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ABSTRACT

Southwell, Kenona H. Ph.D., Purdue University, May 2016. The Role of Workplace
Supervisor Support in Caregivers’ Marital Satisfaction. Major Professor: Shelley
MacDermid Wadsworth.

Family caregivers make important contributions to care recipients and the economy.
However, providing care for ill or disabled family members can be challenging,
particularly when the role of caregiver is accompanied by additional roles such as
employee, spouse, and parent ( Hammer & Neal, 2008). There is some evidence that the
demands of caregiving may negatively influence the quality of caregivers’ marriages
(Bookwala, 2009). Much of caregiving research, however, is focused on the influence of
caregiving and multiple caregiving roles on caregivers’ health (see Pinquart & Sörensen,
2011), but less attention has been paid to other aspects of caregivers’ lives such as marital
relationships (Bookwala, 2009). Therefore, grounded in Conservation of Resources
(COR) theory, I sort to understand the mechanisms through which supervisor support in
the workplace can permeate the family domain and influence employed caregivers’
marriages through relationships with work-to-family conflict and family strain. The
sample for this study came from the second wave of the Midlife in the United States
(MIDUS) study -- a national study of health and well-being of U.S. adults. Data
collection comprised 30-minute telephone interviews and two self-administered
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questionnaires. The study sample included 254 employed family caregivers who had
been married for on average 23 years. Using Structural Equations Modeling (SEM) I
assessed direct relationships between marital satisfaction and (1) work-to-family
conflictand (2) family strain. I also investigated whether supervisor support moderated
the relationships between marital satisfaction and work and family stressors. Study
findings provided partial support for COR theory. Analyses revealed a significant
negative relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction, but a non-significant
relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction. Contrary to
expectations, supervisor support did not moderate the relationships between work-tofamily conflict and marital satisfaction or family strain and marital satisfaction. In
addition, no differences were found in models for groups defined by amount (i.e., hours
of care) and type (caregiving only versus caregiving and parenting) of caregiving
responsibilities. Post-hoc probing of group differences in the relationship between workto-family conflict and marital satisfaction, however indicated a negative relationship for
caregivers who solely provide care to loved ones, but not for caregivers who also parent
dependent children. Implications for COR theory and directions for future cross-domain,
stress, and marital satisfaction research are discussed.

1

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of the Problem
Providing care for ill or disabled family members is seen by many as a duty rather
than a choice. Biblical verses such as 1 Timothy 5:4, which says “But if a widow has
children or grandchildren, let them first learn to show godliness to their own household
and to make some return to their parents, for this is pleasing in the sight of God” resonate
with beliefs that adult children are responsible for caring for their elderly parents.
Spouses, on the other hand, vow to support one another in sickness and in health when
they marry.
Providing care for ill or disabled family members can be challenging, particularly
when the role of caregiver is accompanied by additional roles such as employee, spouse,
and parent (Fredricksen-Goldsen & Scharlach, 2001; Hammer & Neal, 2008). There is
some evidence that the demands of caregiving may negatively influence the quality of
caregivers’ marriages (Bookwala, 2009). However, there is a dearth of research about
how caregivers’ workplaces may serve as avenues for support, and consequently buffer
the ill effects of caregiving on caregivers’ marital satisfaction. Therefore, the aim of this
dissertation was to assess the relationships between supervisor support resources at work
on caregivers’ marital satisfaction. Specifically, my aim was to understand the
mechanisms through which supervisor support in the workplace can permeate the family

2
domain and influence caregivers’ marriages through the relationships between supervisor
support and (1) work-to-family conflict and (2) family strain.

1.2 Caring for Elders
The aging of the baby boomer population (a burst of births that occurred between
1946 and 1964), coupled with advancements in medical technology that have led to
increased longevity (Lachman, 2004) have led to the need to have more family caregivers
provide help to their ill and elderly family members. The oldest members of the babyboom generation turned 65 in 2011, and will be 85 years old by 2030. Hence, it is
expected that the population of individuals 85 years and older will increase between 2030
and 2050 (Hagen, 2013). By then elderly individuals (65 and older) are estimated to
comprise 20% of the population, an increase from 12% in 2000 (Hagen, 2013). Coupled
with the growth in the elderly population will be increases in cases of functional and
cognitive impairments among the elderly (Hagen, 2013). Improvements in medical
technology, however, will continue to foster increases in longevity among elderly people
who experience functional and cognitive limitations, increasing the need for caregiving.
In addition, the high costs of long-term care and shortages in the healthcare workforce
have increased the need for family members to provide care (DeRigne & Ferrante, 2012).
Family caregivers -- relatives who provide emotional support, financial support,
and unpaid assistance to aging family members (Strauss, 2013) -- make important
contributions to care recipients and the economy. A report from the American
Association of Retired Persons (AARP) estimated that in 2009 informal caregiving was
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valued at $450 billion (Feinberg, Reinhard, Houser, & Choula, 2011). The AARP based
their estimate on an $11.16 hourly wage for an average of 18.4 hours of care provided
weekly. In contrast, the U.S. Congressional Budget Office presented more modest
estimates of the value of informal care valued at $234 billion (Hagen, 2013). Although
the two institutions’ estimates differ widely, both estimates indicate that the care family
caregivers provide makes a substantial economic contribution.
Caregivers’ responsibilities are diverse, stemming from instrumental activities of
daily living (IADL) care such as providing emotional support and companionship,
preparing meals caring for the household, paying bills, and filing insurance paperwork, to
activities of daily living (ADL) such as bathing and dressing (Feinberg et al., 2011).
Notably, caregivers’ responsibilities have become increasingly demanding (Reinhard,
Levine, & Samis, 2012). Family caregivers complete medical and nursing tasks (e.g.,
wound care, changing post-surgical dressings) and manage many types of medication.
Such tasks are time consuming, scary, and uncomfortable for caregivers who feared
making mistakes with their loved ones’ lives (Reinhard et al., 2012).

1.3 Caregiving in the Context of Other Roles
In addition to caregiving responsibilities, caregivers have responsibilities that
stem from their occupation of other roles such as spouse, parent, and employee. In fact,
due to delays in childbearing and increases in life expectancy, it is increasingly common
for adults to have dependent children and provide care for parents at the same time
(Fredriksen-Goldsen & Scharlach, 2001). The term “sandwiched generation” has been
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used to describe individuals, especially women, who are concurrently parenting young
children and providing care to elderly family members (DeRigne & Ferrante, 2012;
Miller, 1981).
Scholars have been cognizant that caregivers may also be part of the labor force.
It is estimated that half (50%) of caregivers are employed full-time, and another 11%
work part-time (Gibson Hunt, Barrett, Naiditch, & Lutz, 2009). Family caregivers may
also be part of dual-earner sandwiched generation families. Conservative estimates of
prevalence rates indicate that 9% to 13% of American households constitute dual-earner
sandwiched generation couples 30 years and older (Hammer & Neal, 2008). Further
assessment of this growing group of couples suggests that although on average wives
spent more hours caring for elderly parents and less time in the workplace, husbands’
combined time spent in parental care and paid work was greater than that spent by wives
(58 vs 48 hours) (Hammer & Neal, 2008). Such findings indicate that although research
on caregivers tends to focus more on females, males also occupy multiple roles that may
influence their lives and hence should be included in caregiving research. Consequently,
one aim of this study was to understand the role of supervisor support in the marital
satisfaction of both male and female employed family caregivers.
Research on the influence of concurrent employment and caregiving on the wellbeing of employed caregivers has provided evidence that the demands of those roles can
negatively influence this population. For example, Fredriksen-Goldsen and Scharlach
(2001) found that emotional strain was higher among employees with elder care
responsibilities. The effects of the demands of work and caregiving roles however, was
most apparent among employed individuals who concurrently parented children and
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cared for elderly family members, sometimes called members of the “sandwich
generation.” Role strain, physical strain, and financial strain were higher among
employed sandwiched individuals than employed individuals who either parented
children or provided elder care only (Fredriksen-Goldsen & Scharlach, 2001). Findings
from one of the first national studies of dual-earner sandwich generation couples
indicated that 22% of husbands and 35.6% of wives reported scores at or above
thresholds for clinical depression, proportions exceeding those found among the general
public (21%) (Hammer & Neal, 2008).
Overall, research presented in this section indicates diversity in caregivers’ family
demands and differences in the influence of caregiving on different caregiver subgroups’
well-being. Consequently, a key aim of this study was to uncover differences in marital
satisfaction among caregiver sub-groups based on amount (i.e., hours of weekly care) and
type (caregiving only versus caregiving and parenting) of caregiving responsibilities. In
addition, the research presented indicate that employed caregivers may be particularly
susceptible to the deleterious health effects of multiple caregiving roles (e.g., FredriksenGoldsen & Scharlach, 2001; Hammer & Neal, 2008). However, less is known about
whether the demands of employed family caregivers’ work and family roles may also
place them in a position to experience work-to-family conflict and family strain (Li,
Shaffer, & Bagger, 2015), and have implications for their marital relationships. Hence,
another aim of this study was to understand the role of work-to-family conflict and family
strain in employed caregivers’ marital satisfaction. An explication of the role of work-tofamily conflict and family strain was useful in understanding the role of social support in
the workplace in maintaining family caregivers’ marital satisfaction.
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1.4 Employment, Family Caregiving, and Work-to-Family Conflict
The demands of concurrent participation in the workforce and family caregiving
may place family caregivers in a position for experiences of work-to-family conflict -perceptions that conflict originating in the work domain interferes with family life
(Stephens & Sommer, 1996). In fact, there is evidence that employees with greater
family demands experienced higher levels of work-to-family interference and family-towork interference than employees with fewer demands (Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly,
2002; Stewart, 2013). It is not surprising then that Marks (1998) found levels of work-tofamily conflict to be significantly higher among employed caregivers of disabled family
members and friends than employed non-caregivers among a representative sample of
middle-aged men and women. Similarly, among dual-earner sandwiched generation
couples, Cullen, Hammer, Neal, and Sinclair (2009) identified three types of couples who
differed on their reports of work-to-family conflict. Study findings indicated that women
with high childcare demands and high elderly parental caregiving demands experienced
significantly more work-to-family conflict than employed sandwiched women with high
work demands. In contrast, men who provided care to elderly parents and had high work
demands experienced significantly greater work-to-family conflict than men who
provided care to elderly parents and had high childcare demands (Cullen et al., 2009). In
addition, men who provided care to elderly parents and worked long hours per week (57
hours), women who provided care to elderly parents and parented at least two children of
at least grade school age, and sandwiched women who provided at least twenty hours of
care to elderly parents appeared to be most affected by their multiple roles (Cullen et al.,
2009). Overall, to the extent that perceptions of high work-to-family conflict have
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negative implications for both work and family life (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, &
Semmer, 2011) it is expected that perceptions of work-to-family conflict may be
detrimental to caregivers’ marital satisfaction.

1.5 Family Caregiving and Family Strain
In addition to perceptions of work-to-family conflict, employed family caregivers
may also perceive family strain. The family strain construct was developed from a
broader concept of social strain and was described as “An individual’s perception of the
critical, irritating, and unreliable nature of their social network” (Walen & Lachman,
2000, p. 7). That is, family strain is an indication of individuals’ perceptions of the
quality of interactions with family members (excluding spouses), and reciprocity in
support relationships with family members.
Family networks may be sources of both support and strain (Walen & Lachman,
2000). Li, Shaffer, and Bagger (2015) argued that it is important to assess the role of
family strain among family caregivers because caregiving is not an isolated activity, but
includes input from other family members who may criticize caregivers’ quality of care,
thus creating an additional source of stress. Employed family caregivers, for example,
may be criticized for devoting too little time to caregiving responsibilities. In addition,
employed family caregivers, especially those who perceived work-to-family conflict may
perceive family members as being overly demanding, because caregivers have limited
time and energy resources to allocate to family roles. Perceptions of family strain,
however, may have negative implications for caregivers’ marriages because stress from
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other family members can infiltrate the couple and elicit dyadic stress including conflict
and tension (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009).
Although it is important to assess the influence of family strain on caregivers’
wellbeing, much of the extant caregiver research has focused on stress derived from the
caregiver role, represented as caregiver burden. Subjective caregiver burden typically
assesses caregivers’ perceptions of the influence of providing care to ill family members
on their psychological health, and emotional and financial wellbeing (Awad & Voruganti,
2008). Subjective caregiver burden, however, may not take into account the influence of
negative interactions and lack of support from family members. Considering the
combination of roles concurrently held by caregivers it was important to take a holistic
view of strain imposed by relationships with care recipients, children, and other family
members, which in turn may influence family caregivers’ satisfaction with their
marriages.

