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It has been suggested that the gender role traditionalism of partners in a couple would 

affect the career and relationship outcomes that they experience.  Gender role traditionalism 

refers to how strongly one endorses the separation of the work and the family roles as opposed to 

more equally shared roles. This dissertation revisits this work, investigating how couples 

negotiate their work and family roles and the work and familial outcomes they experience, as 

affected by partners’ gender role traditionalism.  

Study 1 focuses on gender role traditionalism and the negotiation process, integrating the 

traditional negotiation literature with the family bargaining literature. Results from survey data 

collected at three different points in time suggest that similarity in gender role traditionalism 

leads to women avoiding the negotiation of work and family roles less often. Similarity also 

leads men to act more competitively when negotiating work and family roles. The negotiation 

tactics used by partners predict burnout and emotional labor within the relationship, such that 

competitive tactics lead to more emotional exhaustion, surface acting and relationship burnout. 

Additionally, integrative tactics lead to less surface acting and relationship burnout. 
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Study 2 investigates how similarity in gender role traditionalism affects one’s work-

family conflict and his or her emotional and attitudinal outcomes. Study 2 utilizes an experience 

sampling methodology in which individuals in relationships complete one survey per day for a 

week. Results suggest that gender role similarity (both actual and perceived) affects work-family 

conflict, emotional outcomes and both job and spousal satisfaction. Perceived similarity leads 

increased experience of work-interfering-with-family conflict and spousal satisfaction and leads 

to decreased job satisfaction. Different results were found for actual similarity. Actual similarity 

resulted in more positive emotions when the partners were both traditional but less positive 

emotions when they were both egalitarian. The same pattern was observed for negative emotions 

and job satisfaction. Finally, results suggest that positive emotions mediate the effect of work-

family conflict and gender role similarity on satisfaction. Implications for organizational and 

family research are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCING THE SECOND SHIFT 

Introduction 

In 1970, 49% of married couples were dual-earner (both spouses were employed outside 

of the home). By 2006, this number had increased to 61% of married couples (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2007). The relative increase in the presence of dual-earner families1 (e.g, Bond et al., 

2003; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007) has spurred increased 

attention on the work-family interface (Pleck, 1987). The age of dual-earning couples effectively 

transcends what Kanter (1977) labeled the separate spheres model of work and family, which is 

based on distinct gender roles that assign men to the economic sphere of paid work and women 

to the household sphere of unpaid domestic work. The separate spheres perspective assumes that 

the spheres of work and family will not affect or conflict with one another. However, with the 

increase in both partners in a couple actively participating in both spheres, the attainment of this 

“ideal” is far from realistic. 

The permeable boundaries of work and family often result in spillover—the experience of 

work affecting family life or vice versa (Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999; Frone et al., 1997; 

Greenberger & O’Neil, 1990; Kinnunen & Gerris, 1996; Spitze, 1988), even if individuals would 

prefer to live a life of true separate spheres. Alternatively, for couples in which the husband is 

the sole wage-earner (thus achieving the “ideal” of separate spheres), both partners may not 

strongly identify with their respective roles (e.g., a wife may stay home with her children but 

aspire to hold a full-time job, or a husband may work full-time and aspire to stay home with his 

children). The degree to which individuals identify with and strive for the ideal of separate 
                                                 
1 Though for some couples, the decision to be dual earner is a choice (Herring & Wilson-Sadberry), many see this 
decision as an economic necessity (Balswick & Balswick, 1995). Regardless of the couples’ reasons, the likelihood 
for sphere interference when both partners work is likely to be high. Additionally, the choice versus necessity 
distinction will be addressed at least somewhat through examination of the gender role attitudes of partners. 
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spheres (e.g., gender role traditionalism) is likely a critical variable for predicting work and 

family outcomes.  

