with a different set of
work-family challenges such as caring for an ill parent or grandchild which can lead to
significant role demands and conflict (Simon-Rusinowitz et al., 1996).
Social identity theory helps explain how an individual’s social behavior is influenced
by their social positioning (Hogg et al., 1995). More specifically, the type of social
behavior exhibited by an individual is based upon the characteristics which are most
salient to an individual at a given point in time (Oakes, 1987). The three dimensions of
employee demographic characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and parental
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status) provide a framework for examining how role identity influences the relationship
between FSSB and work-family conflict.
It is proposed that employee demographic characteristics will play an integral part in
the relationship between FSSB and work family conflict because the value an individual
assigns to their roles will subsequently influence their choices and decision making.
FSSB may be more salient to an employee whose social identity is strongly influenced by
their demographic characteristics. The three components of social identity (cognitive,
evaluative, and affective) help the employee recognize the importance of their roles and
highlight the presence of FSSB.
Conflicting demands can be the product of possessing multiple roles, therefore
employees experiencing work-family challenges stemming from competing work and
family role demands will have a greater desire for FSSB. Similar to the
conceptualization of supervisor demographic characteristics, the level in which an
employee can relate to work-family challenges will predict their need for FSSB. For
example, an employee experiencing work-family conflict will be profoundly aware of the
family related support provided by their supervisor. On the other hand, an employee not
experiencing work-family conflict may not find the behavior of their supervisor salient
and may likely not even notice the family related support exhibited by their supervisor.
This study examined whether FSSB relates to the work-family conflict employees
experience, moderated by employee’s demographic characteristics. For example,
childcare and homecare related responsibilities are predominantly handled by women
because of work-family role expectations imposed by society (Rothausen, 2009; Konrad
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& Mangel, 2000). Therefore, it is predicted that woman employees will be more
responsive to family supportive behavior by their supervisor. In addition, employees that
are a spouse and/or parent are expected to be more responsive to family supportive
behavior by their supervisor because of the time, attention and energy demands required
by these roles. Because these roles are so salient to employees, it is proposed that their
desire for FSSB will become heightened. Therefore, when such behaviors occur, the
impact on work-family conflict will be greatest for employees that possess these
demographic characteristics. This study hypothesizes that:
H3a: An employee’s gender identity moderates the relationship between family
supportive supervisor behavior and work-family conflict, such that the
relationship is stronger for employees who identify themselves as woman.

H3b: An employee’s marital status moderates the relationship between family
supportive supervisor behavior and work-family conflict, such that the effects are
strongest for employees who identify themselves as married.

H3c: An employee’s parental status moderates the relationship between family
supportive supervisor behavior and work-family conflict, such that the effects are
strongest for employees with school age children.

Task Performance
Performance is a complex construct that can be measured in numerous ways (Gilboa,
Shirom, Fried, & Cooper, 2008). Employee job performance is of particular interest to
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organizations and is defined in this study as task performance or the activities specific to
the functioning and continuance of organizational processes (Bergman, Donovan,
Drasgow, Overton, & Henning, 2008). In this study, job performance was selected as the
primary outcome of work-family conflict under investigation as it relates to both an
academic and practitioner perspective.
From an academic perspective, the determination to utilize job performance as the
outcome under investigation was made based upon two factors which may increase this
study’s potential contribution to the work-family literature. First, this study utilized a
data collection design method in which data was collected from both supervisors and
employees. Unlike most other work-family research that collects data from a single
source, this study’s dual source format may provide increased confidence in the findings,
reveal unique findings, and provide a more comprehensive understanding of the
phenomenon.
The second factor is a deviation from using the well established attitudinal type
measures found in the work-family literature. Attitudinal measures have been used
extensively in the work-family literature. Therefore, inclusion of attitudinal measures in
this study’s model would likely result in a minimal contribution to the literature.
However, inclusion of attitudinal measures in future models based on other outcomes
may be an opportunity for future research. Furthermore, the perceptual manner in which
attitudinal constructs are measured contains inherent drawbacks such as social
desirability bias due to the self-reported nature of the measures. Therefore, excluding
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attitudinal measures avoids introducing a potential common methods variance issue into
this study which would compromise the psychometric strength of this research.
From a practitioner perspective, job performance is the most relevant outcome
because task (job) performance is a key component of the employment exchange
relationship (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), and the reason why supervisor observation and
enhancement of employee performance is a primary task (Yukl, 1989). In addition, job
performance is a more tangible outcome when compared to attitudinal measures related
to “feelings”, and is likely to have a high level of relevancy to practitioners.
Furthermore, this study examined the mediating relationship of work-family conflict on
FSSB to performance. Therefore, if mediation is found, a potential finding benefiting
practitioners would be the encouragement of supervisors to engage in FSSB because of
FSSB’s significant relationship with performance.
Two core components of adult identity include the work and family roles (Frone,
Russell, & Cooper, 1992). The challenges related to an individual’s work role or family
role may spillover to influence one another which can affect job outcomes (Halpern,
2005), result in stress (Boles, Wood, & Johnson, 2003), and emotional exhaustion which
leads to lower levels of job embeddedness and poor job performance (Karatepe, 2013;
Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006). A meta-analysis
conducted by Schultz and Henderson (1985) found family related variables such as
spouse’s career, marital difficulties, pregnancy, and children have an effect on the
workplace and subsequently employee job performance.
The assumption within the identity literature is that employees will dedicate more
discretionary hours to work the more they identify with the organization. As a result, the
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shared values and saliency of the employee’s organizational identity influences how the
employee makes both personal and professional decisions (Ng & Feldman, 2008).
Furthermore, identity salience is likely to be associated with a stronger motivation to
perform for the social group (Meyer, Becker, & Van Dick, 2006). Conversely, too much
time dedicated to work may lead to negative consequences such as an imbalance between
work and non-work (Aziz & Zickar, 2006; Byron, 2005), and interference with family
activities (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999).
The extant work-family literature has concluded that work-family conflict has a direct
detrimental effect on work-related outcomes (Allen et al., 2000). When one role exhausts
an individual’s resources (Li, Lu, & Zhang, 2013), the employee experiences an increase
in the level of work-family conflict resulting in work stress and reduced job performance
(Allen et al., 2000; Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). For example, when
employees experience work family challenges, they tend to make adjustments to their
family domain first (Frone et al., 1992), which in turn affects behaviors at work (Qu &
Zhao, 2012).
Empirical research has shown employees unable to successfully handle the demands
of work and family will have lower levels of job performance (Allen et al., 2000;
Karatepe & Sokmen, 2006; Netemeyer, Brashear-Alejandro, & Boles, 2004). Employees
may not be aware of how work-family conflict relates to job performance nor know how
to reduce the effect (Netemeyer et al., 2005). The literature argues organizations should
focus on how to support employees and aid in reducing employee work-family conflict
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because of the positive impact on employee well-being and organizational outcomes such
as job performance (Van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009).
A meta-analysis conducted by Gilboa et al. (2008) on the relationship between work
demand stressors and job performance, found work-family conflict has a negative
relationship with job performance. Karatepe and Kilic (2009) added to the literature with
their study on the effect of work-family conflict on frontline employees and found
employees with the ability to successfully manage work and family roles performed
effectively in the workplace. Furthermore, work-family conflict has been found to be
associated with an energy drain related to juggling both the work and family roles and
has led to the failure of completing job related responsibilities in front line employees
(Karatepe & Kilic, 2007). Netemeyer et al. (2005) found outside-role conflicts can have
a direct effect on performance of customer service employees. In addition, higher workfamily conflict amongst accountants has been shown as a predictor of workplace
performance (Greenhaus, Bedeian, & Mossholder, 1987).
How applicable and important family friendly organizational policies are to an
employee influences the effectiveness of the policies (Wang, Lawler, & Shi, 2011).
Therefore, employees experiencing higher levels of work-family conflict are likely to
perceive supervisor support of work and family as being more beneficial (Wang,
Walumbwa, Wang, & Aryee, 2013). When employees are assisted with managing their
work and family domains, the perception of decreased levels of work-family conflict may
result in positive outcomes (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012). Organizational support theory
posits employees will demonstrate more favorable attitudes and behaviors, such as task
performance, when the employee perceives their immediate supervisor as supportive

39

(Hutchison, Sowa, Eisenberger, & Huntington, 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Bagger and Li (2014) found perceived supervisor support of family to be related to task
performance, therefore the expectation is higher levels of task performance are exhibited
when supervisors are more supportive of family.
An increase in employee job performance is likely related to family friendly programs
(Halpern, 2005) since work-family conflict has a significant effect on job performance
(Karatepe & Kilic, 2007). The level of work-family conflict experienced and in turn
individual job productivity appears to be influenced by an organization’s support of
family (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). Work performance should suffer when participation in
the family role results in difficulty fulfilling work role responsibilities (Frone, Yardley, &
Markel, 1997).
Work-family conflict has been shown to have a relationship with FSSB (Hammer et
al., 2009) and performance (Eby et al., 2005). Therefore, work-family conflict provides
an interesting framework for investigating how FSSB predicts employee task
performance. For example, work-family conflict is rooted in interrole conflict and is
related to time management challenges which may result in an individual’s lack of
performance in the work role or family role. FSSB consists of time-management related
actions employed by supervisors in order to assist employees with managing their work
and family responsibilities. Such as, a supervisor redesigning the work schedule to
accommodate the work and family needs of their employees.
Work-family conflict may influence performance when difficulty in one role
negatively impacts another role. FSSB consists of actions employed by supervisors that
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may help reduce the amount of strain employees experience between their work and
family roles. For example, a supervisor attempts to reduce the level of employee role
strain through communication with employees. By communicating with employees, a
supervisor will likely gain a better understanding of the family commitments of their
employees, which may express the supervisor’s concern and understanding for workfamily related challenges and responsibilities.
This study developed a model in which FSSB is predicted by the demographic
characteristics of the supervisor and employee. An employee’s work role responsibilities
may be incompatible with their family role responsibilities resulting in work-family
conflict. Based upon previous research and the pro-family attributes of FSSB, employees
are anticipated to experience decreased levels of work-family conflict when receiving
family supportive behavior from their supervisor. Furthermore, perceptions of FSSB
have been found to be a significant predictor of task performance (Odle-Dusseau et al.,
2012).
The current study argues the reason FSSB affects performance is through a direct
relationship with work-family conflict. The direct influence supervisors have on
employee performance supports the argument that informal sources of support help
employees manage work-family conflict (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012). Therefore, FSSB’s
influence on the level of work-family conflict experienced by an employee will relate to
employee task performance. This study hypothesizes that:
H4: Work-family conflict will mediate the relationship between family supportive
supervisor behavior and task performance.
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Summary
This study proposed that the predictors of FSSB are contingent upon the demographic
characteristics of the supervisor and that the effects of FSSB on work-family conflict are
dependent upon the demographic characteristics of the employee. Social identity theory
is utilized to help understand how an individual’s demographic characteristics may
predict FSSB. FSSB is both a relevant and important topic of research for several
reasons.
First, employees who perceive their supervisors as supportive have been shown to be
more equipped to cope with work-family challenges and have reduced levels of work
family conflict (Breaugh & Frye, 2008; Frye & Breaugh, 2004; Lapierre & Allen, 2006;
Secret & Sprang, 2001). In addition, due to their high levels of interaction with
employees, and role as administers of organizational policies and procedures, supervisors
are viewed as the key enactor of support for employees (Major et al., 2008). Therefore,
the family supportive behavior exhibited by supervisors is expected to influence
employee performance by reducing the level of work-family conflict experienced by
employees.
In this chapter, social identity theory was integrated to explore how an individual’s
sensibility toward work-family challenges may be influenced by their ability to identify
with certain social groups. In addition, the supervisor and employee demographic
characteristics, FSSB, work family conflict and task performance constructs were
discussed. These constructs were explored based upon the extant literature and were
employed to formulate the hypothesized relationships in this study’s research model.
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The supervisor and employee demographic characteristics measures are comprised of
the following three dimensions: gender identity, marital status, and parental status. The
current model proposed that the demographic characteristics of a supervisor or employee
will predict the level in which they will engage in or benefit from FSSB. The four
dimensions of FSSB, emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors,
and creative work family management (Hammer et al., 2009; Hammer et al., 2007),
provide managerial guidance about the type of supportive actions supervisors should
implement when dealing with employee work-family conflict (Hammer et al., 2009).
Research has shown supervisor work-family support is more effective than formal
organizational work-family policies in helping employees’ manage work-family conflict
(Allen, 2001; Behson, 2005; O’Neill et al., 2009). In addition, the perception of lower
levels of work-family conflict may result in positive outcomes (Odle-Dusseau et al.,
2012), such as increased employee performance.
This study attempts to contribute to the work-family literature by examining how
FSSB can be predicted by the demographic characteristics of the supervisor and
employee. The current study examines how FSSB may be related to employee
performance. Furthermore, the study proposed the reason FSSB affects performance is
through a relationship with work-family conflict.
In addition, the current study provided practitioners with a better understanding about
the relationship between supervisor and employee demographic characteristics and FSSB,
and its influence on organizational socialization and the psychological needs of
employees. In the chapter to follow, the measures that were used to examine the
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hypothesized relationships are outlined. In addition, the data collection and analysis
methodology that was employed is discussed.

CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
This chapter is constructed as follows: First, the sample for data collection is
discussed. Next, the procedure for collecting the data is outlined. Then, the measures
that were used in this study are described. Finally, the techniques to minimize common
methods variance are presented.

Sample and Procedure
Data for this study was collected from a privately owned financial services company
with locations in the northeast and southwest United States. The sample in this study
consisted of a population diverse in both job roles and responsibilities. The cross section
of participants worked traditional and non-traditional work hours and included customer
service, back-office support, telephone contact center, middle and executive level
supervisors.
The minimum sample size was calculated using a suitable effect size, significance
level, and power level for this study (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Effect sizes
in behavioral sciences are generally small (Cohen, 1988), therefore based upon Cohen’s
(1988) effect size index, the probable effect size in this study was set at .10. The
significance level used was the standard guideline of .05 (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2010), and the power level was .95 to limit the probability of making a type II
error. Therefore, utilizing the procedures outlined by Cohen et al. (2003), the current
model required a minimum sample size of 155.
44

45

Prior to data collection, all survey instruments, consent forms, and data collection
processes were approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Kennesaw State
University. Data collection complied with all policies and procedures, and all researchers
associated with this study were IRB certified. In order to assemble the data required,
access to the employees and the compliance of the company’s human resources
department was required. The subject organization’s human resources department
provided a list of all employees and their associated supervisor. A coding system was
developed which assigned an identification number to each employee and their direct
supervisor so that the employee survey data could be systematically matched to the
corresponding supervisor.
Each individual employee received their identification number via a sealed envelope
marked confidential. A letter enclosed in each envelope identified the employee by first
and last name, indicated their identification number, provided instructions about how to
access the survey website link, and included the confidentiality statement also noted on
the survey online consent form. Supervisors received their invitation to participate in the
supervisor survey via email. Each supervisor email contained an individual website link,
provided instructions about how to access the survey website link, and included the
confidentiality statement also noted on the survey online consent form. The instructions
directed the supervisor to the supervisor version of the survey designed to include their
specific employee direct reports.
To help promote compliance and participation, the surveys were preceded by a
companywide email communication sent by the Vice President of Human Resources.
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The email included language which confirmed the confidentiality of the respondents,
voluntary participation, and promotion of a survey participant raffle. The raffle consisted
of (15) fifteen $25 MasterCard® gift cards available to all employees that submitted a
completed employee survey.
The study’s two surveys were administered online to employees and supervisors
utilizing the Qualtrics.com® data collection platform. The first survey was made
available to employees. The employees provided their employee demographic
characteristics information and completed the measures of family supportive supervisor
behavior and work-family conflict. Three days later, the second survey was made
available to the supervisors. The supervisors provided their supervisor demographic
characteristics information and completed the task performance measure for each of their
respective employees. Since supervisors are also employees, participating supervisors
completed both versions of the survey. A summary of both supervisor and employee
demographic characteristics such as gender, age, ethnicity, educational level, and hours
worked per week are provided in Table 1 (supervisor) and Table 2 (employee).
A total of 793 identification codes were distributed to employees which resulted in
400 completed employee surveys, representing a 50.4% response rate. A total of 129
email invitations were sent to supervisors which resulted in 75 completed supervisor
surveys, representing a 58.1% response rate. The average employee to supervisor ratio
was 6:1; therefore in many instances multiple employees evaluated the same supervisor.
The employee survey data was initially reviewed for invalid identification numbers,
duplicate identification numbers, and submissions with no data and/or missing data to
key constructs. This review resulted in the removal of 8 employee surveys. The

47

supervisor survey data was then reviewed to identify submissions with no data and/or
missing data to key constructs. Upon review, none of supervisor surveys were removed.

Table 1: Supervisor Demographic Characteristics
Gender
Male
Female

Age
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-79

Ethnicity
51% White
49% Black/African American
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian
Other

0%
16%
49%
27%
8%
0%

73%
16%
0%
1%
10%

Education Level
High School
Associates
Bachelors
Masters
Doctorate

36%
17%
28%
17%
2%

1%
65%
19%
9%
3%
3%

9%
14%
23%
46%
5%
3%

Marital Status
Married/Partner
Widowed
Divorced/Separated
Never Married
Cohabitating

58%
0%
20%
20%
2%

Hours/Week Worked
< 40
40-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
>60

Number of Children
0
1
2
3
4

19%
18%
38%
15%
10%

Tenure (years)
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
>25

Life Stage
Before Children
Transition to Parenthood
Preschool Children
School-Age Children
Adolescent Children
Empty Nest
Unclassified

Organizational Hierarchy
6% Supervisor Level
3% Executive Level
9%
26%
17%
25%
14%

51%
49%
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Table 2: Employee Demographic Characteristics
Gender
Male
Female

Ethnicity
39% White
61% Black/African American
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian
Other

Age
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-79

16%
26%
27%
24%
6%
1%

Marital Status
Married/Partner
Widowed
Divorced/Separated
Never Married
Cohabitating

52%
1%
13%
29%
5%

68%
23%
0%
1%
8%

Education Level
High School
Associates
Bachelors
Masters
Doctorate

37%
22%
31%
8%
2%

Tenure (years)
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25

48%
10%
22%
16%
4%

Hours/Week Worked
< 20
20-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
61-65
>66

1%
5%
2%
1%
70%
8%
6%
2%
3%
1%
1%

Number of Children
0
1
2
3
4
5

36%
17%
25%
15%
6%
1%

Life Stage
Before Children
Transition to Parenthood
Preschool Children
School-Age Children
Adolescent Children
Empty Nest
Unclassified

Organizational Hierarchy
22% Customer Service Level
8% Administrative Level
11% Professional Level
14%
10%
22%
13%

69%
9%
22%
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Examining how FSSB may be related to employee performance was a focus of this
study. Data for these variables was collected from two different sources. Therefore it
was important that a sufficient number of matched pair (supervisor and their associated
employees) surveys were received. The final level of data review consisted of identifying
the employee surveys received which did not have a corresponding supervisor survey and
the supervisor surveys received that did not have a corresponding employee(s) survey.
Surveys that did not have a supervisor/employee paired match were eliminated from the
sample. This review resulted in the removal of 134 employee surveys. The final sample
size consisted of 258 supervisor/employee matched pairs which provided a sufficient
sample size to test the hypotheses.

Measurement
The survey in this study utilized established scales. The associated scale for each
construct is described below. Please refer to Appendix 1 for a complete listing of the
scale items used in this study.
Supervisor Demographic Characteristics. The supervisor demographic characteristics
measure was designed to provide demographic information (gender identity, marital
status, and parental status) about the supervisor in order to investigate whether a
relationship exists between the dimensions of supervisor role identity and a supervisor’s
likelihood to engage in family supportive supervisor behavior.
Gender identity was considered a dichotomous variable, therefore each supervisor was
asked to indicate whether they view themselves as a male or female, regardless of their
perceived sex at birth. Marital status was assessed by asking participants to indicate their
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current marital status based on the following: “Married/Partner”, “Widowed”,
“Divorced/separated”, “Never married”, “Cohabiting” (Stimpson, Wilson, & Peek, 2012).
Parental status of supervisors was measured by adopting Erickson et al.’s (2010)
categorization based upon on the age of the supervisor and/or the age of the supervisor’s
youngest dependent child (if any), and was operationalized as follows: “Before
Children”, “Transition to Parenthood”, “Preschool Children”, “School-Age Children”,
“Adolescent Child”, and “Empty Nest”. For employees that did not fit into one of these
categories, an “Uncategorized” stage was utilized.
Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior. Supervisory support of family was
measured using the 14 item scale developed and validated by Hammer et al., 2009.
Participants indicated their level of agreement on the Family Supportive Supervisor
Behavior scale using a seven point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
7 (strongly agree). The scale contained the four dimensions of family-supportive
supervisory behaviors; emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling
behaviors, and creative work-family management. The Family Supportive Supervisor
Behavior scale has significant incremental validity in the prediction of work-family
conflict above existing measures of supervisor support (Hammer et al., 2009). See Table
3 for the coefficient alpha as an estimate of reliability.
An example of an item that was used to measure the emotional support dimension of
family supportive supervisor behavior is: “My supervisor makes me feel comfortable
talking to him or her about my conflicts between work and non-work.” An example of an
item that was used to measure the instrumental support dimension of family supportive
supervisor behavior is: “I can rely on my supervisor to make sure my work