1.6 Employment, Family Caregiving, and Marital Satisfaction
Experiences of work-to-family conflict and family strain arising from their
multiple roles may have implications for employed caregivers’ marital relationships. A
plethora of research has focused on the influence of caregiving and multiple caregiving
roles on caregivers’ health (see Pinquart & Sörensen, 2011), but less attention has been
paid to other aspects of caregivers’ lives such as marital relationships (Bookwala, 2009)
However, according to Hobfoll’s Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory-- the
theoretical framework that guided this study—similar to good health, good marriages are
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a resource (Hobfoll, 1989). Specifically, Hobfoll (2001) developed a list of 74 resources
based on individuals’ reports of conditions and factors that are valuable. Included in the
list were “good marriage” and “intimacy with spouse or partner” (Hobfoll, 2001, p. 342).
It is not surprising then that research found good marriages help buffer against stress and
poor health (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001; Musick & Bumpass, 2012). Experiences of
stressors such as perceptions of work-to-family conflict and family strain may however,
threaten satisfaction in family caregivers’ marriages. In fact, there is evidence of
negative relationships between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction (Perrone,
Webb, & Blalock, 2005; Voydanoff, 2005) and family stress (similar concept to family
strain) and marital satisfaction (Bodenmann, Ledermann, & Bradbury, 2007; Woszidlo
& Segrin, 2013). That is, perceptions of higher work-to-family conflict and family strain
were associated with perceptions of lower marital satisfaction.
Despite perceptions of work-to-family conflict and family strain, there is great
variability among family caregivers which to be understood may require attention to
resources. COR theory was a helpful framework for understanding how caregivers’
marital satisfaction can be maintained despite experiences of stressors. A key tenet of
COR theory is that individuals aspire to retain, protect, and increase resources and are
threatened by either the potential or the actual loss of valuable resources (Hobfoll, 1989).
Further, COR theory posits that individuals will employ resources (social support) to help
preserve resources when faced with the threat or actual loss of resources. Social support
in the workplace is a resource that can help reduce the influence of stressors and strains
from role demands in both the work and family domain (Ford et al., 2007; Kossek,
Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Supervisor support may provide a vital source of
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workplace social support. Therefore, when faced with experiences of work-to-family
conflict and family strain family caregivers may seek support to help maintain
satisfaction with their marital relationships. However, social support also presents costs
for individuals, since it can detract from their resources (Hobfòll, 1989). That is,
although support received in the workplace may serve as a resource (Ko, Aycock, &
Clark, 2007; Scharlach, 1994), the demands of employment may be a further source of
strain for caregivers who have to balance work and family demands (Savla, Almeida,
Davey, & Zarit, 2008; Stephens, Townsend, Martire, & Druley, 2001).
There is convincing evidence, however, that employment is beneficial for several
aspects of family caregivers’ wellbeing. For example, Scharlach’s (1994) qualitative
study of 94 part-time and full-time employed caregivers of elderly family members
revealed that work provided income, emotional support and advice from coworkers,
stimulation, and satisfaction that in turn improved relationships with care recipients.
Findings from another study provided some evidence that employment may have been
beneficial for caregivers’ wellbeing (Edwards, Zarit, Stephens, & Townsend, 2002).
Study findings indicated no significant differences in employed and non-employed
caregivers’ experiences of role overload, worry, strain, and depressive symptoms
(Edwards et al., 2002). Such findings lead to speculation that workplaces may provide
resources that help to buffer the effects of the demands of work and family roles on
caregivers. That is, although there are costs associated with participation in paid
employment, resources may be available that help caregivers balance the demands of
work and caregiving. However, there is a dearth of knowledge about whether employed
family caregivers’ resources from work, specifically supervisor support, can positively
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influence external stressors such as caregivers’ perceptions of work-to-family conflict
and family strain, and ultimately preserve their marital satisfaction. In addition, little is
known about whether supervisor support may be equally beneficial to marriages of
caregivers with varying levels of family demands. That is, questions remain about
whether supervisor support may be equally beneficial to caregivers with concurrent
parenting and caregiving demands versus caregiving demands alone, or caregivers who
provide more versus fewer hours of weekly care.
The aims of this dissertation therefore were three-fold. My first aim was to
advance the work and family research field by testing COR theory in a sample of
employed male and female family caregivers, focusing on work-to-family conflict, family
strain, supervisor support, and marital satisfaction. A second aim was to advance
knowledge of the relationships between resources and stressors in the work domain
(supervisor support and work-to-family conflict) and those in the family domain (marital
satisfaction and family strain). A final aim was to understand better how those
relationships differed for family caregivers with varying family demands.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Hobfoll’s Conservation of Resources Theory (1989) guided this study. COR
theory provided a foundation for assessments of the relationships between social support
in the workplace, work and family stress, and caregivers’ marital satisfaction. Especially
relevant to this study is Hobfoll and Shirom’s (2001) argument that work, personal, and
family stressors interact and are implicated in resource depletion, while resources in the
home and work spheres may restrict resource depletion and increase resource
enhancement. COR theory, hence, was an appropriate framework by which to assess the
role of supervisor support in the work domain in retaining and protecting caregivers’
marital satisfaction in light of work and family stressors.

2.1 Conservation of Resources Theory
The central tenet of Hobfoll’s (1989) COR theory is that “people strive to retain,
protect, and build resources and that what is threatening to them is the potential or actual
loss of those valued resources” (Hobfoll, 1989; p.516). Hobfoll (1989) defined resources
as energies, conditions, objects, or personal dispositions that individuals perceive as
being valuable or that serve as a vehicle for acquiring the mentioned resources. Relevant
to this study are energies and conditions. Energies include time, energy, and knowledge
while conditions include job security, marriage, and tenure (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll,
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Freedy, Lane, & Geller, 1990). Energy resources are especially important because they
help acquire other valuable resources. Conditions such as marriage and tenure are
resources because they are valued and sought. In his seminal work, Hobfoll (1989)
argued that there is need to qualify conditions, specifically the condition of marriage.
That is, being in a good and satisfying marriage qualifies as a resource, rather than the
status of being married, since being in a bad or unsatisfactory marriage may have
negative influences on wellbeing. Based on this argument, a good marriage is a resource,
represented in this study as marital satisfaction.
COR theory does not explicitly identify all the variables that should be tested in
statistical models. However, resources serve as the foundation of COR theory, and
provided a guide for indicators of stressors and resources. Based on the tenet that
individuals strive to maintain and conserve resources, and stress is the reaction to the loss
of or potential loss of valued resources, variables that indicate loss of resources may
serve as indicators of stress in models. Hobfoll (2001) developed a list of 74 resources
based on individuals’ reports of conditions and factors that are valuable. One can deduce
stressors, based on the loss of or threat of loss of resources included in the list of 74
resources. For example, family caregiving can be a stressor because it represents a loss
of resources of “spouses’ or partner’s health” or “health of family or close friend.”
Similarly, work-to-family conflict can be a stressor in the COR model because it
represents the loss of resources of “time with loved ones.” Family strain indicates loss of
resources of “help with tasks at home” and “positive feelings about myself” which may
occur when family members provide little help and criticize caregivers. Hence, work-tofamily conflict and family strain served as stressors in the present COR model.
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Contrary to stressors, social support plays an important role in providing and
retaining valuable resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Empirical evidence suggests that social
support in the workplace (e.g., supervisor support) can help reduce the influence of
stressors and strains from role demands in work and family domains (Ford et al., 2007;
Kossek et al., 2011). Further, included in the COR list are resources of “understanding
from my employer/boss” (Hobfoll, 2001, p. 342) which clearly identify supervisor
support as a valuable resource. Supervisor support, therefore, serves as a resource in
COR models.
In order to understand the role of supervisor support it is important to first
comprehend the origins of stress among employed family caregivers. Stress occurs when
there is perceived threat of loss of resources, actual loss of resources, or when after
investing in resources there is little or no gain in resources (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al.,
1990). Grandey and Cropanzano (1999) described work-to-family conflict as a source of
stress, since resource depletion occurs in the process of trying to balance work and family
roles (interrole conflict). Specifically, work-to-family conflict represents perceptions of
having insufficient time and energy to capably perform both work and family roles
(Grandey and Cropanzano (1999). Accordingly, there is strong evidence that caregivers
experience work-to-family conflict from their occupation of work and family roles
(Cullen et al., 2009; Martire & Stephens, 2003).
Family caregivers may also experience “intrarole stress” -- stress that may occur
when one perceives he or she cannot satisfactorily perform one of his or her roles and
hence invests more resources into the role in order to maintain their status (Grandey &
Cropanzano, 1999). Family caregivers may experience intrarole stress derived from
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perceptions that family members are critical of their caregiving role and / make too many
demands on their time and energy resources (i.e., family strain). Accordingly, in light of
family members’ demands and criticism caregivers may devote more time and energy
resources to fulfill their caregiving role.
Hobfoll (1989, 2001) argued that individuals who have the fewest resources are
most susceptible to additional losses. That is, as more resources are devoted to work and
caregiving responsibilities, caregivers may be less likely to possess the resources
necessary to maintain satisfying marriages. This may be especially the case for family
caregivers who have heavy family demands such as providing several hours of care and
concurrently caregiving and parenting. Since time and energy resources are limited,
investment in the caregiving role may reduce the time the couple spends together which
has been found to have negative implications for dyads’ relationship quality (Randall &
Bodenmann, 2009). In fact, research on sandwiched caregivers indicated that female
caregivers were most concerned about spending too little time with husbands and the
intrusion of their caregiving worries on their marriages (Stephens & Franks, 1995).
Overall, perceptions of insufficient time and energy to perform work and family roles
capably (i.e., work-to-family conflict) and perceptions of strain from family members’
demands and criticisms (i.e., family strain) may influence caregivers’ perceptions of
satisfaction with their marriages.
Most essential to this study was how caregivers were able to offset losses to their
marital satisfaction. COR theory posits that in attempts to minimize the loss of resources
individuals employ their own resources or access available resources from other sources
(Hobfoll, 1989). An integral tenet of COR theory was that social support plays an
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important role in the provision and retention of valuable resources (Halbesleben, 2006;
Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 1990). Social support refers to the trading of resources
between two or more individuals with the goal of helping the individual who requires the
support (van Daalen, Willemsen, & Sanders, 2006). Support from supervisors such as
“understanding from my employer/ boss” were among the work-related resources
included in Hobfoll’s (2001) list of resources pertinent to the COR model (p.342). In his
meta-analytic test of the COR model, Halbesleben (2006) argued that supervisors may
provide support by offering suggestions that could lead to decreased work demands.
Support from supervisors may be instrumental in caregivers’ perceptions of the time and
energy that are available for them to capably perform both work and family roles and in
so doing influence caregivers’ perceptions of satisfaction with their marriages. Further,
supervisor support may be especially beneficial to marriages of family caregivers who
have heavy caregiving and parenting demands on their time and energy resources.
COR theory also helped to account for possible differences in the relationships
between resources, stress, and marital satisfaction among sub-groups of caregivers. The
proposed relationship between supervisor support and caregivers’ marital satisfaction is
consistent with a vital corollary of COR theory that individuals who have greater
resources are better positioned for increases in resources, while individuals with fewer
resources are more susceptible to greater resource loss (Halbesleben, Neveu, PaustianUnderdahl, & Westman, 2014). That is, caregivers who perceive having greater levels of
supervisor support may perceive lower work-to-family conflict and lower family strain
and in turn higher marital satisfaction while caregivers who perceive lower supervisor
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support may perceive higher work-to-family conflict, higher family strain, and lower
marital satisfaction.
A second major difference among caregivers is the amount of time caregivers
spend providing care. There is variability in the number of weekly hours of care
employed caregivers may provide to their loved ones. A corollary of COR theory is that
individuals who have greater resources are more likely to accept or seek opportunities
that may risk resources in hopes of gaining other resources (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001).
This corollary may help explain differences in the level of involvement that employed
caregivers have in their caregiver roles. That is, caregivers who perceive greater
supervisor support may provide greater number of hours of care and perceive greater
satisfaction with their marriages despite perceptions of higher work-to-family conflict
and higher family strain. Conversely, compared to caregivers who provide greater hours
of care caregivers who provide fewer hours of care may perceive lower supervisor
support, lower work-to-family conflict, lower family strain, but lower satisfaction with
their marriages.
A third difference among caregivers is their occupation of various family roles.
Specifically, some caregivers may solely provide care to family members, while others
may parent dependent children (18 years and younger) while concurrently providing care
to loved ones (e.g., sandwiched caregivers). In comparison to caregivers who solely
provide care caregivers who parent and provide care may have less resources of time and
energy available for work and spousal roles. Hence, based on Hobfoll’s (1989, 2001)
argument that individuals who have the fewest resources are most susceptible to
additional losses it is predicted that the relationships between marital satisfaction and

18
work and family stress (work-to-family conflict and family strain) may be stronger
among caregivers who parent and provide care than caregivers who solely provide care.

2.2 Key Constructs
This section describes the key study constructs including marital satisfaction,
work-to-family conflict, supervisor support, and family strain. Following this section is a
review of the extant literature on the hypothesized relationships between the key study
constructs.