Hochschild’s “The Second Shift” (1989) suggested that the gender role traditionalism and 

congruity between the partners’ attitudes (e.g., the degree to which partners’ gender role 

traditionalism are similar) impacted not only the structure of their family and household labor, 

but also the career choices made by the individuals within the marriage. Hochschild’s in-depth 

evaluation of 50 married couples demonstrated that the attitudes of each partner concerning paid 

and unpaid labor (and the congruity between the partners’ attitudes) had sometimes devastating 

effects on the stability of and satisfaction with the marriage. Unfortunately, this poignant 

observation has often been overlooked in the gender role, the career, and the marital decision-

making literatures since Hochschild’s initial research (with some notable exceptions, e.g., 

Greenstein, 1996).  

The Set of Studies 

The current work intends to integrate dimensions of Hochschild’s (1989) propositions 

into an investigation of gender role traditionalism congruity in committed, cohabiting 

relationships2 and its effect on career and family processes and outcomes using two studies. I 

target individuals who are members of dual- and single-earning couples, whether married or 

cohabitating, in some cases targeting both partners within a couple. The model in Figure 1-1 

illustrates the proposed relationships I examine. Though the model is necessarily complex, I 

present it as a guide for organizing the theoretical components which are broken down more 

specifically in Studies 1 and 2.  

                                                 
2 This article applies only to heterosexual couples who are in committed, cohabitating relationships (e.g., married 
couples). Though it is likely that a similar process exists for homosexual couples (Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986), this is 
beyond the scope of this article. 
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The two studies that follow examine different subsets of this overall model. Study 1 

examines the one subset of the model using longitudinal analysis over three time periods. 

examining the effects of gender role traditionalism on within-couple negotiation and career and 

family decision making using moderated and mediated linear regression. Study 2 examines the 

back end of the model using multi-level analysis, focusing on how gender role traditionalism 

affects work-family spillover and emotional outcomes. Together, these two studies provide an 

initial examination on how the concepts of gender role traditionalism of partners affect role 

negotiation, spillover and work and family outcomes, as guided by Figure 1-1. (Throughout both 

studies, I will use a numbering system such that Hypothesis 1 from Study 1 will be labeled 

Hypothesis 1.1 and Hypothesis 5 from Study 2 will be labeled Hypothesis 2.5.) 

Men’s Gender 
Role 

Traditionalism 

Women’s 
Gender Role 

Traditionalism 

Role 
Negotiation 

Work-family 
Spillover: 

Positive and 
negative 

Emotional 
Outcomes 

Career 
Outcomes 

Family 
Outcomes 

 

Figure 1-1. Proposed relationships among gender roles and career- and family-related outcomes 



 

14 

CHAPTER 2 
EXAMINING “THE SECOND SHIFT”: THE EFFECT OF GENDER ROLES ON ROLE 

NEGOTIATION 

Introduction 

The introduction of work-family conflict in the early 1980’s represented a landmark 

merging of the family and work psychology literatures (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Much 

research has since been conducted on work and family in the organizational field. For instance, 

Ford, Heinen and Langkamer (2007) summarized the relationship across domains between 

work/family satisfaction and conflict, Byron (2005) examined the antecedents of work-family 

conflict, Kossek and Ozeki completed two meta-analytic summaries of work-family conflict and 

work outcomes (1998, 1999), and Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley (2005) 

produced a narrative review of 190 articles dealing with the work-family interface in the IO/OB 

literature. The considerable gains produced by these quantitative and qualitative reviews 

notwithstanding, there remains a dearth of research on how interactions between partners in a 

couple affect one another’s work and family decisions and outcomes.  

As is apparent from these reviews, much of the work-family research has been conducted 

in reference to an individual and his or her occupation, regardless of the individual’s marital 

status or family situation. The current study will specifically investigate the dynamics that exist 

within the committed relationship and how those dynamics affect one’s work and family 

decisions. The roles negotiated by a couple within the relationship dictate important familial and 

career outcomes such as career and relationship burnout.  

In much of the literature on negotiation within couples, researchers approach the issue 

either from an economic perspective (e.g., Iyigun & Walsh, 2007) or a sociological perspective 

(e.g., Bittman et al., 2003). From the economic perspective, negotiation is modeled using game 

theoretic models, including variables such as income, education and fertility estimates. 
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Alternatively, in the sociological approach, outcomes are often examined in large, national data 

sets and presume the existence of bargaining when differential outcomes are observed. 