51

responsibilities are handled when I have unanticipated non-work demands.” An example
of an item that was used to measure the role modeling behaviors dimension of family
supportive supervisor behavior is: “My supervisor demonstrates effective behaviors in
how to juggle work and non-work balance.” An example of an item that was used to
measure the creative work-family management dimension of family supportive supervisor
behavior is: “My supervisor thinks about how the work in my department can be
organized to jointly benefit employees and the company.”
Employee Demographic Characteristics. The employee demographic characteristics
measure was designed to provide demographic information (gender identity, marital
status, and parental status) about the employee in order to investigate whether a
relationship exists between the dimensions of employee role identity and an employee’s
awareness and recognition of family supportive supervisor behavior. Gender identity was
considered a dichotomous variable, therefore each employee was asked to indicate
whether they view themselves as a male or female, regardless of the perceived sex at
birth. Marital status was assessed by asking participants to indicate their current marital
status based on the following: “Married/Partner”, “Widowed”, “Divorced/separated”,
“Never married”, “Cohabiting” (Stimpson et al., 2012). Parental status of supervisors
was measured by adopting Erickson et al.’s (2010) categorization, based upon the age of
the employee and/or the age of the employee’ s youngest dependent child (if any), and
was operationalized as follows: “Before Children”, “Transition to Parenthood”,
“Preschool Children”, “School-Age Children”, “Adolescent Child”, and “Empty Nest”.
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For employees that did not fit into one of these categories, an “Uncategorized” stage
was utilized.
Work-family Conflict. Work-family conflict was measured utilizing the scale
developed by Netemeyer et al. (1996). The scale consists of 5 items (Appendix 3). A
seven point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was
used to measure the participants level of agreement with each statement. An example of
an item that was used to measure work-family conflict is “The amount of time my job
takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family responsibilities.” See Table 3 for the
coefficient alpha as an estimate of reliability.
Task Performance. Task performance was measured using an 8 item scale (Appendix
4) developed by Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli (1997). A seven point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used to measure the
supervisor’s rating of each subordinate’s performance. An example of an item that was
used to measure task performance is “The employee's efficiency is much higher than
average.” See Table 3 for the coefficient alpha as an estimate of reliability.
The literature has identified multiple issues related to the use of control variables, and
suggests management researchers should cautiously consider the inclusion of control
variables (Williams, Vandenberg & Edwards, 2009). Control variables can alter the
meaning of the constructs of interest (Breaugh, 2006; Edwards, 2008) due to issues such
as control variable measurement error which can influence how the relationship between
variables is interpreted (Edwards, 2008), and failure to identify the possible casual
relationships between variables resulting in the incorrect application of a control variable
better suited as a moderating variable (Edwards, 2008). Therefore, based upon the

53

concerns related to the use of control variables and the significant negative effect they
may have on the interpretation of the findings in this study, control variables were
excluded from this study’s analysis.
A reliability analysis was performed to assess the consistency of the scale items used
in the final sample. Table 3 shows the coefficient alphas as an estimate of reliability for
each of the scales. As shown in Table 1, the Cronbach’s alpha scores for: family
supportive supervisor behavior (α = .95), work-family conflict (α = .95), and task
performance (α = .94) scales.

Table 3: Reliability Summary, N = 258
Measure
Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior
Work-Family Conflict
Task Performance


.95
.95
.94

# of items
14
5
7

Minimizing Common Methods Variance
With the exception of testing the relationship in hypothesis two, the data that was
collected in this study for the model’s key constructs was from different sources. Thus,
the data collections issues often associated with common method variance is of limited
concern in this study. However, it is important to control for common method variance
because common method variance may bias the estimates of the true relationship among
these theoretical constructs. Therefore, since the data for testing the relationship in
hypothesis two was collected at the same time, from the same respondent, using selfreported measures, two techniques were employed to control for common methods
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variance. The techniques and procedures related to helping eliminate ambiguous scale
items and social desirability within the survey’s design were employed as outlined by
Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003). In addition, since testing of
moderator predictions is, in itself, a partial control for this bias, hypothesis two was
examined utilizing the moderating relationship of hypothesis three which provided
further evidence that common method variance was not an issue. Therefore, utilizing the
dual source data collection method in conjunction with the integration of survey design
and statistical techniques, this study’s susceptibility to data bias as it relates to common
method variance was controlled and reduced.
In the following section, a comprehensive review of the statistical analysis performed
in this study is provided. First, the methodological approach used to validate the
structure of the multidimensional FSSB construct is outlined. Next, the methodology
employed to test the hypotheses is discussed. Finally, the results of testing the
hypotheses outlined in the previous chapter are presented.

CHAPTER 4 RESULTS
The following section explains the methodological procedures that were utilized to
assess the data collected in this study. First, the analytical approach employed and
strategy used to address missing data is discussed. Next, the multiple dimensionality of
the FSSB construct is assessed to identify the best fitting model structure. Then, the use
of regression to test the direct effects hypothesized in the model is discussed. Finally, the
procedure utilized to test for moderated mediation is outlined, and the findings of the
hypotheses tested are presented.

Analytic Approach
In order to test this study’s hypothesized relationships, data analysis was performed
utilizing IBM SPSS® Amos™ 23, IBM SPSS® Statistics™ 23 software, and
PROCESS© v2.13, the moderation and mediation modeling tool developed by Hayes
(2013). First, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to investigate whether
the underlying relationship between the subordinate constructs aligned with the
multidimensional FSSB measure developed by Hammer et al. (2009). Next, an
additional analysis was conducted in which a nested model comparison was performed
between a four factor model (representing the four dimensions of FSSB) and a single
factor model to confirm which factor structure best represented the FSSB construct.
Then, a comparison between a hierarchical factor structure and non-hierarchical factor
structure was conducted in order to determine the best fitting model structure. A second
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order confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to determine construct validity,
discriminant validity and reliability. Finally, the hypotheses were tested using regression
and moderated mediation using PROCESS in order to establish not only whether or if,
but also when the relationship between the constructs is strongest or weakest (Hayes,
2013).

Missing Data Strategy
A missing data strategy was employed to address the few cases in which survey
participants did not provide a completed survey. The missing data strategy used in this
study was based upon Hair et al’s (2010) four-step process of identifying missing data.
The first step in the missing data strategy was to determine the type of missing data
(ignorable or not ignorable). Overall, the completion rate of the items in the survey
instrument used in this study was very high, 98% for supervisors (n = 75) and 99% for
employees (n = 400). Based upon feedback and insight provided by the subject
organization, some participants expressed that they felt some questions were “personal”
and/or “intrusive” and were not comfortable submitting a response.
Since probability sampling, skip pattern techniques, or censored data was not used, the
missing data in this study could not be classified as ignorable data. Therefore, the
missing data in this study was noted as “unknown” missing data. Unknown missing data
is a participant’s refusal to respond to a question(s) they deem as sensitive in nature (Hair
et al., 2010).
The second step in the missing data strategy was to determine the extent of the
missing data. The extent of the missing data was assessed by calculating the percentage
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of variables with missing data for each participant response. Each variable of interest had
less than 5% missing data. Since only a very small percentage of data was missing,
deletion of variables and/or cases containing missing data was not considered a viable
remedy without further analysis.
The third step in the missing data strategy was to determine the randomness of the
missing data. A visual inspection of the data confirmed the cases with missing data were
indistinguishable from cases with complete data. The data was deemed to be missing
completely at random (MCAR). The sample in this study contained fewer than 10%
missing data. Therefore, multiple imputation method remedies were applicable (Hair et
al, 2010).
The final step of the missing data strategy was selection of the imputation method.
Because there was an extremely low level of missing data, the mean substitution method
was utilized. Mean substitution is a widely used method in handling missing data (Hair
et al, 2010). The mean substitution method calculates the mean value of all valid
responses of a variable to replace any missing values for that variable. The low level of
missing data was considered an applicable mitigant to any potential variance reduction
and/or distribution distortion that may result from utilizing this method. Therefore, the
utilization of the mean substitution method resulted in a final sample in which none of the
variables of interest were removed, and each case was retained.

FSSB Construct
The FSSB construct is comprised of four dimensions (emotional support, instrumental
support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work family management) referred to as
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subordinate constructs. In order to assess the multiple dimensionality of the FSSB
construct, and confirm the best fitting model structure, a multistep process was utilized.
Assessing the dimensionality of the four subordinate constructs helped to ensure that each
of the associated items contributed toward the explanatory power of the dimension. First,
an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to investigate whether the underlying
relationship between the subordinate constructs aligned with the multidimensional FSSB
measure developed by Hammer et al. (2009). Next, a nested model fit indices
comparison was performed between the four first order factors (representing the four
dimensions of FSSB) and a single factor to confirm the factor structure that best
represented the FSSB construct. Then, a CFA comparison between a hierarchical factor
structure and non-hierarchical factor structure was conducted in order to determine the
best fitting model structure. Finally, the second order CFA was assessed to determine
construct validity and reliability.
First, an EFA was conducted to investigate whether the underlying relationship
between the subordinate constructs aligned with the multidimensional FSSB measure
developed by Hammer el al. (2009). The initial eigenvalues greater than one suggest the
extraction of one factor for each of the four dimensions. The four dimensions were
assessed utilizing Cronbach’s alpha, communalities, factor loadings, and the percentage
of total variance explained. The results of the exploratory factor analysis in the present
study are similar to the results obtained in Hammer et al’s (2009) FSSB scale
development article (see Table 4 for a comparison). Therefore, each of the items
associated with the four FSSB subordinate dimensions are in fact correlated and help to
explain the variance of their respective subordinate construct.
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Table 4: FSSB EFA Comparison Table
Current Study's Findings
Cronbach's
Alpha
Emotional Support
.93
Instrumental Support
.84
Role Modeling Behaviors
.94
Creative Work-Family Management
.91

Communalities
>.64
>.51
>.69
>.64

Factor
Loadings
>.83
>.71
>.83
>.80

Total
Variance
Explained
78.11%
65.73%
84.67%
74.62%

FSSB Scale Development Findings (Hammer et al., 2009)
Cronbach's
Alpha
Emotional Support
>.88
Instrumental Support
>.88
Role Modeling Behaviors
>.88
Creative Work-Family Management
>.88

Communalities
>.62
>.50
>.83
>.46

Factor
Loadings
>.79
>.70
>.91
>.67

Total
Variance
Explained
71.09%
65.89%
91.39%
67.96%

Next, an additional analysis was performed to further investigate whether the four first
order factors (representing the four dimensions of FSSB), were a better representative of
the FSSB construct than a single factor. A nested model comparison was conducted
between a four factor and one factor model in order to determine if the four factor FSSB
model (Unrestricted Loadings) or single factor FSSB model (Equal Loadings) provided
the best model fit. The fit indices (CFI and RMSEA) of both models were assessed to
determine optimal model fit. The nested model fit statistics confirm that both models
have acceptable fit. However, the significant chi-square value of 7.80 with two degrees
of freedom (p < .05) indicates that constraining the parameters into one factor loading
results in reduced model fit (Table 5).
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Therefore, the unrestricted loadings of the four factor model resulted in the best fitting
model.
Table 5: FSSB Nested Model Comparison

