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Though the retention of female caregivers in STEM fields has become 

increasingly discussed, there is a lack of research investigating the major factors 

impacting their successful negotiation of work and family responsibilities and roles. This 

body of research examined the impact of societal roles, external support structures, and 

coping resources on work-family satisfaction and psychological well-being. In particular, 

this study investigated the following: (1) the relationships among work support, family 

support, coping, and satisfaction; (2) the relationship between family- and occupational-

support, work-family conflict, and satisfaction; (3) coping resources as a mediator of the 

relationship between work-family conflict and work and family satisfaction, and; (4) the 

impact of internalizations of competing societal myths (i.e., the ideal worker myth and 

motherhood myth) as moderating the impact of work-family conflict on interpersonal 

guilt 

Participants included 204 women in STEM fields who also reported caregiving 

responsibilities. The majority of the recruited sample identified as mothers, and reported 

approximately equal amounts of time spent on occupational responsibilities and 

caretaking work.  Results indicate that women who reported higher levels of family 
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support and occupational support tended to have higher levels work and family 

satisfaction, as well as greater perceived internal coping resources. In addition, women 

with greater perceived abilities to identify, predict, and plan for demands and possible 

stressors tended to have greater levels of family and work satisfaction. In terms of 

modeling work-family interface, women who reported higher levels of familial and 

career-climate support tended to also report greater perceived coping resources and 

abilities. However, the hypothesis that work-to-family and family-to-work conflict would 

significantly predict lower work satisfaction and family satisfaction was not supported 

when modeled alongside other variables (external support and coping). On the other 

hand, the hypothesis that the relationship between family-to-work conflict and work 

satisfaction was mediated by perceived coping resources was supported. Finally, results 

suggest that greater internalization of the motherhood myth, the ideal worker myth, and 

the presence of work-to-family conflict are associated with higher levels of guilt for 

female caregivers in STEM fields. Limitations, future research areas, and practical 

implications of these findings are discussed.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

 

For decades, researchers have continuously brought attention to the lack of retention of 

women in STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) fields, often cited as a 

“leak in the pipeline” (Blickenstaff, 2005; Jayarante, Thomas, & Trautmann, 2003; Leboy, 2008). 

In 2014, the National Science Foundation (NSF) revealed that, though more women than men 

graduate from college with a bachelor's degree overall, men earn a far higher proportion of 

degrees in many science and engineering fields. This gendered pattern persists into the 

professional STEM workforce as well.  Though women make up half of the workers in America, 

men are employed at twice the rate of women in STEM careers (Landivar, 2013). For example, 

though the proportion of women in engineering and computer science has increased at the 

master's and doctoral levels since the early 90s, women still make up less than 30% of the 

workforce in both fields (NSF, 2014). As a result of this “leak” an estimated 3,000 PhD-trained 

women opt out of the STEM workforce every year, costing the United States talented workers 

and more than a billion dollars annually (Rosser & Taylor, 2008). 

Explanations for the discrepancy between educational data and career statistics for women 

in STEM have focused on an array of explanations. Researchers have suggested multiple 

potential theories explaining why women often opt out of STEM careers. Historically, the most 

common of these have included biological differences in STEM ability (Haaken, 1996) and 

women having generally less positive attitudes toward science (Weinburgh, 1995). However, 

feminist researchers have argued that these proposed explanations are without merit, and even 

dangerous (Blickenstaff, 2005). Instead, researchers have called for a greater understanding of the 

gendered experience of women in androcentric STEM careers to assess different occupational 

paths and difficulties associated with female retention (Harding, 1986; Haraway, 1998). 

Additionally, researchers are encouraging studies to add an additional understanding of the ‘M’ in 
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the STEM-field acronym, to denote medicinal careers that often involve science and quantitative 

methodologies (see Benbow, 2012).  

The great quantity of evidence revealing that women are underrepresented across STEM 

occupations and fields is a useful starting point in investigating female retention and occupational 

satisfaction. However, the oft-used “pipeline” image, with its focus on women linearly going into 

STEM educational areas and eventually being pushed out into the workforce, is limited and 

denies the multipath reality for many women (Mavriplis et al., 2010). In fact, many women enter 

and re-enter the workforce as necessary, and depending on an array of factors (Stromberg, 2015). 

The current literature on women caregivers in STEM suggests that retention is often related to 

self-beliefs and motivations (Zeldin, Britner, & Pajares, 2008), mentoring and networking 

(Gersick, Bartunek, & Durron, 2000), and family-friendly policies such as telecommuting, 

flextime, and parental leave (Bond, Galinsky, & Swanberg, 1998). Overall, the conversation is 

only beginning to move beyond the pipeline metaphor, and explore the different paths, choices, 

and support systems for STEM women – especially for female caregivers.  

According to U.S. Census reports, issues of balancing careers and caregiving work might 

be particularly difficult for women in STEM fields. Landivar (2013) has pointed out that 

women’s share of STEM employment shows little recuperation beyond childbearing ages, 

compared to women’s share of total employment in non-STEM fields. In fact, women’s 

employment in STEM careers seems to decline in their mid-twenties, and remain low until 

common retirement ages. As women attempt to devote themselves completely to both work and 

family, they often experience negative psychological effects such as occupational and family 

guilt, which can result in female departure from STEM careers (Rypisi, Malcom, & Kim, 2009). 

Unfortunately, STEM support structures and institutional programs for women rarely 

acknowledge the presence of competing employee and caregivers roles for many working 

women. 
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Given these issues, it is unsurprising that many STEM women who do intend to return to 

work often face barriers to full-time employment, such that leaving the field after a pause has 

become increasingly common. Women with children may be particularly susceptible to leaving 

high-pressure STEM fields. For example, surveys of Americans with Ph.D.’s revealed that 

women who have returned to work after having children are 25 percent less likely to be fully 

employed in science or technology than married men with young children (Rosser & Taylor, 

2008). Some journalists have even described this phenomenon of women entering and leaving 

STEM fields due to caregiving responsibilities as the “revolving door” (Stromberg, 2015). 

Subsequently, a greater understanding of how maternal norms and worker responsibilities and 

roles are related to feelings of guilt and dissatisfaction may lead to more targeted, responsive 

programs for the retention of women in STEM. 

Research into the difficulties of women in STEM fields has begun to target motherhood, 

rather than gender, as a major issue in successfully retaining women in STEM careers (Correll, 

Benard, & Paik, 2007). Faces with competing obligations for work and family, working women 

are often faced with multiple levels of stress in their career paths. In fact, research suggests that 

female caregivers in STEM fields face many challenges as they attempt negotiate both family and 

occupational responsibilities and stressors (Lyons, Jafri, & St. Louis, 2012).  For example, Hill 

and colleagues (2001) found that female STEM faculty with children are less satisfied than their 

male colleagues with children in terms of how well they "fit" in their departments, their 

perception of fair departmental treatment, and institutional support for having a family. 

Occupational research in this area has further suggested that the interface of multiple roles, 

responsibilities, support, and underrepresentation can create layered hardships for female STEM 

workers (Jacobs, 2005; Ridgeway & Corell, 2004).  

Societal messages and pressure also impact the well-being of working women with 

caregiving responsibilities. These women often face multiple competing messages regarding the 

ability to fully commit to both work and family. This has recently been considered a prominent 
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issue for women in STEM in popular media (e.g., Schwartz, 2013). For STEM women, these 

messages are particularly targeted and pernicious, as they are told to “lean in” and aspire to high-

levels of both working and family satisfaction. However, the idea that pushing oneself as a 

worker and mother is promoted often denies the ways in which women in STEM perceive their 

field as hostile to women with children. Messages of “lean in” also often deny the lived realities 

of many working women - that both STEM careers and caregiving, especially motherhood. For 

example, we rarely consider the career hopes and paths of stay at home mothers, and assign the 

term  “working women” most commonly to women working outside the home (Schultheiss, 

2009). Yet, both familial caregiving and public careers are occupational choices for women, and 

are accompanied by their own responsibilities and trajectories. For women who manage both 

worlds of work, public and private, conflict can thus arise at the interface of two valued jobs. 

Consequently, in order to understand the full experiences of women in STEM, multiple 

levels of career- and family-sustainability must be addressed. First, this research will investigate 

the ways in which female caregivers in STEM fields are able to find career and family 

satisfaction through the support of layered support systems. Family-friendly policies and 

workplace climates that support the caregiving roles of workers are related to greater retention 

and career satisfaction (Webber & Williams, 2008a.) Family support for work can also lead to 

greater family and job satisfaction, especially when women are struggling with managing their 

family and careers goals (King, Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995). When women perceive their 

support system – both familial and occupational – as acknowledging their difficulties and 

strengths, they may feel more capable of dealing with work-family spillover. 

In addition to being aided by external support systems, working women are active agents 

in their own negotiation of work-family conflict, internally managing and attending to their own 

stressors and anxiety. Though not often researched in the STEM literature, the use of 

intrapersonal coping strategies such as cognitive restructuring of one’s work and family roles and 

challenges may also lead to greater career satisfaction (Dugan, Matthews, & Barnes-Farrell, 
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2012). To date, no literature exists directly linking both external support and internal coping 

resources to work-family interface issues in STEM. However, such information could be helpful 

for clinicians and supervisors helping female caregivers to negotiate work-family conflict in high-

pressure STEM careers.  

To better understand coping resources and their impact on stress, researchers often utilize 

the Transactional Model of Stress and Coping (Lazarus 1990; 1991). Within this model, stress 

and its negative psychological impacts occur when an individual experiences demands that are 

perceived as challenging beyond one’s available coping resources. Thus, this theory also 

incorporates the dynamic interplay between both environmental resources and the individual’s 

coping strategies. According to this model, when work-family conflict arises, work and family 

dissatisfaction need not occur if the individual perceives that they have the external and internal 

resources to manage their multiple stressors. Consequently, modeling the potential mediating 

impact of preventive coping resources on the relationship between work-family conflict and life 

outcomes is essential in understanding the experiences of female caregivers in demanding STEM 

fields. 

The current study also contributes to this area by investigating the idealized roles of both 

mother and worker that female caregivers in STEM manage. In Western society, women are 

socialized to adhere strongly to the “motherhood myth”, which demands that woman place their 

role of all-caring, always attentive mother above any other responsibilities (Russo, 1979). 

However, for working-women, the responsibilities of motherhood and its interface with work 

obligations are often perceived negatively by employers (Williams, 2000). This may be due to the 

“ideal worker” myth that working women also negotiate; specifically, that the perfect worker is 

one who consistently puts work first, above any other responsibilities (Dingel, 2006). This 

interplay is often felt when women attempt to take time off due to caretaking needs. For example, 

women who attempt to utilize family-friendly policies, or take time off to attend to caregiving 

responsibilities, may face stigma and be penalized at work (Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007). At the 
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same time, women are still socially expected to become mothers, and are often given conflicting 

messages regarding whether this role is revered or denounced in society and the workplace 

(Stone, 2007). 

In addition to societal pressure and messages, working women are dynamically 

negotiating internalization of multiple, competing roles within their lives. Fundamental research 

into work-family conflict by Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) suggests that work-family conflict is 

increased when either work or family roles are salient and central to an individual’s self-concept. 

For STEM women, this may be particularly problematic when both roles are highly valued. Past 

research suggests that, across the lifespan, the emotional commitment to caregiving, employee, 

and additional roles likely shifts in ways that affect career goals (Super, 1980). However, 

researchers Cinamon and Rich (2002) found that women who work in especially demanding jobs 

tend attribute high importance to both their worker and family roles. Additionally, they found that 

women employed in nontraditional, stressful occupations such as law and computing report 

especially high work values. Consequently, though life roles are undoubtedly flexible across the 

life span, it is important to understand their interplay in terms of career trajectories and life 

outcomes for women currently negotiating the major life roles of worker and caregiver. 

Strongly centralizing both employee and caregiver roles may enable women to compete 

with male colleagues despite typically bearing additional family obligations; however, there is 

likely an increased sense of exhaustion, guilt, and anxiety when work-family conflict inevitably 

arises. Working women have reported feeling the need to be “perfect” or ideal workers to 

ameliorate these negative stereotypes or perceptions (Herman & Lewis, 2012). Given high vales 

of both worker and family roles, women who perceive themselves as not being successful in their 

family and career goals may experience frustration, exhaustion, and disappointment, leading them 

to “pause” their careers or leave their field entirely (Buzzanell & Liu, 2005). Overall, 

investigating role negotiation for female caregivers is imperative, as the current knowledge, 



 7 

practices, and policies in the retention of women in STEM has not currently been adequately 

shaped by this particular experience.  

Given the current focus on STEM fields as working to flexibly address work-family 

issues, while also being potentially hostile to women with multiple roles, there is a growing need 

to explore the ways in which women workers themselves negotiate competing opportunities, 

ideals, and stressors. Additionally, there has been no research addressing internal coping 

strategies, as opposed to external support from work and family, for women in STEM negotiating 

both career and caregiving responsibilities. Using a combined Work-Family interface and 

Transactional Model of Stress and Coping, this research further examines how women in these 

fields can optimally negotiate work-family conflict issues utilizing both external and internal 

coping mechanisms. Drawing from the general research on female gender socialization, 

competing roles ideologies, and working climates, this study also investigates the impact of work-

family conflict, motherhood and ideal worker role-internalization, and interpersonal guilt in 

female caregivers in STEM.   
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Chapter Two: Integrative Analysis Of The Literature 

The following Integrative Analysis of the Literature establishes a theoretical basis for 

investigating the occupational experiences, roles, and well-being of female caregivers in STEM 

fields. This section begins by outlining the female gender role socialization process and its 

influence in promoting female interest, adherence to the motherhood myth, and culture-specific 

mothering behaviors. Women’s adherence to these norms is then linked to career aspirations, 

STEM fields, underrepresentation and stereotypes threat issues, and internalization of the ideal 

worker myth. The work-family balance/conflict model, and emergent work-family interface 

model literature is then summarized. Following this overview, the psychosocial aspects 

occupational climate and role-strain theory and are covered. 

 This section of the integrative analysis also provides support for the importance of 

examining coping strategies for women in STEM in order to assess their career and family 

satisfaction. This review includes both empirical research and theoretical arguments that suggest 

why female caregivers in STEM need to be studied from this work-family interface and societal-

role negotiation framework. Additionally, the following literature review addresses the 

importance of integrating the Transactional Stress Model of Coping theory into understandings of 

female caregivers career development and satisfaction in STEM fields. 

WOMEN'S GENDER ROLE ADHERENCE AND CAREGIVING  

Female socialization and ideology of care. The delicate interplay between societal roles 

and career outcomes begins early within the female socialization process. As with many complex 

social processes, learning what it means to be a woman in both the public and private spheres is a 

dynamic experience involving parents, peers, and social-structures, among other factors 

(Blickenstaff, 2005; Fagot, Rodgers, & Leinbach, 2000). Drawing from previous theory on 

women and feminine norm adherence, many researchers focus specifically on female gender 

socialization as a major force that shapes women’s interests, connection to caregiving, and career 
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aspirations (Fagot, Rodgers, & Leinbach, 2000). It is important to note, however, that though this 

process of socialization begins in childhood, it is constantly negotiated and experienced 

throughout the lifecycle. 

Gender role socialization is often defined as the extent to which developing women and 

men are encouraged to internalize and perform behaviors traditionally considered “masculine” or 

“feminine” (Raffaelli & Ontai, 2004). Throughout childhood and adolescence, these gendered 

identities are accompanied by gendered scripts and expectations that dictate how women should 

adhere to feminine standards of appropriate behavior (Rudman & Glick, 2001). Female gender 

role socialization can both steer and limit young women in terms of leisure and play activities, as 

children attempt to anticipate social approval around their choices. For example, Freeman (2007) 

asked the children in her study to identify toys as being “girl toys” or “boy toys” and to predict 

how their parents might react to opposite-gender toy choices. She found that even though parents 

tended to endorse gender-neutral beliefs about toys, their three to five year old children often 

believed that their parents would express disapproval of children’s choices to play with a gender-

atypical toy. This research suggests that self-policing of interests according to gender typicality 

and acceptance begins at an early age, often due to perceived pressure from important role models 

and powerful figures. 

One of the most prominent female gender norms is that of women as natural caregivers 

and mothers (Raffaelli & Ontai, 2004). Both female socialization and symbolic imagery of 

women tend to equate the ideal female as having innate qualities of nurturance (Kawash, 2011).  

Some feminist theorists suggest that, due to physiological functions, women are universally 

related to nature, and thus associated with “biologically” innate roles of mother, wife, and 

caregiver (Ortner, 1974).  Similarly, Deborah Rutman (1996) asserts that across all cultures, 

women are symbolically viewed as the ideal caregivers and nurturers in various domestic 

capacities.  
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Though the idea that women are “naturally” better caregivers is often credited to 

essentialist perspectives and biologically-based understandings of women, the ideology of care 

and motherhood is also socially constructed.  For instance, Ortner (1974; p. 71) states that biology 

only becomes significant “within the framework of culturally defined value systems.”  Although 

the perceived innate caregiver status of women is intimately tied to the bodily functions of giving 

birth and lactating, these biological operations are principally interpreted by culture (Johnston & 

Swanson, 2006). Consequently, it is the cultural discourse regarding what it means to be a 

woman, as much as biological functions, that perpetuate the idea that women are innate 

caregivers (Stearney, 1994).  

Due the discourse surrounding women’s nurturance as natural, caregiving by women has 

become an almost-universally expected aspect of being a female. This push has very clear 

connotations in terms of promoted and supported interests for children (Thorne, 1995; Kilmartin, 

2010). Young girls are often pushed towards playing with dolls, whereas young boys are often 

punished for showing nurturance-specific play (Levant, 2001). For women, similar deviations 

from this female norm by refusing to meet the nurturance expectation can result in women being 

considered “unnatural” (Noddings, 2001). Such strong policing of gender-specific traits can lead 

to greater internalization of the norm of nurturance, and an increased pressure to enact such traits 

throughout the lifespan. 

Feminist theorists assert that this ideological and societal association of women and 

carework is continuously communicated to young girls. For example, Lorber (1994) states that 

young women are indoctrinated with the importance of female care-work from parents and 

society starting at a very early age.  They learn that being both a good woman and a good mother 

involves a form of intense nurturance, whether it involves attending to one’s children or caring 

for one’s husband.  This theory also relates to Jean Baker-Miller’s (1986) assertion that women 

are taught at an early age that it is culturally appropriate and expected that they constantly give to 

and serve others, even to the detriment of their own needs. Research suggests that when women 



 11 

extend their caregiving to all, and so completely and generously enact the nurturance process, that 

it can become the most important value that women commit to when making life choices (Thurer, 

1995; Hays, 2003; Weingarten, 1997). Consequently, it would appear that women who internalize 

the cultural discourse of nurturance as important to their sense of self as a woman are likely to 

extend their care-work to various situations and people, and not merely their own children.  

The Motherhood Myth. Many psychologists have suggested that the practice and 

tradition of mothering affects women differently than men, especially as a societal construct 

closely associated with ideals of symbolic femininity (Ruddick, 1982). In her seminal paper on 

female gender norms, Nancy Chodorow (1974) suggested that a women’s sense of identity as a 

woman is strongly relational and connected with caregiving attitudes and behaviors. Other 

feminist researchers have also demonstrated that many women judge themselves and create a 

sense of self according to an ethic of responsibility and care (Gilligan, 1982; Morash & Haar, 

2012). Due to this association between the mothering and feminine societal ideals, engaging in 

maternal practices can affect women’s goals and sense of self in a manner unique from the men 

who also participate in nurturance activities. 

The extension of the female nurturance ideal into a set of behaviors, attitudes, and norms 

describing aspirational motherhood is often referred to as the “myth” or mandate (Russo, 1976). 