Researchers may also utilize qualitative interview approaches which ask couples how they 

negotiate household labor decisions (Klein, Izquierdo, & Bradbury, 2007; Mannino & Deustch, 

2007).  

With that said, no research of which I am aware has attempted to merge the organizational 

negotiation literature with household bargaining. Topics discussed in the general negotiation 

literature (e.g., dual-concern theory [Pruitt & Rubin, 1986]; integrative/distributive negotiations 

[e.g., Fisher & Ury, 1981]) have not been effectively integrated into the family bargaining 

literature.  Likewise, examination of within-couple negotiation tends to focus on how household 

labor tasks are divided, and rarely—if ever—discusses the apportioning of emotional or career 

roles (for an exception see Erickson, 2005). This study addresses these gaps by focusing on the 

negotiation of career and emotional roles exclusively, and by utilizing an organizational 

framework of negotiation. 

Figure 2-1 presents the general subset of the overall model in Figure 1-1 which is tested in 

this study. The current study expands upon the conceptualization presented in Figure 1-1 by also 

examining the emotion work demands in the home. First, I investigate how gender role 

traditionalism affects negotiation tactics. Then, I examine how negotiation tactics affect career 

and relationship burnout with the mediating mechanism of surface acting in the relationship. 

Because the perspectives of both male and female partners are essential to the understanding of 

the negotiation process that exists within couples, I examine the first sets of hypotheses from 

both the male and female points of view. However in order to avoid the complexity and power-

related drawbacks of three-way interactions, I hypothesize the male and female perspectives 



 

16 

separately. Thus, I will present sets of hypotheses predicting effects for women concerning 

certain types of negotiation tactics, followed by sets of hypotheses predicting alternative effects 

among men. I have included a table to clarify which measures will be used in conjunction with 

which hypotheses (Table 2-1).  

Gender Role Traditionalism 

One of the most important roles that individuals assume is their gender role. Gender roles 

are often described as situated around a continuum, from the traditional to the nontraditional 

(Larsen & Long, 1988; Scanzoni, 1979). In the traditional3 conceptualization, men hold power 

and decision-making, and women are oriented mainly toward the family and put the family’s 

interests above their own (Ferber & Kordick, 1978; Shihadeh, 1991). The nontraditional4 

definition maintains that family power is less clearly delineated and decisions are negotiable 

(Peyton, Pitts, & Kamery, 2003), which leads to more equity between the sexes (Beere, King, 

Beere, & King, 1984). According to Hochschild (1989), one’s gender ideology, or gender role 

traditionalism, determines which sphere he or she wants to identify with (home or work). Thus, a 

traditional woman wants to identify with the home and wants her male partner to identify with 

work. Both nontraditional men and women identify with work and home.  

In the past, traditional gender roles dictated the realm of expertise that men and women 

would hold: men were responsible for generating income, and women were primarily responsible 

for the home and its work (Beavers, 1982). However, the majority of households are now “dual-

earner,” such that both spouses conduct outside work. This change has not been a movement 

from complete specialization in either domestic or economic sphere to shared breadwinning, 

                                                 
3 The term “traditional” is used throughout the literature to refer primarily to a separate spheres mentality between 
men and women as popularized in Western cultures in the post-industrial period.  

4Others use the term “modern” (e.g., Peyton, Pitts, & Kamery, 2003) or “egalitarian” (e.g., Larsen & Long, 1988).  
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however. Many couples are “neotraditional” with women who do some market work but 

continue to adapt their careers to accommodate men’s labor market opportunities and family 

responsibilities (e.g., Hochschild, 1989). The weight of the evidence often supports the assertion 

that wives’ economic contributions remain largely secondary to that of their husbands’5 (Becker 

& Moen, 1999; Moen & Sweet, 2003), which may be the case for those couples who tend to 

gravitate toward traditional gender roles. 