Model
Equal Loadings
Unrestricted Loadings

Chi-Square
232.75
224.95

df
75
73

∆ Chi-Square

p

7.80

< .05

CFI
.96
.96

RMSEA
.09
.09

A CFA model comparison was then conducted in order to determine whether the
FSSB hierarchical factor structure was better suited than a non-hierarchical factor
structure. The FSSB hierarchical factor structure consisted of four first order factors and
one second order factor, whereas the non-hierarchical factor structure was constructed
with four first order factors only. The fit indices (CFI and RMSEA) of both models were
assessed to determine which model best fit the data. In addition, the Expected Value of
Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) was used (West, Taylor, & Wu, 2012) to compare the
non-nested models. ECVI helps to determine the best fitting model that will crossvalidate with another similar sample. For comparison purposes, the model with the
lowest ECVI value is expected to be the most stable and provide the best fit. The model
comparison fit statistic analysis confirmed the non-hierarchical model (first order factor
structure) is an overall better fitting model, as evidenced by an CFI .96, RMSEA .09, and
ECVI value .05 below the comparison model (Table 6).
Table 6: FSSB Hierarchical Factor Structure/ Non-Hierarchical Factor Structure Comparison
Model
Chi-Square df CFI RMSEA ECVI ECVI 90% C.I.
Four First Order Factor Model (Non-Hierarchical) 208.74 71 .96
.09
1.07
.92-1.3
Second Order Factor Model (Hierarchical)
224.95 73 .95
.09
1.12
.96-1.3
Chi-Square values were significant at p< .001
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Finally, the second order FSSB factor model was assessed for construct validity. A
review of the second order confirmatory factor analysis model output confirmed model fit
as indicated by a comparative fit index (CFI) .95, and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) .09. In addition, all estimated paths between each of the four
dimensions of FSSB were significant (p < .001), and all factor loadings were greater than
.70. Based upon the squared multiple correlations of the four subordinate constructs, the
subordinate construct most strongly related to the second order factor of FSSB is
Instrumental Support .99, followed by Emotional Support .82, Creative Work Family
Management .80, and Role Modeling Behaviors .67.
The model’s construct validity was assessed by calculating the convergent,
discriminant, and nomological validity and reliability of the specified measurement
model. Convergent validity is how well the indicators of a construct converge. Table 7
illustrates that all standardized loadings estimates were .76 or above which satisfies the
>.5 guideline. In addition, Average Variance Explained (AVE) of greater than .6 satisfies
the .5 or greater guideline and suggests adequate convergent validity. Construct
reliability of .85 and greater satisfies the .7 or higher guideline and indicates adequate
convergence. Discriminant validity indicates how distinct the constructs are from one
another. In order to provide evidence of discriminant validity, Average Variance
Explained (AVE) estimates should be greater than the square of the correlation between
the factor and other factors. Each dimension of FSSB satisfied this requirement and
discriminant validity was achieved (Table 8).
Nomological validity examines whether different, but related constructs correlate in a
theoretically predicted way. The correlations matrix in Table 9 illustrates the four
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subordinate constructs of FSSB were positively related to one another and significant.
The consistency of these findings supports the claims of nomological validity for each of
these constructs.
The FSSB literature clearly supports a multi-dimensional hierarchical model and the
multi-dimensional hierarchical model tested in this study exhibits acceptable fit. But, in
terms of the best fitting model, the data in this study was in slight favor of a onedimensional (four first order factor structure) non-hierarchical model. However, since
the second order factor structure fits the data well and convergent, discriminant, and
nomological validity and reliability of the second order factor model was achieved, the
use of a multi-dimensional hierarchical model to represent the four FSSB subordinate
dimensions is acceptable. Therefore, in this study the multi-dimensional hierarchical
model was utilized for hypothesis testing because the literature suggests this structure,
and acceptable fit was achieved. In addition, since the multi-dimensional hierarchical
structure did not emerge as the ideal fit, each of the four dimensions of FSSB
(instrumental support, emotional support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work
family management) were examined individually during hypothesis testing in order to
more fully understand each dimension’s individual contribution to the model.
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Table 7: FSSB Measure Construct Validity

Construct
Emotional
Support
Instrumental
Support
Role
Modeling
Behaviors
Creative
Work-Family
Management

Item
ES1
ES2
ES3
ES4
IS1
IS2
IS3
RMB1
RMB2
RMB3
CWFM1
CWFM2
CWFM3
CWFM4

2nd Order Factor FSSB
Emotional Support
Instrumental Support
Role Modeling Behaviors
Creative Work-Family
Management

Factor
Loading
.85
.83
.93
.90
.76
.77
.88
.94
.98
.84
.85
.80
.89
.89

Construct
Reliability

AVE

.93

.88

.85
.80
.94

.92

.92

.86

.95

.82

.91
.99
.82
.89

Table 8: FSSB Measure Discriminant Validity
AVEs on Diagonal
Emotional Support (ES)
Instrumental Support (IS)
Role Modeling Behaviors (RMB)
Creative Work-Family Management (CWFM)

ES
.88
.85
.55
.62

IS

RMB

CWFM

.80
.62
.79

.92
.62

.86
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Table 9: FSSB Dimensions Correlations Matrix
1
1. (FSSB) Emotional Support 1
1
2. (FSSB) Emotional Support 2
.76**
3. (FSSB) Emotional Support 3
.81**
4. (FSSB) Emotional Support 4
.77**
5. (FSSB) Instrumental Support 1
.64**
6. (FSSB) Instrumental Support 2
.54**
7. (FSSB) Instrumental Support 3
.69**
8. (FSSB) Role Modeling Behaviors 1
.61**
9. (FSSB) Role Modeling Behaviors 2
.59**
10. (FSSB) Role Modeling Behaviors 3
.59**
11. (FSSB) Creative Work Family Management 1 .53**
12. (FSSB) Creative Work Family Management 2 .51**
13. (FSSB) Creative Work Family Management 3 .50**
14. (FSSB) Creative Work Family Management 4 .58**
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1
.77**
.73**
.63**
.62**
.70**
.61**
.64**
.57**
.60**
.61**
.60**
.66**

1
.85**
.73**
.61**
.75**
.66**
.65**
.63**
.62**
.58**
.60**
.69**

1
.72**
.55**
.75**
.67**
.66**
.63**
.65**
.58**
.64**
.71**

1
.57**
.65**
.55**
.57**
.53**
.55**
.53**
.58**
.64**

1
.72**
.58**
.63**
.53**
.63**
.59**
.64**
.66**

1
.66**
.68**
.65**
.66**
.67**
.65**
.72**

1
.92**
.77**
.64**
.57**
.61**
.72**

1
.82**
.68**
.58**
.64**
.75**

10

11

12

13

14

1
.62**
1
.57** .69**
1
.61** .78** .76**
1
.69** .75** .68** .81**

1

Second Order CFA Model
A second order CFA model was developed from a 27 item scale based upon the
following constructs: FSSB, work-family conflict, and task performance. Assessing the
model’s validity was accomplished by: (1) examining the goodness of fit indices and (2)
evaluating the convergent and discriminant validity and reliability of the specified
measurement model and (3) confirming significant and meaningful structural
relationships which meet the research guidelines of Hair et al. (2010).
The 27 item model was analyzed to determine an initial assessment of fit. The
goodness of fit was assessed by evaluating the following model fit diagnostics according
to their associated recommended minimum values: CMIN/DF (2.0-5.0), RMSEA (<.08),
and CFI (>.90) Hair, et al. (2010). CMIN/DF is a test to assess the fit of a model in
confirmatory factor analysis. RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) is an
absolute fit index that indicates how well a model fits a population, not just the sample.
CFI (Comparative Fit Index) is an incremental fit index used to assess how well the
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estimated model fits relative to the null model. During the initial assessment of this
model, it was determined that the second order CFA model did not achieve goodness of
fit. Therefore, in order to achieve goodness of fit, the following steps were performed in
the order indicated below: 1) Regression weights were evaluated to determine statistical
significance, 2) standardized regression weights were evaluated to determine loadings
were greater than .70, and 3) squared multiple correlations were evaluated to determine if
the minimum .50 was achieved. In addition, standardized residuals were evaluated for
patterns of large residuals which indicate an item may be having trouble explaining
variance, making it a candidate to be removed from the model.
The first item identified which did not meet the minimum requirements stated above
was Task Performance “5” (TP5). The Standardized Regression Weight of TP5 was .69,
below the preferable guideline of .70, but above the minimum .50. The Squared Multiple
Correlation of TP5 was .48, below the minimum of .50. In addition, TP5 showed patterns
of large residuals. Therefore, from a statistical analysis perspective, multiple assessments
indicated the item was having trouble explaining variance. Finally, the face validity of
the item was examined. The item was measured utilizing a 1-7 (strongly disagree
through strongly agree) Likert-type scale and read as follows: “Employee’s Name
upholds highest professional standards”. Upon further review, TP5 appeared to contain
ambiguous terminology which may have been interpreted as referring to ethical
considerations and not solely focused on performance standards, which likely created
unintended confusion for the participants. It was determined that TP5 was not
contributing to the model and was removed. The new model achieved goodness of fit
based upon the following: CMIN/DF = 2.36, CFI = .94, and RMSEA = .07.
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A CMIN/DF value between 2.0 - 5.0 is acceptable, with closer to 2.0 preferred.
Therefore, the CMIN/DF value of 2.36 achieved in this model is considered acceptable.
The model achieved a CFI value of .94 which exceeds the requirement of greater than
.90. Furthermore, the RMSEA value .07 satisfies the less than .08 requirement. The
satisfaction of model fit confirms the items used are accurate, reliable, and valid.
Next, the second order CFA model’s construct validity was assessed by calculating the
convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity and reliability of the specified
measurement model. Table 10 illustrates that all standardized loadings estimates were
.76 or above which satisfies the greater than .5 guideline. In addition, Average Variance
Explained (AVE) of greater than .6 satisfies the .5 or greater guideline and suggests
adequate convergent validity. Construct reliability of .85 and greater satisfies the .7 or
higher guideline and indicates adequate convergence. In order to provide evidence of
discriminant validity, Average Variance Explained (AVE) estimates should be greater
than the square of the correlation between the factor and other factors. Table 11
illustrates the requirement for discriminant validity was achieved.
The correlations matrix in Table 12 illustrates the four dimensions of FSSB, workfamily conflict, and task performance constructs were positively related to one another
and significant. The consistency of these findings supports the claims of nomological
validity for each of the constructs.
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Table 10: Complete Model Construct Validity

Construct
Emotional
Support
Instrumental
Support
Role
Modeling
Behaviors
Creative
Work-Family
Management

Work-Family
Conflict

Task
Performance

Item
ES1
ES2
ES3
ES4
IS1
IS2
IS3
RMB1
RMB2
RMB3
CWFM1
CWFM2
CWFM3
CWFM4
WFC1
WFC2
WFC3
WFC4
WFC5
TP1
TP2
TP3
TP4
TP6
TP7
TP8

2nd Order Factor FSSB
Emotional Support
Instrumental Support
Role Modeling Behaviors
Creative Work-Family
Management

Factor Construct
Loading Reliability
.85
.83
.93
.93
.90
.76
.85
.77
.88
.94
.94
.98
.84
.85
.80
.92
.89
.89
.81
.94
.95
.91
.89
.82
.81
.89
.83
.94
.78
.82
.82
.86
.91
.99
.82

.95

AVE
.88

.80

.92

.86

.77

.83

.82

.89

Table 11: Complete Model Discriminant Validity (AVEs on Diagonal)

FSSB
Work-Family Conflict
Task Performance

FSSB
.82
.12
.02

Work-Family
Task
Conflict
Performance
.77
.00

.83

Table 12: Complete Model Correlations Table

1. Emotional Support (FSSB)
2. Instrumental Support (FSSB)
3. Role Modeling Behaviors (FSSB)
4. Creative Work-Family Management (FSSB)
5. Work-Family Conflict
6. Task Performance
7. Supervisor Gender Identity
8. Supervisor Marital Status
9. Supervisor Parental Status
10. Employee Gender Identity
11. Employee Marital Status
12. Employee Parental Status

Mean
5.77
5.79
5.50
5.38
3.20
5.39
1.50
1.43
1.45
1.61
2.36
3.99

Standard
Deviation
1.21
1.11
1.31
1.33
1.63
1.12
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.49
1.48
2.15