2.3 Marital Satisfaction
Marital satisfaction--an index of marital quality--describes individuals' overall
judgment of their spousal relationships, characterized by a stronger emphasis on positive
aspects of the relationship than negative attributes (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000).
Key predictors of marital satisfaction include marital conflict, parenthood, and stress
(Fincham & Beach, 2010). Most relevant to this study is the relationship between stress
and marital satisfaction. Family caregivers’ marital satisfaction is influenced by several
sources of stress outside the marital relationships, including work-related stress, stress
from relatives/ extended family (Story & Bradbury, 2004), and the presence of children
(Bodenmann, Ledermann, Blattner, & Galluzzo, 2006). Beyond the scope of this study,
yet worth noting, is internal stress -- stress originating from the couple that may also
negatively influence marital satisfaction such as in cases when one provides care for a
spouse and is worried about the spouse’s health (Bodenmann et al., 2006). Overall, stress
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is a threat to individuals’ relationships because of its association with relationship
deterioration (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). When faced with stress, individuals may
place greater emphasis on negative than positive attributes of their relationships--marital
dissatisfaction. In addition, marital satisfaction served as the main outcome variable in
this study because of its implications for conservation of other resources, specifically
good health. Longitudinal research (Kiecolt-Glaser, Bane, Glaser, & Malarkey, 2003)
and a review of health and marriage (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001) indicated that
marital satisfaction positively influenced individuals’ health while marital dissatisfaction
had the opposite effect. Research has also indicated that satisfaction in marriage is
implicated in health outcomes for mature adults (middle aged and older) (Bookwala,
2005; Bookwala & Jacobs, 2004) who comprise the majority of caregivers for elderly
family members in the U.S. (Family Caregivers Alliance, 2012).
There is strong evidence that marital satisfaction is not a stable evaluation of
one’s relationship. Instead, individuals’ evaluations change over the course of marriage
and the life course. Research by VanLaningham, Johnson, and Amato (2001) provided
convincing evidence of changes in the trajectory of marital satisfaction over the life
course. Van Laningham and colleagues’ 17-year longitudinal study revealed a relatively
steep initial decline followed by a gradual flattening of marital happiness (similar
indicator of marital quality), and a declining slope after being married for 40 years. The
pattern held true for individuals who remained continuously married and those whose
marriages dissolved, regardless of ethnicity or sex. Marital satisfaction appeared to be
highest in the beginning of marriage, but declined with age and maturity of marriage. In
addition, there was a negative relationship between marital happiness and having children
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living in the home -- especially the combination of preschoolers, teenagers, and adult
children. Further, having children in the home was instrumental in some of the
deterioration of marital happiness throughout the first 25 years of marriage
(VanLaningham et al., 2001). Such findings are consistent with those of Gorchoff, John,
and Helson (2008) who found that having children in the home negatively influenced
middle-aged couples’ marital satisfaction. As such, I expected the relationship between
marital satisfaction and stress (work-to-family conflict and family strain) to be stronger
for caregivers who concurrently parent and provide caregiving than caregivers who solely
provide care to ill/disabled loved ones.
Hobfoll (1989) argued that individuals actively seek to maintain success and
pleasure from their social circumstances such as intimate relationships. Marital
satisfaction is an indicator of a “successful and pleasurable” intimate relationship.
Individuals experience stress from the threat of loss, or actual loss of social circumstances
(Hobfoll, 1989). Environmental circumstances in both the family and work domain may
threaten and deplete the resources that are available for one to devote to maintaining a
successful and pleasurable relationship. In addition, stress external to the couple can also
spill-over to the dyad and elicit dyadic stress (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). Social
support, on the contrary, serves to provide or preserve resources that are instrumental in
maintaining satisfaction in one’s marriage.
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2.4 Stress and Social Support in the Workplace
Work-to-family conflict describes individuals’ perceptions of the extent to which
conflict originating in the work domain interferes with family life (Stephens & Sommer,
1996). COR theory suggested that perceived work-to-family conflict can be a stressor
because resources (e.g., time and energy) are lost in attempts to balance work and family
roles (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). An alternate argument is that work-to-family
conflict is a source of resource loss and hence a stressor, because it reflects the depletion
or threat of depletion of resources from occupation of the work role, which reduces the
availability of resources in the family role (Barnett et al., 2012; Crain et al., 2014). Both
arguments, however, suggest that the stress of work-to-family conflict may “lead to a
negative state of being” (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999, p. 352). Accordingly, work-tofamily conflict may lead to a state of dissatisfaction in marriage (Voydanoff, 2005).
However, the availability of resources (e.g., supervisor support) may reduce the
likelihood of work interfering with family (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).
At the most basic level, COR theory posits that social support is instrumental in
helping individuals gain resources or preserve existing resources. Included in the COR
list of resources are understanding from employer/ boss, and help with tasks at work
(Hobfoll, 2001) that exemplify social support resources in the workplace. Work and
family research, however, helped fill the gap in COR theory about the role of social
support in the work place on work and family stressors. That is, social support in the
workplace is a resource that can help reduce the influence of stressors and strains from
role demands in both the work and family domain (Ford et al., 2007; Kossek et al., 2011).
In the current study, it was expected that supervisor support would be instrumental in
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helping caregivers maintain or increase satisfaction with their marriages by weakening
the association between martial satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict and (2)
family strain.
Supervisor support consists of a diverse set of behaviors that range from general
supervisor support to more specific family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB).
Characteristics of general supervisor support includes provision of emotional and
instrumental support such as emotional expression of concern, communication with staff,
and provision of assistance with scheduling issues (Hammer, Kossek, Yragui, Bodner, &
Hanson, 2009). From their study of 360 supervisors and employees in 12 grocery stores
in a Midwest grocery chain, Hammer and colleagues (2009) identified that characteristics
of family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) include providing emotional support,
instrumental support, role modeling of work and non-work balance, and creative work
family management. Such characteristics are an extension of the two dimensional
elements of emotional and instrumental support that characterized general supervisor
support. That is a family supportive supervisor not only communicates with staff and
helps with scheduling issues, but also exemplifies how to balance work and family
responsibilities and looks for multiple and unconventional ways to reallocate work
responsibilities (Hammer et al., 2009).
Based on COR theory, social support can have direct and indirect relationships
with outcome variables. Hobfoll (1989) argued that individuals perceived social relations
as a resource “to the extent they provide or facilitate the preservation of valued
resources” (p.517). The idea that social support can provide valued resources suggests
that social support resources have a direct relationship with study outcomes. Conversely,
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the description of social support as a facilitator of the preservation of valued resources
suggests that social support resources may moderate the relationship between stressors
and resources. Hence, supervisor support can serve as a moderator of relationships
between marital satisfaction and stressors (work-to-family conflict and family strain). In
fact, in their model of the interplay of work and family stress and work and family
resources, Hobfoll and Shirom (2001) described the moderating role of work resources
(e.g., supervisor support) in the relationship between work and family stressors and one’s
ability to cope with stressors. Scholars have found evidence that supervisor support
influences the relationships between work-to-family conflict and other variables.
Specifically, there is evidence that supervisor support moderates the relationship between
work-to-family conflict and psychological strain (O’Driscoll et al., 2003) and the
relationship between work-to family conflict and job satisfaction (Ru Hsu, 2011). In both
studies, researchers found that higher perceptions of supervisor support reduced the
strength of the relationship between work-to-family conflict and psychological strain and
job satisfaction. For example, the negative relationship between work-to-family conflict
and job satisfaction was weaker among participants who reported high levels of
supervisor support but stronger for participants who perceived low levels of supervisor
support (Ru Hsu, 2011). Scholars described the ability of supervisor support to interact
with work-to-family conflict and reduce its impact on outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction,
marital satisfaction) as a stress-buffering effect (O’Driscoll, Brough, & Kalliath, 2004).
Consistent with this buffering effect I hypothesized that relationships between (1) workto-family conflict and marital satisfaction and (2) family strain and marital satisfaction
would be weaker under conditions of more supervisor support.
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2.5 Family Strain
Family strain is an individual’s perception of “the critical, irritating, and
unreliable nature of their” family network (Walen & Lachman, 2000). COR theory
provided a useful foundation for explaining the relationships among social support in the
workplace, family strain, and marital satisfaction. COR theory posits that while social
support is instrumental in helping individuals increase and maintain their pool of
resources, social interactions can also be detrimental because they can lead to threatened
or actual loss of resources (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 1990). Consistent with
Hobfoll’s thinking, while social interactions with family members can be a valuable
resource for caregivers (Grant et al., 2006), situations where family members criticize the
caregiver for the care recipients’ health condition (Corrigan, Watson, & Miller, 2006) or
create conflict over the provision of care for loved ones (Semple, 1992) may deplete
caregivers’ resources. Criticism and conflict with family members about caregiving
responsibilities or care recipients’ outcomes may make caregivers perceive themselves as
being incompetent. Hence, COR theory posits that caregivers will invest more resources
in their caregiver role in order to maintain their caregiver status (Halbesleben et al.,
2014). The investment of resources in the caregiver role, however, limits the availability
of resources for other roles including work and spousal roles. Supervisor support may
weaken the relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction by shaping
caregivers’ perceptions that they have more resources to devote to their spousal roles.
For example, caregivers perceive high levels of family strain may receive help from
supervisors with scheduling issues that in turn conserves and/ produces the perception of
more resources of energy and time that can be invested in family roles. Hence,
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caregivers’ stress from family members may be less likely to spill-over into the dyad and
trigger negative couple interactions such as conflict and spending too little time together.
Few studies have applied the COR model to develop an understanding of the role
of family strain in caregivers’ outcomes. The mediating role of family strain in the COR
model was recently tested by Li and colleagues. Study findings revealed a statistically
significant positive relationship between caregiving demands and family strain (Li et al.,
2014). In addition, there was a statistically significant negative relationship between
perceptions of supervisor support and family strain. That is, perceptions of higher
supervisor support was associated with caregivers’ perceptions of lower strains
experienced at home. This study extends Li and colleagues’ work in a number of ways.
First, it assesses and fills a gap in knowledge about the relationship between family strain
and employed caregivers’ marital satisfaction. Second, it assesses the moderating role of
supervisor support in the relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction.
Such assessment helps develop an understanding of how support in the work domain is
associated with the strength of the relationship between marital satisfaction and stress in
the family domain. Third, it assesses differences in the strength of the relationships
between family strain and marital satisfaction among sub-groups of caregivers with
varying levels of family demands.
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2.6 Relationships Between Key Constructs
The following section reviews previous research findings on the relationships
between the key variables assessed in this study. Figure 1 provides a visual
representation of the model tested.

2.7 Relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction.

A number of studies have assessed relationships between work-to-family conflict
and marital satisfaction, finding inconsistent results (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton,
2000). A meta-analysis of earlier work concluded that although the average weighted
correlation between work-to- family conflict and marital satisfaction was moderately
strong (r = -.23), individual study findings were generally inconsistent (Allen et al., 2000,
p. 293). Allen and colleagues were unable to deduce from their review possible reasons
for the variability in study findings. Inconsistencies also exist in more recent research on
the relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction, which may help
explain mixed findings. For example, a study of 274 married and cohabitating women
from two educational service organizations assessed a model of influences of work and
family factors on women’s perceptions of role balance (Lee et al., 2013). The authors
found a positive non-significant correlation between married and cohabitating women’s
marital satisfaction and perceptions of work-to-family conflict. Included in their model
were positive dimensions of work and family life such as leisure time satisfaction, work
hour satisfaction, job satisfaction, supervisor and spousal support, and role balance. In
another study, however, Voydanoff (2005) found a negative statistically significant
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relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction, in a model
including community participation, affective community resources, and work family
facilitation, while controlling for participants’ background such as age and gender.
Similarly, Perrone, Webb, and Blalock (2005) found a significant relationship between
perceptions of lower work-to-family conflict and perceptions of higher marital
satisfaction while accounting for role congruence, work satisfaction, and life satisfaction.
Inconsistencies in findings led to speculations that the effect of work-to-family conflict
may be reduced when family variables, such as spouse support, are included in models of
marital satisfaction and work-to-family conflict. Another possible explanation is that the
strength of the relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction may
be dependent on another variable. Specifically, the relationship between work-to-family
conflict and marital satisfaction may be moderated by supervisor support.

2.8 Relationship between supervisor support and work-to-family conflict.
Many studies have found a negative relationship between supervisor support and
work-to-family conflict (Anderson et al., 2002; Behson, 2005; Greenhaus, Ziegert, &
Allen, 2012; Kossek et al., 2011; Thompson & Prottas, 2006). A rationale for the
relationship between work-to-family conflict and supervisor support is that supervisors
express support for employees’ need to balance the demands of work and family life that
in turn conserves and/ produces the perception of more resources of energy and time that
can be invested in family roles (Anderson et al., 2002). Such an explanation is consistent
with the COR theory corollary that individuals with more resources are more susceptible
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to resource gain (Halbesleben, 2014; Hobfoll, 1989). Tests of this corollary in past
research included assessments of whether various levels of supervisor support differed in
their influence in the relationship between work-to-family conflict and psychological
well-being.
No previous study was found that assessed the moderating effects of supervisor
support on the relationship between marital satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict,
and (2) family strain among family caregivers. Several researchers have tested the
interaction effects of supervisor support and work-to-family conflict on psychological
strain (e.g., O’Driscoll et al., 2003) and job satisfaction (Ru Hsu, 2011), however, with
mixed results. In addition, scholars have used COR theory to explain the buffering effect
of supervisor support on relationships between work-to-family conflict and knowledge
sharing (Kim, Lee, Park, & Yun, 2015), and psychological strain (Kalliath et al., 2015).
Interestingly, neither Kim and colleagues, nor Kalliath and colleagues found evidence
that supervisor support moderated relationships between work-to-family conflict and (1)
knowledge sharing or (2) psychological strain among social workers. Conversely,
O’Driscoll and colleagues (2003) found that supervisor support moderated the
relationship between work-to-family conflict and psychological strain. Specifically, in
cases when superior support was high, high levels of work-to-family conflict was
associated with less psychological strain. Conversely supervisor support had little or no
influence on reducing psychological strain in situations of low work-to-family conflict
(O’Driscoll et al., 2003). Similarly, Ru Hsu (2011) found evidence that perceptions of
higher supervisor support reduced the strength of the relationship between work-tofamily conflict and job satisfaction. Specifically, the negative association between work-
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to-family conflict and job satisfaction was weaker among participants who reported high
levels of supervisor support but stronger for participants who perceived low levels of
supervisor support (Ru Hsu, 2011).
Given that no previous studies were found that used COR theory to help
investigate the role of supervisor support in the relationship between work-to-family
conflict and employed family caregivers’ marital satisfaction, this study served to help
further develop an understanding of the buffering effect of supervisor support. This study
would also help identify caregiver sub-groups that may especially benefit from supervisor
support.

2.9 Relationships between family strain and key study variables.
Research on the relationships between family strain and the key study variables is
scant, but scholars have used a similar construct—family stress -- in previous research.
The family strain and family stress constructs both capture individuals’ perceptions of the
extent to which their family network is overly demanding and unreliable. Hence, because
the literature on family strain is scant, I will include relevant findings from both the
family stress and family strain literature.
There is evidence of a relationship between workplace social support and family
stress / family strain. However, scholarly investigations into the relationships have
produced mixed findings. Findings from one study that included combined measures of
supervisor support, coworker support, and support from family and friends reported a
statistically significant negative relationship between social support and family stress
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(Kim, Cho, Lee, Marion, & Kim, 2005). Similarly, Li and colleagues (2014) found a
statistically significant negative association between supervisor support and family strain
in a national sample of caregivers of disabled family members. Such findings are
consistent with expectations that perceptions of higher supervisor support would be
associated with perceptions of lower family strain/stress. In contrast, findings from a
non- representative sample of employed men and women indicated a significant positive
association between family stress and supervisor support (Hargis, Kotrba, Zhdanova, &
Baltes, 2011). Study findings indicated that perceptions of greater supervisor support
were associated with perceptions of higher family stress. The positive relationship
suggests that individuals with greater family stress may receive greater supervisor
support. However, to the extent that supervisor support serves to help reduce the
influence of stressors and strains from role demands in both the work and family domain
(Ford et al., 2007; Kossek et al., 2011) I expect to find a negative relationship between
family strain and supervisor support.
In reference to marital satisfaction, however, a few studies of the relationships
between family stress and marital satisfaction have found statistically significant negative
relationships between the two constructs (Bodenmann, Ledermann, & Bradbury, 2007;
Woszidlo & Segrin, 2013). That is, higher perceptions of family stress were associated
with lower levels of marital satisfaction. Similar to past research on family stress I
expected in this study to find a statistically significant direct negative relationship
between family strain and marital satisfaction.