The motherhood myth - occasionally combined with the ideal homemaker concept and/or 

motherhood mystique - is often described as a “socially constructed set of activities and 

relationships involved in nurturing and caring” (Arendell, 2000, p. 1192). Traditionally, this 

idealized version of motherhood requires that women biologically have at least two children, be 

present to fulfill their children’s “every need”, and place their own well-being and needs 

consistently after those of their children (Russo, 1979).  

To understand the motherhood myth as an extension of both behaviors and beliefs, one 

must first identify and expand upon these principal maternal activities. One of the primary 

standards of the motherhood myth is the demand that women biologically become a mother 
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(Russo, 1976). Consequently, the motherhood myth clearly demarks this experience as natural, 

biologically-based, and required of all women (Turner & Norwood, 2013). As this social 

discourse links female purpose with motherhood, it often leaves out the multiple other pathways 

for women, such as adoption, caring for extended family, or voluntary childlessness (Ruddick, 

1982). It also denies the fact that caring for children is, for many women, a new job that women 

are not naturally adept at, and yet must perform without much training or external support 

(Schultheiss, 2009). Given this implicit assumption that women cannot achieve “full” 

womanhood without biologically giving birth to a child, the motherhood myth and denies the 

various ways in which maternal bonds are created and sustained. 

Additionally, the motherhood myth demands total focus on preserving and enhancing the 

life of one’s child.  Doing so requires intense concentration, concern, and constant vigilance from 

mothers; in addition, this concern and care is always expected to be outward facing and self-

sacrificing (Kawash, 2011; Baker-Miller, 1986).  For all the demands and joys a mother may 

discover, there is still the social pressure of performing one’s task of preservation in a way that is 

culturally acceptable.  Thus, a mother is both considered and considers herself primarily obligated 

to maintain of her child’s life in certain, socially adequate ways (Ruddick, 1982).  Additionally, 

mothers are typically socialized with the expectation that they will bear the bulk – if not the 

totality - of this burden, adding even more pressure to an already difficult role and activity. 

Another practice that many mothers feel a need to satisfy is fostering the emotional and 

intellectual growth of their children. Mothers have historically been considered the most crucial 

influence in a child’s emotional and cognitive development (De Marneffe, 2009). The desire to 

aid a child’s cognitive and emotional growth is more than just an altruistic intention; rather, 

mothers are held by society to be primarily responsible child’s growth of mind and self (Arendell, 

2000). When there is a perceived failure for a child to properly thrive, mothers in particular as the 

people held accountable (Ruddick, 1982).  Thus, raising and preserving a child’s cognitive 

growth appears an important social practice, not only for a mother’s personal identification of 
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adhering to the motherhood myth, but also for a society’s recognition of the mother as a 

beneficial influence. 

The maternal practices of preservation, growth, and acceptability as a mother are 

frequently and inevitably in conflict with one another. In fact, achieving success or failure in this 

activity is many times out of a mother’s control (DiLapi, 1989; Gieve, 1987). The purposeful 

attempt to successfully practice all of the aforementioned maternal activities can lead to the grim 

knowledge that certain aspects of a child’s life are beyond a mother’s power (Ruddick, 1982). For 

example, a mother who watches her child pushed down by another child will undoubtedly be torn 

in deciding whether to save her child from further physical pain, or allowing them to learn how to 

personally deal with problems and grow as an individual.  The conflicting nature of maternal 

practices can often leave mothers feelings overwhelmed, guilty, and exhausted by an impossible 

number of ideals to manage. 

Intersectional understandings of female caregiving. Researchers into caregiving and 

maternal practices often frame motherhood as both a societal and personal role; from this 

theoretical perspective, mothering is defined as a focused social action within which one’s ways 

of thinking and sense of self take shape (Turner & Norwood, 2013). The very ideals that the 

motherhood myth promotes are also culturally laden. Specifically, Western mothering often 

equates mothers with White, middle-class women in heterosexual relationships – an image that is 

unreachable for many women, and deeply constricting for others (Arendell, 2000). In an effort to 

contextualize the literature on motherhood, Kawash (2011) has called for a more nuanced, 

intersectional understanding of the social structures that impact women’s experiences of 

motherhood, while at the same time rejecting any notion of an essentialist maternal experience, 

aspiration, or universality. Other researchers have also suggested that multicultural studies are a 

necessary contribution to organizational, theoretical, and policy development in enhancing the 

work-family balance (Gelfand & Knight, 2005).  
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Non-heterosexual and transgender mothers tend to negotiate multiple narratives at once. 

Though perspectives on lesbian, bisexual, and transwomen, as well as mothers in general, have 

shifted culturally, these women often have their identities as both mother and woman challenged, 

ignored, or perceived negatively (Arendell, 2000; Gabb, 2004, 2005). There is also still an 

intrinsic social validation privileging mothers over non-mothers as “real” women (Lewin, 1993). 

As Mezey (2008, p. 8) suggests “beliefs about motherhood, the promise of reproductive 

technologies, and progressive laws that allow lesbians to develop and support their families 

intersect with the simultaneous heterosexist and homophobic backlash against same-sex families, 

sending a constant flow of mixed messages to lesbians.” Non-heterosexual women are still 

expected to internalize and enact maternal myths, and yet are denigrated for their perceived 

transgression of “traditional” mothering (Du Chesne & Bradley, 2007). Accordingly, the decision 

to become a mother, as well as ability to adhere to motherhood ideals, can often be particularly 

difficult for LBT women. 

To ignore the social implications of mothering and the social devaluation of non-

hegemonic forms of mothering is to ignore an important aspect of the mothering practice as more 

than just the activities of an individual (Ruddick, 1982). As Patricia Hill Collins (2000) reveals, 

mothering takes place within specific historical contexts, framed by the interconnecting structures 

of race, class, sexual-orientation, and gender. For example, research suggests that African-

American, working-class mothers often negotiate the shared, communally-based care of children 

in a way that defies assumptions regarding motherhood as part of a bounded, nuclear family 

(Blum & Deussen, 1996; Kawash, 2011). Additionally, women of color must negotiate multiple 

narratives and discriminatory practices concerning sex, gender, race, and social class (Arrendell, 

2000). Thus, research on maternal activities involves acknowledging both the simultaneous social 

devaluation and symbolic reverence of mothers that makes the practice a socially complex and 

rich area of investigation.  
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As seen in intersectional research on mothering and caregiving, the ideological virtue of 

care work for women can also extend to caring for older relatives and other elderly or sick family 

members. This societal association between women and care can be so strong that women can 

often become primary caregivers by default as often as purposeful choice (Noddings, 2001). 

Scholars focusing on motherhood have increasingly called for an acknowledgement of caregiving 

beyond one’s own biological children, and a focus on the ways in which women are often 

simultaneously called on to care for disabled siblings, friend’s children, and nieces and nephews 

(Kawash, 2011; O’Reilly, 2006).  

Given this cultural role, it is unsurprising that this additional responsibility tends to fall 

upon female relatives more often than male. In fact, statistics reveal that an estimated 66% of 

caregivers for the elderly are female, with 34% of women take care of two or more family 

members (National Alliance for Caregiving & AARP, 2009). However, though women may be 

innately associated with caretaking, the process of learning to become a caregiver to those in need 

is intrinsically a form of secondary job training. Women are often expected to provide care work 

to family members, especially the very young and frail elderly, even if they have no official 

training (Abel, 1986). For example, according to Abel (1986, p. 480), caring for the elderly and 

disabled is still considered “predominantly women’s work” that should be naturally understood 

and performed. Caring for the elderly in America also encompasses hegemonic, Western family 

ideologies, which perpetuates the idea that the frail elderly are part of a private, nuclear family 

structure and should be taken care of by kin and not the public (Thorne, 1995).  

Thus, the discourses of family and female nurturance intertwine to dually reinforce one 

another, and can often leave women without support or training to take on the bulk of all familial 

caregiving responsibilities. Women caring for family members who are both younger and older 

than they are have been called “women in the middle”, or the “sandwich” generation, due to their 

competing obligations as some combination of wife, mother, worker, and/or parental caretaker 

(Brody 1981, p. 471). While caring for parents within these institutional and ideological 
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structures, the individual women also experience unique intrapersonal and psychological changes 

such as guilt, resentment, and also increased fulfillment (Baar, 2009).  

The personal need and societal pressure for women to provide care for family members at 

both ends of the age spectrum can cause serious issues for working women. This experience also 

leads many women to experience what has been coined a double day, second shift, and/or double 

burden of work at their jobs and at home (Beaujot & Liu, 2005; Hochschild, 1989). Thus, 

adherence to the ideology of nurturance becomes increasingly problematic for these women who 

must negotiate caregiving with the reality of public jobs, various other dependent family 

members, and their own needs and desires.  In terms of field-specific policies and stressors, 

internalizing and negotiating these caretaking responsibilities may be especially daunting in high-

stress, male-centric fields such as STEM organizations.  

PATHWAYS AND FILTERS FOR WOMEN IN STEM 

Women, interest theory, and STEM. For women pursuing STEM careers, simple 

entrance and retention into the field can be characterized by discouraging discourses that promote 

these fields as better suited to men (Blickenstaff, 2005). AS previously noted, researchers have 

documented that the female-typical norms promoted and internalized by many young women play 

a prevalent role in shaping academic and career environments (e.g., Acker & Oatley, 1993). 

Young girls and boys are constantly socialized by parents, peers, and macro-level social 

structures to view certain academic areas and careers as either male or female domains (Raffaelli 

& Ontai, 2004). Specifically, young boys are often taught that careers in science and 

technological fields are appropriate aspirations, well-suited to the “natural” analytical talents of 

men (Blickenstaff, 2005). Young girls, however, are often dissuaded from such interests, through 

suggestions that they lack natural talent in STEM areas (Haaken, 1996).  

According to Eccles (1994) model of achievement-related choices, this process can lead 

young girls to place more value on the fields they are socialized to value and expect to succeed in 

– which tend to be traditionally feminine domains characterized by nurturance and relational 
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work. Eccles’ theory proposes that, when young girls do not expect to succeed or personally value 

math and science, they will not academically pursue such ostensibly “masculine” disciplines 

(Eccles, Barber, & Jozefowicz, 1999). This suggests that, in accordance with larger societal 

discourses concerning women’s natural caregiving abilities, women are still expected to pursue 

careers in sex-typed fields that provide care for others. As a result, it is clear that the gender-

specific roles of “housewife, the career women and Supermom” (Prasad, 2005, 166) are 

continuously reinforced throughout women’s lifespans, and have very real consequences for 

career and family decisions.  Given the constant push for women to adhere to nurturance norms, it 

is unsurprising that women have historically been overrepresented in caring occupations such as 

nursing and teaching (Bolton & Muzio, 2008; Muldoon & Reilly, 2003). 

In addition to being pushed toward gender-specific careers in carework and education, 

there are further difficulties in women’s STEM academic paths. In many studies, girls have been 

found to avoid natural science and math courses in high school, which makes it far less likely that 

they will be able to pursue STEM at a university level (Blickenstaff, 2005). In fact, although there 

is increased enrollment of women in STEM disciplines in higher education, this does not seem to 

translate to retention and ultimately graduation statistics among women in STEM majors 

(Brainard & Carlin, 1998; Lent et al., 2003). Consequently, many of the young girls who express 

early interest in STEM careers tend to have a hard time sustaining a STEM-specific trajectory in 

high school and higher education domains, which can lead to issues in retention and negative 

career outcomes. 

Underrepresentation and stereotype threat. Given problems with women retaining 

academic interest in STEM fields in primary school, it is unsurprising that there have been 

additional issues with women continuing into STEM in higher education. Gender inequity 

regarding the rising number of females in higher education, and yet low representation in STEM 

disciplines, continues to be a significant challenges in colleges and universities (Brainard & 

Carlin, 1998; Rypisi, Malcom, & Kim, 2009). Diversification efforts in male-typical STEM fields 
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have resulted in greater numbers of women and racial minorities entering these spaces, although 

they still tend to be underrepresented according to national percentages (Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 

2000). For the women who do enter into professional STEM careers, different difficulties emerge 

- difficulties regarding representation and the psychological challenges associated with a 

depreciated minority status. 

Relatedly, one major studied issue in this area is that stereotypes regarding an 

underrepresented social status might be activated based in the concepts of distinctiveness theory. 

The distinctiveness principle suggests that individuals desire the formation and maintenance of a 

sense of differentiation from others; subsequently, both the individual themself and others will 

emphasize and attend to those traits that appear most distinct and separate (Vignoles, 

Chryssochoou, & Breakwell, 2000). This suggests that being a minority member in a group 

makes a person’s dissimilarity particularly salient, and thus they are more likely to be treated 

differently than other group members (McGuire & Padawer-Singer, 1976).  

To understand some of the implications for how women will be treated in STEM groups 

dominated by men, distinctiveness theory has particular promise. Being an underrepresented 

member in a group can make an individual’s dissimilarity particularly salient; thus, they are more 

likely to be treated differently than other group members (McGuire & Padawer-Singer, 1976). In 

fact, multiple detrimental outcomes have been found to be related to perceived 

underrepresentation, especially in the case of women in male-dominated spaces and occupations 

(Fuegen & Biernat, 2002). Women entering mostly-male occupational spaces can receive greater 

negative attention, heightened anxiety regarding their competence, lack of professional respect, 

and scrutiny by the other group member who are part of the majority (Sekaquaptewa & 

Thompson, 2002). A related explanation for underrepresentation detrimentally affecting women 

may be related to females occupying a social group with less status and power than men (Steele, 

James, & Barnett, 2002).  
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When women maintain a minority presence within male-dominated workspaces, 

distinctiveness theory suggests the activation of common social stereotypes can occur (Kanter, 

1977). For women in STEM fields, these stereotypes are often that math and science are not 

natural areas of achievement for women (Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002). When stereotype 

activation does occur, it can lead to stereotype threat.  Stereotype threat transpires when 

individuals feel pressure that, as the only member of their social group, their behavior will be 

misinterpreted as evidence verifying negative stereotypes about their group (Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 

2003). Additionally, when an individual’s social membership is vastly underrepresented in a 

group setting and one’s ‘otherness’ becomes extremely salient, there is an increased likelihood of 

events occurring that lead to poor self-confidence, social isolation, and underperformance (Lips, 

2001).  

It is worth noting, however, that there is mixed evidence on whether men are as likely as 

women to suffer from stereotype threat related to having an underrepresented gender status. Some 

studies suggest that men in predominantly female spaces do not experience outcomes that limit 

their opportunities, other’s perceptions of their capability, or their psychological well-being 

(Budig, 2002; Fairhurst & Snavely, 1983). For instance, some researchers have suggested that 

men in female-centric career spaces can be perceived more competent than their female peers, 

and be quickly promoted through a “glass escalator” effect (Williams, 1992). In particular, 

Williams (1992) found that within traditionally-female occupations of nursing, teaching, and 

social work, men were often given preferential treatment and quick promotions, even if they were 

perceived negatively by people outside of their occupations for perceived gender deviance. On 

the other hand, Williams (2013) has also reconsidered this issue, in terms of its applicability to 

minority men and within changing job markets. This suggests that the connection between 

underrepresented status and stereotype threat, and its influence on psychological outcomes and 

performance, may differ according to context and gender.  
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Unfortunately, stereotype threat may not only lead individuals to feel uncomfortable in 

their group or occupation, but can also lead to underperformance in particular STEM areas. This 

phenomenon has often been studied in the areas of female performance in mathematics. Multiple 

studies have found that, even when ability level is matched across genders, women will 

underperform compared to men on math assessments (Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999; Tomaka, 

Blascovich, Kelsey, & Leitten, 1993). Additionally, are both cognitive and physiological 

reactions when women or racial minorities experience stereotype threat (Blascovich, Spencer, 

Quinn, & Steele, 2001).  

Multiple detrimental outcomes have been linked between stereotype-threat for women in 

STEM areas. Sekaquaptewa and Thompson (2003) found that women under conditions of 

underrepresentation and stereotype threat had significantly lower math performance when 

compared to control groups. For example, Brown and Josephs’ (1999) study on SAT performance 

among women found that increased arousal and stress occur during testing that hinder 

performance and theoretically confirm female stereotypes that women are bad at math. Research 

has also found greater negative outcomes related to moments when a woman’s underrepresented 

status and stereotypes are both made more salient (Deaux & Major, 1987; Spencer, Steele, & 

Quinn, 1999; Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2003). The effects of stereotype threat, especially in 

collaboration with perceived underrepresentation in their field, can lead women to work even 

harder to be the impeccable employees in order to combat these negative perceptions (Herman & 

Lewis, 2012).   

The Ideal Worker Myth. For women in STEM fields, insecurities resulting from 

competence-based stereotypes and underrepresentation can result in attempts to be the “perfect” 

worker. Specifically due to underrepresented and stereotyped perceptions, women may feel a 

need to prove their occupational worth and commitment, and as such internalize and attempt to 

enact the “ideal worker” myth (Dingel, 2006). The ideal worker myth is a Western-based, societal 

image of the perfect employee and involves multiple practices and norms. Adherence to the myth 
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demands that professionals work long hours, fully devote their time to their careers, arrange their 

outside responsibilities around their paid work, and be willing to relocate or travel as requested 

(Bailyn, 1993; Britton, 2000). Accordingly, many organizations are structured as if paid work 

should be the single, or at least the primary, responsibility of employees (Ely & Meyerson, 2000).  

Adherence to the societal ideal of the “perfect” worker also affects how individuals 

perceive work pauses. Specifically, the ideal worker is expected to begin working in early 

adulthood, continuously work full time in a specific career area, and not take off time from the 

world of work in order to pursue other interests, leisure activities, or childrearing responsibilities 

(Williams, 2000). To adhere strongly to this norm by continuously devoting the majority of one’s 

energies and time to work is believed to reflect an appropriate and expected devotion one’s career 

(Blair-Loy, 2003; Moen & Roehling, 2005). For many working women, however, this is 

unobtainable when they become mothers or caretakers; the decision to take time off to provide 

primary care for their child, as a personal choice or due to financial need, automatically makes a 

career pause necessary.  

Unsurprisingly, research in this area emphasizes that the notion of the ideal worker is an 

inherently gendered concept (see Tienari, Quack, & Theobald, 2002). Acker (1992) argues that 

the entire notion of an ideal worker is an intrinsically masculine concept, which subsumes that the 

historically-male domain of the public sphere takes precedence over any private-sphere labor. 

Other researchers have also made this connection, emphasizing that the motherhood 

mandate/ideal homemaker and the ideal worker beliefs are current iterations of the century-old 

public and private “separate spheres” paradigm that relegates women to the home and men to the 

workplace (Albee & Perry, 1998; Mintz, 2000). On the other hand, Salzinger (2003) has 

suggested that, for some employers, the ideal worker may in fact be a woman. However, that 

woman should follow closely to the female stereotypes of passivity and compliance, as well as 

expecting lower wages than men for the same amount work, and still having a lack of non-work 

responsibilities. 
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Adherence to ideal worker standards can also have differential career effects for men and 

women; women, and especially mothers, are less likely to conform to these career ideals and 

subsequently less likely to reap the economic rewards associated with being an ideal worker. 

(Kelly, Ammons, Chermack, & Moen, 2010). Due to different cultural and biological and 

workload expectations for mothers and fathers, women, and especially mothers, are less likely to 

follow the essential ideal worker pattern of uninterrupted, full-time careers (Stone, 2007; 

Townsend, 2002). In fact, some researchers have even suggested that the “flexibility stigma” 

(Williams, 2000), or a type of discrimination triggered by an employee requesting workplace 

flexibility due to family responsibilities, is an extension of punishing feminine traits (Rudman & 

Mescher, 2013). This may lead to lower pay over the lifespan, as well as less perceived 

investment and desire for growth within one’s field.  