1
1
**

.83
**
.72
**
.74
-.26**
**

.20
-.08
-.10
-.11
-.06
-.03
-.10

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
.01
.06
.07

1
-.09

1

**

**

8

9

10

1
.10
-.04
.07
.05

1
.03
.04
.10

1
.11
.05

11

12

1
**

1

*

.75
-.31**
.07
-.02
-.10
-.11
-.06
.05
-.08

.72
**
.80
-.35**
*
.15
-.04
-.14
-.06
-.08
-.01
-.07

**

1
-.29**
.09
-.04
*

-.12
-.05
-.03
-.03
-.01

*

.12
-.04
-.02
.06

-.18
.10
.00
.01
.11

.18

**

.30
.15*
*
.15
.01

1
**

-.24

1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis 1 (H1) predicted three supervisor demographic characteristics (gender
identity, marital status, and parental status) would influence the likelihood of exhibiting
FSSB. More specifically, H1a posits supervisor gender identity is related to family
supportive supervisor behavior, such that women supervisors are more likely to exhibit
family supportive supervisor behavior; Hypothesis 1b, posits supervisor marital status is
related to family supportive supervisor behavior, such that supervisors who have a
spousal partner are more likely to exhibit family supportive supervisor behavior;
Hypothesis 1c, posits supervisor parental status is related to family supportive supervisor
behavior, such that supervisors who have children are more likely to exhibit family
supportive supervisor behavior.
The relationship between supervisor demographic characteristics (H1a: men/women,
H1b: spouse/without spouse, H1c: children/no children) and FSSB was tested utilizing
multiple regression. Prior to analysis, the categorical independent variables marital status
and parental status were transformed into dummy coded variables utilizing a “0” and “1”
coding format. In the case of marital status, all survey participants that identified
themselves as married were coded as group “1” and all other classifications of marital
status were coded as group “0”. For parental status, all participants that indicated they
have children were coded as group “1” and all other classifications of parental status were
coded as “0”. Since supervisor gender identity was already in the binary (0,1) variable
format, reclassification was not required. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of
the variables are provided in Table 13.
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Table 13: H1 Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations

1. FSSB

a

2. Supervisor Gender

b

3. Supervisor Marital Status
4. Supervisor Parental Status

b
b

Mean

Standard
Deviation

5.60

1.12

.50

.50

-.05

.56

.49

.13*

-.18**

.55

.49

.09

-.29***

1

2

3

.10*

*** Correlation is significant at .001 level
** Correlation is significant at .01 level
* Correlation is significant at .05 level
a
b

Based upon a 1-7 Scale
Based upon a 0-1 dummy variable format

Examination of the multiple regression output indicated that the overall regression
model was not statistically significant F(3,254) =1.94, p > .05, and the predictor variables
(supervisor gender identity, supervisor marital status, and supervisor parental status)
relationship with FSSB was not statistically significant (Table 14). Further examination
of the data revealed highly correlated predictor variables, each with a variance inflation
factor (VIF) measure of >1.0. Therefore, based upon the presence of numerous
multicollinearity related indicators, it was determined that multicollinearity was present
in the model and possibly affecting the model’s explanatory power.
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Table 14: H1 Supervisor Demographic Characteristics Regression Results

Model Summary

Supervisor Gender Identity
Supervisor Marital Status
Supervisor Parental Status

df
257

F
1.94

β

t
-.15
1.86
1.17

-.01
.12
.08

2

R
.02

Dependent Variable: FSSB

The multiple regression model results for the initial testing of H1 was disconcerting.
Conventional methodology is to include all predictor variables simultaneously in the
regression model. However, as multicollinearity appeared to be an issue, testing of the
proposed relationships may be difficult to interpret. Therefore, a more liberal testing
methodology was conducted by looking at each of the predictor variables independently.
Three bivariate regression models (one each for gender identity, marital status, and
parental status) were constructed and examined to look for any relationship between each
individual dimension of supervisor demographic characteristics and FSSB (Table 15).
The bivariate regression results indicated that supervisor gender identity (H1a) was
not a statistically significant predictor of FSSB F(1,256) = .73, p > .05. Therefore, based
upon these results, the prediction that female supervisors are more likely to exhibit FSSB,
H1a, could not be supported. The bivariate regression results established that supervisor
marital status (H1b) is a statistically significant predictor of FSSB F(1,256) = 4.2, p <
.05, and accounted for 2% of the total variation in FSSB. Therefore, based upon the
results from this liberal test, the prediction that supervisors who have a spousal partner
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are more likely to exhibit FSSB is supported. Thus, H1b is cautiously supported. The
bivariate regression results found that supervisor parental status (H1c) was not a
statistically significant predictor of FSSB F(1,256) = 2.14, p >.05. Therefore, based upon
these results, the prediction supervisors that have children are more likely to exhibit
FSSB was not supported (H1c). It is important to note that based upon the
unconventional methodology utilized to test the hypotheses, findings related to H1a,b,c
should be interpreted cautiously.

Table 15: Supervisor Demographic Characteristics Individual Regression Results
Model
Supervisor Gender Identity → FSSB
Supervisor Marital Status → FSSB
Supervisor Parental Status → FSSB

df

F

β

R2

257
257
257

.73
4.20*
2.14

-.05
.13*
.09

.00
.02
.01

* Correlation is significant at .05 level

Supervisor Demographics and Dimensions of FSSB. Next, an analysis was conducted
utilizing multiple regression to determine the relationship between supervisor
demographic characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and parental status) and each
dimension of FSSB (emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors,
and creative work-family management) (Table 16). Four multiple regression models
were constructed. The first regression model examined the relationship between
supervisor demographic characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and parental
status) and emotional support F(3,254) = 1.91, p >.05. The regression results indicated
supervisor demographic characteristics did not have a statistically significant relationship
with the emotional support dimension of FSSB.
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The second regression model examined the relationship between supervisor
demographic characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and parental status) and
instrumental support F(3,254) = 1.88, p >.05. The regression results suggested that
supervisor demographic characteristics did not have a statistically significant relationship
with the instrumental support dimension of FSSB (Table 16). However, although the
overall model was not significant, the relationship between the marital status dimension
of supervisor demographic characteristics and instrumental support was statistically
significant, (t =2.13, β = -.135, p < .05).
The third regression model examined the relationship between supervisor
demographic characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and parental status) and role
modeling behaviors F(3,254) = 1.95, p >.05 (see Table 16). The regression results
indicated supervisor demographic characteristics did not have a statistically significant
relationship with the role modeling behaviors dimension of FSSB. The fourth regression
model examined the relationship between supervisor demographic characteristics (gender
identity, marital status, and parental status) and creative work-family management
F(3,254) = 1.42, p >.05. The regression results indicated supervisor demographic
characteristics did not have a statistically significant relationship with the creative workfamily management dimension of FSSB (Table 16).
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Table 16: Supervisor Demographic Characteristics / FSSB Dimensions Regression
Results (H1a,b,c)
Emotional Support
Model Summary

df
257

F
1.91

β

Supervisor Gender Identity
Supervisor Marital Status
Supervisor Parental Status

-.04
-.08
-.01

t
-.66
-1.27
-1.43

Instrumental Support
Model Summary

df
257

F
1.88

β

Supervisor Gender Identity
Supervisor Marital Status
Supervisor Parental Status

-.01
-.14*
-.04

t
-.09
-2.13
-.67

Role Modeling Behaviors
Model Summary

df
257

F
1.95

β

t
.52
-1.54
-1.76

Supervisor Gender Identity
Supervisor Marital Status
Supervisor Parental Status
Creative Work-Family
Management
Model Summary

Supervisor Gender Identity
Supervisor Marital Status
Supervisor Parental Status

.03
-.01
-.11
df
257

F
1.42

β

t
-.19
-1.87
-.45

-.01
.12
-.03

R2
.02

R2
.02

R2
.02

R2
.02

*Significant at .05 level

Outcomes of FSSB
Hypothesis 2 posits FSSB will be negatively related to work-family conflict.
Bivariate regression was utilized to test the relationship between FSSB and work-family
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conflict. Examination of the regression model’s results confirmed the prediction. The
relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict is negative & significant F(1,256) =
31.33, p < .001, β = -.33. FSSB accounts for 11% of the variance in an employee’s level
of work-family conflict (Table 17). Therefore, based upon the statistically significant
negative relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict, the prediction that FSSB
will be negatively related to work-family conflict is supported. Hypothesis 2 is
supported.
Table 17: Hypothesis 2 Results
Model
FSSB → Work-Family Conflict

df
257

F
31.33

β
-.33***

2

R
.11

***Significant at .001 level

In addition, multiple regression was utilized to examine the relationship between each
of the four individual dimensions of FSSB (emotional support, instrumental support, role
modeling behavior, and creative work family management) and work-family conflict.
Based upon the regression model’s results, the overall relationship between the four
individual dimensions of FSSB and work-family conflict is significant F(4,253) = 10.04,
p < .001. However, further examination of each individual dimension’s relationship with
FSSB uncovers instrumental support as the single dimension with a significant negative
relationship with work-family conflict, t = -3.06, β= -.37, p < .001 (Table 18).
Employee Demographics as Moderators. Hypotheses 3(a,b,c) and 4 were tested
simultaneously utilizing PROCESS’s moderated mediation model number seven (7)
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because the effect of FSSB (X) on task performance (Y) mediated by work-family
conflict (M) is predicted to be moderated by employee demographic characteristics (W).

Table 18: FSSB Dimensions and Work-Family Conflict (H2)

Model Summary
FSSB Dimensions
Emotional Support
Instrumental Support
Role Modeling Behaviors
Creative Work-Family Management

df
257

F
10.04***

β

t
1.38
-3.06
-1.74
.12

.15
-.37***
-.17
.01

2

R
.14

Dependent Variable: Work-Family Conflict
***Significant at .001 level

PROCESS integrates 10,000 bootstrap samples to determine the statistical significance of
the indirect effects. The level of confidence for all confidence intervals in the PROCESS
output is 95%. Each of the employee demographic characteristics moderating variables
in H3a,b,c (employee gender, marital status, and parental status) were utilized to
determine if these characteristics influence the relationship between FSSB and task
performance, as mediated by work-family conflict.
Hypothesis 3a posits an employee’s gender identity moderates the relationship
between family supportive supervisor behavior and work-family conflict, such that the
relationship is stronger for employees who identify themselves as women. Moderated
mediation testing found the interaction effect of FSSB on work-family conflict by
employee gender identity was statistically significant, t = 2.09, p < .05 (Table 19).
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Women employees experienced a stronger negative relationship between FSSB and
work-family conflict. Furthermore, the bootstrap confidence intervals of the interaction
effect of FSSB and work-family conflict moderated by employee gender identity did not
cross zero 95% CI [.02, .73] which indicates the results are statistically significant.
According to PROCESS, employee gender identity does moderate the relationship
between FSSB and work-family conflict. Therefore, the prediction that an employee’s
gender identity moderates the relationship between family supportive supervisor behavior
and work-family conflict, such that the relationship is stronger for employees that
identify themselves as women is supported. Hypothesis 3a is supported.
Hypothesis 3b posits an employee’s marital status moderates the relationship between
family supportive supervisor behavior and work family conflict, such that the effects are
strongest for employees that identify themselves as married. Moderated mediation
testing found the interaction effect of FSSB on work-family conflict by employee marital
status was not statistically significant, t = 1.96, p > .05 (Table 19). Married employees
did not experience a stronger negative relationship between FSSB and work-family
conflict as predicted. Furthermore, the bootstrap confidence intervals of the interaction
effect of FSSB and work-family conflict moderated by employee marital status crossed
zero 95% CI [.00, .67] which indicates the results are not statistically significant.
According to PROCESS, employee marital status does not moderate the relationship
between FSSB and work-family conflict. Hypothesis 3b was not supported.
Hypothesis 3c posits an employee’s parental status moderates the relationship between
family supportive supervisor behavior and work-family conflict, such that the effects are
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strongest for employees with school age children. Moderated mediation testing found the
interaction effect of FSSB on work-family conflict by employee parental status was not
statistically significant, t = 1.36, p > .05 (Table 19). Furthermore, the bootstrap
confidence intervals of the interaction effect of FSSB and work-family conflict
moderated by employee parental status crossed zero 95% CI [-.11, .58]. According to
PROCESS, employee parental status did not moderate the relationship between FSSB
and work-family conflict. Hypothesis 3c was not supported.