31
2.10 Relationship between supervisor support and marital satisfaction.
Scholarly investigations into the relationships between supervisor support and
marital satisfaction have produced mixed findings, prompting questions about whether
supervisor support may influence marital satisfaction via its interaction with other
variables such as work-to-family conflict and family strain. While there is evidence of a
significant positive relationship between supervisor support and marital satisfaction (Hill,
2005), some studies have reported nonsignificant relationships between the two variables
have not (Lee, Zvonkovic, & Crawford, 2014; Ransford, Crouter, & McHale, 2008). For
example, Lee and colleagues (2013) found a negative insignificant correlation between
supervisor support and marital satisfaction. A possible reason for a lack of findings is
that the authors assessed the relationship between four individual items of supervisor
support and marital satisfaction instead of using a scale score of the supervisor support
measure. There is some evidence that single items may be problematic because single
items sometimes lack validity, accuracy, and reliability that would be found in multiple
item scales (McIver & Carmines, 1981). Another possible reason for lack of statistical
findings is that since supervisor support and spousal support are highly correlated, when
spousal support is included in the model, the influence of supervisor support is less
effective (Lee at al., 2013). A possible reason is that interactions between spouses have a
direct and possibly stronger influence on partners’ perceptions of their relationship
satisfaction, and hence may account for more variability in marital satisfaction than
supervisor support.
A second example includes findings from one small study that assessed the
implications of work pressure and supervisor support for the marital satisfaction of
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married dual-earner couples with adolescent children (Ramsford et al., 2008). Study
findings indicated that compared to mothers who reported lower work pressure and
higher supervisor support, mothers who reported perceptions of high work pressure and
low supervisor support also reported lower satisfaction with their marriages and
perceptions of less marital love. Supervisor support also had implications for spouses,
since husbands whose wives perceived high work pressure, and low supervisor support
also perceived lower levels of marital satisfaction (Ramsford et al., 2008). Study
findings, however, should be viewed with caution, since findings did not reach statistical
significance at a 0.05 alpha level, but Ramford and colleagues reported “trend” level
significance.
In addition to methodological issues such as sample size and measurement, it is
possible that past research did not find statistically significant direct relationships
between supervisor support and marital satisfaction because the two constructs are
instead related via other variables such as work-to-family conflict and/ family strain.
Supervisor support may influence marital satisfaction by its interaction with work-tofamily conflict and family strain. COR theory supports such thinking based on the
description of social support as a resource that can either provide or facilitate the
conservation of other valuable resources. Applied to this study, the description of social
support as a facilitator of conservation of resources suggested a relationship between
supervisor support and marital satisfaction, via interactions of supervisor support with (1)
work-to-family conflict, and (2) family strain. In addition, based on earlier work by
Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1992), Ford and colleagues (2007) argued, “It is only
through interference between work and family roles that stressors from one domain
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impact another” (p. 59). To the extent that support resources operate similarly to
stressors, I expected that supervisor support would influence marital satisfaction via
interactions with work-to-family conflict and family strain. Therefore, I expected to find
that supervisor support moderates the relationships between (1) work-to-family conflict
and marital satisfaction and (2) family strain and marital satisfaction.

2.11 Hypotheses
Grounded in COR theory, the main aim of this study was to advance the work and
family research field by testing COR theory in a sample of employed male and female
family caregivers, focusing on work-to-family conflict, family strain, supervisor support,
and marital satisfaction. A second aim was to better understand the relationships between
resources and stressors in the work domain (supervisor support and work-to-family
conflict) and those in the family domain (marital satisfaction and family strain). A final
aim was to understand better whether those relationships remained the same or differed
for family caregivers who had greater family demands than others. I hypothesized the
following, based on reviewed research and the Conservation of Resources Theory (see
Figure 1):
Hypothesis 1. Work and family stressors are negatively and directly associated
with marital satisfaction, such that perceptions of higher stress is associated with lower
levels of marital satisfaction.
a. Work-to-family conflict is negatively and directly associated with marital
satisfaction, such that perceptions of higher stress is associated with lower
levels of marital satisfaction.
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b. Family strain is negatively and directly associated with marital satisfaction,
such that perceptions of greater family strain are associated with lower levels
of marital satisfaction.
Hypothesis 2. Supervisor support moderates the relationships between work and
family stressors and marital satisfaction, such that greater supervisor support weakens the
association between stressors and marital satisfaction.
a. Supervisor support moderates the relationship between work-to-family
conflict and marital satisfaction, such that greater supervisor support weakens
the association between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction.
b. Supervisor support moderates the relationship between family strain and
marital satisfaction, such that greater supervisor support weakens the
association between family strain and marital satisfaction.
Hypothesis 3. Among participants who provide different levels of hours of
weekly care, the strength of the direct effect of work-to-family conflict and the
interaction effect of supervisor support and work-to-family conflict on marital
satisfaction differs, such that:
a.

The strength of the association between work-to-family conflict and marital
satisfaction is stronger among participants in the high caregiving hours group
than the low caregiving hours group.

b.

The strength of the 2-way interaction between work-to-family conflict and
supervisor support on marital satisfaction is greater among participants in the
high caregiving hours group than the low caregiving hours group.
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Hypothesis 4. Among participants who provide different levels of hours of
weekly care the strength of the direct effect of family strain and the interaction effect of
supervisor support and family strain on marital satisfaction differs, such that:
a.

The strength of the association between family strain and marital satisfaction
is greater among participants in the high caregiving hours group than the low
caregiving hours group.

b.

The strength of the 2-way interaction between family strain and supervisor
support on marital satisfaction is greater among participants in the high
caregiving hours group than the low caregiving hours group.

Hypothesis 5. There are differences in the strength of the direct effect of work-tofamily conflict and the interaction effect of supervisor support and work-to-family
conflict on marital satisfaction for caregivers who concurrently parent dependent children
versus those who solely provided care to ill/disabled loved ones, such that:
a. The strength of the relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital
satisfaction is greater among participants in the caregiving and parenting
group than those in the caregiving only group.
b. The strength of the 2-way interaction between work-to-family conflict and
supervisor support on marital satisfaction is greater among participants in the
caregiving and parenting group than those in the caregiving only group.
Hypothesis 6. There are differences in the strength of the direct effect of family
strain and the interaction effect of supervisor support and family strain on marital
satisfaction for caregivers who concurrently parent dependent children versus those who
solely provide care to ill/disabled loved ones, such that:
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a. The strength of the relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction
is greater among participants in the caregiving and parenting group than those
in the caregiving only group.
b. The strength of the 2-way interaction between family strain and supervisor
support on marital satisfaction is greater among participants in the caregiving
and parenting group than those in the caregiving only group.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS

3.1 Procedures
The sample for this study came from MIDUS 2- the second wave of the Midlife in
the United States (MIDUS) study. MIDUS is a national study of health and well-being of
7,108 U.S. adults. Researchers conducted the first wave of data collection (M1) between
1995 and 1996. The M1 sample consisted of individuals from four sub-samples- a
random digit dialing (RDD) sample of individuals between 25-74, oversamples from five
metropolitan areas, siblings of participants from the RDD sample, and a national RDD
twin pair sample. The study included an oversample of older people and men. MIDUS 2
served as a follow-up study of MIDUS 1.
Data collection for M2 occurred between 2004 and 2006. The follow up interval
spanned between 7.8 to 10.4 years. Data collection comprised 30-minute telephone
interviews and two self-administered questionnaires. Participants received the paper
questionnaires by mail and returned the completed forms via mail. Respondents who
completed both waves received $60 remuneration. There was a 70% full sample
retention rate for the telephone interviews. The paper survey response rate was 81% of
phone interview participants. MIDUS 2 also included a Milwaukee African-American
oversample of African Americans between 35 and 85 years old. Data collection
consisted of one computer assisted in-person (CAPI) interview followed by self-
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administered questionnaires that mirrored the main sample protocols. The 592-person
sample was stratified by age, gender, and socioeconomic status. Milwaukee participants
received $50 for the CAPI survey and $20 for the questionnaire. Although two waves of
MIDUS data are available for analysis, I was able to utilize only M2 data because
MIDUS researchers assessed the supervisor support scale that is a key study variable only
in M2.

3.2 Study eligibility
Eligibility requirements for participants in the current study included being
married and having either (1) full-time employment, (2) part-time employment, or (3)
self-employment, while also providing care for at least one disabled, impaired, or ill
family member. Family caregiver status was determined based on responses to the
following questions: (1) “During the last 12 months have you, yourself given personal
care for a period of one month or more to a family member or friend because of a
physical or mental condition, illness, or disability and (2) “To whom did you give the
most personal care?” In some cases two or more siblings cared for the same family
member. I deleted one or more siblings who shared care responsibilities, in order to
avoid violating the statistical assumption of independence. One sibling was chosen from
the dyad or set of siblings who shared caregiving responsibilities. The sibling who
provided care for the longest period, and who had complete data for key study variables
was included in the study. A total of 10 sibling participants was excluded from the study.
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3.3 Participants
The study sample included 254 participants who met eligibility requirements for
the study. A little over half of participants were female (57.9%). Males represented
42.1% of the sample. The average age of participants was 51 years (M = 51.13, SD =
8.67), ranging from 34 to 76 years. Most participants were White (87.4%), but there was
some representation from individuals of Black/African American ethnicity (8.3%) and
other ethnic groups (4.3%). The majority of participants were in first marriages (74%),
while some were in second marriages (22.8%) and later (3.2%). Participants had been
married on average 23 years (M = 22.68, SD = 12), with a range of 1 to 55 years. A
large proportion of participants were parents (94.9%), having on average 2.56 children
(SD = 1.52) and ranging from one to eleven children. Less than half of parents (41.5%)
had children under 18 living in the home. Most participants provided care for parents,
parents-in–law, and grandparents (54.8%), while others provided care for spouses
(17.3%), adult children (8.3%), siblings (2.3%), and other loved ones (17.3%).
Participants provided care for on average 17 weeks (M = 17.77, SD = 20.38) over the
course of on average 25 weeks (M = 25.16, SD = 20.27) in the past 12 months. The
amount of weekly care provided ranged from 0 to 96 hours.
Participants were generally well educated; 97.2% had at least a high school
diploma. Approximately 20% of participants had a four or five-year college degree and
18.5% had some graduate school or graduate/professional degrees. Less than a quarter of
participants were self-employed (23.6%). Nearly half of participants (48.4%) held
supervisory roles at work. On average, participants worked 41 hours per week (M =
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41.25, SD = 16.68), ranging from 0 to 100 hours per week. The median household
income was $72,500 (M =$ 79,332.89, SD = $49,605.68).

3.4 Measures

3.4.1 Work-to-family conflict
Work-to-family conflict measures the degree to which work interferes with ones’
family life. Work family conflict was measured using a four-item, 5-point Likert scale
ranging from (1 = All of the time; 5 = Never). Work-to-family conflict items included
the following: (1)“Your job reduces the effort you can give to activities at home” (2)
“Stress at work makes you irritable at home,” (3)“Your job makes you feel too tired to do
the things that need attention at home,” and (4) “Job worries or problems distract you
when you are at home.” Similar to social support in the workplace variables, all items
were reverse-coded, so that higher scores reflected perceptions of greater levels of workto-family conflict. The scale construction included calculation of the sum of the reversecoded values for all items. MIDUS researchers applied the mean substitution method to
missing data by substituting the mean value of the other items for the missing item. Scale
scores were calculated only for cases that had valid values for at least half of the items in
the measure. The mean for participants’ reports of work-to-family conflict was 13.48
(SD = 3.04). Pictorial depictions (e.g., histograms, q-q plot, and box plots) of the
distribution of mean scores appeared normal. Further, the degree of skew (.29) and
kurtosis (.88) were both within acceptable levels. The work-to-family conflict variable
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did not contain any influential outliers; all scores were less than three standard deviations
from the mean. In addition, all cases had a D2 with an accompanying p-value greater
than .001, which was indicative of the absence of outliers (Gao, Mokhtarian, & Johnston,
2008). Cronbach’s alpha for the four items was 0.84 (see Table 1). There were 69
participants with missing data for all items in the measure.

3.4.2 Family strain.
Family strain is an individual’s perception of “the critical, irritating, and
unreliable nature of their” family network (Walen & Lachman, 2000). The measure
assessed strain from family members other than one’s spouse. Family strain was
measured using a four-item, 4-point Likert scale ranging from (1= Often; 4= Never).
Scores were reverse-coded so higher scores reflected perceptions of higher family strain.
Scale questions included (1) “Not including your spouse or partner, how often do
members of your family make too many demands on you?” (2) “How often do they
criticize you?” (3) “How often do they let you down when you are counting on them?”
and (4) “How often do they get on your nerves?” MIDUS researchers constructed the
scale by calculating the mean of the reversed coded values for all items. Scale scores
were calculated only for cases with valid values on at least one item in the measure. The
mean for participants’ reports of family strain was 2.18 (SD = 0.67). Pictorial depictions
(e.g., histograms, q-q plot, and box plots) of the distribution of mean scores appeared
normal. The degree of skew (.60) and kurtosis (.11) were both within acceptable levels
(see Table 1). There were no influential outliers; all scores were less than three standard

42
deviations from the mean. In addition, all cases had a D2 with an accompanying p-value
greater than .001 which was indicative of the absence of outliers. Cronbach’s alpha for
the four items was 0.83. A total of 50 participants had missing data on all items.