There is often an assumption that, for STEM women with caregiving responsibilities, 

“leaning” into one’s work will allow for greater career growth and satisfaction. However, the idea 

that adhering to ideal worker norms will naturally benefit women in the workplace is also 

erroneous and often reflected within the stalled careers of professional STEM women (Hewlett et 

al., 2008). Working female caregivers can often feel that attempts at full commitment at both 

caretaking and occupational work is unnecessary, unlikely, and leads them to feel they are 

underachieving in both areas. Workplace and career statistics further suggest that adherence to the 

ideal worker myth may differentially benefit men and women in terms of career growth (Elvin-

Nowak & Thomsson, 2001) In particular, Carter and Silva (2011) revealed that, though women 

and men both endorse and enact the behaviors of the ideal worker at about similar rates, women 

tend to advance less and have slower pay growth than their male counterparts.  

Competing ideals in STEM climates. Unsurprisingly, the ideal worker myth has on 

major and competing requirement for female workers; mainly, that women reject the motherhood 

mandate. Giving a full percentage of one’s time to career responsibilities subsumes a rejection of 

the 100% commitment that the motherhood myth necessitates. In reality, both ideologies are often 
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internalized to some degree by women workers (Steil, 2000). This can lead to working mothers 

sacrificing career aspirations, for instance by working fewer hours, even while acknowledging 

that this will detrimentally affect their careers (Lewis & Humbert, 2010; Webber & Williams, 

2008b). However, this seemingly personal decision takes place within specific occupational 

settings and organizational structures (Hobson & Fahlén, 2009). As Ranson (2005) has stated, the 

constant negotiation of competing demands can become unsustainable once women in STEM 

fields become mothers or caregivers, where there is a systemic devaluing of both femininity and 

caregiving responsibilities. 

Some women also may feel guilty when pursuing ideal-worker norms, as doing so 

intrinsically violate maternal responsibilities and the primacy of family (Steil, 2000). On the other 

hand, not being the “perfect” worker can lead women to feel guilty in terms of disappointing 

coworkers, family, and themselves (Williams, 2000). For women caught within this bind of 

responsibilities, there may seem to be no choice that will lead to a comfortable “balance” between 

worker and caregiver. As both the ideal worker myth and the motherhood myth require total 

personal commitment and sacrifice to career and family respectively (and mutually), fully 

achieving both simultaneously seems intrinsically impossible. 

Women and gender studies scholars in organizational psychology are subsequently 

beginning to emphasize that it is motherhood, rather than gender, that plays a major role in the 

perceived incompatibility of women with normative STEM-professional careers (Herman, Lewis, 

& Humbert, 2013; Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007). In an international report on women in physics 

careers, researchers reported that the one major obstacle reported by female physicists was the 

expectation that they would also be the primary caregiver for their children (Ivie, Czujko, & 

Stowe, 2002). Researchers have highlighted that the challenge of fulfilling the responsibilities and 

aspirations of both motherhood and career tend to be particularly difficult in male-dominated 

fields and organizations (Herman & Lewis, 2012). When work-family strain does occur within 
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male-dominated settings, women may feel uncomfortable, anxious, or penalized for utilizing 

family leave policies or even engaging in family-related discussions at work. 

In order to negotiate these competing demands, as well as high-stress atmosphere of being 

a woman in STEM, female caregivers often admit feeling pressured to commit even more 

strongly to the ideal worker myth, while still managing family responsibilities (Mavriplis et al., 

2010). Female scientists and engineers often report feeling the need to more highly conform to 

the ideal worker expectation, of constant availability and ability to work abroad, in order to 

sustain their identity as women and workers (Faulkner, 2009). As what it takes to fulfill each 

societal role becomes progressively more demanding, researchers are turning their attention to 

how working women and caregivers satisfactorily negotiate their multiple identities (e.g., 

Buzzanell & Liu, 2005). 

In addition to feeling devalued and unsupported as female caregivers, women in STEM 

are also often subjected to coworkers and managers negatively comparing them to men in their 

fields. Scholars have noted that this dichotomy is particularly pernicious in male-typical fields, 

where women are already considered less competent, hard-working, and “committed” when 

compared to their male counterparts (Frieze & Hanusa, 1984; Seymour & Hewitt, 1997). 

Additionally, the sex-role stereotyping of STEM activities can concurrently lead to lower self-

efficacy expectations of women in these masculine-stereotyped occupations (Whiston, 1993). The 

combined effect can lead to lower job satisfaction, as well as family-integration, when women 

find themselves unable to satisfactorily engage in either area (Abele & Spurk, 2011; Anderson, 

Coffey, & Byerly, 2002). For women enter professional STEM spaces, the continual interplay of 

career and family roles, ideals, and responsibilities continues to be a major issue in sustaining 

personal aspirations and well-being. 

WORK-FAMILY ROLES, INTERFACE, AND COPING 

Work-Family “balance” and role theory. When discussing the sustainability of multiple 

roles and responsibilities for female caregivers in STEM, it is worth noting the seminal literature 
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on work-family balance, conflict, and – increasingly – work-family interface. Traditionally, the 

focus of research on work and family has utilized the concept of “balance”, often narrowly 

defined as an absence of work-family conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Grzywacz & Carlson, 

2007; Kalliath & Brough, 2008). However, the work-family balance literature has been unable to 

operationally-define or consistently measure this concept (Maertz & Boyar, 2011; Valcour, 

2007). Additionally, psychologists have also begun pointing out that some individuals do not 

aspire to achieve balance, and that often the personal focus is more on work-family choices 

(Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Friedman & Johnson, 1997).  

Of course, the presence of both family and career satisfaction is not merely the absence of 

conflict, or the presence of balance. Increasingly, the focus work-family balance has suggested 

that viewing balance or conflict alone is not enough to accurately represent work-family 

satisfaction (Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007; Valcour, 2007). Instead, the concept of work-family 

enrichment, or the ability of both work and family roles to impact one another positively, has 

been considered of major importance (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Viewing these two major 

areas of life responsibilities and satisfaction as potential allies, as opposed to inherent enemies, is 

a more contemporary concept for researchers in work-life studies. 

When discussing the mechanisms underlying work-life enrichment, an understanding of 

role theory and role strain is essential. Traditionally, role theory literature has predicted that 

multiple life roles result in role-conflict and negative spillover of responsibilities, as individuals 

experience difficulty performing each role satisfactorily and without conflict (Kahn, Wolfe, 

Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Kelly & Voydanoff, 1985). However, recent literature has 

come to suggest that when individuals seek to fully engage in different life domains and role 

opportunities there will arise a chance for work and family to benefit each other through role 

enhancement (Marks & MacDermid, 1996; Rothbard, 2001). This supports the concept of 

multiple role realism, defined as “the recognition that multiple-role involvement is a complex and 

potentially stressful life style, paired with an awareness of the need for careful planning and 
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consideration of the interface between work and family roles” (Weitzman, 1995, p. 16). Thus, it is 

not necessarily the presence of multiple roles, but rather the commitment, desire for, and support 

(both organization and familial) of these roles that can influence well-being, and life satisfaction. 

For women, this line of inquiry often combines an understanding of role- and work-life 

intersection issues and traditional feminine norms. Traditional attitudes about parenting based on 

static gender roles are assumed to underlie work–family behavior and “choices” women make to 

combine career and care. Some researchers have argued that occupation and familial satisfaction-

sustainability can only be achieved by critically examining such beliefs and support systems, and 

their impact on women’s’ behavior and outcomes (Dikkers, van Engen, & Vinkenburg, 2010). 

Female caregivers experience these roles as bidirectional, active, and ongoing: ranging from work 

to family and from family to work (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997). This focus builds upon and 

expands the idea of “balance” in work and family, instead arguing that balance is often not a goal 

of many working-women. 

Work-Family Interface Theory. When discussing the sustainability of multiple roles and 

responsibilities for female caregivers in STEM fields throughout the lifespan, it is worth noting 

the seminal literature on work-family balance, conflict and, increasingly, work-family interface. 

The concept of work-life interface combines an understanding of the conflict, balance, and 

enrichment as dually reinforcing constructs that have both personal and social implications 

(Frone, 2003; Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997). van Engen, Vinkenburg, and Dikkers (2012) 

have studied the ways in which the long-term benefits of combining career and caretaking can be 

instrumental in challenging the traditional message of role-bound ‘caring mothers’ and ‘working 

fathers’ through a work-family interface model. They utilize the integrative framework depicted 

in Figure 1, including the individual, organizational, and societal levels, in order to better model 

and support sustainability in combining career and care (van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Dikkers, 

2012).  
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More specifically, multiple authors have argued that creating and improving sustainability 

in combining career and caretaking necessitates attention to beliefs, behaviors, and outcomes 

(Poelmans, 2003; Van Marrewijk & Werre, 2003). Additionally, a full exploration of these issues 

will also incorporate the individual, organizational, and societal levels of work–family support 

and interface (Kelly et al., 2008; McKenzie-Mohr & Oskamp, 1995). This framework 

incorporates micro and macro-levels of work-family interface, as well as normative influences on 

behavior. The integral parts of van Engen, Vinkenburg, and Dikker’s (2012) The Work-Family 

Interface model is depicted, briefly outlined, and explained below. 

 

Figure 1: The Work Family Interface Model for Career and Care Sustainability 

 

 

Societal framework. This portion of the work-interface model takes into account societal 

location and demographic shifts in fabric of workforce (van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Dikkers, 

2012). At this level of analysis, the framework focuses on the combined career and caregiving 



 28 

experiences gender role negotiation, female participate in the public labor force, and social norms 

regarding women at a macro-level. Thus, this level of understanding work-family interface pulls 

from ideological systems such as the motherhood myth and ideal worker myth, as well as role-

strain theory (Rushing & Schwabe, 1995; Voydanoff, 2004). Additionally, these competing 

societal ideals and roles can have either positive or negative effects. For example, Kirchmeyer 

(1992) has proposed that there can be benefits of role accumulation based on the perceived social 

interpretation of the role’s privileges, status security, and status enhancement. Consequently, 

researchers argue that as women become more represented and ideologically supported within 

STEM fields, work-family satisfaction will become more common, anticipated and sustainable 

(Herman & Lewis, 2012; Webber & Williams, 2008b; Ridgeway & Corell, 2004).  

Organizational framework. At this level of analysis, the model takes into account 

responses by fields to the entrance and continuation of women in STEM careers, as well as the 

ways in which organizational support is present for family-friendly policies (van Engen, 

Vinkenburg, & Dikkers, 2012). In many cases, there is often a discrepancy between the family- 

friendly arrangements offered by workplaces and those actually utilized by employees, due to 

organizational climate, pressure, and support by management (Reddick, Rochlen, Grasso, Reilly, 

& Spikes, 2012). As previously discussed, STEM field and workplaces are highly gendered 

organizations, and often considered “masculinized” worlds wherein choices highlighting feminine 

norms of caregiving can often be punished (Bailyn, 2006; Miller, 2004). It thus follows that, in 

STEM in particular, such polices are often not utilized, as there is evidence that brief period of 

utilizing such policies (i.e. part time work, time off, and telecommuting) can be career limiting 

(Cross & Linehan, 2006; Webber & Williams, 2008b).   

Individual level. At the individual level, the ways in which work-family satisfaction are 

created, sustained, and framed is focused on, with a particular lens toward the importance of 

decision-making regarding family arrangements, support, work-allocation (van Engen, 

Vinkenburg, & Dikkers, 2012; Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007). The individual decision to 
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utilize family-friendly policies is likely to be influenced by individual beliefs about cultural 

norms, motherhood, and how work and family should be negotiated (Presser, 2000). The support 

and response from one’s family can also affect both work-family satisfaction, as well as the ways 

in which women utilize different work policies (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Additionally, 

Perrone, Wright, and Jackson (2009) have noted that the gendered and personal nature of 

caregiving choices can have very real psychological consequences; specifically, people 

prioritizing the care work of others may neglect their own needs for basic care and work-

responsibility allocation, along with increased feelings of guilt and dissatisfaction.  

The intersection of societal, organization, and individual levels of work-family interface 

can lead to differential outcomes regarding satisfaction and sustainability of both women’s work 

and family obligations. For instance, for women in STEM careers, perceptions of social-

denigration of motherhood can lead to a desire to take on more at home while still maintaining a 

high work-responsibility load (e.g., Fouad, Fitzpatrick, & Liu, 2011). This has been 

conceptualized as efforts of STEM caregivers to either “prove themselves” of “do it all” which 

can lead to increased feeling of acceptance or failure, depending on internalization of motherhood 

and worker norms (Herman & Lewis, 2012; Jacobs, 2005). Clearly, these areas – societal, 

organizational, and individual - are interconnected. To gain a deeper understanding of work-

family interference for female caregivers in STEM, it appears important to consider all of these 

multifaceted layers as they affect both work and family satisfaction. 

Vocational stress, coping, and well-being. As literature revealing the importance of 

family and occupational support structures increases, there is also a growing need to explore the 

ways in which women use intrapersonal coping styles to negotiate competing demands and 

stressors. Often, the ways in which women conceptualize and cognitively experience these 

stressors is an important aspect of their work-family satisfaction. For instance, women who report 

anxiety and fear of negative career consequences for utilizing family-friendly arrangements are 

far less likely to utilize them (Williams, 2000). These concerns are closely linked to notions of the 
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ideal worker myth, or a worker engaged in full-time paid employment while unencumbered by 

family responsibilities outside of their career responsibilities (Acker, 1992).  However, utilizing 

such policies can have important, positive effects on work-family satisfaction, as well as engender 

an occupational climate that supports the full lives of workers (Reddick, et al., 2012). 

There is clearly an increased need to conceptualize both coping and satisfaction when 

dealing with vocational stress. Research has also identified additional negative psychological 

effects of work-family conflict in the individual, work, and family domains. Specifically, 

perceived work-family conflict has been associated with increased stress and depression, lower 

family satisfaction, job dissatisfaction, and high rates of attrition (Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 

2002; Aryee, Fields, & Luk, 1999; Carslon & Kacmar, 2000). In STEM in particular, some 

studies suggest that women may experience these negative experiences and emotions at higher 

rates than men (Herman, Lewis, & Humbert, 2013).  

A focus on the negative outcomes that occur when combining career and caretaking may 

reinforce gendered concepts of the ideal mother and the ideal worker myths. On the other hand, 

focusing on positive coping outcomes as they relate to work and family satisfaction may also 

challenge and possibly shift the narrative around working women with caregiving responsibilities 

(van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Dikkers, 2012). One of the most commonly utilized models for 

understanding and predicting positive outcomes when faced with life stress is the Transactional 

Model of Stress and Coping (Lazarus & Cohen, 1977). This theory has been extended and often 

used to investigate workplace demands and stressors as well (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988). The 

Transactional Model of Stress and Coping is a framework for understanding individual’s coping 

with stressful experience in multiple important life areas. Within this model, the experience of 

stress does not reside exclusively in the environment nor in the individual; rather, the experience 

of stress is conceived as a dynamic process in which an individual experiences demands that are 

perceived as taxing beyond one’s available resources (Lazarus, 1990; 1999).  
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 According to this transactional model of stress, the stress and coping process 

entails an initial encounter that the individual appraises as involving the anticipation of harm or 

gain for one’s personal well-being (Lazarus, 1990). Following the initial (primary) appraisal of a 

transaction as stressful, a secondary appraisal process activates for the individual negotiating 

pressing demands. The secondary appraisal phase occurs when a person recognizes and evaluates 

the availability of individual coping resources for dealing with the perceived challenge (Lazarus, 

1991; 2001). The individual then assesses the best way to cope with the acknowledged stressors, 

based on identified coping resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  

 Given this system of stress assessment and coping process, it is worth noting that 

this involves the negotiation of both environmental resources and the individual’s coping 

strategies. In addition to theoretical value, the transactional-stress concept is often used to assist 

intervention programs and mental-health providers in working with women managing work and 

family, as well as addressing possible areas for future family-friendly policies for fields that have 

expressed a desire to be flexible and attendant to work-family balance (Groner, 2014). A major 

strength of this theory is its integrative emphasis on both interpersonal and external sources of 

support and coping, which corresponds with the work-family interface model’s multifaceted 

framework well (van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Dikkers, 2012).  

Currently, there has been no research addressing internal coping resources, as opposed to 

merely external support, for women in STEM managing both work and family responsibilities. In 

the general vocational-stress literature, however, researchers have also noted that investigations of 

work-family issues naturally extends into an investigation of coping strategies characterized by 

engagement and disengagement (e.g., Portello & Long, 2001). Whether a person actively engages 

with the stressful situation (problem-solving, cognitive restructuring, and social support) or 

disengages with the life stressor (problem avoidance, wishful thinking, and social withdrawal) 

can have serious psychological consequences (Osowiecki & Compas, 1999). Although individual 

and external support are also key factors in optimal work-family stress negotiation, the utilization 
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of coping strategies is also associated with better outcomes and less stress (Compas, Connor-

Smith, Saltzman, Thomsen, & Wadsworth, 2001; Wong, Kim, & Tran, 2010). 

Other researchers have cited particular coping strategies as useful in managing vocational 

and familial stress issues. For instance, Buonocore and Russo (2013) found that both affective 

commitment (emotional bond for organization) and normative commitment (gratitude toward 

organization, for incentives, perks, opportunities provided) could provide a buffer for work family 

conflict. Other psychologists have noted the importance of cognitive complexity, cognitive 

reappraisals, and the personal reconstruction of meaning regarding work or family roles as helpful 

to avoiding the negative impact of work-family conflict (Lent & Brown, 2006; Dugan, Matthews, 

& Barnes-Farrell, 2012).  

Consequently, through our increased understanding of the strain and difficulties present 

when female workers occupy male career spaces, we can expect that the situational experiences 

of female caregivers in STEM may be related to occupational climate, female 

underrepresentation, coping skills, and external support. Due to established difficulties in support 

structures, work-family interface, and satisfaction, researchers should expect that mediating 

factors regarding different coping strategies would mediate this relationship. Additionally, as the 

literature on the internalization of the motherhood myth and ideal worker myth has shown, we 

can expect investment in these competing social norms to detrimentally impact women’s work-

family interface and interpersonal guilt.  

PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT STUDY 

The purpose of this study is to explore the experiences of female caregivers in STEM 

fields regarding the intersection of societal, organizational, and individual work- and caregiving-

practices. Preliminarily, this study investigates the relationships between various support systems, 

work-family conflict, coping, and satisfaction. Additionally, this research examines the mediating 

impact of multiple coping strategies on the relationship between work-family interface and job 

and family satisfaction. The final purpose of this study is to examine the impact of the 
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internalization of competing societal norms (ideal worker and motherhood myth) on the 

relationship between work-family interface and interpersonal guilt. Though the relationship 

between work-family balance, coping, and gendered-occupational experiences has been growing 

in recent years, this study is the first to model support structures, interpersonal coping, and life 

satisfaction outcomes for female caregivers in STEM fields.  

Research Question One: Overall, how does work and family support, coping, and 

satisfaction relate to one another for female caregivers in STEM?  

H1(A): Higher levels of work-to-family support and family support for workers will be 

significantly and positively correlated with greater levels of work and family satisfaction. This 

relationship has been shown in previous research, and is suggested by studies on responsibility 

and family-work spillover (e.g, Voydanoff, 2004). 

H1(B): Greater levels of reported coping resources will be positively correlated with work 

and family satisfaction. The relationship between using coping strategy usage as positively 

addressing vocational stress and work-life issues is established in the career literature, and 

suggests that STEM women may also experience similar benefits (Buonocore & Russo, 2013). 

Studies have shown that disengaged coping styles for workers experiencing work-life balance 

issues can relate to negative vocational experiences, such as burnout and lower feelings of job 

satisfaction (Anderson, 2000). Additionally, disengaged coping styles have been found to 

correlate with perceptions of poor family functioning and satisfaction (Cheng, Mauno, & Lee, 

2014). 

Research Question Two: How do perceived family- and occupational-support relate to 

work-to-family and family-to-work conflict, and do these relationships impact family and work 

satisfaction?  