Table 19: H3a,b,c PROCESS Results
FSSB → Work-Family Conflict
H3a: Interaction: Employee Gender Identity
H3b: Interaction: Employee Marital Status
H3c: Interaction: Employee Parental Status

df
257
257
257

t-value β LLCI ULCI
2.09 .38* .02
.73
1.96
.33
.00
.67
1.36
.24
-.11
.58

*Significant at .05 level

Next, PROCESS model one (1) was used to determine if employee demographic
characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and employee status) moderated the
relationship between the four dimensions of FSSB (emotional support, instrumental
support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work family management) and workfamily conflict. (See Table 20 for the PROCESS model findings). The PROCESS
results indicated the following: Two dimensions of FSSB (emotional support and
instrumental support) had a significant (p < .05) relationship with work-family conflict
moderated by employee gender identity. One dimension of FSSB
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(creative work family management) had a significant (p < .05) relationship with workfamily conflict moderated by employee marital status. The PROCESS results indicated
the interaction effect of employee parental status on the four individual dimensions of
FSSB (emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors, and creative
work family management) and work-family conflict was not significant, p > .05.

Table 20: PROCESS Individual Dimensions of FSSB and Work-Family Conflict (H3a,b,c)
Emotional Support (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict
H3a: Interaction: Employee Gender Identity
H3b: Interaction: Employee Marital Status
H3c: Interaction: Employee Parental Status

df
257
257
257

F
6.25
2.01
2.29

β
.43**
.23
.25

R2
.02
.01
.01

LLCI
.09
-.09
-.08

ULCI
.78
.55
.57

Instrumental Support (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict
H3a: Interaction: Employee Gender Identity
H3b: Interaction: Employee Marital Status
H3c: Interaction: Employee Parental Status

257
257
257

5.74
3.05
3.64

.45*
.30
.33

.02
.01
.01

.08
-.04
-.01

.81
.64
.67

Role Modeling Behaviors (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict
H3a: Interaction: Employee Gender Identity
H3b: Interaction: Employee Marital Status
H3c: Interaction: Employee Parental Status

257
257
257

2.74
2.73
.03

.25
.24
-.01

.01
.01
.00

-.05
-.05
-.31

.55
.53
.29

257
257
257

1.71
4.87
.30

.21
.32*
.08

.01
.02
.00

-.11
.03
-.21

.52
.61
.38

Creative Work-Family Management (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict
H3a: Interaction: Employee Gender Identity
H3b: Interaction: Employee Marital Status
H3c: Interaction: Employee Parental Status
**Significant at .01 level
*Significant at .05 level

FSSB, Work-Family Conflict, and Job Performance
Hypothesis 4 posits work-family conflict will mediate the relationship between family
supportive supervisor behavior and task performance. As previously stated, the
PROCESS moderated mediation model seven (7) was used to examine the mediated
relationship (Table 21). The PROCESS model established that the total effect model,
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which encompassed the direct effect between FSSB and task performance, and indirect
effect of FSSB and task performance meditated by work-family conflict was statistically
significant F(2,255) = 3.02, p <.05. The direct relationship between FSSB and task
performance was statistically significant t = 2.46, p < .01. However, the PROCESS
model established that the indirect relationship between FSSB and task performance
mediated by work-family conflict is not statistically significant t = .92, p > .05.
Furthermore, the bootstrap confidence intervals of the indirect effect of FSSB and task
performance meditated by work-family conflict crossed zero 95% CI [-.05, .13] which
indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the direct effect and
indirect effect models. As a result, it was determined that work-family conflict does not
mediate the relationship between FSSB and task performance. Hypothesis 4 was not
supported.

Table 21: H4 PROCESS Results
Model
FSSB → Task Performance
FSSB → Work-Family Conflict → Task Performance

df

β

t-value

LLCI

ULCI

257
257

.16**
.04

2.46
.92

.03
-.05

.29
.13

**Significant at .01 level

Next, PROCESS model four (4) was used to determine if the four individual
dimensions of FSSB (emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors,
and creative work family management) and task performance were mediated by workfamily conflict (Table 22). The PROCESS results established a statistically significant
relationship between the emotional support and instrumental dimensions of FSSB and
task performance. However, the indirect relationship between each of the four individual
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dimensions of FSSB (emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors,
and creative work family management) and task performance mediated by work-family
conflict was not statistically significant.

Table 22: PROCESS Results: Individual Dimensions of FSSB (H4)
Model
Direct Effect
Emotional Support (FSSB) → Task Performance
Instrumental Support (FSSB) → Task Performance
Role Modeling Behaviors (FSSB) → Task Performance
Creative Work-Family Management (FSSB) → Task Performance

df

β

t-value

LLCI

ULCI

257
257
257
257

.20
.18
.07
.09

3.37***
2.67**
1.25
1.56

.08
.05
-.04
-.02

.32
.31
.18
.19

257
257
257
257

-.02
-.02
-.01
-.01

.99
1.04
.50
.56

-.06
-.09
-.05
-.05

.02
.02
.03
.03

Indirect Effect
Emotional Support (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict → Task Performance
Instrumental Support (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict → Task Performance
Role Modeling Behaviors (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict → Task Performance
Creative Work-Family Management (FSSB) → Work-Family Conflict → Task Performance
***Significant at .001 level
**Significant at .01 level

The findings of this study are summarized in Table 23. Overall, support was found for
three of eight hypotheses. The prediction that supervisors who have a spousal partner are
more likely to exhibit FSSB was supported (H1b). However, it is important to reiterate
that results for H1b should be interpreted cautiously since support was found using a
liberal testing methodology. The study also found support for the predication that FSSB
will be negatively related to work-family conflict (H2), and that woman experience a
stronger negative relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict (H3a). The next
chapter provides further explanation and insight about the hypotheses tested. In addition,
future research opportunities are presented, and limitations of the study are discussed.
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Table 23: Summary of Hypotheses Results

Hypotheses

Supervisor gender identity is related to family supportive
H1a supervisor behavior, such that women supervisors are more
likely to exhibit family supportive supervisor behavior.

Supervisor marital status is related to family supportive
supervisor behavior, such that supervisors that have a spousal
H1b partner are more likely to exhibit family supportive supervisor
behavior.
Supervisor parental status is related to family supportive
supervisor behavior, such that supervisors that have children
H1c are more likely to exhibit family supportive supervisor
behavior.
H2

FSSB will be negatively related to work-family conflict.

An employee’s gender identity moderates the relationship
between family supportive supervisor behavior and workH3a family conflict, such that the relationship is stronger for
employees that identify themselves as women.
An employee’s marital status moderates the relationship
between family supportive supervisor behavior and work family
H3b conflict, such that the effects are strongest for employees that
identify themselves as married.
An employee’s parental status moderates the relationship
between family supportive supervisor behavior and workH3c family conflict, such that the effects are strongest for employees
with school age children.
H4

Work-family conflict will mediate the relationship between
family supportive supervisor behavior and task performance.

Findings

Not Supported

Supported

Not Supported
Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported
Not Supported

CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION
This study consisted of two principal objectives. The first principal objective of this
study was to explore whether a supervisor’s demographic characteristics, operationalized
as gender identity, marital status, and parental status, predict the enactment of Family
Supportive Supervisor Behavior (FSSB). The second principal objective of this study
was to explore whether an employee’s demographic characteristics, operationalized as
gender identity, marital status, and parental status, moderate the relationship between
such behaviors and employee work-family conflict. This study created a framework,
drawing on social identity theory, in which supervisor demographic characteristics were
examined to identify the supervisor’s likelihood of engaging in FSSB. Employee
demographic characteristics were also examined to identify the employee’s likelihood of
benefitting from FSSB. The proposed model predicted that supervisors can play a key
role in reducing the level of work-family conflict experienced by employees due to the
influence they have on employee experiences within the workplace. Supervisors have the
capacity to make the workplace more family friendly (Straub, 2012), and the discretion
over the type and level of family support received by the employee (McCarthy et al.,
2010). Therefore, examining which demographic characteristics may predict or influence
FSSB can likely benefit both organizations and individual employees by furthering our
understanding of FSSB and its influence on reducing the level of work-family conflict
employees experience.
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In addition, the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict, and the
subsequent effect on employee performance was examined. This study also looked at the
extent to which each individual dimension of FSSB could reduce the level of workfamily conflict experienced by employees. In the following section, further explanation
and insight is provided about the hypotheses tested in this study. Next, the managerial
implications resulting from this study and how the findings can contribute to practitioner
knowledge are discussed. Opportunities for building upon the research framework
developed in this study are then presented and additional research opportunities are
introduced. Finally, the study’s limitations are discussed.

Supervisor Demographic Characteristics
Hypothesis 1a-c predicted that a supervisor’s demographic characteristics would
influence the level of FSSB exhibited. For hypothesis 1a, a supervisor’s demographic
characteristics were predicted to influence the level of FSSB exhibited to the extent that
women supervisors are more likely to exhibit FSSB. No support was found in this study
for the predicted relationship between supervisor gender identity and FSSB. Therefore,
supervisors in this study who identified themselves as women were not more likely to
engage in FSSB than supervisors who identified themselves as men. This study’s sample
makeup of men and women supervisors was near equal (men 51%, women 49%).
Therefore, since the sample is almost equally distributed, it does not appear that a
disproportionate response percentage contributed to the lack of findings.
The lack of support for the predicted relationship in H1a may be attributable to the
fact that gender identity was merely a proxy chosen to represent an individual’s social
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identity. More, specifically, in this study, a supervisor’s gender identity may not have
been as salient as previously thought. Gender identity in this context may only be a
surface level demographic factor, whereas a supervisor’s behavior as it relates to FSSB
may be attributable to more fine grained intricacies. For example, a supervisor’s
personality, specific family responsibilities, and ability or resources to obtain ancillary
levels of support to help with non-work related responsibilities (such as child care
services, home cleaning services and food preparation/delivery services) may be potential
contributors to the understanding of balancing work and home demands. In addition, the
“traditional” perspective in which women often view their responsibility to their family
domain as more important than their responsibility to their work domain (Posig & Kickul,
2004), and “adjust their work identities to accommodate their family identities, but not
vice versa” (Bielby & Bielby, 1989, p,784) may no longer be applicable for women
supervisors. The predominant role for women supervisors may be evolving from a less
traditional, family centric perspective to one that integrates more work related
responsibilities. This less salient view of gender identity may make the enactment of
FSSB based on one’s gender identity less likely to exist than previously suspected.
For hypothesis 1b, a supervisor’s demographic characteristics were predicted to
influence the level of FSSB exhibited to the extent that supervisors that have a spousal
partner are more likely to exhibit FSSB. Hypothesis 1b was supported. The presence of
a spousal partner in the supervisor’s life may influence the supervisor’s behavior because
work related stress may result in argumentative behavior leading to negative interaction
between partners (Bakker et al., 2008; Matthews et al., 1996). On the other hand, the
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emotional support (love and understanding) a supervisor receives from their spousal
partner has a positive influence on the supervisor (Van Daalen et al., 2006).
Therefore, due to the presence of a relationship between a supervisor and their
spouse/partner, supervisors with a spousal partner may identify with the work-family
related challenges experienced by their employees and be more inclined to provide workfamily related support. In this study, respondents reported the presence of a spouse in the
supervisor’s life predicts the supervisor will be more likely to exhibit FSSB.
Furthermore, examination of the relationship between supervisor marital status and the
individual dimensions of FSSB specifically uncovered that the instrumental support and
creative work-family management dimensions of FSSB were influenced by the
supervisor’s marital status. This finding is a contribution to the current FSSB literature
because it provides insight into the type of FSSB exhibited by the supervisor’s in this
study when a supervisor has a spousal relationship.
For hypothesis 1c, a supervisor’s demographic characteristics were predicted to
influence the level of FSSB exhibited to the extent that supervisors that have children are
more likely to exhibit FSSB. No support was found for the predicted relationship
between supervisor parental status and FSSB. Therefore, in this study, supervisors who
identified themselves as parents were not more likely to engage in FSSB. However, the
lack of variance in the parental status variable may have been to blame for this result.
In the current study, 80% of the respondents had parental experience with at least one
child within the following life stages: transition to parenthood (3%), preschool (9%),
school-age (26%), adolescent (17%), and empty nest (25%). Since only 20% of
supervisors in this study did not have parental experience, it becomes statistically
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difficult to detect differences between two distinct groups with such a disproportionate
response percentage. Therefore, since parenthood has been associated with significant
increases in the amount of time spent on family (Kaufman & Uhlenberg, 2000),
supervisors with parental experience may be more familiar with work-family related
challenges. In order to better understand the relationship between supervisor parental
status and FSSB, researchers should examine the relationship using a different sample
and/or multiple samples.