Though gender appropriate roles used to be a way of life for American men and women, 

the breakdown of the historically relevant system of highly gender-differentiated adult roles has 

been facilitated by the increase in women’s earnings potential. Men and women have begun to 

experience shifts in gender role traditionalism as part of an adjustment to these new behavioral 

patterns (Davis & van den Oever, 1982). Researchers have noted that gender role attitudes have 

tended to change over the years toward more nontraditional, or egalitarian, perspectives (Amato 

& Booth, 1995), with men’s attitudes shifting more quickly away from traditional and toward 

nontraditional (though still lagging behind women; Judge & Livingston, 2008).  

Although work and family roles used to be perceived as dependent on one another for 

women and independent of each other for men (DiBenedetto & Tittle, 1990), whether one holds 

this perspective may actually be an indication of one’s gender role traditionalism. The commonly 

held stereotype that the majority of the responsibility for making the career and family life 

coordinate should fall upon the woman (Price-Bonham & Murphy, 1980) may actually be more 

of a reality for those with certain gender role attitudes (i.e., traditional). I expect that an 

                                                 
5 Although this is the case on average, the wage differential between men and women does tend to grow with age, 
and may also be lessened or nonexistent for certain regions (e.g., New York City or Dallas; Roberts, 2007) or 
occupations. For instance, in 2005, women between ages 16-24 made 94.5% of men’s weekly median earnings, 
while women ages 25 years old and up made 78.7% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). 
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individual’s gender role traditionalism will lead to the enactment of certain role negotiation 

tactics, which are described subsequently. 

Negotiation Tactics for Dividing Roles 

Role negotiation is “when two consciously interact with the express purpose of altering 

the other’s expectations about how a role should be enacted and evaluated” (Miller & Jablin, 

1996, p. 296). Often, couples must learn to negotiate the demands of the household and develop 

a system for negotiating the responsibility for certain household tasks (Bartley, Blanton, & 

Gilliard, 2005). For instance, Hochschild (1989) reported that among her sample of 50 couples, 

48% of the women were actively trying to change the division of roles in the home using either 

passive (e.g., faking illness) or active (e.g., asking for specific help) negotiation tactics.  

Differences in gender role traditionalism lead to men and women focusing on different 

issues. For instance, a traditional woman may negotiate to have more input over parental 

responsibilities and less in terms of her career. On the other hand, a nontraditional woman may 

negotiate to have more input over her career and less in terms of parental responsibility. 

Alternatively, if a man has more nontraditional attitudes, he may want to participate fully in the 

caregiving responsibilities at the expense of his career, while a traditional man may desire to 

focus on his career at the expense of his caregiving responsibilities. Thus, the outcomes of role 

negotiations will likely be affected by the gender role traditionalism of the partners within a 

couple.6  

The general negotiation literature provides a guide to how partners will negotiate their 

roles. Researchers in organizational negotiation suggest that negotiation behavior is best 

                                                 
6 Throughout this study, I assume that both partners are interested in the ongoing health of the relationship. 
Obviously, many of the arguments I put forth could be radically different if the partners in a couple did not care 
much whether the relationship continued or not. This could produce more adversarial negotiations.  
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described as two dimensions: concern for self and concern for others (Ruble & Thomas, 1976; 

Thomas, 1976). Using this paradigm as a frame, it would suggest that the husbands and wives 

who negotiate household and career roles vary in the degree to which they value/prioritize the 

concerns of their partner relative to their own concerns. The dual concern model refers to five 

specific tactics along those dimensions (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Pruitt, 1983): avoiding, 

accommodating, collaborating, competing and compromising. I focus on four of these tactics, 

representing the extreme levels of concern for self and concern for other.  

Accommodating behavior is characterized by low concern for self and high concern for 

others. When individuals accommodate, they are more concerned with whether their counterpart 

attains his or her desired outcomes than with their own outcomes. Competitive behavior is 

characterized by low concern for others and high concern for self. Individuals who compete 

pursue their own outcomes strongly, with little regard for their counterpart’s outcomes. These 

two tactics are not opposite ends of the same continuum; rather, they represent the extremes of 

two dimensions: concern for other and concern for self. Avoidance refers to the lack of concern 

for either self or other, thus one avoids the negotiation altogether. Finally, collaboration (or 

integrative negotiation) is when one is concerned with his/her own outcomes as well as the 

outcomes of his/her partner. An individual seeks, in these cases, to find “win-win” solutions that 

allow both parties to walk away happy. 