H2(A): Greater amounts of work-to-family support (organization support for families) 

and family support for workers (familial support for one’s career) will significantly predict lower 

with family-to-work conflict and work-to-family conflict. Literature regarding the usefulness of 
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both family (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) and occupational support structures (Valcour, 2007) on 

lessening work-family conflict issues is prevalent in the occupational-stress research, and 

suggests that these predicted relationships will be robust. 

H2(B): Work-to-family conflict was hypothesized to significantly predict lower family 

satisfaction. Additionally, family-to-work conflict was hypothesized to negatively predict work 

satisfaction. Support for these relationships is a prerequisite to examining the possibly of a partial 

mediation model. There is also an established link between both familial and organization support 

for work-family interface in the literature, such that greater level of support from both predict 

lower levels of work-to family and family-to-work conflict (Rothbard, 2001; Stalker, Mandell, 

Frensch, Harvey, & Wright, 2007). Additionally, there is a well-established relationship between 

work-family and family-work conflict on life satisfaction, such that greater levels of bother work-

family conflict and family-work conflict predict lower levels of satisfaction at both work and 

home (Maertz & Boyar, 2011).  

Research Question Three: Is the relationship between work-to-family and family-to-work 

conflict on family & work satisfaction mediated by intrapersonal-coping resources?  

H3: The impact of family-to-work conflict and work-to-family conflict on work 

satisfaction and family satisfaction will be partially mediated by an individual’s perceived coping 

resources. The hypothesized relationship with work-to-family conflict and family-to-work 

conflict to coping resources is exploratory in nature, and no research on women in STEM has 

systematically examined its role in mediating conflict and satisfaction. However, as described in 

the integrated analysis, research suggests that the ability to cope satisfactorily with work and 

family conflict is often related to the intrapersonal coping strategies employed by individuals 

(e.g., Anderson, 2000). As coping strategies have been found to predict satisfaction in multiple 

areas of life, and previous research has also linked work-family balance and coping strategies, it 

is anticipated that work-to-family conflict will be negatively related to engagement coping 
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strategies but positively related to disengagement coping strategies, which will then impact 

perceived work and family satisfaction.  

Research Question Four: How do internalizations of competing myths (i.e., the ideal 

worker myth and motherhood myth) moderate the effect of work-family conflict on interpersonal 

guilt?  

H4(A): An interaction between work-to-family conflict and interpersonal guilt is 

hypothesized based upon internalization of the motherhood myth. Specifically, interpersonal guilt 

levels will be highest for female caregivers with high work-to-family conflict when they have 

also highly internalized the motherhood myth. This follows from research suggesting that work-

to-family conflict is related to negative outcomes such as guilt for women who highly value 

maternal role (Jacobs, 2005). Additionally, past research has linked negative outcomes to 

perceived role strain and negotiating competing social norms (Morgan & King, 2012). 

H4(B): Another interaction between family-to-work conflict and interpersonal guilt is 

hypothesized based upon internalization of the ideal worker myth. Women experiencing high 

family-to-work conflict, and have not highly internalized the ideal worker myth, will have lower 

interpersonal guilt. As the work of Herman and Lewis (2012) has shown, the “spillover” of career 

responsibilities and roles can lead to feelings of guilt related to one’s workers, supervisors, and 

supervisees, depending on one’s personal value of being an ideal worker norm. For women who 

highly their role as an ideal worker, family-to-work conflict can be incongruent with their role as 

an ideal worker, and lead to negative feelings regarding disappointing themselves and co-

workers. 

H4(C): Finally, an interaction between ideal worker myth internalization and 

interpersonal guilt is hypothesized based upon internalization of the motherhood myth. Role 

strain theory suggests that, the more roles an individual internalizes and attempt to negotiate at 

high levels, the more likely hey are to experience negative psychological outcomes such as stress 

and guilt (Hill, Hawkins, Ferris, & Weitzman, 2001). Consequently, it is hypothesized that 
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women who highly internalize both the motherhood myth and ideal worker myth will experience 

greater levels of guilt, compared to women who have highly internalized only one of the myths. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT 

Initially, a research proposal, including informed consent and surveys, was submitted to 

and approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Texas at Austin. The final 

sample included 204 women with caregiving responsibilities, from all STEM fields, were 

recruited for this study. Female participants were recruited through the use of fliers, both in 

community settings and online (via Craigslist volunteer postings, Twitter, postings through 

STEM blogs, ex: Skillcrush and professional listservs), as well as a snowball-sampling method. 

Snowball sampling is often used in research investigating less accessible or smaller populations 

by employing individuals’ social networks to access non-college student samples (Browne, 2005).  

Analyses were conducted to investigate the representativeness of such a sample according to the 

techniques suggested by Van Meter (1990). Zero-stage participants for this recruitment method 

included current and previous colleagues in STEM fields, additional professional contacts, family 

members, and friends.  

PARTICIPANTS 

Participants were 204 women currently working in a STEM field and also identifying as a 

caregiver. These women tended to have worked in their field for 12.02 years on average (SD = 

8.13) and reported a mean age of 38.32 years (SD = 7.54). In terms of specific STEM field, 50% 

of the sample reported working in science, 21% in technology, 16% in engineering, 10% in a 

medical field, and 3% in mathematics. On average, participants had worked in their respective 

field for 11.94 years (SD = 7.66). In terms of general work sector, 45.6% reported working 

academia or higher education, 35.3% reported working in the private sector or industry, 6.9% for 

the government, 4.4% were self-employed, 3.4% in K-12 education, 3.4% in healthcare, and 1% 

worked in another field.  
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In terms of socio-economic status, multiple questions were asked in order to assess 

different levels and perceptions of financial identity. Participants were first measured on a scale 

ranging from (1) which represents the people who are the worst off, those who have the least 

money, least education, and worst jobs or no job to (10) representing the people who are the best 

off, those who have the most money, most education, and best jobs. Participants on average 

reported being a 7.44 (SD = 1.56) on the SES ladder. The women in this study reported an 

averaged income of $84,723 USD (SD = $76,642), with a minimum income of $1,500 USD and a 

maximum reported income of $900,000 USD. In terms of relationship status, 88.7% were 

married, 5.4% in a relationship and living together, 2% separated, 2% divorced, and 1.5% single, 

never married. 

In terms of sexual orientation, the majority of participants reported being heterosexual 

(92%), with 1.5% identifying as queer, 4.5% identifying as bisexual, and 1% identifying as 

lesbian. Participants were able to report identification with multiple racial groups; the majority 

(87.7%) identified as Caucasian/White, 5.9% as Asian or Pacific Islander, 4.4% as 

Hispanic/Latino/Chicano, 4.4% as African American/Black, 1.5% as Native Hawaiian or Pacific 

Islander, 1% as Middle Eastern, North African, or Arab, and less than 1% as American Indian or 

Alaska Native. Finally, 83.4% of the women in this sample reported being from the United States, 

though 16.6% reported being from outside of the United States; the main countries for non-U.S. 

participants were the United Kingdom (38.71%), Canada (25.8%), and Australia (19.35%).  

Participants described caretaking responsibilities for the following persons: 91% for at 

least one child, 11% for a spouse or partner, 8% for a parent, 2% for an in-law, and 1% for a 

grandchild, grandparent, or other family member. Additionally, 41.7% of women reported having 

a child under the age of five. Of those women, 78.4% reported having taken at last some time off 

(e.g., maternity leave) from work in order to care for their child. Per week, participants reported 

spending an average of 43.45 hours (SD = 11.20) engaged in work responsibilities, and 41.31 

hours (SD = 29.17) engaging in caregiving responsibilities.  
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Regarding the caregiving responsibilities of the research participants, the majority of 

women (42.6%) reported sharing caretaking responsibilities equally with a partner, 39.2% 

reported doing most of the caretaking in the household, and 10.8% reported that their partner did 

most of the caretaking in the household.  Additionally, 45.1% of the female caregivers in this 

study also answer “yes” to the item “I am the primary breadwinner/provider in my family.” In 

terms of job related attitudes and plans, 51.4% of the female caregivers in this sample reported 

having considered leaving their occupational field in the past year. On the other hand, only 14.7% 

women reported having applied to a job outside of their field in the past year. In addition, 81.5% 

of female caregivers indicated that they intended to remain in their current job for the next year. 

MEASURES 

Demographic survey. A demographic survey was utilized to collect basic information 

regarding participants’ age, race and ethnicity, income, marital status, sexual orientation, and 

socio-economic status. Women were also asked information regarding their specific number of 

dependents, as well as their age, needs, and relationship to the participant. Additionally, the items 

collected information about both family responsibilities in terms of number of hours worked at 

home, as well as general occupational information.  

Information regarding the average number of hours spent on work and family 

responsibilities were also asked, as well as information on family responsibility sharing with a 

partner. Women in this study also reported their specific STEM field and organizational structure 

(e.g., academia, industry, etc.) To assess current work-related plans, women were also asked 

questions regarding their intent to remain in their job or field. Questions regarding their 

motivation for participating in the study were also asked, in order to better understand the 

women’s motives and interest in this area of research and policy-work. 

Work-Family Conflict (WFC/FWC). Two specific areas of work-family conflict were 

measured using the ten-item self-report Work-to-Family/Family-to-Work Conflict Scale 

developed and tested by Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian (1996). This instrument measures 
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both work-to-family (WFC: five items) and family-to-work (FWC: five items) interface by 

assessing three common work-family conflict experiences: occupation strain, time demands, and 

job/family demands. The items are responded to along a 7-point strongly disagree to strongly 

agree response scale. Strain is measured with items that assess anxiety or stress resulting from 

multiple roles; for example, one item asks, “Family-related strain interferes with my ability to 

perform job-related duties.” An example of a question that measuring time demands is, "I have to 

put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home." Job and Family demands 

are measured with items that assess obligations at work or at home by asking questions such as 

“Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family activities.” 

Netemeyer et al. (1996) tested these scales on three diverse samples including high school 

and elementary school teachers, small business owners, and real estate sales persons. The co-

efficient alphas for all three samples ranged from .83 to .89, with an average of .88. Due to this, 

Netemeyer and colleagues (1996) concluded that their scale had high internal consistency. 

Additionally, researchers also found that scores on the WFC and FWC scales correlated 

significantly with known job related outcomes, such as role conflict, role ambiguity, and job 

satisfaction, further suggesting high construct validity.  Internal consistency estimates for both the 

WFC and FWC scale were high, with Cronbach’s alphas of the current study at .93 and .92, 

respectively.  

Work and Family Climate Scale. This instrument assesses the perceptions of work–

family supportive climate, utilizing three separate scales measuring Managerial Support (11 

items), Career Consequences (5 items), and Organizational Time Demands (4 items; Thompson, 

Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999). The first dimension, managerial support, relates to the level of 

perceived support from supervisors and managerial staff for work-family balance. The career 

consequences scale investigates the potential negative career consequences that may occur should 

an employee utilize work–family benefits and policies. Finally, the organizational time 

expectations scale measures the extent to which organizations require employees to sacrifice their 
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family lives for their work lives.  These dimensions of work–family climate have been found to 

be correlated with employee benefit use and employee job attitudes (Allen, et al., 2000; 

Thompson et al., 1999).  

Response options for the 20-item scale range from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 

(5). High scores on these dimensions reflect a more supportive work–family climate, i.e., high 

managerial support (for example, “In general, managers in this organization are quite 

accommodating of family-related needs.”), low negative career consequences (or example, 

“Many employees are resentful when women in this organization take extended leaves to care for 

their newborn or adopted children”), and low organizational time expectations (for example, 

“Employees are regularly expected to put their jobs before their families.”) Cronbach’s alpha for 

the original validation study was .92 (Thompson et al., 1999). Additionally, perceptions of a 

supportive work–family culture were related to employees’ use of work–family benefits, greater 

affective commitment, and lower work–family conflict (Thompson et al., 1999). Internal 

consistency estimates were acceptable for the work and family climate scales, with the following 

Cronbach’s alphas: Managerial Support (.83), Career Consequences (.79), and Organizational 

Time Demands (.80). 

Family Support Inventory for Workers (FSIW). This 44 item measure (King, 

Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995), the FSIW measures family member behaviors and attitudes 

across two dimensions: emotional sustenance and instrumental assistance. The Emotional 

sustenance scale consists of 29 items investigating the extent to which individuals feel supported, 

understood, and encouraged to and excel at work-related issues. The instrumental assistance scale 

consists of 15 items that reflect family members’ willingness to facilitate the day-to-day 

household responsibilities and operations that will relieve the employee of some non-work 

difficulties and accommodate the individual’s work schedule. In the FSIW validity and reliability 

study, King and colleagues (1995) found that both scales correlated with family cohesion, 

perceived social support, and job and life satisfaction. Cronbach’s alpha for the confirmatory 
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factor-analysis study was .95 for the emotional sustenance scale and .93 for the instrumental 

assistance scale (King, Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995). For the current study, internal 

consistency estimates were high, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .96 for the Emotional Sustenance 

Scale and .93 for the Instrumental Assistance Scale. 

Preventive Coping Resources Inventory (PRI). This is a 60-item self-report inventory 

that assesses various types of coping resources found to be helpful in previous coping and stress 

research (McCarthy & Lambert, 2001). Responses are scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging 

from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”, with participants asked to indicate the extent to 

which specific prevention related statements describe them. In research conducted by McCarthy, 

Lambert, Beard, and Dematatis (2002), an evaluation of the PRI factor structure study revealed 

multiple underlying factors to the inventory. The following factors were found to contribute to the 

overall preventive resource construct: perceived control, maintaining perspective, social 

resourcefulness, self-acceptance, and scanning. For the purposes of this study, only the perceived 

control, maintaining perspective, and scanning subscales were utilized to model a latent trait of 

perceived coping resources. These particular measures were retained due to their specific 

emphasis on coping with stress through specific, internal preventive strategies fro stress and 

responsibility management.  

The first scale utilized, the Perceived Control scale, measures individual’s perceptions of 

the ability to influence life events in order to keep daily hassles from becoming excessively 

stressful (Lambert, McCarthy, Gilbert, Sebree, & Steinley-Bumgarner, 2006). Perceptions of 

control over one’s own life and responsibilities has been found to mitigate issues of emotional 

burnout (Michinov, 2005), lower levels of depression symptoms in financially disadvantaged 

women (Grote, Bledsoe, Larkin, Lemay, & Brown, 2007), and stress symptoms (Antoni, 1987) in 

the stress literature. Sample items include “I can adapt to change” and “I can identify when my 

approach to problem solving is not working.” 
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The second scale used, the Maintaining Perspective scale, measures an individual’s 

perceived ability to view life events in an adaptive and constructive manner, as well as keep 

emotions at a manageable level during times of heightened stress. Past research suggests that 

maintaining perspective, similar to other outlook and appraisal strategies such as big picture 

appraisal (Rude, Mazzetti, Pal, & Stauble, 2011) and perspective broadening (Schartau, 

Dalgleish, & Dunn, 2009) can positively impact a person’s ability to regulate negative emotions.  

Sample items include “I keep failures and difficulties in perspective” and “I am able to reduce 

stress in my life by focusing on my values.” 

Finally, the last scale used for this dissertation, the Scanning scale, measures an 

individual’s ability to predict and plan for future stressful situations before they develop. Sample 

items for this scale include “I can recognize events or situations that may cause stress in my life” 

and “I am able to recognize when I need to take action to avoid causing stress in my life.”  For the 

current study, internal consistency estimates were high, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .91 for the 

Perceived Control scale, .89 for the Maintaining Perceptive scale, and .89 for the Scanning Scale. 

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES). This 17-item survey measures the extent to 

which employees feel satisfied and fulfilled by their occupation (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-

Romá, & Bakker, 2002). Respondents are asked to respond to a series of statements, and indicate 

how frequently they experience that feeling, from 0 (Never) to 6 (Always). The instrument 

utilizes the following subscales to measure the latent trait of work satisfaction: a vigor scale (for 

example, “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work”); a dedication scale (for 

example, “I am proud of the work that I do”); and an absorption scale (for example, “I feel happy 

when I am working intensely”).  The scale has been widely used with a global audience, with 

internal consistencies typically ranging from .80 and .90 (Dura ́n, Extremera, & Rey, 2004; 

Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Internal consistency for the current study was slightly higher than 

reported averages, with a Cronbach alpha of .92. 
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The General Family Functioning Scale (GFFS). A subscale of the McMaster Family 

Assessment Device, the GFFS is a 12-item measure of general functioning, closeness, and 

satisfaction with the family unit (Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop, 1983). The scale was developed 

using a sample of 503 participants drawn from both clinical and non-clinical U.S. samples.  When 

validating the scale, the full sample included 209 undergraduate students, 9 advanced psychology 

students and their families, 6 families of patients in a stroke rehabilitation unit, 4 families with 

children in a psychiatric day hospital, and 93 families with an adult in a psychiatric hospital.  The 

GFFS utilizes a 4-point Likert scale, with answer choices ranging from strongly agree (1) to 

strongly disagree (4), with higher numbers indicating more problematic functioning. Sample 

items include “We feel accepted for who we are” (reverse coded) and “We don’t get along well 

together.” For the current study, internal consistency was moderately high, with a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .88. 

Interpersonal Guilt Questionnaire (IGQ). The IGQ was developed to assess designed to 

measure the types of irrational guilt related to concerns about harming others, with a particular 

focus on survivor guilt, separation guilt, omnipotent responsibility guilt, and self-hate guilt 

(O’Connor, Berry, & Weiss, 1997). Items are scored on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 

Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, with higher scores indicating greater levels of interpersonal 

guilt. The different ICQ scales appear to have good construct validity, as they correlate highly 

with other measures of guilt and particularly maladaptive guilt. For the purposes of this study, 

only the 14-item omnipotent responsibility guilt scale will be analyzed. Omnipotent responsibility 

guilt is characterized by an exaggerated sense of responsibility and concern for the happiness and 

well-being of others, especially one’s family obligations.  

The Omnipotent Responsibility Guilt subscale include items such as “I worry a great deal 

about my parents, or children, or siblings”; “I often find myself doing what someone else wants 

me to do rather than doing what I would most enjoy”, I can’t stand the idea of hurting someone 

else.” and " If something goes wrong in the family I tend to ask myself how could I have 
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prevented it.” O’Connor and colleagues (1997) reported a Cronbach’s alpha for the subscale at 

.83. For the current study, Cronbach’s alpha was acceptable and consistent with past studies (.84). 

Internalization of Motherhood Myth and Ideal Worker Myth Scales. As there are 

currently no validated measures of either the motherhood myth or ideal worker myth, a series of 

questions were created after a thorough review of the literature to measure personal adherence to 

these competing standards. This 16-item scale was created to assess the level of internalization of 

competing myths for working women, using two subscales: the Motherhood Myth Scale, and the 

Ideal Worker Myth subscale. Statements are scored on a 5-point Likert scale, from Strongly 

Disagree to Strongly Agree. Higher scores represent greater internalization of the motherhood 

myth or ideal worker myth.  

 The Motherhood Myth scale consists of 8 items and is partially based on the 

Motherhood Inventory (Hare-Mustin & Broderick, 1979). The scale consists of statements 

measuring the theory of the motherhood myth and mandate, and consequently assesses the extent 

to which a woman prioritizes motherhood, sacrifices for the sake of her children, and feels 

pressure to commit herself 100% to this role (Russo, 1976). Sample items from the created 

subscale will include “As a mother, I should be willing to sacrifice my needs for those of my 

children.” and “Being a mother is the most important job a woman can have.”  

The Ideal Worker Myth scale is based on theory regarding norms of the ideal worker (e.g., 

Carter & Silva, 2011), and will measure the extent to which the participant has internalized the 

myth of the ideal worker, and consist of statements such as  “As an employee, I should commit 

the majority of my time to my career” and “I believe that the best workers are those without 

major non-work responsibilities.” Internal consistency for both scales was acceptable, with a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .90, for the Motherhood Myth Scale and .85 for the Ideal Worker Scale. 

PROCEDURE 

Participants were recruited via professional STEM listservs and snowball sampling. 