FSSB and Work-Family Conflict
The current FSSB literature has established that FSSB is significantly and negatively
related to work-family conflict (Hammer et al., 2009). Hypothesis 2 posited that FSSB
would be negatively related to work-family conflict. The intent of exploring the
relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict in this study is to not only replicate
the findings found in the literature, but to contribute to the literature by examining the
FSSB measure in the context of a larger model and an additional sample. As expected,
the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict was negative and significant.
Simply put, the multi-dimensional measure of FSSB reduces the level of work-family
conflict experienced by employees.
This study made an additional contribution to the literature by examining the
relationship between each of FSSB’s four dimensions and work-family conflict. In
addition to examining the sample in this study using a multi-dimensional hierarchical
model as suggested in the FSSB literature, the sample in this study was also tested using
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a one-dimensional first order factor model because the one-dimensional first order factor
structure was the model type which best fit this study’s data. Examination of each
individual dimension’s relationship with FSSB uncovered instrumental support as the
single dimension with a significant, negative relationship with work-family conflict.
Instrumental support is associated with a supervisor’s behavior as it pertains to an
employee’s needs in the form of day-to-day management transactions, schedule changes,
and policy/practice interpretation.
Therefore, in comparison to the other dimensions of FSSB, the instrumental support
dimension of FSSB may have been the behavior most easily recognizable by employees
because it is “tangible” and “apparent”. More specifically, instrumental support may
resonate with employees because it is most visible. Instrumental support may be the
most noticed dimension of FSSB because it can have an immediate impact and satisfy an
employee’s current need. For example, a supervisor rearranging a department’s work
schedule and reassigning job responsibilities so that an employee can leave work early to
care for an ill child.
In terms of the non-significant relationship between the emotional support dimension
of FSSB and work-family conflict, role modeling behaviors dimension of FSSB and
work-family conflict, and the creative work-family management dimension of FSSB and
work-family conflict, it is suspected that these particular dimensions did not resonate
with employees in this study due to a single predominant underlying theme. The nonsignificant relationship between these three dimensions of FSSB and work-family
conflict may be attributed to the relatively low level of work-family conflict reported by
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the respondents in this study. The employees in this organization seemed to be
experiencing minimal amounts of work-family conflict.
The overall mean work-family conflict score in this study was 3.2 (S.D.=1.63) on a
seven point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
This finding illustrates that the subject organization’s employees are not experiencing a
great amount of difficulty and/or strain between their work and family environments.
Therefore, the “lack” of work-family conflict experienced by the employees in this
study’s sample may have limited the findings, resulting in the lack of significant
relationships between the emotional support, role modeling behaviors, and creative workfamily management dimensions of FSSB and work-family conflict. Furthermore, this
finding may be an indication that the organization’s existing internal environment and/or
culture may be providing the necessary resources to maintain low levels of work-family
conflict without requiring supervisors to engage in innovative and creative supportive
behaviors.

Employee Demographic Characteristics
Hypothesis 3a-c explored whether the relationship between FSSB and work-family
conflict was moderated by employee demographic characteristics (gender identity,
marital status, and parental status). The current results suggests that the saliency of the
employee’s role as a man or woman, spouse, and/or parent could make them more
responsive to the family supportive behavior exhibited by their supervisor. Based upon
the theoretical arguments made in the hypothesis development section of this study,
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women employees were expected to be more impacted by the relationship between FSSB
and work-family conflict (H3a) largely due to the traditional socially imposed values
drawn from gender role theory (Eagly, 1987). Support was found for hypothesis 3a in
this study. For this organization, the intensity of the relationship between FSSB and
work-family conflict was stronger for women employees than men employees. As a
result, the minimization of work-family conflict due to FSSB produced a more beneficial
experience for women employees. Therefore, the FSSB exhibited by supervisors was
more impactful on the amount of work-family conflict experienced by women employees
than men employees.
Next, hypothesis H3b predicted marital status would moderate the relationship
between FSSB and work-family conflict, to the extent the effects would be strongest for
married employees. Since the nature of the relationship between the employee and their
spouse, can have a positive or negative effect on the employee (ten Brummelhuis et al.,
2010; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Kluwer & Johnson, 2007), the presence of a spouse (or
lack thereof) in the employee’s life was predicted to influence the relationship between
FSSB and work-family conflict. In this study, a significant moderating effect was not
found which can be interpreted as an employee’s marital status (specifically employees
that are married) has no influence on the level of family supportive behavior an employee
seeks from their supervisor and the level of work-family conflict experienced.
The lack of support for the hypothesized relationship between FSSB and work-family
conflict moderated by employee marital status may also be attributed to the level of
work-family conflict reported by the employees in this study. More specifically, the
mean work-family conflict score in this study was 3.2 (S.D.=1.63) on a seven point
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Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This finding
suggests that the subject organization’s employees may not be experiencing high levels of
difficulty and/or strain between their work and family environments. Therefore, the
“lack” of work-family conflict experienced by the employees in this study’s sample may
have affected the ability to detect the predicted relationship between FSSB and workfamily conflict moderated by employee marital status. The organization’s existing
internal environment and/or culture may be providing the necessary resources to maintain
low levels of work-family conflict. This non-significant finding could also suggest that
the presence of a spouse could reduce the actual level of work-family conflict because
there’s someone there with whom to share responsibilities.
Finally, employees that are parents of school age children were expected to have a
stronger influence on the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict (H3c)
largely due to the increased parental responsibilities associated with the “school age
child” life stage. In this study, parents of school age children did not moderate the
relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict. Upon further review, the lack of
support for this predicted relationship may be attributable to the sample in this study.
Only 14% of the employees in this study’s sample were categorized in the “school age”
child (youngest dependent child age 6-12 years old) life stage. Additional research
should be done with a different sample and/or multiple samples to further examine this
relationship.
In this study, work-family conflict was predicted to be most salient to parents of
school age children because the “school age child” life stage is referred to as a “juggling
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act” (Moen & Roehling, 2005, p.95) due to the added evening and weekend
extracurricular activities associated with children in the 6-12 age range (Erickson et al.,
2010). In comparison, parents of a child in the adolescent child stage are expected to
have lower levels of work-family conflict because work-family management skills are
likely to have been learned (Erickson et al., 2010). In retrospect, examining the influence
of parental status on the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict by
developing a hypothesis constrained to include only parents of school age children may
have been too limited in scope. Employees that socially identify most with being a parent
at all may make decisions because their role as a parent is most salient to their social
behavior. Therefore, a potentially larger contribution to the current FSSB literature could
be made by examining parental status on a broader scale to determine if employees, who
have dependent children of any age, moderates the relationship between FSSB and workfamily conflict.

Work-Family Conflict as a Mediator
Hypothesis 4 suggested that work-family conflict would mediate the relationship
between FSSB and task performance. The work-family literature has empirically shown
that employees unable to handle work-family demands often experience lower levels of
job performance (Allen et al., 2000). In addition, the literature has found the perception
of decreased levels of work-family conflict may result in positive outcomes (OdleDusseau et al., 2012). In this study, a direct and significant relationship was found
between FSSB and task performance. However, the indirect relationship between FSSB
and task performance mediated by work-family conflict was not found to be significant.
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Upon further review, it appears the lack of support for the hypothesized relationship
between FSSB and task performance mediated by work-family conflict may be attributed
to the relatively low level of work-family conflict reported by the respondents in this
study. More specifically, the mean work-family conflict score in this study was 3.2
(S.D.=1.63) on a seven point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). This finding suggests that the subject organization’s employees are not
experiencing high levels of difficulty and/or strain between their work and family
environments. Therefore, the low levels of work-family conflict experienced by the
employees in this study’s sample may have affected the ability to truly test the predicted
relationship between FSSB and task performance mediated by work-family conflict. The
organization’s existing internal environment and/or culture may be providing the
necessary resources to maintain minimal levels of work-family conflict.

Managerial Implications
The negative organizational level outcomes resulting from employee’s experiencing
work-family conflict are well documented in the literature, and include higher turnover,
lower organizational commitment (e.g. Allen et al., 2000; Bellavia & Frone, 2005), and
lower work performance (e.g. Eby et al., 2005). Consequently, reducing the level of
work-family conflict experienced by employees is important to organizations because of
the negative work-related outcomes which may result when an individual’s work
responsibilities and personal obligations conflict. Supervisors play an integral role in
helping employees successfully manage the level of work interference with family and
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how to successfully integrate their work and family responsibilities. Therefore,
understanding what predicts FSSB is important to organizations, because when
employees perceive their supervisor as supportive, employees are often better able to
cope with work-family issues and experience lower levels of work-family conflict
(Breaugh & Frye, 2008; Frye & Breaugh, 2004; Lapierre & Allen, 2006; Secret &
Sprang, 2001).
A general conclusion from this study is further validation that FSSB reduces the level
of work-family conflict experienced by employees. Outside of, or in the absence of
formal organizational policy, FSSB may serve to reduce work-family conflict
experienced by employees. The multiple dimensions of FSSB (emotional support,
instrumental support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work-family management)
provide a framework for the types of behavior supervisors can engage in order to help
employees navigate through the situation specific challenges that may arise when an
employee’s work and family responsibilities conflict.
One of the primary contributions of this study to practitioner knowledge is the
examination of demographic characteristics as predictors of FSSB. In this study,
supervisor marital status was found to be positively and directly related to FSSB such that
supervisors that have a spousal partner are more likely to engage in FSSB. No support
was found in this study for supervisor gender identity or supervisor parental status as
predictors of FSSB. Therefore, based upon the supervisor’s social identification with the
group, supervisors with a spousal partner are more inclined to exhibit FSSB. As a result,
by drawing on their own previous, current, or future related familial responsibilities,
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supervisors may relate to and/or show empathy toward the challenge(s) the employee is
experiencing and subsequently exhibit higher levels of FSSB.
Furthermore, this study examined the influence of an employee’s demographic
characteristics on the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict. This study
identified that employee gender identity moderates the relationship between FSSB and
work-family conflict such that the relationship is stronger for women employees.
However, no support was found in this study for employee marital status or parental
status as a moderator of this relationship. For the subject organization, the intensity of
the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict was stronger for women
employees than men employees. As a result, the FSSB exhibited by supervisors was
more impactful on the amount of work-family conflict experienced by women employees
than men employees. Based upon this finding, organizations are now provided with
insight related to how the minimization of work-family conflict through FSSB results in a
more beneficial experience for women employees.
Although it was not predicted as a hypothesis, the moderated mediation analysis
conducted in this study yielded another contribution to practitioners. This study
identified a direct and positive relationship between FSSB and task performance. Workfamily conflict has a direct and adverse effect on work-related outcomes (Allen et al.,
2000). Therefore, employees unable to successfully handle work-family demands will
have lower levels of job performance (Netemeyer et al., 2004). Furthermore, employees
may not know how to reduce the negative effects of work-family conflict on their own
((Netemeyer et al., 2005). Therefore, this finding provides organizations with additional
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insight about how a supervisors’ ability to successfully address the work-family
challenges of their employees can be leveraged to positively influence employee task
performance.