Accommodation (also known as cooperation; Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer, 1998) and 

competition have been described as occurring along gender lines, such that men are more 

competitive and women more cooperative (e.g., Walters, Stuhlmacher & Meyer, 1998). Social 

role theory suggests that gender norms, or stereotypes, often pertain to communal and agentic 

attributes (see Bakan, 1966; Eagly, 1987). Men are expected to be more agentic, which subsumes 
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qualities such as aggression, and competitiveness, while women are expected to be more 

communal, which refers to caring and nurturing qualities, and cooperativeness (Eagly, 1987). 

Thus, women are expected to behave in an accommodating fashion while men are held to a 

standard of behavior that is quite the opposite (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). Avoidance is often 

seen as a stereotypically feminine behavior (e.g., Brown & Gilligan, 1992), with its definitional 

opposite of assertiveness being seen as more akin to competitiveness, a behavior stereotyped as 

masculine (e.g., Eagly, 1987). Collaboration (or integration) does not seem to fit any widely held 

gender role stereotypes, but the more similar negotiating partners are generally, the more likely 

they are to work together toward a win-win outcome.  

The degree to which individuals ascribe to these gender norms and enact certain 

negotiation tactics may be affected by the attitudes toward gender roles that they hold. For 

instance, recent research suggests that stereotypes can be implicitly activated, causing men and 

women to act in more stereotypically masculine or feminine ways (e.g., Kray, Thompson & 

Galinsky, 2001; Kray, Rebb, Galinsky & Thompson, 2004). To reflect the gender-typed nature of 

negotiation tactics according to social role theory, in the first sets of hypotheses on negotiation 

tactics, I present one set of hypotheses for men and two for women that reflect the degree to 

which gender role traditionalism affects women’s accommodation, women’s avoidance, and 

men’s competitiveness in negotiation. I also present an overarching hypothesis concerning both 

women’s and men’s integration in negotiation. 

Individuals holding more traditional gender role attitudes are more likely to endorse 

traditional stereotypes about men and women (e.g., men are more competitive and thus better 

negotiators). I expect that those who are more traditional in gender roles may also be more likely 

to act stereotypically in their negotiations. Traditional men will be more competitive than will 



 

21 

nontraditional (or egalitarian) men, and traditional women with be more accommodative and 

more avoidant than will nontraditional women. 

Hypothesis 1.1. Gender role traditionalism will lead to increased competitiveness for 

men and accommodativeness/avoidance for women. 

Individuals with traditional spouses are also likely to conform to gender stereotypical 

ways of negotiating. Perspective-taking, the act of imagining the world from another’s vantage 

point, may result in the adoption and mirroring of the other’s stereotypical traits and behaviors 

(Galinsky, Wang, & Ku, in press), even as research suggests that it leads to reduced stereotyping 

of others (e.g., Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000). If individuals are likely to engage in perspective-

taking, as might be expected in close relationships (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005), individuals 

may act in accordance to the stereotypes their partners hold. For instance, if a woman has a 

traditional spouse, she may take his perspective that she should enact gender-typical behaviors, 

such as accommodation and avoidance and thus enact such negotiation tactics. If a man has a 

traditional spouse, he may take her perspective that he should enact more competitive tactics and 

act in a more masculine manner.  

Hypothesis 1.2. The gender role traditionalism of one’s spouse will lead to increased 

competitiveness for men and accommodativeness/avoidance for women. 

Theoretical Paradigms 

Though the family negotiation literature is primary focused on the division of domestic 

household labor (e.g., hours spenst on each task) and not necessarily on other roles, I can use the 

dominant paradigms from that literature to organize my predictions for overall role negotiation. 