Participants were asked to complete a series of online questionnaires via Qualtrics, a secure, web-
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based survey platform. These surveys included a page on informed consent, a demographic 

questionnaire, and study instruments described in the measures section. On the first page, 

participants viewed a cover letter and consent form describing a study of attitudes about issues of 

work and family balance for female caregivers in STEM fields. Informed consent information 

reassured participants of their data anonymity and confidentiality. All study participants were 

informed that they could choose to stop taking the online survey at any time and withdraw from 

the study without penalty. The recruitment blurb and emails provided a link to the study survey. 

All participants provided electronic consent to participate in the study.  Once participants 

provided consent, they were taken to a page with study measures. After initially completing the 

survey, participants were be asked to provide contact information (email and address), unlinked to 

their secure survey data, to include them in a random drawing for one of ten chances to win $50. 

In terms of estimating necessary sample size, there is some discrepancy in the structural 

equation modeling literature regarding the best practices for obtaining the minimum number of 

participants needed for accurate model estimates, based on specific alpha, power, and effect-size 

requirements. In terms of total parameters estimated for this structural equation model is 44, 

which includes variances, regression coefficients, disturbances and covariances. MacCallum, 

Browne, and Sugawara (1996) suggest using a power analysis based on the root mean square 

error of approximation (RMSEA). Using this method, in order to obtain a conservative effect size 

of .20 assuming a power level of .90, at 111 degrees of freedom, and with an alpha level set to 

.05, the analysis revealed that only 85 participants would be needed to detect adequate model fit. 

Using analyses suggested by Soper (2014), given four observed and four latent variables in the 

model, an anticipated effect size of .20, an alpha of .05, and statistical power level of .80, the 

minimum sample size needed would be 92 participants. However, the commonly-suggested 

sample size for SEM analysis is often a minimum of 200 participants (Sivo, Fan, Witta, & Willse, 

2006). Additionally, a general rule of thumb is that that the number of participants should be no 

less than five times the number of parameters being estimated in the structural equation model, 
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which for the current study would be about 220 participants (Bentler & Chou, 1987). Thus, 

although power analysis suggested a sample size of around 90 would be adequate to test model fit 

indices, this study used the more conservative estimated sample size of 200 participants. 

In the present study, quantitative analyses consisted of both preliminary and primary 

analyses. For the preliminary analyses, several data preparation tasks were conducted for both 

item- and variable-level data, including descriptive inspections including score distribution and 

reliability inspection, and statistical assumption testing. With respect to primary analyses, 

Research Questions One through Four utilized a quantitative data analysis approach musing 

different regression analyses to investigate potential models of interest. For Research Question 

One, correlational analyses were run to investigate the hypothesized relationships among 

variables of interest. For Research Questions Two and Three, a three-step SEM modeling 

procedure was utilized, wherein three models (measurement, initial, and alternative) will be 

estimated, prior to testing the full, latent variable model. Finally, hierarchical multiple regression 

was used to analyze the moderation model for Research Question Four. A more thorough review 

of the analyses follows below.  

PRELIMINARY DATA ANALYSES  

To investigate potential group differences on predictor and outcome variables, several 

one-way ANOVA’s were completed to investigate whether any significant mean differences are 

present on multiple measures based on demographic variables (i.e. age, race/ethnicity, income, 

etc.) and the specific STEM employment field. To control for the demographic variables with 

significant mean differences (variables of interest), and added into the multiple regression and 

structural equation model analyses. Additionally, analyses were conducted to ensure that 

dependent and predictor variables meet all the assumptions of hierarchical multiple regression, 

including linearity, multivariate normality, absence of multicollinearity, homoscedasticity/ 

homogeneity of variance, and independence of error. Participants with missing data were not 

included in the analysis.  To investigate possible multicollinearity, a tolerance value of less than 
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.10 was set, as this would be interpreted as indicating serious problem with multicollinearity 

(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). 

CORRELATIONAL DATA ANALYSIS 

In order to investigate research question one, zero-order correlations among the variables 

of interest were calculated and reported, in order to establish the hypothesized correlations 

between predictor and dependent variables before estimating the hypothesized structural equation 

models. It was expected that predictor variables would all have strong, significant correlations 

with their respective dependent variables. In addition to examining specific hypothesized 

relationships, correlations between all variables utilized in structural equation modeling and 

hierarchical linear regression analyses are also provided. The alpha level for all correlational 

analyses was set at .05. 

STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL ANALYSES 

To examine research questions two and three, a series of structural equation models were 

analyzed using Mplus, latent variable modeling program with a wide variety of analysis 

capabilities. Prior to assessing the structural equation model, the hypothesized measurement 

model was examined to test the adequacy of the observed variables in identifying proposed latent 

factor constructs. Using previous literature and relevant theory, this confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) was necessary to demonstrate the validity of the selected factors that underlie the measures 

used to identify latent traits. For this CFA model, the latent traits were the summation of 

previously tested and validated subscales and items. The examined measurement model was 

consequently tested utilizing the Kline (2011) method of unit loading identification (ULI). This 

method sets the scale of a latent variable by setting a path from each latent variable to one 

measured variable at 1.0. This portion f the methodology also included examining correlations 

among constructs for the CFA model.  

The next step in this analysis is the testing of an initial structural, or path, model, which is 

built upon the CFA model. Adjustments to the CFA model occasionally occur, and include 
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adding and deleting regression paths as needed in order to generate an adequate model fit, though 

this should be based on a thoughtful, theory-driven examination of the modification indices 

information. To compare the fit of the two nested models (CFA and initial model), the following 

fit indices were examined: firstly χ2 was be examined, with significant reductions in the statistic 

suggesting the retention of the less constrained model. Secondly, RMSEA and SRMR were 

examined and compared as stand-alone measures of fit, with estimates lower than .08 suggesting 

adequate fit (Keith, 1999). CFI and TFI were also reported and analyzed, with estimates greater 

than .95 often suggesting adequate fit. Additionally, AIC and BIC indices were compared for any 

non-nested models, with lower estimates suggesting better model fit.  

In terms of investigating coping skills as mediating the relationship between work-to-

family and family-to-work conflict and satisfaction outcomes, an alternative and final model was 

tested. First, a comparison of the fit of the alternative model was conducted, in which a partial 

mediation was tested (direct and indirect paths are freely estimated) and compared to a previous 

model, in which the direct relation of work-to-family/family-to-work conflict was constrained to 

zero (i.e., full mediation).  To compare these two nested models, the chi-square change statistic 

was examined for a statistically significant change, which would indicate that by constraining the 

direct work-to-family and family-to-work conflict links, the model produces a significantly 

poorer model fit, and that that the unconstrained, initial model should be retained.  

HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES 

To investigate the hypothesized moderations, three hierarchical multiple regressions were 

analyzed. The first hierarchical multiple regression investigated the relationship between work-to-

family conflict and interpersonal guilt as moderated by internalization of the motherhood myth. 

The second examined the relationship between family-to-work conflict and interpersonal guilt as 

moderated by internalization of the ideal worker myth. The third examined the relationship 

between internalization of the motherhood myth and interpersonal guilt as moderated by 

internalization of the ideal worker myth.  Preliminary data analyses were first conducted to assure 
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that the key assumptions for multiple regression analysis are met. Specifically, the assumptions of 

normality of data distributions, linearity of relationships, measurement reliability, and 

homoscedasticity of error variance were examined prior to moderation analyses. Should 

interactions be significant, simple slopes analysis is often utilized, in accordance with the 

guidelines set out by Aiken and West (1991). This analysis method allows for examination of the 

slopes of regression lines in comparison to one another, and allows for interaction probing that 

retains the continuous nature of interval-level variables. Thus, preliminary data analyses plans 

included this analysis; were significant interactions present, this method would be used to probe 

the interactions for differences between means and slope on the variables of interest.  
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Chapter Four: Results 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

Prior to analyses, tests for normality and outliers were conducted. Listwise deletion was 

conducted excluding cases for which participants did not answer two or more complete scales, 

resulting in a total sample of 204 participants for use analyses. Data normality was investigated 

through investigating levels of skewness and kurtsosis, as well as inspection of inspection of 

frequency distributions, boxplots, and Q-Q plots. All data met univariate and multivariate 

normality assumptions. A series of t-tests and ANOVAs were conducted to investigate for 

differences on measures of interest by demographic variables. No significant differences on 

model variables emerged due to racial majority or minority status, nationality, or age.  

Two significant differences by field did emerge, however, when ANOVAs were run 

between measured variables and women’s specific STEM field, with post-hoc analyses utilizing a 

Bonferonni adjustment. Women in science (M = 21.80, SD = 8.06) reported significantly more 

family to work conflict than women in technology (M = 16.23, SD = 8.06) and medicine (M = 

14.61, SD = 6.43) (F (4, 203) = 6.05, p < .001). In addition, women in technology (M = 12.87, SD 

= 4.07) reported greater time demands from their organization than women in science fields (M = 

10.73, SD = 3.37) (F (4, 203) = 3.30, p < .05).  

CORRELATIONAL RESULTS 

The following analyses were utilized to investigate Research Question One: Overall, how 

does work and family support, coping, and satisfaction relate to one another for female caregivers 

in STEM? Bivariate correlations, means, standard deviations, and range on all measured variables 

are provided in Table 1.  

In terms of family support for workers, and satisfaction the Family Support Inventory for 

Workers-Emotional Support scale correlated positively and significantly with the Family 

Satisfaction and Work Satisfaction scales. Women with higher reported levels of family 

emotional support for their work-related issues tended to have greater levels of family satisfaction 
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and work satisfaction. Additionally, the Family Support Inventory for Workers-Instrumental 

Assistance scale also positively and significantly correlated with Family Satisfaction and Work 

Satisfaction scales. Consequently, women with families who helped facilitate day-to-day 

household responsibilities and operations tended to have higher satisfaction with both their family 

and work situations.  

In terms of occupational climate and support and satisfaction, the Work Family Climate 

Managerial Support scale was significantly and positively correlated with Work Satisfaction. 

Women who reported having managers who supported work-family balance tended to have 

higher levels of work satisfaction. Additionally, Work Satisfaction negatively and significantly 

correlated with the Work Family Climate-Career Consequence scale. Individuals reporting higher 

levels of perceived workplace-consequences for having a family tended to have lower satisfaction 

for their work. Work Satisfaction negatively and significantly correlated with the Work Family 

Climate-Organizational Time Demand scale. Women who reported that their workplace expected 

employees to put their job above family time and priorities reported significantly less workplace 

satisfaction. 

In terms of preventive coping resources and satisfaction, the Preventive Resources 

Inventory-Perceived Control scale positively and significantly correlated with the Family 

Satisfaction and Work Satisfaction scales. Women reporting greater belief in their ability to 

successfully manage their life demands and stressful situations tended to have higher levels of 

both family and work satisfaction. The Preventive Resources Inventory-Maintaining Perspective 

scale positively and significantly correlated with both Work Satisfaction and Family Satisfaction 

scale. Women reporting stronger attitudes and beliefs consistent with keeping stressful emotions 

at manageable levels also reported greater work and family satisfaction. Finally, the Preventive 

Resources Inventory-Scanning scale significantly and positively correlated with Family 

Satisfaction and Work Satisfaction scales.  Women with greater perceived abilities to identify, 
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predict, and plan for demands and possible stressors tended to have greater levels of family and 

work satisfaction. 

Additionally correlational analyses were conducted to analyze the relationship among 

external work-family support and perceived coping resources.  Both the Family Support 

Inventory for Workers-Emotional Support and Instrumental Assistance scale were positively and 

significantly related to the Preventive Resources Inventory scales of Perceived Control, 

Maintaining Perspective scale, and Scanning. Women who reported more emotionally or 

instrumentally supportive family members also reported having greater perceived coping 

resources in terms of the following: greater beliefs regarding their coping abilities, higher ability 

to keep stress levels at manageable levels, and better abilities to respond to demands and 

stressors.  

The Work Family Climate Managerial Support was positively and significantly correlated 

with the Preventive Resources Inventory scales of Perceived Control, Maintaining Perspective 

scale, and Scanning. Women who reported greater levels of support by management for their 

familial responsibilities also reported having more coping resources in terms of greater beliefs 

regarding their coping abilities, better ability to keep stress levels at manageable levels, and more 

confidence in their ability to respond to demands and stressors. Additionally, Work Family 

Climate scales of Career Consequence and Organizational Time Demand were negatively and 

significantly correlated with the Preventive Resources Inventory scales of Perceived Control, 

Maintaining Perspective scale, and Scanning. Individuals who reported to higher amounts of 

perceived negative consequences of family or demands on their time by work tended to have 

lower levels of perceived coping resources regarding their ability to control stress, feel less able 

to maintain perspective regarding their stressors, and report lower confidence in their ability to 

respond to stressors. 
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STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL RESULTS 

The following section presents the results of the structural equation models used to 

estimate the relationships among family support for workers, work support for family, work-

family conflict, coping resources, and satisfaction at home and at work among female caregivers 

in STEM fields. This section of the results investigates Research Question Two, analyzing if 

perceived family- and occupational-support relate to work-to-family and family-to-work conflict, 

and if these relationships then impact both family and work satisfaction, and Research Question 

Three, to examine if the relationship between work-to-family and family-to-work conflict on 

family and work satisfaction is mediated by intrapersonal-coping resources.  

A two-step modeling procedure was used for evaluating the four hypothesized models; 

specifically, the measurement model was first estimated, with goodness of fit indicators reported 

and examined prior to estimating structural models. This was done to ensure the latent variables 

were appropriately estimated, and then three structural equation models were tested (Kline, 2011). 

The structural equation models were intentionally developed to be recursive due to theorized 

nonexistence of unmeasured common causes. These models were then analyzed according to 

best-practices and goodness of fit indicators outlined by Kline (2013), as well as being compared 

to one another in order to assess for potential improvement or reduction in model fit. 

Latent Factor Creation. Measured variables for latent variable creation correlated 

strongly and significantly with one another. In terms of the Coping Resources latent variable, the 

Preventive Resources Inventory-Perceived Control scale, the Preventive Resources Inventory-

Maintaining Perspective scale, and the Preventive Resources Inventory-Scanning scale all 

strongly and positively correlated with one another. For the Work Support for Family latent 

variable, the scales of Work Family Climate Managerial Support, Work Family Climate-Career 

Consequence, and Work Family Climate-Organizational Time Demand also correlated strongly 

with one another (two scales were reverse-coded for the creation of this scale for consistency in 

directionality.) For the Family Support Inventory for Workers latent variable, the Instrumental 
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Assistance scale and Emotional Support scale also significantly and positively correlated with one 

another (see Table 1). 

For the purposes of the structural equation model, three latent variables were created: 

Work-Support for Family, Coping Resources, and Family Support for Workers. First, the latent 

variables of Work Support for Family was modeled by combining three measures from the Work 

Family Climate inventory: Managerial Support, Career Consequences, and Organizational Time 

Demands. Second, the latent factor of coping resources was created by combining three measures 

of from the Preventive Resources Inventory: the Perceived Control, Maintaining Perspective; and 

Scanning scales. Finally, Family Support for Workers was treated as a latent variable, by 

combining the effect of two measures of family support: an Emotional Sustenance from family 

scale and an Instrumental Assistance from family scale.  

In latent variable creation, the recommended minimum number of observed indicators is 

usually three. However, the measured scales of emotional sustenance and instrumental assistance 

for the Family Support for Workers latent factor have a large number of items, with twenty nine 

and fifteen items, respectively. Moreover, the two measured scales correlate strongly and 

positively, r = .68, p < .001, suggesting that both measured variables model an underlying latent 

variable of family support for workers.  

Model One: Measurement Model Analysis. An initial CFA model was conducted that 

(a) fixed all factor variances at unity to fix their “metric”, (b) allowed all latent factors to correlate 

freely, and (c) freed hypothesized factor loadings and constrained all others at zero. Results for 

the measurement model analysis evaluating the model fit for latent variable structures yielded a 

statistically significant chi-square test of model fit (see Table 3). This indicates poor model fit and 

that the observed covariance matrix differs from the implied covariance matrix of the model 

(Kline, 2010).  

Given that the chi-square test is susceptible to yielding statistically significant findings in 

well-fit models that are complex, the model fit was assessed using multiple fit indices. In terms of 
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the RMSEA, the estimate was .069, suggesting adequate good fit of the model (good <.08). The 

SRMR of .036 is also well below the “good fit” criteria of .08, also suggesting good fit.  In terms 

of the CLI (0.97) and TLI (0.95), both are over the rule of thumb of .95 suggesting good fit 

(Kline, 2010). Overall, the model fit indices suggest the initial measurement model that fits the 

data well. 

Model Two: Partial Mediation Model (Figure 2). Model Two is nested within the 

original measurement model, allowing for a comparison of χ2 difference to compare model fit 

indices. Model Two has a χ2 of 80.25 (Δdf = 4), for a non-significant χ2 difference, suggesting 

that model fit is not significantly worse than the measurement model. In terms of the RMSEA, the 

estimate was .069, suggesting adequate fit of the model (adequate < .08). Additionally, Model 

Two had a CFI of .97 and TLI of .95, both of which suggest good model fit (good fit > .95). 

Moreover, the SRMR of .038 was also well below the “good fit” criteria of .08, further suggesting 

good fit.  Overall, the model fit indices for Model Two suggest a model that fit the data well. 

For Model Two, the hypothesized indirect path of coping resources of work-to-family 

conflict to coping resources to family satisfaction was non-significant (B = .01 [95% CI: -0.001, -

0.04], β = .16 x .08 = .01, p = .35). Additionally, the hypothesized indirect path from family-to-

work conflict to coping resources to work satisfaction was non-significant  (B = -.06 [95% CI: -

0.14, -0.02], β = -.20 x .29 = -.06, p = .05). However, the indirect path of work support for family 

to coping resources to work satisfaction was significant (B = 1.02 [95% CI: .45, .1.91], β = -.37 x 

.29 = .11, p < .05).  Additionally, the indirect path of work support for family to family-to-work 

conflict to coping resources on work-satisfaction was not significant (B = .18 [95% CI: -.06, .44], 

β = -.33 x -.20 x .29 = .02, p = .09) (See Figure 2). 

Model Three: With Mediation Effect of Coping Resources Constrained (Figure 3). 

To the mediation of coping resources on work-family conflict and satisfaction, an alternative path 

model was tested. For this model, the path from work-to-family conflict to family satisfaction, as 

mediated through coping resources, was constrained. Additionally, the path from family-to-work 
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conflict to work satisfaction, as mediated through coping resources, was constrained. Model 

Three is nested within Model Two, allowing for a comparison of χ2 difference to compare model 

fit. Model Three had a χ2 of 103.62 (Δdf = 4), for a significant χ2 difference from Model Two, 

suggesting that model fit was significantly worse compared to Model Two.  

In terms of the RMSEA, the estimate was .08, suggesting poor fit of the model (good < 

.08). The SRMR of .054 is within the range of “good fit” criteria of less than .08, however, 

suggesting good fit. In terms of the CLI (0.95) and TLI (0.93), the CLI indicator is above the rule 

of thumb of .95 suggesting good fit; however, the TLI of .93 suggests poor fit. Additionally, the 

AIC and BIC for Model Three is larger than for Model Two, indicating worse fit; consequently, 

Model Two appears to fit the data better than Model Three (see Table 2). Model Two is thus 

compared to the final mode (Model Four) below, in order to assess for best fit among 

hypothesized models. 

Model Four: Partial Mediation Model with Modifications (Figure 4). Model Four 

provides a structural equation model identical to Model Two, but with the following 

modification; the model no longer allowed for a direct path from Work-to-Family Conflict to 

Family Satisfaction, and Family-to-Work Conflict to Work Satisfaction. Model Four is nested 

within Model Two, allowing for a comparison of χ2 difference to compare model fit. Model Four 

has a χ2 of 82.86 (Δdf = 2), for a non-significant χ2 difference, suggesting that model fit is not 

significantly worse than Model Two. In terms of the RMSEA, the estimate was .069, suggesting 

adequate fit of the model (adequate < .08). The CFI was .97 and the TLI was .95, both of which 

suggest good fit (good fit > .95). The SRMR of .038 is also well below the “good fit” criteria of 

.08, also suggesting good fit.  