Future Research
The FSSB measure was developed by Hammer et al. in 2009 making it a relatively
new concept to the work-family literature. The literature has illustrated that work-family
conflict can be detrimental to organizations (Maertz & Boyar, 2011; Allen et al., 2000;
Eby et al., 2005), further highlighting the importance of FSSB. To my knowledge, this is
the first study to empirically examine the predictors of FSSB. As a result, this study has
provided a foundation for future research to examine the FSSB construct from additional
perspectives.
Researchers should examine different types of characteristics to identify other
potential predictors of engaging in FSSB and/or moderators of the relationship between
FSSB and work-family conflict. For example, examining work-family related
responsibilities at a different life stage and/or the influence of one’s role within an
organization’s hierarchy. From a supervisor perspective, a supervisor in the empty nest
life stage may have responsibilities caring for grandchildren or an elderly parent.
Examining how salient the role of caregiver is to the supervisor in the empty nest life
stage, and whether it influences a supervisor’s engagement in FSSB, may add to our
understanding about what predicts FSSB. In addition, examining the supervisors role
within the organization’s hierarchy (e.g. executive level or middle management), and
how the associated responsibilities and expectations of organizational hierarchy roles
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could influence engaging in FSSB, may also add to our understanding about what
predicts FSSB and may provide additional insight to practitioners.
From an employee perspective, employees in the empty nest stage of life may have
responsibilities caring for grandchildren or an elderly parent that could influence their
ability to simultaneously manage work and family. Therefore, examining whether the
intensity of the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict is influenced by an
employee in the empty nest life stage may add to our understanding about what could
moderate the relationship between FSSB and work-family conflict. Furthermore,
examining the employee’s role within the organization’s hierarchy (e.g. management,
administrative, entry level), and how the associated responsibilities and expectations of
that role could influence the intensity of the relationship between FSSB and work-family
conflict, may also add to our understanding about what moderates the relationship
between FSSB and work-family conflict.
Researchers should further examine how the quality of the dyadic relationship
between a supervisor and employee predicts FSSB. Leader Member Exchange (LMX)
theory posits that an interpersonal relationship evolves between supervisors and
subordinates against the background of a formal organization, and represents a dyadic
process based on the belief that a supervisor has different types of interaction with
different employees in the same work group (Graen & Cashman, 1975). The literature
has shown high levels of LMX have been supported empirically to be associated with less
work interference with family (Golden, 2006; Major et al., 2008). High quality LMX
relationships result in positive attributes such as mutual trust, liking, and respect which
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have a propensity to strengthen organizational commitment (Golden & Veiga, 2008).
Conversely, supervisors may marginalize or ignore employees in lower quality LMX
relationships, resulting in reduced levels of employee dedication and performance
(Golden & Veiga, 2008). Therefore LMX could provide a framework in which to
examine whether the quality of the supervisor/employee relationship could predict FSSB.
The respondents in this study reported low levels of work-family conflict which may
be related to the sample organization’s specific culture and internal environment. As a
result, this study’s lack of support for many of the hypotheses tested may be attributed to
the specific sample utilized. Therefore, researchers should attempt to reexamine the
predictions in this study utilizing a new model and/or multiple samples. Investigating the
predictors of FSSB across multiple industries and contexts may enhance our knowledge
about FSSB, further validate the supported findings in this study, and make a robust
contribution to the FSSB literature.
Another future research opportunity is examining the influence of FSSB on the same
sample over multiple periods of time. Conducting an investigation at multiple time
intervals could provide additional insight and understanding about how the predictors of
FSSB can change over time. A longitudinal study will enable researchers to analyze how
the level of FSSB exhibited/desired can be influenced as the supervisor or employee
transitions through various life stages and/or is otherwise influenced by their experience
with FSSB or exposure to FSSB.
Finally, a qualitative study may provide an added level of insight and understanding of
FSSB, and more specifically the predictors of FSSB. A qualitative framework can
furnish data that is rich in detail about group member behavior and interactions among
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group members (Currall, Hammer, Baggett & Doniger, 1999), which may help
researchers move beyond any preconceived notions about FSSB. A qualitative study
may also help to stimulate the development of new understandings and meanings
(Bartunek & Seo, 2002) about FSSB. The detail that can be derived from a qualitative
study could help to uncover unique predictors of FSSB which may be contributors or
underlying factors of FSSB sensitivity and/or drivers of FSSB engagement.

Limitations
The data in this study was collected from a single organization and single industry.
Therefore, one possible limitation of the current study is the generalizability of the
findings. Industry and/or organization specific factors may have influenced the
respondents. For example, the subject organization operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week, and 365 days per year. Interestingly, despite being subject to extreme untraditional
work hours, the subject organization’s employees reported they experience very low
levels of work-family conflict. Therefore, the subject organization may possess a unique
culture and/or internal environment supportive of work and family which may have
influenced the results. In addition, since data was only collected from a “white collar”
industry (financial services), it is plausible that “blue collar” industry employees could
have different work-family related experiences and challenges which may influence their
perception of FSSB.
This study may have also been limited due to the effects of social desirability, and its
influence on how the study’s participants responded. In addition, this study marked the
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first time a work-family themed survey was administered to the subject organization.
Based upon the “intimate” nature of some of the questions in the current study and the
unknown level of trust between the employee and organization, survey participants may
have been slightly apprehensive and responded to questions related to their supervisor
based upon what they think the organization wanted to hear. Fear of retaliation or
backlash toward employees with less than favorable opinions of their supervisor may
have influenced how participants responded.
Another possible limitation of this study is the timeframe in which the study was
administered. The data captured was from a single, specific point in time. Due to the
cross sectional nature of this study, supervisors and employees may have responded
based upon their most recent interaction as opposed to their overall relationship with one
another. The study could benefit from a longitudinal design in order to determine
whether the supervisor and/or employee’s perceptions toward FSSB change over time.

Conclusion
The intent of this study was to investigate whether demographic characteristics,
defined in this study as gender identity, marital status, and parental status, influence a
supervisors’ likelihood to engage in FSSB and an employees’ receptiveness toward that
behavior. To my knowledge, this was the first empirical study to examine predictors of
FSSB. This study provided cross-validation of the FSSB measure by examining the
relationships in the context of a larger model and different sample, as well as examining
the influence of FSSB on employee task performance when mediated by work family
conflict. In addition, the four dimensions of FSSB (instrumental support, emotional
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support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work-family management) were examined
individually during hypothesis testing in order to more fully understand each dimension’s
contribution to the model.
This study was designed to capture multiple perspectives of the relationship between
work and family, and to help organizations in general understand the importance of
behavior that is supportive of the overlap between the work and family environments.
The findings of this study should help organizations better understand some of the
dynamics at play when individuals have to balance work and family responsibilities.
More specifically, this study provides insight about the influence of three specific
supervisor and employee demographic characteristics (gender identity, marital status, and
parental status) as predictors of FSSB engagement, and the influence of FSSB on workfamily conflict and employee task performance.
The study provides further validation that FSSB reduces the level of work-family
conflict experienced by employees and positively influences task performance.
Therefore, organizations are in a “win-win” situation by ensuring supervisors are
providing the level of family support employees desire to receive. By doing so, the level
of work-family conflict experienced by the employee is reduced, and the negative
outcomes associated with work-family conflict may be limited.
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APPENDIX

Survey Instruments
Family Life Stage Scale Items (Erickson et al., 2010)
1. Before Children: No child(ren); workers aged 35 or less without dependent
children of any age*
2. Transition to parenthood stage: one dependent child of age 1 year or less
3. Preschool child(ren) stage: youngest dependent child age 2–5
4. School-age child(ren) stage: youngest dependent child age 6–12 years.
5. Adolescent child(ren) stage: youngest dependent child 13–17 years
6. Empty nest stage: workers aged 50 or more who may have had children, but the
children were not dependents.

*“Individuals between ages 35–50 years with no dependent children were not
categorized into any family life stage because of the ambiguity of their life stage
characteristics. Although they had no dependents, their age and experience precluded
their being categorized in the same life stage as those who were younger than age 35
years without dependents. They could not be categorized in the empty nest stage
because of the difference in age and experience, and potential to have dependents in
the future” (Erickson et al., 2010, p.963)
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Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior Scale Items (Hammer et al., 2009)
Emotional support:
1. My supervisor is willing to listen to my problems in juggling work and non-work
life.
2. My supervisor takes the time to learn about my personal needs.
3. My supervisor makes me feel comfortable talking to him or her about my
conflicts between work and non-work.
4. My supervisor and I can talk effectively to solve conflicts between work and nonwork issues.
Instrumental support:
1. I can depend on my supervisor to help me with scheduling conflicts if I need it.
2. I can rely on my supervisor to make sure my work responsibilities are handled
when I have unanticipated non-work demands.
3. My supervisor works effectively with workers to creatively solve conflicts
between work and non-work.
Role modeling behaviors:
1. My supervisor is a good role model for work and non-work balance.
2. My supervisor demonstrates effective behaviors in how to juggle work and nonwork balance.
3. My supervisor demonstrates how a person can jointly be successful on and off the
job.
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Creative work-family management:
1. My supervisor thinks about how the work in my department can be organized to
jointly benefit employees and the company.
2. My supervisor asks for suggestions to make it easier for employees to balance
work and non-work demands.
3. My supervisor is creative in reallocating job duties to help my department work
better as a team.
4. My supervisor is able to manage the department as a whole team to enable
everyone’s needs to be met.

Work-Family Conflict Scale Items (Netemeyer et al. 1996)

1. The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life.
2. The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family responsibilities.
3. Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job puts on
me.
4. My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfill family duties.
5. Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family activities.
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Task Performance Scale Items (Tsui et al. 1997)

1. Employee's quantity of work is higher than average
2. The quality of work is much higher than average
3. The employee's efficiency is much higher than average
4. Employee strives for higher quality work than required
5. Employee upholds highest professional standards
6. Employee's ability to perform core job tasks
7. Employee's judgment when performing core job tasks
8. Employee's accuracy when performing core job tasks