3.4.3 Supervisor support.
I used a measure of general supervisor support in this study. General supervisor
support assesses employees’ perceptions of levels of emotional and instrumental support
provided by supervisors (Hammer et al., 2009). Supervisor support was measured in
MIDUS-2 using a three-item, 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1 = All of the time; 5 =
Never). The items included: (1) “How often do you get the information you need from
your supervisor or superiors?” (2) “How often do you get help and support from your
immediate supervisor?” and (3) “How often is your immediate supervisor willing to listen
to your work-related problems?” All items were reverse-coded where higher scores
reflected perceptions of greater levels of supervisor support. The scale was constructed
by calculating the sum of the reverse coded values for all items. When there was a
missing value, the mean value of the item was substituted for the missing value.
However, scale scores were calculated only for cases that had valid values for 2 of the
items in the measure. The mean for participants’ reports of supervisor support was 7.33
(SD = 2.60). Pictorial depictions (histograms, q-q plot, and box plots) of the distribution
of mean scores appeared normal. The degree of skew (-.21) and kurtosis (-.75) were both
within acceptable levels. There were no influential outliers; all scores were less than
three standard deviations from the mean. In addition, all cases had a D2 with an
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accompanying p-value greater than .001, which was indicative of the absence of outliers.
Cronbach’s alpha for these three items was 0.84. There were 98 participants who had
missing data on more than one item on the measure.

3.4.4 Marital satisfaction
Marital satisfaction served as the dependent variable in this study. Marital
satisfaction as defined by Bradbury, Fincham and Beach (2000) is the individual’s overall
evaluation of their marital relationship, with a greater emphasis on positive than negative
aspects of the relationship. Marital satisfaction was measured using a single item- “Using
a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means "the worst possible marriage or close relationship"
and 10 means "the best possible marriage or close relationship," how would you rate your
marriage or close relationship these days?” Higher scores represented perceptions of
higher quality marriages (M = 7.82, SD = 2.10). Pictorial depictions (e.g., histograms, qq plot, and box plots) of the distribution of item scores appeared normal. Neither the
degree of skew (-1.36) nor kurtosis (1.68) were problematic (see Table 1). There were no
influential outliers; all scores were less than three standard deviations from the mean. In
addition, all cases had a D2 with an accompanying p-value greater than .001 that was
indicative of the absence of outliers.

3.4.5 Control variables
I tested a number of demographic variables as potential control variables
including age, gender, educational attainment, race, income, total number of hours
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worked, and length of time married. I also tested whether caregivers resided with care
recipients because it has been found to influence caregiver outcomes (Kim, Chang, Rose,
& Kim, 2012) . I tested the correlation between all the aforementioned variables and the
main study variables (work-to-family conflict, family strain, supervisor support, and
marital satisfaction). Since gender, and residence with care recipient were dichotomous
variables, I conducted a point-biserial correlation to assess correlations with main study
variables. The point-biserial correlation is applied in cases where one of the variables is
dichotomous while the other is continuous (Kornbrot, 2014). Race and education
however, were categorical variables that required some modification in order to test
correlations with main study variables. Since over three quarters of the study sample
were white/ Caucasian I recoded race to a dichotomous variable, where 0 indicated white/
Caucasian and 1 indicated other races. Then I tested the correlation between the main
study variables and (1) race and (2) educational attainment using a point-biserial
correlation function in SPSS 22. I included in the model only the control variables that
were significantly correlated with at least one independent variable (work-to-family
conflict, family strain, and supervisor support) or the dependent variable (marital
satisfaction) (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2001). Hence, only number of work hours,
length of time married, and age were included in the SEM models. Table 2 contains the
results of correlation tests.
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3.5 Analytic Strategy
I conducted path analyses to test study hypotheses using AMOS software
(Version 22). The path models included only observed variables (see Figure 2), and
assessed the fit of data to hypothesized relationships between variables. The data in this
study were cross-sectional, which prevented determinations regarding the direction of
effects.

3.6 Data preparation
It was imperative that I ensured that the data met a number of distributional and
moderation assumptions before conducting the analyses. The assumptions had serious
repercussions for the accuracy of SEM analyses (Kline, 2011). Consequently, using
SPSS statistical analysis software I screened the data to ensure it met the assumptions.
As planned, I checked for univariate outliers, normality, and missing data. A report of
my assessment of univariate outliers and univariate normality was presented in the earlier
section on measurement. I also tested for multivariate outliers using the Mahalanobis
Distance (D) Statistic. Cases with a value of D2 with an accompanying low p value
(0.001 or less) indicated the presence of outliers (Gao et al., 2008). Assessments of main
study variables (work-to-family conflict, family strain, supervisor support, and marital
satisfaction) indicated that all cases had a D2 with an accompanying p-value greater than
.001 which was indicative of the absence of outliers.
I also assessed multivariate normality among variables. Multivariate normalitythe joint distribution of study variables was an important issue in SEM analyses because
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multivariate non-normality can either inflate or deflate the Chi-square value and hence
influence overall interpretation of the model fit (Gao et al., 2008). I paid special attention
to multivariate normality among work-to-family conflict, family strain, supervisor
support, and marital satisfaction that served as the main study variables. Univariate
normality is a necessary, yet insufficient condition for multivariate normality. Hence, I
used an assessment of the univariate distribution of the variables as a preliminary step in
the detection of multivariate non-normality (Gao et al., 2008). As previously mentioned
visual displays and skew and kurtosis indices indicated the distribution of all the study
variables were not problematic. I then used DeCarlo’s (1997) SPSS macro to confirm
multivariate normality using tests of multivariate normality. Results of Srivastava’s test
of multivariate skew (b1p = 5.16, p = .16) and kurtosis (b2p = 3.23, p = .32) and Mardia’s
(1970) test of multivariate kurtosis (b2p = 16.59, p = .07) were all indicative of
multivariate normality.
An assumption of moderation is that the moderator variable and independent
variables are not highly correlated (Aiken & West, 1991). Extreme collinearity between
predictor and moderator variables is especially problematic for interaction analyses
because the product variable from them may also be highly correlated with the original
variables. Hence, I checked for extreme collinearity (correlations > 0.90) among
variables, especially collinearity between supervisor support and (1) work-to-family
conflict and (2) family strain. Table 2 indicates that correlations among study variables
ranged between .00 and .61. Overall, there were no issues with extreme collinearity
among study variables. In addition, Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
statistics were used to help check the assumption of extreme multivariate collinearity
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(O’Brien, 2007). Tolerance and VIF values were within acceptable levels (Tolerance
<0.10 and VIF > 10.0; O’Brien, 2007) indicating the absence of extreme multivariate
collinearity among study variables.
A measurement assumption of moderation is that moderation effects are
illustrated by the interaction of a predictor and moderator variable to explain the
dependent variable (Kenny, 2015). This assumption is especially relevant when the
predictor and moderator variables are both continuous. Work-to-family conflict, family
strain, and supervisor support variables were all continuous variables; hence, I created
interaction terms to test the moderation effects of supervisor support on the relationships
between marital satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict and (2) family strain.
However, before I created interaction terms I mean-centered the main predictor variables
(work-to-family conflict and family strain) and the moderator (supervisor support). Mean
centering entailed subtracting the mean of the variable from all observations (Kline,
2011). Mean centering the main predictor variables prior to creating interaction terms
helped to prevent collinearity between the predictor (e.g., work-to-family conflict and
supervisor support) variables and the product terms (e.g., work-to-family conflict x
supervisor support) (Little, Card, Bovaird, Preacher, & Crandall, 2007). Minimizing
collinearity helps to reduce instability in regression estimates and standard errors. Mean
centering of predictor variables and the moderator also helped with the interpretation of
estimates since mean centering produces standardized coefficients of which its strength
can be compared with other regression coefficients (Little et al., 2007). Hence, the
regression coefficients following mean centering may be more practically meaningful
than the regression coefficients derived from the raw-score. I mean-centered the main
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predictor variables and moderator using SPSS 22 software’s aggregate and compute
variable functions. I then created the interaction variables using the compute variable
function in SPSS 22. I created two interaction variables: (1) the product of work-tofamily conflict and supervisor support (Work-to-family conflict X Supervisor support)
and (2) the product of family strain and supervisor support (Family strain X Supervisor
support).
The fourth and final issue I addressed before performing SEM analyses was
missing data. MIDUS-II researchers assessed and dealt with the missing data using mean
substitution -- a traditional form of imputation and approach to managing missing data.
The imputation procedure entailed the substitution of mean values of completed items for
missing items. Data were imputed and scales created only for cases where at least half of
the items were missing. MIDUS researchers coded cases as 8- Not Calculated when
scale scores were not calculated due to missing data. Mean substitution has been strongly
criticized for incorporating bias into analyses, especially when data are missing at
random (MAR) and missing not at random (MNAR) (Little, Jorgensen, Lang, & Moore,
2014; Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010). The mean substitution method is based on the
assumption that data is missing completely at random (MCAR) and thus produces biased
estimates when the assumption is incorrect (Schlomer et al., 2010). Little and colleagues
(2014) argued that the estimates (e.g., correlations) of data using mean substitution are
often too large or too small in cases when data are either MAR or MNAR. In addition,
significance tests of the estimates are also biased because the standard error scores are
deflated because there are no deviations from the mean among the substituted values
(Little et al., 2014).
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Due to the limitations of mean substitution I used Full-Information Maximum
Likelihood (FIML or ML) that is a more modern and efficient approach to managing
missing data (Enders, 2013; Little et al., 2014). Maximum likelihood was a preferred
means of handling missing data because it has a strong theoretical foundation, and
produces accurate estimates under conditions where data are MCAR or MAR with
greater statistical power (Enders, 2013). In contrast to mean substitution, ML uses
information from observed data to deduce the overall model without having knowledge
of the true value of the missing observations (Little et al., 2014). Overall, parameters are
estimated based on available observations, and substituted values for missing data
deduced from existing observations. In addition to MIDUS researchers’ mean
substitution I used Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation to ensure that the software did
not delete cases when scale scores were missing for participants. AMOS 22 software
integrated ML estimation into the analyses, so missing data were accounted for during
model estimation.

3.7 Creating groups for multigroup analyses.
Prior to conducting multigroup analyses in AMOS 22, I created groups based on
participants’ reports of the amount (i.e., number of hours of care provided weekly) and
type (caregiving only versus caregiving and parenting) of responsibilities.
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3.7.1 Low and high caregiving hours groups.
Using SPSS 22 I assessed the frequency of the number of weekly hours of
caregiving. In addition, SPSS 22 software produced a histogram (see Figure 3) that
depicted the frequency of number of hours of care provided weekly, which (Figure 3)
suggested there were 5 groups of caregivers. I conducted paired t-tests to assess group
differences in the number of hours of weekly care provided, the number of weeks care
was provided within the last 12 months, and the type of care provided (e.g., activities of
daily living and instrumental activities of daily living). Results of the independent
samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the number of weekly
hours of care provided by each group (all p < 0.05), but most groups did not differ
significantly in the types of care provided or the number of weeks caregivers provided
care in the last year. Table 3 depicts the results of the independent samples t-tests, which
suggested there were 2 main groups. Group 1 included participants who provided 0-13
hours of weekly care, and group 2 included participants who provided 14 and greater
hours of care. Using SPSS 22, I created a new variable that categorized participants into
2 groups based on the number of hours of weekly care they provided. Group 1 (low
caregiving hours group – 0-13 hours) contained 129 participants while group 2 (high
caregiving hours group – 14 and greater hours) included 109 participants.

3.7.2 Caregiving only versus caregiving and parenting groups.
Reports of caregivers’ residence with offspring under the age of 18 was used to
differentiate caregivers who concurrently parented dependent children from those who
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solely provided care to ill/disabled family members. Using SPSS 22 I first identified
caregivers who had children, then I identified participants who reported having at least
one dependent child living at home. Following group identification, I created a new
variable and assigned participants to one of two groups – no dependent children and
parenting dependent children (dummy coded as 0 and 1 respectively). Participants who
had children, but did not reside with them were assigned to the “no dependent children
group.” Group 1 (caregiving only) contained 159 participants while group 2 (parenting
and caregiving) included 95 participants.

3.8 Path analysis model specification.
Kline (2011) defined specification as the “Representation of your hypotheses in
the form of a structural equation model” (p.92). Figure 2 illustrates the theoretical
recursive model with mean-centered work-to-family conflict, family strain, supervisor
support, the interaction of work-to-family conflict and supervisor support, the interaction
of family strain and supervisor support as observed exogenous variables, and marital
satisfaction as an observed endogenous variable. The model also included number of
weekly hours worked, age, and number of years married. All control variables were
exogenous and in some cases were allowed to covary with one another. The path
analysis in Figure 2 included assessments of direct and interaction effects between workto-family conflict, family strain, and supervisor support and marital satisfaction. In order
for AMOS 22 to estimate the disturbance/ residual in the endogenous variable (marital
satisfaction), I included a scaling constant (numeral 1) next to the path between the
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residual and endogenous variable (marital satisfaction). I used maximum likelihood
(ML) estimation- the default method in AMOS 22 to test my hypotheses and models. My
model parameters were all estimated simultaneously. Unless noted otherwise, I allowed
all parameters to be freely estimated in the model. In the following section, I describe
study findings and how I tested model fit and individual hypotheses.