Indirect paths were analyzed again, after the direct paths from work-to-family conflict on 

family satisfaction and family-to-work conflict on work satisfaction were removed. The 

hypothesized indirect path of work-to-family conflict to coping resources to family satisfaction 

was non-significant (B = .01 [95% CI: -0.001, 0.04], β = .16 x .09 = .01, p = .33). However, the 
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hypothesized indirect path from family-to-work conflict to coping resources to work satisfaction 

was significant (B = -.06 [95% CI: -0.12, -0.02], β = -.19 x .27 = -.05, p < .05). Thus, coping 

resources significantly mediated the relationship between family-to-work conflict and work 

satisfaction.   

The indirect path of work support for family to coping resources to work satisfaction was 

significant as well (B = .93 [95% CI: .37, .1.80], β = .37 x .27 = .10, p < .05). Consequently, in 

addition to work support for family having a direct and positive relationship with work 

satisfaction, the relationship between work-support-for-family and work satisfaction also 

significantly mediated coping resources. The indirect path of work support for family to family-

to-work conflict to coping resources on work-satisfaction was not significant (B = .18 [95% CI: -

.06, .44], β = -.33 x -.20 x .29 = .02, p = .09).  

In comparing Model Two and Model Four, Model Four appears to fit the data better. The 

change in χ2 is non-significant, so best practices for SEM modeling suggest researchers interpret 

the model with the greater degrees of freedom, as it is more parsimonious (Model Four). 

Additionally, the AIC and BIC for Model Four are smaller than the estimates for Model Two, and 

thus suggest a better fit, while other fit indices suggest an adequate fit for Model Four as well. 

This suggests that Model Four is the model that best fits the data (see Table 3). Using Model Four 

as the model of best fit, these results suggest that approximately 20% of the variance in work 

satisfaction is predicted by work support for family, family support for workers, work-to-family 

conflict, family-to-work conflict, and coping resources. In addition, 64% of the variance in family 

satisfaction was associated with the impact of model variables, including family support for 

workers, work support for family, work-to-family conflict, family-to-work conflict, and coping 

resources. 

HIERARCHICAL LINEAR REGRESSION RESULTS 

A series of hierarchical linear regressions were run to investigate Research Question Four: 

How do internalizations of competing myths (i.e., the ideal worker myth and motherhood myth) 
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moderate the effect of work-family conflict on interpersonal guilt? To analyze initial relationships 

between variables of interest, Pearson Product correlations were conducted. As reported in Table 

3, the Interpersonal Guilt scale was significantly and positively correlated with the Motherhood 

Myth Internalization scale, Ideal Worker Myth Internalization scale, Work-to-Family Conflict 

scale, and Family-to-Work Conflict scale. The Family-to-Work Conflict scale was significantly 

and positively correlated with the Motherhood Myth Internalization scale, the Ideal Worker Myth 

Internalization scale, and the Work-to-Family Conflict scale. Work-to-Family conflict was 

significant and positively correlated the Family-to-Work Conflict scale as well as the Ideal 

Worker Myth Internalization scale, but not with Motherhood Myth Internalization scale.  

Preliminary data analyses were conducted and assured that key assumptions for multiple 

regression analysis were met. To investigate the hypothesis that the relationship between work-to-

family conflict and interpersonal guilt was moderated by internalization of the motherhood myth, 

several hierarchical multiple regressions were run. Though the two-way interaction term was non-

significant (p = .56), two significant main effects emerged. First, women who had more strongly 

internalized the motherhood myth reported significantly higher levels of interpersonal guilt (B = 

0.018, β = 0.45, SE = 0.003, p < .001). Additionally, women who reported higher work-to-family 

conflict also reported significantly higher levels of interpersonal guilt (B = 0.021, β = 0.29, SE = 

0.004, p < .001).  These data suggest that higher levels of work-to-family conflict or 

internalization of the motherhood myth strongly predict greater levels of interposal guilt, with the 

overall model explaining 32% of the variance in interpersonal guilt (R2 = .32, F(2, 175) = 39.70, 

p < .001; see Figure 5). 

To investigate the hypothesis that the relationship between family-to-work conflict and 

interpersonal guilt was moderated by internalization of the ideal worker myth, several hierarchical 

multiple regressions were also run. Though the two-way interaction term was non-significant (p = 

.58), a significant main effect emerged; specifically, female caregivers who reported higher 

family-to-work conflict also reported significantly higher levels of interpersonal guilt (B = 0.023, 



 60 

β = 0.36, SE = 0.004, p < .001). These data suggest that higher levels of work-to-family conflict 

predict greater levels of interpersonal guilt, with the overall regression model explaining 16% of 

the variance in interpersonal guilt (R2 = .16, F(2, 192) =17.90, p < .001; see Figure 6). 

A final hypothesis was also examined, to investigate whether the relationship between 

internalization of the ideal worker myth and interpersonal guilt was moderated by internalization 

of the motherhood myth. To explore this hypothesis, several hierarchical multiple regressions 

were also run. Though the two-way interaction term was non-significant (p = .49), two significant 

main effects emerged. Women who reported higher internalization of the ideal worker myth also 

reported significantly higher levels of interpersonal guilt (B = 0.012, β = 0.16, SE = 0.005, p < 

.001). Moreover, women who had more strongly internalized the motherhood myth reported 

significantly higher levels of interpersonal guilt (B = 0.018, β = 0.45, SE = 0.003, p < .001). 

These data suggest that higher levels of work-to-family conflict or internalization of the 

motherhood myth strongly predict greater levels of interpersonal guilt, with the overall regression 

model explaining 32% of the variance in interpersonal guilt (R2 = .24, F(2, 169) = 25.36, p < 

.001; see Figure 7). 
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG WORK-FAMILY SUPPORT, COPING, AND SATISFACTION 

 Investigations of relationships between work support, family support, coping, and 

satisfaction yielded results that build upon current literature regarding work-family management 

for women with caregiving responsibilities. In this study, we found that both occupational climate 

and family support for female caregivers in STEM fields can have significant, positive impacts on 

both women’s satisfaction. First, these results suggest that having a work-family supportive 

occupational climate appears to positively influence female caregiver’s family and work 

satisfaction. Having a more family-positive, supportive, and non-penalizing workplace climate 

may improve one’s contentment with both the workplace and one’s family life. This finding is 

consistent with research suggesting that a supportive workplace environment is essential to the 

general satisfaction and well-being of employees (Allen, et al., 2000; Galinsky, Bond, & 

Friedman, 1996). A supportive work climate might allow STEM women workers to feel that their 

organization is seeing and responding to their needs as both workers and caregivers, allowing 

them to better meet multiple, conflicting work and family demands.  

In addition, this study found that when families support female workers both 

psychologically and through hands-on contributions, women reported greater satisfaction at home 

and at work. Past research in this area has often focused on the relationships between family 

satisfaction and familial emotional support of workers (e.g., Bernas & Major, 2000). However, 

these findings highlight the ways in which a more resourceful family unit can help create a 

climate of career success for women workers by providing both emotional and instrumental 

support. Given this past research, it is unsurprising that these results indicate greater positive 

outcomes for women who perceive their primary family unit as helpful, supportive, and 

encouraging regarding their work. Taken together, these data indicate that work-support systems 

and family-support systems can both have positive effects across life satisfaction domains, 

leading to greater contentment in areas of both work and family. 
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 In addition, there has been little research regarding the internal psychological 

processes linking work-family conflict and satisfaction outcomes (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, 

Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). Consistent with past research, the current study suggests that women 

who reported greater management of demanding life responsibilities, an ability to maintain 

perspective, and stress-management efficacy also tended to have higher levels of familial and 

work satisfaction. Researchers in counseling psychology have often suggested that one’s 

perception of having successful coping abilities and resources can predict positive outcomes 

across multiple domains, including social, occupational, and academic areas (Anderson, 2000; 

Buonocore & Russo, 2013). These results further highlight that accessing one’s own internal 

coping abilities related to stress and responsibility management can also predict satisfaction in 

both work and family. 

In addition to investigating the effect of support on satisfaction, this study examined 

impact of external support (familial and occupational on women’s perceived ability to cope with 

stressful life events. According to the Transactional Model of Stress and Coping, stress occurs 

when an individual experiences demands that are perceived as challenging beyond one’s available 

resources (Lazarus, 1999). Consequently, female caregivers who perceive that they have 

satisfactory external resources (from work and from home) to help with work-family concerns 

should experience a greater capacity for negotiating demands. The current study’s results are 

supported by the tenets of the Transactional Model of Stress and Coping; women who reported 

higher levels of familial and career-climate support tended to also report greater perceived coping 

resources and abilities. Having families and workplaces that support women instrumentally and 

emotionally may allow women to better access their own internal coping resources for dealing 

with work-family stress. This finding also builds upon previous research suggesting that stress-

management abilities, and perceived ability in managing work-family conflict, are strongly 

related to greater life satisfaction (Thompson & Prottas, 2006).  
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MODELING THE IMPACT OF EXTERNAL SUPPORT ON SATISFACTION 

 In addition to understanding direct relationships between specific variables of 

interest, this dissertation sought to model the predictive and indirect effects of multiple areas of 

work-family support on satisfaction simultaneously. Utilizing structural equation modeling, this 

research was capable of exploring major factors related to work-family satisfaction within the 

same model, and investigating both direct and indirect pathways to work-family satisfaction. By 

analyzing multiple competing models of work-family interface, this body of research was also 

capable of investigating whether perceived family- and occupational-support relate to work-to-

family and family-to-work conflict. Finally, analysis of these models was able to examine 

whether, when included in a model with work-family support and coping resources, if work-

family conflict still had a direct impact on family and work satisfaction. 

Results form the first proposed structural equation model, Model Two, provided partial 

support for hypothesized relationships within the proposed structural equation model of work-

family interface. The first hypothesized path was supported, as women reporting higher levels of 

family support also reported less family-to-work conflict. This corresponds with research 

suggesting that workers who are more supported by their family members experience less family 

interference with work responsibilities (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). On the other hand, women 

reporting higher levels of family support did not report lower levels of work-to-family conflict. 

This finding suggests that family support might not strongly ameliorate the presence of work 

interfering with family, as this conflict is often due to career spillover created directly from the 

organizational climate. Consequently, when a family is not particularly supportive or 

instrumentally effective, but still highly valued, women may need to expand more energy and 

time to the family in a way that interferes with work and causes greater conflict (Lapierre & 

Allen, 2006).  

Moreover, findings from the preliminary structural equation model (Model Two) 

supported the hypothesis that work support for family would relate to lower levels of work-to-

family and family-to-work conflict. Female caregivers who reported greater workplace support 
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for family reported lower degrees of conflict characterized by both family interference with work, 

and also work interference with family. This suggests a clear impact of occupational support 

structures on work-family conflict. Specifically, this finding provides further evidence for family-

friendly workplace climates as being particularly useful for working women in avoiding general 

work-family conflict and stress (Valcour, 2007). 

Not all hypothesized relationships were supported within Model Two. First, the 

hypothesis that work-to-family conflict would significantly predict lower work satisfaction and 

family satisfaction was not supported. Additionally, family-to-work conflict did not predict lower 

work satisfaction. Though these relationships were significant and supported in independent 

bivariate correlational analyses, they were no longer significant within a model including other 

predictors of work and family satisfaction. This may be due to the decomposing of the causal 

process into indirect effects of external support on work-family conflict and coping resources. 

Thus, it is possible that the direct effect of work-family conflict on satisfaction became non-

significant in the presence of stronger influences such as support and coping on satisfaction.  

THE MEDIATING ROLE OF INTERNAL COPING RESOURCES 

Multiple research studies have examined the relationship between external support 

structures at work and at home on work-family conflict and the satisfaction of workers. However, 

the present study addressed a gap in the literature by also assessing a potential mediating effect of 

internal, preventive coping resources. Little is known about the internal coping mechanisms 

through which workplace and familial support may ameliorate employee attitudes and satisfaction 

for women in high-stress STEM careers (Thompson & Prottas, 2006). Specifically, this research 

study examined the direct and indirect contributions of work and family support, work-family 

conflict, and coping resources on satisfaction at home and within one’s workplace. This portion 

of the study also hypothesized that the use of preventative coping resources would mediate the 

relationship between work-family conflict and satisfaction for female caregivers in STEM. 
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The results from the structural equation model analysis, specifically from the final model 

(Model Four), partially support study hypotheses. It was predicted that work-to-family conflict 

would have a direct relationship with family satisfaction, and family-to-work conflict would have 

a direct relationship with work satisfaction. As discussed previously, these relationships were 

significant within bivariate correlational analysis; however, across all structural equation models 

including this path (Models Two and Three), these relationships were not significant. The final 

model, Model Four, presents further evidence that, when external support (family and 

occupational) and internal (coping resources) support are included simultaneously in a predictive 

model of work and family satisfaction, work-family conflict is no longer a significant predictor 

for work and family outcomes.  

After reviewing three potential models, the final model showed evidence of best fit; this 

suggests that the direct impact of family-to-work conflict on work satisfaction was mediated by 

one’s perceived coping resources. This may be related to the ways in which the impact of conflict 

on work-satisfaction can often depend on the resiliency and stress-management abilities of 

individuals. As active agents in their own lives, female caregivers are likely negotiating their own 

stress management in ways that allow for greater work satisfaction, even when work-family 

conflict unavoidably arises. This finding aligns with Lapierre and Allen’s (2006) research, which 

proposes that a supportive family, supportive supervisors, and the use of problem-focused coping 

can help workers avoid work-family conflict and decreased well-being. 

Given that female caregivers in STEM fields are actively negotiating stress with 

potentially limited bandwidth, it is likely that the presence of external and internal support might 

both lower their demands and increase their capacity to access coping abilities. As the 

Transactional Model of Stress and Coping suggests, the negative effect of internal conflict and 

stress on life outcomes can be improved if one has the internal resources necessary to cope with 

demands (Lazarus, 1999). The current results reveal that many working female caregivers are 

able to internally manage their stressful, conflicting demands in a way that allows for the 
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presence of multiple demands without necessarily experiencing work dissatisfaction. This has 

important implications in terms of work-family interface; specifically, working women with 

caregiving responsibilities very often experience work and family responsibilities as conflicting 

and overlapping. Consequently, it is encouraging to note that the stressful effects of this overlap 

can be internally negotiated and externally supported in ways that still allow for women to remain 

satisfied in their careers.  

On the other hand, work-to-family conflict did not have a direct effect on family 

satisfaction; nor was there an indirect effect of work-to-family conflict on family satisfaction, as 

mediated through coping resources. One potential reason for this might lie in the extremely strong 

and positive direct effect of family support for workers on family satisfaction.  Whether or not 

women perceive their families as being supportive of them may so powerfully predict their 

perception of family effectiveness and contentment that the factors of work-to-family conflict and 

coping are less substantial. Therefore, for women working in STEM, the ability of one’s family to 

emotionally and operationally support them seems to have a strong effect for how satisfied female 

caregivers are with their family life. 

ROLE NEGOTIATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, AND INTERPERSONAL GUILT  

The final purpose of this dissertation study was to investigate the ways in which the 

internalization of sociocultural norms regarding motherhood and work might interact with work-

family conflict to impact women’s feeling of interpersonal guilt. A review of the literature 

suggested that, although the constructs of the motherhood myth and ideal worker myth are often 

discussed in tandem with work-family issues, there has been no quantitative investigation of these 

constructs. To this end, two scales were constructed to investigate both the motherhood myth and 

ideal worker myth. Both scales were reviewed by content experts and showed high internal 

reliability; however, their use in the following analyses is exploratory.  

It was predicted that there would be an interaction between internalization of the 

motherhood myth and work-to-family conflict, such that interpersonal guilt levels would be 
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highest for female caregivers with high work-to-family conflict when they had also highly 

internalized the motherhood myth. This specific interaction hypothesis was not supported. 

However, results indicated that high internalization of the motherhood myth was associated with 

greater levels of guilt for female caregivers in STEM fields. In past research, working-women 

with caregiving responsibilities have expressed tension from trying to be a “supermom”, often 

experiencing feelings of failure and self-doubt (Mainiero & Sullivan, 2005). Additionally, 

multiple popular press articles have focused on “mommy guilt” and the ways in which women, 

whether working or not, consistently feel undervalued, evaluated, and guilty (Awad & Reilly, 

2015; Slaughter, 2012). For female caregivers in high stress STEM fields, high internalization of 

motherhood norms and ideals may be particularly problematic in terms of psychological distress 

and feelings of inadequacy.  

In addition to maternal myth internalization, high work-to-family conflict was related to 

higher levels of interpersonal guilt for working women in STEM fields. When experiencing the 

overlap of work and family, such that work responsibilities begin to leak into family life, women 

might begin to feel guilt regarding their family relationships and ability to adequately respond to 

the needs of others. Additionally, the hypothesis that the relationship between family-to-work 

conflict and interpersonal guilt was moderated by internalization of the ideal worker myth was 

not supported. However, female caregivers in STEM who reported higher family-to-work conflict 

also reported higher levels of interpersonal guilt. This relates to research by Glavin, Schieman, 

and Reid (2011), which suggests that frequent work contact outside of the workplace is associated 

with more feelings of guilt and distress among women only. Consequently, there is a possibility 

that work-family conflict and subsequent guilt is experienced strongly by many women, within 

and outside of STEM fields, due to internalized pressure of female norms related to nurturance 

and care. 

Finally, the hypothesis that the relationship between internalization of the ideal worker 

myth and interpersonal guilt was moderated by internalization of the motherhood myth was not 
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supported. Instead, analyses revealed that internalization of the motherhood and ideal worker 

myth impacted feelings of guilt. Specifically, mothers working in STEM who reported higher 

internalization of the ideal worker myth also reported significantly higher levels of interpersonal 

guilt. In addition, STEM mothers who had more strongly internalized the motherhood myth 

reported significantly higher levels of interpersonal guilt. These results are unsurprising, given the 

prior analyses and findings. However, the fact that internalization of both the motherhood and 

ideal worker myth predicted interpersonal guilt, within the same regression model, is important. 

This suggests that both myths account for unique and significant variance when conceptualizing 

the guilt experienced by female caregivers; the combination of roles to negotiate may lead to role 

strain for these women, which past research indicates that role strain in caregivers can increase 

feelings of guilt and distress (Yee & Schulz, 2000). Consequently, future research into 

experiences of working women’s guilt should utilize further refined and validated measures of 

both the ideal worker and motherhood myth constructs to investigate experiences or role strain. 

Though occasionally discussed in popular press regarding retention of women in STEM, 

there has been no research on internalization of the motherhood myth and ideal worker myth, and 

their impact on work-family conflict and interpersonal guilt. The work-family interface model, 

however, suggests that it is important to integrate the ways in which individuals incorporate and 

negotiate conflicting life roles to allow for care and career sustainability (van Engen, Vinkenburg, 

& Dikkers, 2012). This exploratory analyses and scale-creation helps create some foundational 

information for this area. By linking together the internalization of conflicting cultural messages 

with work-family conflict, this study identifies potential psychological outcomes of guilt that 

working women may experience. 

Taken together, this line of inquiry suggests that adherence to these conflicting constructs 

(motherhood myth and ideal worker myth) may be associated with higher levels of both guilt and 

work-family conflict. These findings are consistent with research suggesting that role overload 

can lead to lower overall psychological health (Pearson, 2008). Consequently, there is a need to 
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validate the scales created for this research, as well as incorporating more information on 

motherhood and worker ideals into studies examining the psychological pressures and impacts for 

working mothers in STEM fields and beyond.  

STUDY LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Several limitations for the current study are relevant, and call on the need for further 

research. Firstly, the sample of women who participated in this study only included women 

currently still working in a STEM field. Consequently, female caregivers who had already left 

their STEM field were not represented in this study. These women may have had different 

experiences with external support structures, work-family conflict, and their ability to cope with 

role-negotiation stress. Given this lack of data on women no longer working in STEM, it is 

difficult to say that the final model presented for work-family interface would generalize to 

women who choose to leave the field. It is important to consider the experiences of persons who 

remain or leave a particular field. Assessing the occupational and familial experiences of such 

women, and their perceived coping, might contribute important information into the ways in 

which women who leave STEM fields conceptualize their support structures and role as both a 

worker and caregiver. In addition, this study purposefully focused on the experiences of women; 

however, men in with caregiving responsibilities also experience work-family interface issues.  

Future studies should assess the ways in which these women conceptualize their experience of 

work and family satisfaction, and whether the proposed final model would hold for men as well. 

In addition to generalizing the structural equation model and regression results beyond 

women currently in STEM fields, the current study also lacked racial diversity given that the 

majority of participants were White. Unfortunately, the lack of diversity in STEM fields has been 

well-documented within both US Census reports and within specific sectors of STEM fields. For 

instance, three of the major social-media technology organizations (Twitter, Google, Facebook) 

recently reported diversity information, with each reporting 0% to 1% hiring of Black women and 

1% to 2% hiring of Hispanic women (Ricker, 2015). For racial and ethnic minorities within 
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STEM fields, there are additional stressors of racism, bias, and discrimination, which are clearly 

important when discussing work and family satisfaction for women of color. Future studies are 

needed to assess how women of color in STEM fields experience work and family support and 

conflict, as well as the ways in which these experiences intersect with racism, colorism, and bias 

in promotion, retention, and hiring. 

A third limitation of this study is the exploratory nature of the motherhood myth and ideal 

worker myth scales. No previously validated measures existed for investigating internalization of 

the motherhood myth or ideal worker myth; therefore they were created for the current study. The 

scales assessed the ways in which mothers in STEM fields might internalize competing social 

myths of being both a mother and ideal worker. These scales were piloted with content experts 

and based on well-established constructions of these social ideals. However, the items themselves 

were not piloted with a sample of workers or mothers prior to this study’s data collection. Due to 

these scales being developed and tested preliminary within this research study, caution should be 

used when interpreting the results presented.  

As both the Motherhood Myth and Ideal Worker Myth Internalization scales showed some 

encouraging results regarding their internal consistency, a complete survey validation should be 

conducted in future studies. This additional research should include workers in multiple fields 

outside of STEM, as well as non-working mothers. Additionally, future validation studies should 

assess for potential convergent and discriminant validity, as well as latent factor structures. In 

addition, future research examining both constructs simultaneously may benefit from also 

including a measure of role strain. This may best be achieved by utilizing measures such as the 

Role Overload Scale (ROS; Reilly, 1982), in order to assess perceived experiences of role 

overload by working women. 

Finally, this study utilized structural equation modeling to investigate multiple models and 

their goodness of fit for predicting the experiences of work-family interface for female caregivers 

in STEM. In exploring these preliminary models, all women who identified as working within a 
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STEM field were grouped together. However, the fields that make up STEM can be quite 

different in terms of their organizational climates, employee norms, and inclusion of programs to 

alleviate work-family conflict. For instance, in this study, women in technology reported greater 

time demands from their organization than women in science fields, potentially due to the 

underlying field-specific norm that technology workers always be connected and available for 

work outside of normal business hours. Consequently, it would be important to better 

contextualize the lives experience of women in STEM by investigating potential differences 

between and within STEM fields for female caregivers. 

Additionally, women within multiple areas of STEM – including academia, industry, and 

the government – likely have different experiences of support for women with caregiving needs, 

as well as the ways in which they are supported and encouraged (or penalized) for using family-

friendly policies. Future studies would likely benefit from assessing model fit across STEM 

disciplines and organizational climates. For instance, many for-profit industries are reporting 

greater investment in diversity recruitment and retention, as well as increased commitment to 

family-friendly work policies. However, the presence and usage of such policies can vary widely 

in academia, often depending on a universities culture, resources, and work-family climate. Thus, 

additional research in this area should evaluate the ways in which specific programs can allow for 

greater support and retention of women in their respective areas. 

Despite study limitations and areas for future investigation, results from this study are 

encouraging. These findings have potential applications to multiple areas of STEM women 

retention and assessing the ways in which women are actively coping with multiple 

responsibilities and roles. Overall, these findings suggest that the coping resources for female 

caregivers in STEM are an important factor to take into account when examining the ability of 

women to successfully navigate work-family interface issues. In addition, our analyses suggest 

that external support from both work and family can impact women’s perceptions of their coping 

resources. Moreover, internal coping resources mediated the relationship between work-family 
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conflict and work and family satisfaction. This study was also the first in the work-family 

interface field to explore both maternal and worker-role negotiation and their impact on 

psychological wellbeing for STEM mothers.  

Overall, this study emphasized the agency of female caregivers negotiating multiple roles 

in STEM fields. Future research should focus on interventions and programs that support both 

female caregivers instrumentally and emotionally, in order to reduce their demands and increase 

their perceived coping resources – which may help in retaining women in STEM fields. 

Additionally, this would allow for greater investigation of the role scarcity and enhancement 

hypotheses, which suggests that various life roles can provide positive outlets until a threshold is 

crossed and perceived demands exceed perceived available attention, time, and energy (Danes, 

1998). 

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

 Implications for work-family support. Though certain research limitations exist 

within this study, the findings of both the expanded work-family interface model and information 

developed on internalization of different employee-caregiving norms can inform multiple areas of 

future research. More recently, investigations of working women in STEM fields has begun to 

focus on the ways in which female caregivers and mothers in particular often leave their field due 

to a perceived inability to manage work-family concerns. In a world encouraging working women 

to “lean in”, there is often little talk about how this translates to women who feel like they have 

no more to give. Alternatively, much of the research foundation for work-family negotiation has 

focused on “balance”, often specifically through the support of workplace policies and climates 

(Tajlili, 2014).  

The current body of research further confirms the importance of work and family support 

for both work and family satisfaction, respectively. Subsequently, manager and human resources 

structures should clearly take into account the ways in which working women in STEM fields feel 

supported as women with additional caregiving responsibilities. In addition, a supportive work-
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family climate increases the probability that employees will feel comfortable using family-

friendly policies, as they are less likely to worry about possible negative career consequences or 

backlash (Thompson et al., 1999). 

What is often missing from work-family conversations, however, is the way in which 

women are actively coping with their stressors and demands in order to cope effectively with 

multiple responsibilities. Often, when modeling work and family satisfaction for working female 

caregivers, there is little to no focus on the ways in which women are active agents in their own 

stress management. This study makes a significant contribution to the field of work-family 

interface through the acknowledgement and modeling of women as effective participants in their 

own work-family negotiation. By addressing this limitation in the current literature and providing 

support for the importance of integrating coping resources into future work-family interface 

models.  

By refocusing on the agency of women, using the Transactional Model of Stress and 

Coping (Lazarus, 1990), this study was able to reveal that the presence of work-family conflict 

does not necessarily result in work or family dissatisfaction; rather, women are negotiating their 

own stressors and responsibilities in ways that allow for conflict to be mediated by interpersonal 

coping abilities. Additionally, this study also highlights the ways in which external support has 

both a direct effect on satisfaction, suggesting that future investigations into specific career 

outcomes for women in STEM such as retention incorporate such a framework in order to more 

accurately assess the experiences and positive coping strategies of such women. 

Implications for maternal and worker role negotiation. These findings also suggest 

important future areas for research when specifically examining working mothers in STEM fields. 

Results from this study suggest that feelings of guilt, which are often related to multiple negative 

psychological and career outcomes, can results when women feel pressure to be both the perfect 

mother and ideal worker. Such factors can strongly impact the ways in which taking a pause (or 

not taking one) can impact feelings of guilt for working women with caregiving responsibilities. 
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However, in discussions regarding the lived experiences of working women, societal norms and 

messages are often lacking. This study found that such social pressures have very real effects on 

women’s wellbeing, and should be further integrated into work-family climate investigations.  

These research findings also have implications for programs aimed at women who are 

considering re-entering a workplace after a “pause” due to caregiving responsibilities. For 

instance, programs like iRelaunch attempt to work with women who are “relaunching” their 

careers, often after a career change or break due to childrearing. Similar companies often attempt 

to address specific issues for women related to re-initiating one’s career journey. This includes 

addressing skills training and resume gaps. In addition, however, this study highlights the 

importance of such companies beginning to incorporate discussions related to subtler “personal 

issues” such as guilt and family issues that might arise. These issues are often also very present 

for working men and fathers, although there is little literature addressing the ways in which role 

strain and guilt operate for working fathers. 

Much can be gained through more explicit exploration of role difficulties and 

interpersonal guilt when juggling work and family roles. Often, these issues go unspoken and 

unacknowledged; and yet, a recent study suggested that 68% women in technology identified 

motherhood bias as the primary reason they left their field (Stromberg, 2015). By engaging in 

discussions that create support and space to process the pressure of both being the ideal worker 

and the ideal mother - whether through one-on-one mentoring, workshops, or within career 

counseling situations- this important issue might be better addressed in ways that leave working 

mothers feeling better understood, seen, and helped. Additionally, women considering entrance 

into a STEM field might benefit from such conversations as well, especially in terms of hearing 

from women the multiple ways in which they actively negotiate their own responsibilities, 

pressures, and life goals as working women. 
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CONCLUSION 

Though currently growing in the literature, and of increasing interest in popular press 

articles, there is still a lack of research on the particular ways in which women in STEM negotiate 

both work-family interface and role negotiation. The current research attended to this gap in the 

literature in multiple ways. First, this study expanded upon previous work-family interface 

models by incorporating variables associated with both external support structures and internal 

coping mechanisms.  Overall, findings from this study suggest that the support of family and 

work can positively impact not only family and work satisfaction, but also related to greater 

perceived coping abilities of female caregivers in STEM fields. In addition, results from this 

study highlight the important effect of coping resources in mediating the relationship between 

work-family conflict and work satisfaction.  Subsequently, these findings position working 

women in STEM as active agents in their own coping and work satisfaction, such that the 

presence of work-family conflict need not necessarily relate to lower work satisfaction when 

women are able to cope with stressors effectively.  

This research also lays groundwork for incorporating socio-cultural pressures and norms 

into future investigations of role strain for female caregivers in high-stress fields. Given the 

multiple roles that working women – and especially working mothers – internalize and negotiate, 

it is important to attend to the ways in which this can impact psychological well being. While 

there have been some qualitative investigations into the internalized myths of motherhood and 

ideal workers, there have been no quantitative inquiries into their influence. This research 

suggests that internalization of both the ideal worker myth and motherhood myth may relate to 

greater feelings of interpersonal guilt; thus, the impact of internalization of these societal 

pressures – which are inherently contradictory – may be useful in informing future studies in this 

area.  

As a field, we are slowly moving away from the idea that work-family “balance” is 

possibly, useful, or even desired for working women. This theoretical movement is also important 

as a means of understanding the inevitability of work-family overlap in the lives of workers with 
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caregiving responsibilities and pressures. The study suggests that lack of balance – or the 

presence of work-family conflict – does not necessarily lower satisfaction in one’s career life. The 

presence of external support, family-friendly culture, and internal coping resources can allow for 

such overlaps to exist alongside work satisfaction. However, work and family satisfaction are not 

the only outcomes affected by work-family interface; as this study shows, the experience of guilt 

is strongly experienced by working mothers in the presence of perceived work-family conflict and 

societal work and maternal pressures. Consequently, by incorporating more information about 

women’s coping abilities, as well as their negotiation of multiple social roles, the field will better 

represent the lived experiences of women. As researchers, policy makers, and organizational 

leaders, it is essential that we examine and honor individual, societal, and organization layers of 

work-family interface for female caregivers in STEM fields and beyond.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Structural Equation Model Variables  

 
    Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Work Satisfaction    .92            
2. Family Satisfaction   .19**   .88           

3. FSIW-ES   .28***  .73***   .96          

4. FSIW-IA   .14*  .57***  .68***   .93         

5. WFC-MS   .37**  .32***   .23**  .27***   .83        

6. WFC-CC -.28*** -.29*** -.27*** -.29*** -.54***   .79       

7. WFC-OTD -.29*** -.34*** -.28*** -.26*** -.71***  .67***   .80      
8. Work-to-Family 
Conflict -.22** -.27*** -.26*** -.25*** -.52***  .46***  .59***   .93     

9. Family-to-Work 
Conflict -.13** -.39*** -.40*** -.43*** -.31*** .35***  .44***  .50***   .92    

10. PRI-PC  .39***  .34***  .28***  .26***  .37*** -.27*** -.31*** -.19** -.33***  .91   

11. PRI-MP  .31***  .32***  .27***  .30***  .30*** -.25*** -.36*** -.21** -.33***  .84*** .89  
12. PRI-Scanning  .25***  .33***  .36***  .33***  .30***  -.17* -.32*** -.26*** -.34***  .69*** .71*** .89 

M 49.35 108.87 46.82 38.36 35.65 14.63 12.57 22.34 19.19 70.88 57.45 67.22 

SD 9.50 20.25 11.81 7.27 6.75 3.69 3.70 7.742 8.47 8.58 7.89 9.09 
Range 15-70 45-146 19-70 13-48 15-51 5-25 4-20 5-35 5-35 42-90 31-75 39-90 

Note. Internal consistency estimates on the diagonal. FSIW-ES=Family Support Inventory for Workers Emotional Support; FSIW-IA= Family Support Inventory 
for Workers Instrumental Assistance; WFC-MS= Work Family Climate Managerial Support; WFC-CC= Work Family Climate Career Consequence; WFC-OTD= 
Work Family Climate Organizational Time Demands; PRI-PC = Preventive Resources Inventory Perceived Control; PRI-MP = PRI-PC = Preventive Resources 
Inventory Maintaining Perspective; PRI-Scanning = Preventive Resources Inventory Scanning  

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Table 2: Model Fit Indices for Models One), Two, Three, and Four 

 

Model χ2 df p Δχ2 Δdf Δp RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR AIC BIC RMSEA 
90% CI 

Probability 
RMSEA <= 

.05 
Model One  73.06 37 0.0004 -- --      -- 0.07 0.97 0.95 0.04 15893.25 16069.11 0.045-0.092 0.09 

Model Two  80.25 41 0.0002     7.18 4 0.13* 0.07 0.97 0.95 0.04 15892.44 16055.02 0.046-0.091 0.09 
Model 
Three 103.62 45 0.0000   23.37 4  0.01** 0.08 0.95 0.93 0.05 15907.81 16057.13 0.060-0.100 0.01 

Model Four  82.86 43 0.0002    2.62 2  0.27** 0.07 0.97 0.95 0.04 15891.05 16047.00 0.045 -0.089 0.09 
Note: *model as compared to Model One; **model as compared to Model Two 
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Figure 2: Structural Equation Model with Direct Work-to-Family and Family-to-Work Paths, Standardized Model Two 

 
 
Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Figure 3: Structural Equation Model with Coping Resources Paths Constrained, Standardized Model Three 

 

 
Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Figure 4: Structural Equation Model Omitting Direct Work-to-Family and Family-to-Work Paths, Standardized Model Four 

 

 
Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Table 3: Correlations among Motherhood Myth, Ideal Worker Myth, Work-Family Conflict, and Interpersonal Guilt 

 
 

Measure    1       2          3     4     5 
1. Motherhood Myth   .90     
2. Ideal Worker Myth   .08    .85    
3. Interpersonal Guilt   .48*** .19**     .84   

4. Work-to-Family Conflict   .12   .33***     .33***  .93  

5. Family-to-Work Conflict   .26***   .23***     .38***  .50***   .92 
M   57.1    32.26     3.73 22.34 19.19 
SD  13.55 7.46     0.62  7.74 8.47 

Range 25 – 96 13 – 53 1.61 – 4.56 5 – 35 5 - 35 
Note. Internal consistency estimates on the diagonal.  *p  <  .05.  **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Figure 5: Interaction of Work-to-Family Conflict and Motherhood Myth on Guilt 
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Figure 6: Interaction of Family-to-Work Conflict and Ideal Worker Myth on Guilt 
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Figure 7: Interaction of Ideal Worker Myth and Motherhood Myth on Guilt 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT 

 
Beyond Balance: Examining Work-Family Interface, Role Negotiation, and Coping 

Strategies for Female Caregivers in STEM 
 
  

Role in Study Name Job Title / Department Telephone Email 

Lead Investigator Erin D. Reilly, M.Ed. 

Doctoral Candidate, 
Educ Psychol Dept 
1 University Station D5800 
Austin, Texas 78712 
UT Mail Code: D5800 

(512) 232-2638 erin.reilly@austin. 
utexas.edu 

 Faculty Sponsor Germine H. Awad, Ph.D 

Assistant Professor, 
Educ Psychol Dept 
1 University Station D5800 
Austin, Texas 78712 
UT Mail Code: D5800 

(512) 471-0526 
  

gawad@austin. 
utexas.edu 
  

 Faculty Sponsor Dr. Aaron Rochlen, Ph.D. 

Professor & CP Program Director 
Educ Psychol Dept 
1 University Station D5800 
Austin, TX 78712 
UT Mail Code: D5800 

(512) 471-0361 arochlen@austin. 
utexas.edu 

 
The purpose of this study is to investigate job satisfaction, gendered occupational 
experiences, and work/family responsibilities for female caregivers in science, 
technology, engineering, mathematics, and medicine (STEM/M). As a participant in 
this study, you will be asked to respond to a series of surveys that investigate your 
attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors as you negotiate both caregiving and occupational 
work. The information will help researchers understand factors that contribute to attitudes 
toward job resiliency, well-being, and retention for female caregivers in STEM fields. 
You may perceive that some of the questions are personal in nature, please note that we 
are just trying to assess different people’s attitudes and experiences. This information will 
only be available to the researchers and information will be kept completely anonymous. 
Researchers must store study responses for three years. Any presentation or publication 
of this data will be in group-form only. Answering the questions on this questionnaire 
will take approximately 25 minutes. 
 
Participants will have the option to enter into a drawing for one of twenty $25 gift 
certificates to Amazon.com at the end of the survey. This will involve emailing a 
secure, third-party email with information that will not be linked to survey answers. 
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Further directions will be provided on the last survey page. Please do not put your name 
anywhere on the surveys. Your participation is strictly voluntary and you can withdraw 
from the study at any time without penalty. There are no foreseeable risks to participating 
in this study. Additionally, there are no direct benefits for participants. The benefit to 
society will be increased information regarding optimal workplace policies, support 
structures, and coping strategies for women negotiating both work and family demands 
and roles. 
 
The information that you provide will be completely confidential as your name will not 
be requested or placed on this questionnaire. Completion of the survey indicates your 
voluntary consent to participate in this study and that you are at least 18 years old. Please 
address any questions or concerns that you have to Erin D. Reilly at (512) 232-2638. If it 
becomes necessary for the Institutional Review Board to review the study records, 
information that can be linked to you will be protected to the extent permitted by law. 
Your research records will not be released without your consent unless required by law or 
a court order. The data resulting from your participation may be made available to other 
researchers in the future for research purposes not detailed within this consent form. In 
these cases, the data will contain no identifying information that could associate it with 
you, or with your participation in any study. 
 
Completion of the survey indicates you have read the information above and any 
questions that you asked have been answered to your satisfaction. Withdrawal will not 
affect your relationship with The University of Texas in anyway. A copy of this form is 
available to you upon request. This study has been processed by the Office of Research 
Support. If you have questions about your rights as a study participant, or are dissatisfied 
at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact - anonymously, if you wish - 
the Office of Research Support by phone at (512) 471- 8871 or email at 
orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 
 
If you agree to participate please press the arrow button at the bottom right of the screen. 
If you choose not to participate, just exit the study. Your participation in this study is 
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time. 
 