3.8.1 Assessing global model fit for the complete sample.
I tested the overall model fit- the similarity between the specified model and my
data. The model chi-

 2)

test served as my first and most important assessment of

model fit. Kenny (2014) argued that the chi-square test is most favorable for models with
75 to 200 cases, since models with 400 or greater cases will usually be statistically
significant. The chi-square test was therefore, favorable for my model, since I had fewer
than 400 cases. A non-statistically significant chi-square test indicates good model fit there is consistency between the sample and the fitted covariance matrices (Hooper,
Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). In addition to the chi-square test, I assessed model fit using
three approximate fit indices namely the Steiger-Lind Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), Bentler Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR outperform other fit
indices and although each have limitations, they are the preferred indices for SEM
analyses (Bagozzi & Yi, 2011).
The Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is an “absolute measure of
fit” that is based on an index of badness-of-fit and a “parsimony-adjusted index” that
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follows a non-central chi-square distribution (Kline, 2011, p. 205). A value of zero
indicates best fit in models. RMSEA values below 0.05 indicate good model fit.
RMSEA is sensitive to sample size. Models using small samples and fewer degrees of
freedom may have artificially high RMSEA values, thus falsely indicates poor model fit
(Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2014). Therefore, the RMSEA is most favorable for
larger, but modest samples and simpler models. RMSEA was effective in my analyses
since the proposed model was simple and the sample size was modest.
The Bentler Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is an incremental fit index that
compares a model’s relative fit to that of a baseline/ independent model which is based
on the assumption that latent variables are uncorrelated (Hooper et al., 2008). CFI values
> 0.95 indicate good model fit (Iacobucci, 2010). The CFI is more favorable for more
complex models than parsimonious models (Bagozzi & Yi, 2011), but is insensitive to
sample size (Hooper et al., 2008). The CFI performs favorably even with small samples.
The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMSR) was the final fit index I
included in my analyses. The SRMR measures the difference between the observed and
predicted correlations. The SRMR is an absolute measure of fit. Therefore, a value of
zero indicates perfect model fit. The index is especially biased towards models with
small samples and lower degrees of freedom (Kenny, 2014). Values less than or equal to
0.08 indicate good fit (Kline, 2011).
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

4.0 Results
I tested the previously mentioned hypotheses that suggested the existence of
direct relationships between marital satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict, (2)
family strain, and (3) supervisor support; and interaction effects between supervisor
support and (1) perceptions of work-to-family conflict and (2) family strain. In addition,
I conducted multi-group analyses to assess differences in the model based on (1) the
number of weekly hours of care provided and (2) concurrently parenting dependent
children versus solely caregiving.

4.1 Assessing global model fit for the complete sample.
I tested the overall model fit- the similarity between the specified model and my
data. The model chi-square test was appropriate for testing the model since the data was
normally distributed, correlations between observed variables were small –medium sized
--and measures were reliable (Kline, 2011).
The model design included covariances between control variables and other study
variables that were significantly correlated. In addition, I only allowed main study
variables to covary with other main study variables (e.g., work-to-family conflict and
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family strain) that had correlations greater than 0.05. Study findings indicated a nonstatistically significant chi-square test (X2 (13, N = 254) = 16.14, p = .24) that was
indicative of good model fit. In other words, there was consistency between the sample
and the fitted covariance matrices (Hooper et al., 2008).
I also assessed model fit using three approximate fit indices namely the SteigerLind Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Bentler Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The RMSEA, CFI,
and SRMR outperform other fit indices and although they each have limitations, they
were the preferred indices for SEM analyses (Bagozzi & Yi, 2011). The fit indices all
indicated good model fit. Specifically, study findings indicate RMSEA = .03, CFI = .99,
and SRMR = .05 which were all indicative of very good model fit (Iacobucci, 2010).

4.1.1 Tests of hypothesis 1 .
Hypothesis one predicted there would be direct and negative relationships
between marital satisfaction and (a) work-to-family conflict and (b) family strain. To test
these hypotheses, I evaluated the statistical significance (p-value) of the direct
associations (unstandardized beta weight) between (a) marital satisfaction and work-tofamily conflict and (b) marital satisfaction and family strain. There was a non-significant
negative direct relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction (B =
-.09, p = .09 (see Table 4 and Figure 5). Perceptions of greater work-to-family conflict
were not related to reports of marital satisfaction among family caregivers. Conversely,
findings for hypothesis 2 indicated there was a statistically significant negative
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relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction (B = -.87, p < .0001). That is,
among family caregivers perceptions of high family strain was associated with lower
levels of marital satisfaction.

4.1.2 Tests of interaction effects.
My second hypothesis was that supervisor support would moderate the
relationships between (a) work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction and (b) family
strain and marital satisfaction. I expected that supervisor support would weaken the
negative associations between the stressors (work-to-family conflict and family strain)
and marital satisfaction. Study findings however, revealed no interaction effects of
supervisor support on neither the relationship between work-to-family conflict and
marital satisfaction (B = .02, p = .29) nor the relationship between family strain and
marital satisfaction (B = .05, p = .52). That is, supervisor support did not moderate the
relationships between marital satisfaction and (a) work-to-family conflict and (b) family
strain (see Table 4 and Figure 5). Because none of the interactions were statistically
significant I did not conduct post-hoc analyses that would typically help interpret the
interactions.

4.1.3 Multigroup analyses I.
Part of this study entailed assessments of differences among caregivers who
provided ‘low’ (0 – 13) and ‘high’ (14 and greater) hours of weekly care to loved ones.
Specifically, hypotheses 3 and 4 indicated there would be statistically significant
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differences between family caregivers who provided low and high hours of weekly care
in the strength of the direct relationships between marital satisfaction and (3.a) work-tofamily conflict, and (4.a) family strain and the interaction effects of supervisor support
and (3.b) work-to-family-conflict, and (4.b) family strain on marital satisfaction.
Using the AMOS 22 multigroup analysis function, I conducted multigroup
analyses to assess group invariance between caregivers in the high versus low weekly
caregiving groups. The procedure entailed testing the same path diagram (Figure 2) for
equivalence between groups (Byrne, 2004). First, I test the model fit to ensure that the
model was accurate for both groups. The second step entailed testing for model
invariance between two groups. Testing for group invariance included constraining all
regression coefficients making them equal for both groups (Byrne, 2004). The third step
included calculating a chi-square difference value and accompanying p-value to indicate
whether there were statistically significant differences in single parameters between
groups (Byrne, 2004). A statistically significant chi-square difference value indicated the
need for further testing to detect which parameters differed between the groups. Please
note I repeated the procedures described here for my second set of multigroup analyses
between caregiving only versus caregiving and parenting groups.

4.1.4 Global model fit assessment.
The first test of the fully freed model fit indicated a non-statistically significant
chi-square test (X2 (26, N = 236) = 33.07, p = .16) that was indicative of good model fit
(See Table 5). Study findings indicate RMSEA = .03; CFI = .97 which were all
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indicative of good model fit. The estimates for SRMR (.09), however, was slightly above
the .08 threshold for good model fit.
The second step entailed a test of the constrained model. The constrained model
also had good model fit which was indicated by a non-statistically significant chi-square
test (X2 (34, N = 236) = 40.91, p = .19). Model fit indices also indicated good model fit
based on RMSEA = .03; CFI = .97. Similar to the first model the SRMR (.09) value was
slightly above the .08 threshold for good model fit. The chi

 

 

X2 =

df = 8, p = .45) for the comparison of the unconstrained and constrained models

indicated the constrained model was preferred over the fully freed model (See Table 5).
Hence, there was no need for further testing of group differences in individual regression
weights.

4.1.5 Tests of hypotheses 3 and 4.
Tests of model invariance indicated there were no significant differences in
individual paths. However, reported here are findings for individual paths of the fully
freed model that help complete my report of study findings for my hypotheses.
Test of hypothesis 3.a. Hypothesis 3.a stated that the strength of the relationship
between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction would be stronger among
participants in the high caregiving hours group (14 or more hours per week) than the low
caregiving hours group (0-13 hours per week). Study findings indicated that while there
was a statistically significant negative relationship between work-to-family conflict and
marital satisfaction among the high caregiving hours group (  -.17, p < .01), the
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relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction was not statistically
significant in the low caregiving hours group (  p = .94).
Test of hypotheses3.b. I hypothesized that the strength of the 2-way interaction
between work-to-family conflict and supervisor support on marital satisfaction would be
greater among participants in the high caregiving hours group than the low caregiving
hours group. The interaction effects of supervisor support in the relationship between
work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction for caregivers was not statistically
significant in either the low (B =.02, p = .55) or high caregiving hours groups (B =.02, p =
.54). In other words, supervisor support did not moderate the relationship between workto-family conflict and marital satisfaction in either group (see Table 7 and Figures 5 and
6).
Test of hypotheses 4.a. Hypothesis 4.a stated that the strength of the relationship
between family strain and marital satisfaction would be stronger among participants in
the high caregiving hours group than the low caregiving hours group. Study findings
indicated there was a statistically significant negative relationship between family strain
and marital satisfaction in the high caregiving hours group only (B = -.91, p < .01; vs. B =
-.67, p = .08 in the low group) (see Table 7 and Figures 5 and 6). Family strain was
negatively associated with marital satisfaction, but only for caregivers who provided 14
or more hours of care per week.
Test of hypotheses 4.b. I hypothesized that the 2-way interaction between family
strain and supervisor support and marital satisfaction would be stronger among
participants in the high caregiving hours group than the low caregiving hours group. I
did not find a statistically significant inter relationship between family strain and marital
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satisfaction in either group (B= -.04, p = .85 and B=.11, p = .38 for the low and high
groups respectively).

4.1.6 Multigroup analyses II.
The final section of this study entailed assessments of model invariance between
caregivers who concurrently parented dependent children and caregivers who solely
provided care for ill/ disabled loved ones. I designated groups as care giving only (0) and
caregiving and parenting group (1). Hypotheses 5and 6 indicated that between the two
groups there would be statistically significant differences in the strength of the direct
relationships between marital satisfaction and (5.a) work-to-family conflict, and (6.a)
family strain, and the interaction effects of supervisor support and (5.b) work-to-familyconflict, and (6.b) family strain on marital satisfaction. Multigroup analyses entailed
testing the same path diagram (Figure 2) for equivalence between groups (Byrne, 2004).
I completed similar steps as described in action effects of supervisor support in the
multigroup analyses I.

4.1.7 Global model fit assessment.
I first tested the fully freed model (Figure 2) to assess whether the model was
accurate for both groups. The fully freed model had a non-statistically significant chisquare test (X2 (26, N = 254) = 35.18, p = .11) that was indicative of good model fit (See
Table 6). Model fit indices all indicated good model fit; RMSEA = .04; CFI = .96, and
SRMR = .08.
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The second step entailed a test of the constrained model. The constrained model
did not have good model fit (X2 (34, N = 254) = 49.41, p = .04). Model fit indices
however indicated good model fit based on RMSEA = .04; CFI = .93 and SRMR = .08.
The chi-

 

 

X2   df = 8, p = .08) for the comparison of the

unconstrained and constrained models indicated the constrained model is preferred over
the fully freed model (See Table 6).

4.1.8 Tests of hypotheses 5 and 6.
Although tests of group invariance indicated that the model operated equivalently
for caregivers only and caregivers who parented dependent children, the relatively low pvalue (.08) for the chi-square difference test prompted me to conduct path by path
invariance tests. To test for path invariance, I first constrained only the relevant path
(e.g., work-to-family conflict  marital satisfaction) to be equal for both groups, while
allowing all other paths to be freely estimated (Byrne, 2004). Second, I ran the partially
constrained model. Finally, I conducted a chi-square difference test that compared the
partially constrained model to the fully freed model. A significant chi-square difference
test is indicative of group differences in a specific path (Byrne, 2004).
Test of hypothesis 5.a. Hypothesis 5.a stated that the strength of the relationship
between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction would be stronger among
participants in the caregiving and parenting group than caregiving only group. To test
this hypothesis, I constrained the path from work-to-family conflict to marital satisfaction
and allowed all other paths to be estimated freely. The model did not have good fit (X2

62
(27, N = 254) = 40.27, p = .05). The test of invariance indicated there was a statistically
significant difference in the relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital
satisfaction for the caregiving only and caregiving and parenting groups (

2 = 5.08 df

= 1, p = .03). Study findings indicated that while there was a statistically significant
negative relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction among
caregiving only group (  -.19, p < .01), the relationship between work-to-family
conflict and marital satisfaction was not statistically significant in the caregiving and
parenting group (  p = .50).
Test of hypotheses 5.b. I hypothesized that the strength of the 2-way interaction
between work-to-family conflict and supervisor support on marital satisfaction would be
greater among participants in the caregiving and parenting group than the caregiving only
group. To test this hypothesis, I constrained the path from the interaction between
supervisor support and work-to-family conflict to marital satisfaction and allowed all
other paths to be estimated freely. The model had good fit (X2 (27, N = 254) = 38.76, p =
.07). The test of invariance was nonsignificant which indicated there was no significant
difference between groups (

2 = 3.58 df = 1, p = .06). The interaction effects of

supervisor support in the relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital
satisfaction for caregivers was not statistically significant in either the caregiving group
(B =.05, p = .06) or caregiving and parenting group (B = -.03, p = .37). In other words,
supervisor support did not moderate the relationship between work-to-family conflict and
marital satisfaction in either group (see Table 6 and Figures 7 and 8).
Test of hypotheses 6.a. I hypothesized the strength of the relationship between
family strain and marital satisfaction would be stronger among participants in the
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caregiving and parenting group than the caregiving only group. To test this hypothesis, I
constrained the path from family strain to marital satisfaction and allowed all other paths
to be estimated freely. The model had good fit (X2 (27, N = 254) = 35.43, p = .13). Study
findings indicated there was a statistically significant negative relationship between
family strain and marital satisfaction in the no dependent children group only (B = -.91, p
< .001; vs. B = -.66, p = .09 in the caregiving and parenting group) (see Table 6 and
Figures 7 and 8). The test of invariance, however, was nonsignificant which indicated
there was no significant difference between groups (

2   df = 1, p = .62).