For further information, please contact: 
 
Erin D. Reilly, M.Ed. 
The University of Texas at Austin 
Department of Educational Psychology 
1 University Station D5800 Austin, TX 78712 
Phone: (512) 232-2638 
Email: erin.reilly@austin.utexas.edu 
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APPENDIX B: DEMOGRAPHICS 
 

1. Please select your sex. 
a. Male  
b. Female  
c. Other (please specify) 

 
2. Please indicate your current age. ________ 

 
3. In which of the following disciplines are you currently employed (please specify 

beneath the general domain)? 
a. Science  _____________________________ 
b. Technology _____________________________ 
c. Engineering _____________________________ 
d. Math _____________________________ 
e. Medicine _____________________________ 
f. Other _____________________________ 

 
4. How many years have you worked in this field? __________ 

 
5. In which of the following areas do you currently work? 

a. Academia/Higher Education 
b. Industry 
c. Self-Employed 
d. K-12 educations 
e. Other, please specify 

 
6. Do you live in the United States? 

a. Yes 
b. No (please specify country) 

 
7. The highest number (10) represents the people who are the best off, those who 

have the most money, most education, and best jobs. At the bottom (1) are the 
people who are the worst off, those who have the least money, least education, 
and worst jobs or no job.  Indicate the number below that best reflects your 
situation. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
8. What is you yearly personal income (before taxes)? ________________ 
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9. What is your race or origin? Mark one or more boxes AND print in the specific 
race(s) or origin(s)?    

a. White---Print origin(s) below, for example, German, Irish, Polish, 
Russian, and so on. ____________________ 

b. Black or African American--- Print origin(s) below, for example, African 
American, Haitian, Nigerian and so on.  

c. ____________________ 
d. Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin---- Print origin(s) below, for example, 

Mexican, Mexican American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Colombian, 
Dominican, Nicaraguan, Salvadoran, Spaniard, and so on.  
____________________ 

e. Middle Eastern, North African, or Arab---Print origin(s) below, for 
example, Lebanese, Egyptian, Armenian, Iranian, Berber, Assyrian, 
Chaldean, Kurd, Israeli, Sudanese, Somali and so on. 
____________________ 

f. American Indian or Alaska Native---Print name of enrolled or principal 
tribe(s) below, for example, Navajo, Tingit, and so on.  
____________________ 

g. Asian----Print origin(s) below, for example, Asian Indian, Chinese, 
Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese, Hmong, Laotian, Thai, Pakistani, 
Cambodian, and so on. ____________________ 

h. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander---Print origins below, for 
example, Native Hawaiian, Guamanian, or Chamorro, Samoan, Fijian, 
Tongan, and so on. ____________________ 

i. Some other race or origin--- Print race(s) or origin(s) below. 
_________________ 
 

10. Please indicate the sexual orientation group with which you identify yourself. 
a. Asexual  
b. Bisexual 
c. Gay 
d. Heterosexual 
e. Lesbian 
f. Queer 
g. Questioning 
h. Other (please specify) 

 
 

11. What is your current marital/relationship status? 
a. Single-Never Married 
b. In a relationship-not living together  
c. In a relationship-living together  
d. Married 
e. Separated 
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f. Divorced 
g. Widowed 
h. Other (Please Specify)______________ 

 
12. Do you have any children or dependents? 

a. Yes (please specify number) 
b. No 

 
13. In terms of caregiving responsibilities, what is the total number hours per week 

that you work: ______ 
 

14. In terms of occupational responsibilities, what is the total number hours per week 
that you work: _________ 
 

15. On a scale of 1 – 10, with one being not at all important, and 10 being the 
extremely important, how important are your following roles to you (if not 
applicable, please leave blank): 

a. Parent/Caregiver______ 
b. Spouse/Partner ________ 
c. Worker________ 

 
16. Did you take any time off during your career in order to care for a child? 

a. Yes (please specify number of months taken off) 
b. No 

 
17. If yes, which of the following apply (select all that apply)? 

a. I do most of the care-taking responsibilities in the household.  
b. My partner and I share care-taking responsibilities equally.  
c. My partner does most of the care-taking responsibilities in the household.  
d. I have children under the age of 5. 
e. I care for an adult relative.  
f. I have adult children who do not live at home.  
g. Other (please specify) ____________ 

 
 

18. Please indicate your current attitude toward the following work-related plans: 
(yes/no) 

a. During the past year, I have considered leaving my field. 
b. During the past year, I have applied for a job outside of my field. 
c. I intend to remain in my current job next year. 
d. I am the primary breadwinner/provider in my family. 
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19.  List the persons you care for currently, in terms of your relationship with them, 
their age, needs, and hours you spend PER WEEK providing care. If greater than 
five, please choose five persons that you are currently MOST responsible for. 
 

 
Relationship to 
YOU (e.g., your 
son, mother) 

That person's 
age (e.g., 2, 
10, 80) 

General caretaking 
needs (e.g., 
childcare, medical) 

Hours per 
WEEK you 
provide care 
(e.g., 4, 20) 

Person Number One     

Person Number Two     

Person Number Three     

Person Number Four     

Person Number Five     
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APPENDIX C: WORK –TO-FAMILY/FAMILY-TO-WORK CONFLICT SCALE 
 

(Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. 1996) 
 

Please rate your agreement with the following items from Strongly Disagree (1) to 
Strongly Agree (7). 

 
Work-to-Family Conflict Scale 

 
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. 
 

Family-to-Work Conflict Scale 
 

1. The demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-related 
activities. 

2. I have to put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home. 
3. Things I want to do at work don't get done because of the demands of my family 

or spouse/partner. 
4. My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work such as getting to work 

on time, accomplishing daily tasks, and working overtime. 
5. Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform job-related duties. 
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APPENDIX D: MOTHERHOOD MYTH INTERNALIZATION 
 
Please rate your person agreement with the following items from Strongly Disagree 
(1) to Strongly Agree (5). 
 

1. As a mother, I need to commit most of my time to my children.   

2. Being a mother is important for me to feel fulfilled as a woman.   

3. Being a mother is my primary life goal.   

4. My children’s needs are always more important than my own.   

5. I try hard to meet the expectations others have for me as a mother.   

6. As a mother, I should be willing to sacrifice my needs for those of my children.   

7. I believe women are naturally best at caregiving.   

8. I feel guilty when I don't devote most of my time to caring for my children.   

9. I believe it’s the responsibility of women to do the majority of childcare.   

10. It is natural for me as a woman to want to have children.   

11. When I think about how to care for my child, it is important to me that other mothers 
approve of what I do.   

12. I believe the best mothers are those who prioritize caregiving over work responsibilities.   

13. I often feel pressure to be the “perfect” mother.   

14. As a mother, I believe I should have infinite patience for my children.   

15. As a woman, I feel I have a responsibility to raise a child.   

16. I worry I will let my family down by not being the best possible mother.   

17. Experiencing childbirth is important for me to feel fulfilled as a woman.   

18. I believe that women are instinctively good at caregiving.   

19. It is important to me that other mothers see me as a good mother.   

20. I believe that women are better caregivers than men.   

21. Being a mother is the most important job a woman can have.  
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APPENDIX E: IDEAL WORKER MYTH INTERNALIZATION 
 
Please rate your person agreement with the following items from Strongly Disagree 
(1) to Strongly Agree (5). 
 
 

1. As an employee, I should commit the majority of my time to my career. 

2. I believe that my career should be my main life priority. 

3. My career responsibilities often come before my family's needs. 

4. I try to be the ideal employee. 

5. Work should always come before my personal needs. 

6. I believe in sacrificing non-work responsibilities for my career. 

7. I often sacrifice what I personally need for my career 

8. My personal role as a worker is of primary importance to me. 

9. I worry that I will let my supervisor/boss down by not performing at my 
best. 

10. I believe that the best workers are those without major non-work 
responsibilities. 

11. My work responsibilities always come first. 

12. As an employee, I expect to give up personal needs for my job. 
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APPENDIX F: UTRECHT WORK ENGAGEMENT SCALE 

 
(Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Romá, & Bakker, 2002) 

 
The following 17 statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each statement 
carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have never had this 
feeling, choose the “0” (zero) in the space after the statement. If you have had this 
feeling, indicate how often you felt it by choosing the number that best describes how 
frequently you feel that way. 
 

Never Almost Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often Always 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
1. At my work, I feel bursting with energy.a (VI1)  
2. I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose. (DE1)  
3. Time flies when I am working. (AB1)  
4. At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.a (VI2)  
5. I am enthusiastic about my job.a (DE2)  
6. When I am working, I forget everything else around me. (AB2)  
7. My job inspires me.a (DE3)  
8. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.a (VI3)  
9. I feel happy when I am working intensely.a (AB3) 
10. I am proud of the work that I do.a (DE4)  
11. I am immersed in my work.a (AB4)  
12. I can continue working for very long periods at a time. (VI4)  
13. To me, my job is challenging. (DE5)  
14. I get carried away when I am working.a (AB5)  
15. At my job, I am very resilient, mentally. (VI5)  
16. It is difficult to detach myself from my job. (AB6)  
17. At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well. (VI6) 
 
Note: VI = Vigor scale; DE = Dedication scale; AB = Absorption scale. a. Shortened 
version (Utrecht Work Engagement Scale–9 [UWES-9]).  
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APPENDIX G: PREVENTIVE RESOURCES INVENTORY 
 

(McCarthy & Lambert, 2001) 
 
Using the scale below, please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
following statements. 
 
Maintaining Perspective Scale 

I know how to pick the right coping strategy for the right situation. 
I see problems as opportunities to learn and grow. 
I know how to keep my options open. 
I know my own limits. 
I know I can't be all things to all people. 
I am a flexible person. 
I know how to learn from my mistakes. 
I am able to reduce stress in my life by focusing on my values. 
I am able to reduce stress in my life by focusing on my priorities. 
I am able to avoid causing myself stress by keeping things in perspective. 
I keep failures and difficulties in perspective. 
I know when I need to "go with the flow" to prevent a situation from becoming 
stressful. 
I am able to prevent stress by accepting responsibilities rather than avoiding them. 
I can find the bright side of most situations. 
I can laugh at myself. 

Perceived Control 
I can trust my own judgment. 
I can handle stressful situations. 
I believe the difficulties I am facing will not last forever. 
I am good at finding novel ways to resolve obstacles in my life. 
I know how to handle stress. 
I can solve most of the problems I face. 
I can learn new tasks. 
If I fail in one situation, I know I can still succeed in other situations. 
I know how to prepare for stressful situations. 
I can adapt to change. 
I can handle most things. 
I am in control of my life. 
I usually succeed at whatever I try. 
I am frequently able to diffuse stressful situations by acting quickly. 
I know what is best for me. 
I have strengths, which allow me to overcome obstacles. 
I can identify when my approach to problem solving is not working. 
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I can usually see many ways to attack a problem. 
Scanning 

When new information comes my way, I can recognize when it will be important 
to me. 
I can recognize when someone is about to become unhappy with me. 
I am able to recognize when I need to take action to avoid causing stress in my 
life. 
I am good at identifying things that will cause stress in the future. 
I am able to reduce my daily demand level by planning ahead. 
By organizing and planning my day, I am usually able to keep my daily demands 
from becoming stressful. 
I can recognize events or situations that may cause stress in my life. 
I am able to see difficult situations on the horizon. 
I am usually able to leave space in my daily schedule to tackle important tasks. 
I know when getting more information will help me avoid problems. 
I recognize situations that may add to the stress in my life. 
I am better than most people at anticipating situations that will cause stress. 
I stay organized. 
I monitor my environment for potential sources of stress. 
I am able to pace myself to get things done in a timely manner. 
I usually don't create stress for myself by putting things off. 
I usually follow through on the plans I make. 
I know how to plan the use of my time so difficult problems get handled. 
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APPENDIX H: FAMILY ASSESSMENT DEVICE 

 
(Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop, 1983) 

 
This assessment contains a number of statements about families. Read each 
statement carefully, and decide how well it describes your own family, from strongly 
agree (1) to strongly disagree (4). You should answer according to how you see your 
family. Try not to spend too much time thinking about each statement, but respond 
as quickly and as honestly as you can. If you have difficulty, answer with your first 
reaction. Please be sure to answer every statement and mark all your answers in the 
space provided below each statement. 
 

1. Planning many family activities is difficult because we misunderstand each other.   
2. In times of crisis we can turn to each other for support.  
3. We cannot talk to each other about the sadness we feel.   
4. Individuals are accepted for what they are.   
5. We avoid discussing our fears and concerns.   
6. We can express feelings to each other.  
7. There are lots of bad feelings in the family.  
8. We feel accepted for who we are.  
9. Making decisions is a problem for our family.   
10. We are able to make decisions about how to solve problems.  
11. We don’t get along well together.   
12. We confide in each other.  
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APPENDIX I: FAMILY SUPPORT INVENTORY FOR WORKERS 
 

(King, Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995) 
 
The following are statements about members of your family. In answering these 
questions, consider "family" to be those family members currently living with you. Please 
choose your agreement with each statement, from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly 
Agree (5). 
 
1. When I succeed at work, members of my family show that they are proud of me [ES] 
2. My family members burden me with things that they should be able to handle on their 
own [IA] 
3. My family members do not seem very interested in hearing about my work day [ES] 
*4. When something at work is bothering me, members of my family show that they 
understand how I'm feeling [ES] 
*5. Members of my family cooperate with me to get things done around the house [IA] 
6. When I talk with them about my work, my family members don't really listen [ES] 
*7. Someone in my family asks me regularly about my work day [ES] 
8. If I had to go out of town for my job, my family would have a hard time managing 
household responsibilities [IA] 
9. As long as I'm making money, it doesn't really matter to members of my family what 
job I have [ES] 
10. It seems as if my family members are always demanding me to do something for 
them [IA] 
*11. I feel better after discussing job-related problems with a family member [E] 
*12. My family members do their fair share of household chores [I] 
*13. When I have a tough day at work, family members try to cheer me up [E] 
* 14. Members of my family are interested in my job [E]  
15. I have difficulty discussing work-related activities with members of my family [E] 
*16. When I'm frustrated by my work, someone in my family tries to understand [E] 
*17. Members of my family are willing to straighten up the house when it needs it [I] 
*18. Members of my family always seem to make time for me if I need to discuss my 
work [E] 
19. I wish members of my family would care more about what I do at work [E] 
*20. Members of my family often provide a different way of looking at my work-related 
problems [E] 
21. My family leaves too much of the daily details of running the house to me [I] 
22. Members of my family don't want to listen to my work-related problems [E] 
23. Members of my family seem bored when I talk about my job [E] 
*24. Someone in my family helps me out by running errands when necessary [I] 
25. Members of my family have little respect for my job [E] 
*26. Members of my family are happy for me when I am successful at work  [E] 
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*27. Someone in my family helps me feel better when I'm upset about my job [E] 
*28. If my job gets very demanding, someone in my family will take on extra household 
responsibilities [I] 
*29. I usually find it useful to discuss my work problems with family members [E] 
*30. Members of my family want me to enjoy my job [E] 
31. My family members give me too much responsibility for household repairs and 
maintenance [I] 
*32. Members of my family enjoy hearing about my achievements at work [E] 
*33. I can depend on members of my family to help me out when I'm running late for 
work [I] 
*34. My family members have a positive attitude toward my work [E] 
35. When I have a problem at work, my family members seem to blame me [E] 
*36. Members of my family help me with routine household tasks [I] 
*37. When I have a problem at work, members of my family express concern [E] 
*38. I look to family members for reassurance about my job when I need it [E] 
*39. If I have to work late, I can count on someone in my family to take care of 
everything at home [I] 
*40. I feel comfortable asking members of my family for advice about a problem 
situation at work [E] 
*41. My family members are sympathetic when I'm upset about my work [E] 
42. Too much of my time at home is spent picking up after my family members [E] 
*43. When I'm having a difficult week at my job, my family members try to do more of 
the work around the house [I] 
*44. If I have a problem at work, I usually share it with my family members [E] 
 
The response scale for each item was: SD = strongly disagree, D = disagree, N 
=neutral or no opinion, A = agree, SA = strongly agree. All other (non-asterisked) 
items were scored with SA = 1 point and SD = 5 points. E = Emotional sustenance; I 
= Instrumental assistance.  
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APPENDIX J: WORK AND FAMILY CLIMATE SCALE 

(Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999) 
 
Please rate your level of agreement, strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), from with 
these statements in relation to your job. 
 
1. In this organization it is very hard to leave during the workday to take care of 

personal or family matters. [R] 
2. This organization encourages employees to set limits on where work stops and home 

life begins. 
3. Many employees are resentful when women in this organization take extended 

leaves to care for their newborn or adopted children. [R] 
4. To get ahead in this organization, employees are expected to work more than 50 

hours a week, whether at the workplace or at home. [R] 
5. In this organization employees can easily balance their work and family lives. 
6. In the event of a conflict, managers are understanding when employees have to put 

their family first. 
7. Many employees are resentful when men in this organization take extended leaves to 

care for newborn or adopted children. [R] 
8. Employees are regularly expected to put their jobs before their families. [R] 
9. In this organization employees are encouraged to strike a balance between their work 

and family lives. 
10. Higher management in this organization encourages supervisors to be sensitive to 

employees’ family and personal concerns. 
11. To turn down a promotion or transfer for family-related reasons will seriously hurt 

one’s career progress in this organization. [R] 
12. Employees are often expected to take work home at night and/or on weekends. [R] 
13. In general, managers in this organization are quite accommodating of family-related 

needs. 
14. Middle managers and executives in this organization are sympathetic toward 

employees’ childcare responsibilities. 
15. In this organization employees who participate in available work-family programs 

(e.g., job sharing, part-time work) are viewed as less serious about their careers than 
those who do not participate in the programs. [R] 

16. To be viewed favorably by top management, employees in this organization must 
constantly put their jobs ahead of their families or personal lives. [R] 

17. In this organization it is generally okay to talk about one’s family at work.  
18. This organization is supportive of employees who want to switch to less demanding 

jobs for family reasons. 
19. In this organization employees who use flextime are less likely to advance their 

careers than those who do not use flextime. [R] 
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20. Middle managers and executives in this organization are sympathetic toward 
employees’ elder care responsibilities. 

 
Managerial Support: Items 1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, 13, 14, 17, 18, 20 
Career Consequences: Items 3, 7, 11, 15, 19 
Organizational Time Demands: Items 4, 8, 12, 16 
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APPENDIX K: INTERPERSONAL GUILT INVENTORY 
 

(O’Connor, Berry, & Weiss, 1994) 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements, from 
Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). 
 

1. I often find myself doing what someone else wants me to do rather than doing 
what I would most enjoy. 

2. I worry about hurting other people’s feelings if I turn down an invitation from 
somebody who is eager for me to accept. 

3. I generally have trouble saying no to people, i.e. refusing other people’s deadlines  
4. I worry a great deal about my parents, or children, or siblings. 
5. It is very hard for me to cancel plans if I know the other person is looking forward 

to seeing me. 
6. I feel that bad things may happen to my family if I do not stay in close contact 

with them. 
7. I worry a lot about the people I love even when they seem to be fine. 
8. It makes me anxious to be away from home for too long. 
9. I can’t stand the idea of hurting someone else. 
10. I don't let my parents make me feel responsible for their unhappiness. 
11. If my child, spouse or close friends have a problem, I am very tempted to try to 

solve it for them. 
12. I am afraid to be alone. 
13. My parent's problems are their own concern, not mine. 
14. I am relieved when my spouse, my siblings, my parents, or my children are 

successful or confident, or when they achieve recognition or honors. 
15. It is easy for me to say no to others. 
16. I don't worry about my parents or children. 
17. If something goes wrong in the family I tend to ask myself how I could have 

prevented it.  
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