Test of hypotheses 6.b. I hypothesized that the 2-way interaction between family
strain and supervisor support and marital satisfaction would be stronger among
participants in the caregiving and parenting group than the caregiving only group. To test
the final path for group invariance I constrained the path from the interaction between
supervisor support and family strain to marital satisfaction the relationship. Again, all
other paths were allowed to be estimated freely. The model had good fit (X2 (27, N =
254) = 37.54, p = .09). I did not find a statistically significant interaction effects of
supervisor support in the relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction in
either group (B= -.05, p = .68 and B=.29, p = .10 for the caregiving only and caregiving
and parenting groups respectively). The test of invariance was nonsignificant which
indicated there was no significant difference between groups (
.13).

2    df = 1, p =
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

5.0 Discussion
Over a decade ago, Hobfoll and Shirom (2001) argued that an important focus of
future research should entail an understanding of how work, personal, and family
stressors all interact to exhaust resources, while work and family resources work to limit
resource loss and increase resource gain. Hobfoll and Shirom’s argument, however, is
especially pertinent to research on family caregivers because there is evidence that
regardless of gender, family caregivers’ work and family lives interact and can be sources
of stress (Hammer & Neal, 2008). Overall, the main accomplishment of the present
study was to approach research on stress (work-to-family conflict and family strain)
through a lens similar to that of Hobfoll and Shirom and help foster an understanding of
the role of supervisor support in stress in the work and family domain and its association
with caregivers’ marital satisfaction. The findings of this study are especially important
because compared to other groups, family demands and by extension stress may be
greater among employed and married family caregivers, who may also have children
living in the home than among other groups. Despite only partially supporting COR
theory, the study findings provide a good starting point for discussion about COR theory
and work and family research, cross - domain research, and understanding stress and
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marital satisfaction among family caregivers in midlife. In this section, I discuss each of
the aforementioned topics in relation to my study findings.

5.1 Work and Family Stressors and Marital Satisfaction
COR theory provided a foundation for this research on the relationship between
social support in the workplace, work and family stress, and caregivers’ marital
satisfaction. A key tenet of COR theory is that the potential or actual loss of resources
leads to a negative “state of being” manifested as dissatisfaction (Grandey &
Cropanzano’s, 1999; Hobfoll, 1989). Accordingly, I expected to find negative
relationships between marital satisfaction and (1) family strain and (2) work-to-family
conflict. Study findings provided mixed evidence for these expectations.

5.2 Family strain and marital satisfaction
In support of the COR based predictions, I found evidence of a statistically
significant negative association between family strain and marital satisfaction as a whole.
Similar to other research on the relationship between family stress and marital
satisfaction (Bodenmann et al., 2007; Woszidlo & Segrin, 2013) I found that perceptions
of greater family strain were associated with perceptions of lower marital satisfaction for
employed and married family caregivers. COR theory (Hobfoll & Freedy, 1990) would
suggest that critical, irritating, overly demanding, and unreliable family networks (main
characteristics of the family strain measure) could be detrimental to family caregivers’
marriages because the resulting strain threatens to actually compromise the marital

66
satisfaction resource. A possible explanation for the relationship between family strain
and marital satisfaction is that caregivers experience of stress from having unreliable and
overly demanding family networks may spill over into their marital relationships and
elicit dyadic stress including conflict, arguments, and tension (Randall & Bodenmann,
2009). In addition, there is evidence that external stress has implications for the amount
of time dyads spend together and in-turn the quality of the dyadic relationship (Randall &
Bodenmann, 2009). Accordingly, the investment of resources in attempt to meet the
demands of family members may limit the availability of resources for spousal roles.
Such an argument is consistent with Stephens and Franks’ (1995) finding that female
caregivers were concerned about spending too little time with husbands and the intrusion
of their caregiving worries on their marriages. Overall, this study provided evidence that
stress in the family domain is negatively associated with employed family caregivers’
marital satisfaction.
A key focus of this study was whether the strength of the relationship between
family strain and marital satisfaction differed for caregivers with greater versus fewer
family demands. The COR corollary that individuals who have the fewest resources are
most susceptible to additional losses (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001) was the basis for expecting
that the relationships between family strain and marital satisfaction would be stronger
among caregivers with greater family demands. Study findings, however, did not provide
support for this prediction. That is, no differences in the relationship between family
strain and marital satisfaction were found between caregivers with low family demands
and those with high family demands. It was surprising, however, that one statistical
model indicated a significant negative relationship between family strain and marital
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satisfaction among caregivers who had only family caregiving responsibilities versus
caregivers with caregiving and parenting responsibilities.
A possible reason for the lack of group differences may be that family caregivers
with greater family demands may have more resources that allow them to perform greater
family roles without experiencing especially high levels of family strain and sacrificing
satisfaction in their marriages. This explanation is consistent with Hobfoll and Shirom’s
(2001) argument that individuals who have greater social support resources are less likely
to be strongly affected by stressful circumstances and have more help to successfully
cope with challenges. A second plausible explanation is that individuals with greater
pools of personal resources such as self-esteem and a sense of mastery may accept more
challenging experiences since their success at the task may increase their sense of
mastery or self-esteem (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001). For example, family caregivers may
provide more hours of care or both provide care and parent dependent children because
they have spousal support or may have confidence in their abilities to assume multiple
responsibilities which may help cushion the negative effects of family strain on their
marital satisfaction. Hence, it is possible that caregivers’ high family demands in and of
themselves may not distinguish them from caregivers with lower family demands, but
instead there is need to consider the role of resources (e.g. social support, and personal
resources) that may account for group differences in the relationship between family
strain and marital satisfaction.
My analysis of group differences in the moderating role of supervisor support in
the relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction served as a start in the
investigation of the role of resources in the family strain—marital satisfaction
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relationship. However, to the extent that social support and personal resources are
interrelated and comprise individuals’ pool of resources (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001) there
is need for future research to investigate the role of self-esteem, and sense of mastery in
understanding group differences in the relationship between family strain and marital
satisfaction among employed family caregivers with high and low family demands.

5.3 Work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction.
The relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction served
as an indicator of how stress emanating from the work domain may be associated with
satisfaction in the family domain. Study findings, however, did not reveal a statistically
significant negative relationship between work-to-family conflict and caregivers’ marital
satisfaction. Contrary to COR theory, there was little evidence that work-to-family
conflict was associated with a negative state of being in caregivers’ marriages. The
nonsignificant findings add to the inconsistent results reported in other studies about the
association between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction (Allen et al., 2000).
The nonsignificant findings were still surprising because work-to-family conflict is a
well-established source of stress depleting resources in attempt to balance work and
family roles (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999), and there is evidence that stress is a threat
to satisfaction in marriage (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). I especially expected the
relationship to manifest in this sample, given extant research indicating that employed
family caregivers who either provided care solely and those who concurrently provided
care and parented dependent children were among the groups of employees who reported
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the highest levels of work-to-family conflict (Anderson et al., 2002; Cullen et al., 2009;
Marks, 1998; Stewart, 2013).
A plausible explanation for the nonsignificant findings is that work-to-family
conflict and marital satisfaction are in different domains. This explanation is supported
by meta-analytic work indicating that although stressors and support resources in the
work domain are related to satisfaction outside the work domain (Ford et al., 2007)
relationships are stronger within than across domains (Amstad et al., 2011). Hence, it is
plausible that the sample size in this study was too small to detect the weaker crossdomain relationship. The within versus cross-domain hypothesis also helps explain why
there was a statistically significant negative relationship between family strain and
marital satisfaction but not between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction.
Despite the lack of statistically significant findings for the full sample, I expected
to find statistically significant group differences in the relationship between work-tofamily conflict and marital satisfaction, partly because past research had detected group
differences in caregivers perceptions of work-to-family conflict (e.g., Cullen et al., 2009).
Instead, I found a statistically significant group difference in the relationships between
work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction based on caregiver type, but not
caregiving amount. Specifically, while there was no significant difference in the
relationship for the high caregiving hours and low caregiving hours groups, I found
evidence of a significant negative relationship between work-to-family conflict and
marital satisfaction among participants in the caregiving only group, but not in the
caregiving and parenting group. Interestingly, the significant group difference based on
caregiver type was contrary to my expectation that the relationship between work-to-
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family conflict and marital satisfaction would be stronger for caregivers in the caregiving
and parenting group than the caregiving only group. However, findings of a significant
relationship between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction for the caregiving
only group, but not the caregiving and parenting group suggest that similar to earlier
research findings the demands of roles may be a more important factor than the
occupation of multiple roles (Reid & Hardy, 1999).
The lack of a significant relationship for the caregiving and parenting group and
the nonsignificant comparisons of low and high caregiving hours groups of caregivers
who have been described in the literature as individuals with heavy family demands begs
the question – Does caregivers’ utilization of support resources help explain study
findings? Hobfoll and Shirom (2001) assert that individuals with strong resource
supplies are more likely to accept opportunities to risk resources that may lead to
resource gain. Hence, it is plausible that the relationship between work-to-family conflict
and marital satisfaction may not significantly differ for caregivers in the high versus low
caregiving hours groups and was insignificant for the caregiving and parenting group
because caregivers in the high family demands groups may have support resources that
could help reduce their perceptions of work-to-family conflict and its influence on their
marriage. Resources such as flexible work arrangements were identified as being helpful
in the reduction of perceptions of work-to-family conflict especially among employees
with high family demands (Shockley & Allen, 2007). Hence, it is plausible that
caregivers in the high weekly caregiving hours group may provide several hours of
caregiving because they are able to telecommute or have a compressed work week.
Accordingly, support resources may help reduce the otherwise strong negative
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association of family demands on the relationship between work-to-family conflict and
marital satisfaction among caregivers who also have parenting responsibilities.
This study provided a foundation for investigation into the role of social support
(supervisor support) in the explanation of differences between high and low family
demands groups. However, similar to suggestions for future research on group
differences in the relationship between family strain and marital satisfaction, it is possible
that caregivers’ family demands in and of themselves may not account for group
differences. Instead, there is need for future research to investigate the combined role of
family demands and support resources such as flexible work arrangements in explaining
possible differences in relationships between work-to-family conflict and marital
satisfaction.

5.4 The Role of Supervisor Support in the Stress – Marital Satisfaction
Relationship
A major aim of this study was to better understand the relationships between
resources and stressors in the work domain (supervisor support and work-to-family
conflict) and those in the family domain (marital satisfaction and family strain). Hobfoll
(1989) argued that social support plays an important role in providing and retaining
valuable resources. This study’s findings, however, did not support Hobfoll’s argument
that social support in the workplace (supervisor support) was instrumental in providing or
protecting the marital satisfaction resource. Consistent with other scholars’ reports of the
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relationship between supervisor support and marital satisfaction (Lee et al., 2014;
Ransford et al., 2008), no significant direct relationship was found.
It was surprising that I found a nonsignificant interaction effect of supervisor
support on the relationships between marital satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict
and (2) family strain in both the sample as a whole and in subgroups. Specifically, there
was no evidence of direct or moderating roles of supervisor support in groups defined by
amount (i.e., hours) or type (caregiving only versus caregiving and parenting) of
responsibilities. In essence, I found no evidence of the buffering effect of supervisor
support on relationships between marital satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict and
(2) family strain. Further, I did not find support for COR theory tenet that individuals
who have greater resources (high supervisor support) are better positioned for increases
in resources, while individuals with fewer resources (low supervisor support) are more
likely to experience greater resource loss (Halbesleben et al., 2014).
A possible reason for the nonsignificant findings is that general supervisor
support may not meet the needs of family caregivers. Hobfoll (1989) argued that social
support was helpful only when it provided for the “situational needs” of the support
recipient (p. 717). Conversely, social support may be “harmful or benign” when it does
not meet the specific need (Hobfoll, 1989, p. 518). Therefore, supervisor support
characterized by provision of emotional and instrumental support such as emotional
expressions of concern, communication with staff, and provision of assistance with
scheduling issues (Hammer et al., 2009) may not help family caregivers effectively
manage work and family demands. Caregivers may need supervisors to help encourage
and facilitate use of flexible work arrangements, such as compressed work weeks and
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telecommuting that can help reduce perceptions of work-to-family conflict (Shockley &
Allen, 2007) and possibly increase the availability of time and energy resources for use in
the family domain.
Hammer and colleagues (2009) designed and validated the Multidimensional
Measure of Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (FSSB), which assesses the
provision of “emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling” of work and nonwork balance, and creative work family management (Hammer et al., 2009, p. 840).
Family supportive supervisors go beyond communicating with staff and helping with
scheduling issues, to model how to balance work and family responsibilities and look for
multiple and unconventional ways to reallocate work responsibilities.
This study hence, provides evidence that supervisor support that focuses on the
work domain may be benign because it does not provide for family caregivers’ needs that
extend beyond the work domain. That is, the effectiveness of support resource in the
work domain may be dependent on its ability to connect with the family domain.
Supervisor support that focuses on both work and family domain, therefore, may be a
more effective source of support for family caregivers. Future research should entail
replication of this study using Hammer and colleagues’ FSSB measure of supervisor
support. The study should also include a comparison of results using the FSSB measure
and general supervisor support to test the possibility that general supervisor support does
not provide for the situational needs of family caregivers.
Amstad and colleagues (2011) argued that it is important to understand whether a
model holds for several outcomes, or whether it is confined to only certain outcomes.
Accordingly, a second plausible reason for nonsignificant study findings is that marital
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satisfaction may not operate as a resource consistent with the theory, particularly
regarding cross-domain relationships. Scholars have generally applied COR theory to
research on stress, burnout, and other physical and psychological health factors. There is
some evidence that work-to-family conflict has strongest relationships with global factors
such as health problems, stress, psychological strain, and anxiety, as opposed to domain
specific factors such as family satisfaction and family-related stress (Amstad et al., 2011).
In addition to measuring supervisor support as a moderator there are at least 3
other ways to include supervisor support in assessments of stress; namely supervisor
support as an antecedent (e.g., supervisor support

work time demands

work-to-

family conflict), supervisor support as an independent antecedent variable (e.g.,
supervisor support

work-to-family conflict) and supervisor support as an intervening

variable / mediator (Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; Seiger & Wiese, 2009). This study
provided some evidence that supervisor support as a moderator may not be the best way
to measure social support in relationships between marital satisfaction and work and
family stress. Hence, in addition to testing models with the FSSB measure there is need
for future research to conduct tests of competing models of supervisor support. Hobfoll’s
(1989) argument that individuals perceive social relations as a resource “to the extent
they provide or facilitate the preservation of valued resources” (p.517) suggests social
support can have both direct or indirect influences on resource gain; hence, it is possible
to explain the relationships between supervisor support, work-to-family conflict, and
marital satisfaction using any one of the models. Overall, an investigation of competing
models will help further develop research on the interplay between resources, stress, and
marriage. Tests of competing models will also help advance cross - domain research that
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includes marital satisfaction as an outcome variable. Future longitudinal research that
includes larger representative samples should replicate this study to assess whether there
are statistically significant group differences in the relationships between marital
satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict and (2) family strain between caregivers who
have fewer versus greater family demands.

5.5 Limitations
The current study contributes to the current literature regarding COR theory by
assessing the moderating role of supervisor support in the relationships between marital
satisfaction and (1) work-to-family conflict and (2) family strain. The MIDUS study
provided an opportunity to assess work and family relationships in a nationally
representative sample of midlife employed family caregivers who provided care to loved
ones during the past 12 months due to a physical or mental condition, illness, or
disability. Study findings, however, may be restricted by several methodological
limitations. First, the study data were cross-sectional. Consequently, I was unable to
assess change or causal relationships among stress, support, and marital satisfaction.
Second, I was unable to test and provide evidence of the mechanisms (e.g., conserving
time and energy resources) through which supervisor support may influence work-tofamily conflict and family strain, and ultimately marital satisfaction. Future research
should employ longitudinal designs that will provide more compelling tests of the
influence of work-to-family conflict and family strain on caregivers’ marital satisfaction
and the effectiveness of supervisor support in conserving marital satisfaction. Third, data
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for this study were collected from a single reporter at the same time which may cause
associations to be inflated due to method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). Future research should consider replicating this study using different
sources for key dependent and independent variables, or collect data at different time
points (Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010).
Forth, study findings may be limited by use of a single-item measure of marital
satisfaction and a measure of general supervisor support. The one-item measure of
marital satisfaction may be problematic (Voydanoff, 2005) because there is evidence that
single-item measures sometimes lack validity, accuracy, and reliability in relation in
multiple item scales (McIver & Carmines, 1981). To ensure that the single-item measure
was not problematic I replicated the model with multi-item scales such as marital risk and
spouse affectual solidarity. The tests resulted in similar findings, which indicated the
single item measure of marital satisfaction may not problematic.
A fifth limitation is that the study sample included caregivers who provided care
to their spouses. Hence, there is need for some caution with study findings since caring
for spouses may be confounded with caregivers’ marital satisfaction and mask the true
effects of stressors and resources on marital satisfaction. To reduce confounding effects
of care recipient in research on caregivers’ marital satisfaction future research should
consider replicating this study using a more homogenous sample of caregivers (Patel et
al., 2004) or by conducting multigroup analyses that compare the model between
caregivers of spouses and other caregiver subgroups.
Finally, the study’s relatively small sample size and missing data used may have
limited the statistical power of the analyses to detect small associations and group
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differences. Despite the small sample I was able to detect statistically significant
relationships between family strain and marital satisfaction and a significant relationship
between work-to-family conflict and marital satisfaction among caregivers who solely
provided care to loved ones. Replication of this study using larger nationally
representative samples may provide more power for detection of cross-domain
relationships.

5.6 Conclusion
Grounded in COR theory, the main aim of this study was to improve
understanding of the relationships between resources and stressors in the work domain
(supervisor support and work-to-family conflict) and those in the family domain (marital
satisfaction and family strain). The findings, based on a sample of employed family
caregivers, provided some support for COR theory. Study findings also helped enhance
understanding of the role of family networks and interactions with family members.
Specifically, study findings indicated that critical, irritating, overly demanding, and
unreliable family networks (family strain) may be detrimental to family caregivers’
marriages because they threaten marital satisfaction. Such findings correspond with COR
theory’s argument that potential or actual loss of resources leads to a negative “state of
being” manifested as dissatisfaction (Grandey & Cropanzano’s, 1999; Hobfoll, 1989).
Study findings also indicated that work interference with family may have negative
implications for some, but not all caregivers. Specifically, work-to-family conflict may
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be harmful to the marital satisfaction of caregivers who solely provide care to loved ones,
but not to caregivers who also parent dependent children.
Despite the small number of significant findings, this study provides a valuable
guide for future research. Study findings indicate there may be need for further
assessments of models that can help capture cross-domain relationships between work,
family, and marital satisfaction. COR theory suggests social support can have both direct
or indirect influences on resource gain; therefore, it allows for multiple interpretations of
the relationships between social support and stress. Hence, future research should
embark on longitudinal research connecting COR theory with work and family models
that better reveal the exchange between work and family stress and resources. Future
research should also attempt to understand better the role of family support resources and
personal resources such as self-esteem and a sense of mastery in understanding group
differences in relationships between work and family stress and family caregivers’
marital satisfaction. Study findings provided a foundation for future research on the
relationship between negative family networks (family strain) and caregivers’ perception
of marital satisfaction. However, there is need for future research to investigate the
mechanisms through which negative family networks influence caregivers’ marriages
(e.g., increased marital conflict, less intimate time together). Overall, with improvements
in health care caregivers may provide care to loved ones over an extended period. Hence,
there is need to assess the trajectory of the relationship between family and work stress
on marital satisfaction and the role of supervisor support resources in those relationships
throughout the time caregivers provide care.
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Table 1.
Reliabilities and Distributional Characteristics of Main Study Variables
Variables

Skew

Kurtosis

Work-to-Family Conflict

.84

.29

.88

Family Strain

.83

.60

.11

Supervisor Support

.84

-.21

-.75

-1.36

1.68

Marital Satisfaction

Table 2.
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics (N = 254)
Variables

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1. Work-to-family conflict
2. Family strain

.36***

3. Supervisor support

-.19*

-.25**

4. Marital satisfaction

-.25***

-.37***

5. Weekly work hours

.30***

6. Age

-.14

.10

.15
-.14

-.08

-.28***

.15

.22**

-.18**

.08

-.06

.61***
-.53***

7. Years married

.00

-.14*

.10

8. Kids under 18 at homea

.02

.22**

-.02

-.18*

.02

9. Genderb

.03

.00

-.13

-.06

.03

.00

10. Education level c

.02

.08

-.06

-.05

.05

.01

-.07

-.07

-.07

.06

.07

.02

.14

.06

.05

.22**

13. No. of weeks giving care

-.02

.18

-.11

.03

-.06

14. Care recipient’s residence

-.02

.06

-.03

.05

-.02

11. Raced
12. Individual income

-.30***
.13*

-.11

-.01

-.01

-.06

-.04

-.17**

-.01

.04

-.25***

-.07

.14

.05

.09

-.02

.03

-.11

-.09

-.08

.02

-.21**

95

Table 2.
Continued

Variables

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

M

10.52

2.18

10.67

7.83

41.25

51.13

22.68

.54

1.58

SD

3.04

.67

2.60

2.10

16.68

8.67

12.00

.50

.50

96

Table 2.
Continued

Variables

10

11

12

13

14

10. Education levelc
11. Raced

-.11

12. Individual Income

.11

-.15*

13. No. of weeks giving care

.01

.02

-.14

14. Care recipient’s residence

-.08

.01

.12

M

1.72

1.13

79332.89

25.16

1.55

SD

.45

.33

49605.68

20.27

.50

-.09

Note. aKids at home: 0 = no kids, 1 = kids at home. bGender: 1 = male, 2 = female.
c

Education Level: 1 = high school/GED/less, 2 = some college and greater.

d

Race: 1 = caucasian, 2 = other races.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
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Table 3
Means of Caregiving Activities and Length of Time Care Was Provided by Number of Hours of Weekly
Care Provided Over the Last 12 Months

Number of hours of weekly care provided

Caregiving activities
Bathe/dress/eat

0 - 13
n = 129
1.58

14 - 23
n = 55
1.36b

24 - 42
n = 35
1.20b,c

Getting Around

1.46a

1.25b

1.14b,c

1.41a,b,c

Shop/cook/laundry

1.26a

1.09b

1.11b,c

1.18a,b,c

Money/medication

1.36

1.18b

1.11b,c

1.06b,c

Weeks giving care

29.13a

20.56b

18.76b,c

29.65a,b,c

5.87

17.95

31.89

79.29

Weekly hours

43 - 96
n = 17
1.29b,c

Note: Means in the same row that do not share subscripts differ at p < .05 in the group comparison
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Table 4.
Full Model, Unstandardized, Standardized, and Significance Levels for Model in Figure
1 (Standard Errors in Parentheses; N = 254)
Parameter Estimate

Unstandardized

Standardized

p

Work-to-family conflict Marital
satisfaction
Family strain Marital satisfaction

-.09 (.05)

-.13

.09

-.86 (.23)

-.28

.000***

Supervisor support Marital
satisfaction
Work-to-family conflict X
Supervisor support Marital
satisfaction
Family strain X Supervisor support
Marital satisfaction

.02 (.06)

.02

.78

.02 (.02)

.09

.29

.07 (.10)

.05

.52

Weekly work hours Marital
satisfaction
Age Marital satisfaction

-.00 (.01)

-.01

.92

.04 (.02)

.15

.08

Years married

-.01 (.02)

-.05

.53

Marital satisfaction

Note: 2(13) = 16.14; CFI =.99; SRMR=.05; RMSEA = .03;
* p < .05; ** p < .01; ***

Table 5
Results of Multigroup Analyses I (Caregiving Hours): Estimates for the Unconstrained and Constrained Models (N = 236)

Model

X2

df

CFI

SRMR

RMSEA

Constrained
Unconstrained

40.91
33.07

34
26

.97
.97

.09
.09

.03
.03

2
7.84

df

p

8

.45

Table 6
Results of Multigroup Analyses II (Parenting Responsibilities): Estimates for the Unconstrained and Constrained Models (N = 254)

Model

X2

df

CFI

SRMR

RMSEA

Unconstrained
Constrained

35.18
49.41

26
34

.96
.93

.08
.04

.04
.04

2
14.23

df

p

8

.08
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Table 7
Unstandardized, Standardized, and Significance Levels for Model in Figures 5 and 6 (Standard Errors in Parentheses; N = 236)
Low Caregiving Hours Group

High Caregiving Hours Group

0-13 hours

14 and greater hours

Standar
ized

p

.01 (.09)

.01

.94

-.17 (.07)

-.26

.01**

-.67 (.37)

-.21

.08

-.91 (.32)

-.29

.01**

.04 (.11)

.05

.70

-.03 (.08)

-.04

.73

.02 (.04)

.09

.55

.02 (.02)

.07

.53

Family strain X Supervisor support
Marital satisfaction

-.04 (.20)

-.03

.85

.11 (.13)

.10

.39

Weekly work hours

-.01 (.01)

-.08

.46

.00 (.01)

.02

.88

.03 (.03)

.12

.38

.07 (.03)

.28

.02*

.01 (.02)

.05

.67

-.04 (.02)

-.21

.06

Unstandardized
Work-to-family conflict
satisfaction
Family strain

Marital

Marital satisfaction

Supervisor support

Marital satisfaction

Work-to-family conflict X Supervisor
support Marital satisfaction

Age

Marital satisfaction

Marital satisfaction

Years married

Marital satisfaction

Unstandardized

Standardized

p



Note: 2(26) = 33.07; CFI = .97; SRMR=.09; RMSEA=.03
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 8
Unstandardized, Standardized, and Significance Levels for Model in Figures 7 and 8 (Standard Errors in Parentheses; N = 254)
Caregiving and Parenting

Caregiving Only
Unstandardized
Work-to-family conflict
satisfaction

Marital

Standardized

p

Unstandardized

Standardized

p

.06 (.09)

.09

.50

-.66 (.40)

-.22

.09

-.19 (.07)

-.28

.01**

-.91 (.28)

-.28

.001***

-.05 (.11)

-.07

.49

.16 (.12)

.18

.19

.05 (.03)

.18

.06

-.03 (.03)

-.14

.37

Family strain X Supervisor support
Marital satisfaction

-.05 (.12)

-.04

.68

.29 (.17)

.25

.09

Weekly work hours

-.01 (.01)

-.09

.29

.02 (.02)

.14

.23

.01 (.03)

.02

.86

.03 (.06)

.08

.60*

-.01 (.02)

-.08

.43

.01 (.04)

.19

.90

Family strain

Marital satisfaction

Supervisor support

Marital satisfaction

Work-to-family conflict X Supervisor
support Marital satisfaction

Age

Marital satisfaction

Marital satisfaction

Years married

Marital satisfaction



Note: 2(26) = 35.18; CFI = .96; SRMR=.08; RMSEA=.04
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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FIGURES

104
Figure 2. Analytic Model of the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in the
Relationships Between Martial Satisfaction and Work and Family Stressor

106
Figure 4. Model with Results of the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in the
Relationships Between Martial Satisfaction and Work and Family Stressor (Complete
Sample)
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Figure 5. Model with Results of the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in the
Relationships Between Martial Satisfaction and Work and Family Stressor
(Unconstrained- Low Caregiving Hours Group)
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Figure 6. Model with Results of the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in the
Relationships Between Martial Satisfaction and Work and Family Stressor
(Unconstrained- High Caregiving Hours Group)
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Figure 7. Model with Results of the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in the
Relationships Between Martial Satisfaction and Work and Family Stressor
(Unconstrained-Caregiving Only Group)
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Figure 8. Model with Results of the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in the
Relationships Between Martial Satisfaction and Work and Family Stressor
(Unconstrained-Caregiving and Parenting Group)
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