Other than the economic theories, there are two dominant theoretical paradigms in the household 

bargaining literature: the gender role ideology perspective and the gender construction 

perspective (e.g., see Coltrane, 2000, for a review). The gender role ideology perspective 
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suggests that one’s own attitudes concerning women’s role in the home are most predictive of 

household labor divisions. The gender construction perspective, on the other hand, suggests that 

partners consistently negotiate gendered roles, and partners are more likely to react to their 

partners’ expectations and attitudes than to their own. 

I present competing hypotheses to test the gender role ideology and gender construction 

perspectives. Researchers have recently suggested that the gender construction approach is more 

likely to explain partners’ behavior, but as of yet, they have not been empirically compared 

(Coltrane, 2000; however, see Bittman, England, Sayer, Folbre & Matheson, 2003, for a recent 

exception). Except for the integrative negotiation hypothesis, I present hypotheses from both 

perspectives for men and for women: gender role ideology hypotheses have subscripts “a” and 

gender construction hypotheses have subscript “b”.7  

Predictions from the Gender Role Ideology Perspective 

I expect the intra-household negotiation process to be affected by the gender roles of the 

partners (Rhoden, 2003). Recent research has found that gender role attitudes/ideology affects 

how intensely men and women react emotionally to work-family conflict (Livingston & Judge, 

2008) and how much men and women earn in the workplace (Judge & Livingston, 2008). 

Likewise, gender role traditionalism has been found to affect the division of household labor. 

The gender role ideology perspective suggests that the division of household labor in the home 

results from how each partner identifies him or herself with the gendered division of roles (e.g., 

Greenstein, 1996; Mannino & Deutsch, 2007; Sanchez, 1994), such that when women espouse 

traditional gender role attitudes, they will shoulder a disproportionate share of the household 

labor. Thus, one’s own attitudes are predictive of one’s own behavior.  

                                                 
7 This identifying subscript technique only applies to hypotheses in study 1.  
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 Game theoretic models of negotiation often assume that one is most interested in 

optimizing his/her economic outcomes. However, this assumption may not be as applicable in 

highly relational contexts such as married couples. Research suggests that couples may forfeit 

economic outcomes in exchange for relational outcomes, in a phenomenon called relational 

accommodation (Curhan, Neale, Ross, & Rosencranz-Engelmann, 2008). Similar to the dual-

concern model’s concept of accommodation, in relational accommodation, one forgoes his or her 

best economic interests (concern for self) in favor of relationship-oriented interests (concern for 

others). Because traditional conceptions of gender roles (i.e., social role theory; Eagly & Steffen, 

1984) suggest that women will be more accommodating and avoiding, I expect that women who 

ascribe more strongly to traditional conceptions of gender will be even more accommodating and 

avoiding.    

Using the gender role ideology perspective as a lens, I expect that an individual’s own 

attitudes will drive his or her behavior, although they may be exacerbated by one’s partner’s 

attitudes. For instance, I expect that if a woman were more nontraditional and her partner was 

more traditional, she would find the need to use less accommodating or avoidance tactics while 

negotiating and make fewer concessions, as assumedly his position on who should do what 

would differ from her own. Thus, when gender role attitudes are more similar, women will be 

able to use more accommodating or avoiding negotiation tactics because they will share the same 

goals with their partner. I thus predict an interaction effect, such that a woman’s gender role 

traditionalism will interact with those of her partner, as specified by the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1.3a. Among women, gender role similarity will result in the use of more 

accommodating and avoidant negotiation tactics than will dissimilarity. 
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Social role theory suggests that men are more likely to utilize competitive negotiation 

tactics, and thus the following hypothesis considers how gender role traditionalism will affect a 

man’s use of competitive negotiation tactics. Just as in the hypothesis above, the gender role 

ideology perspective suggests that men’s own gender role attitudes will be the driver of men’s 

own behavior. Thus, the degree to which a man uses competitive negotiation tactics may be 

exacerbated by his partner’s attitudes. For instance, if a man is more traditional, he may utilize 

even more competitive negotiation tactics with a less traditional (or egalitarian) partner, as she 

will likely desire a division of labor which is contrary to his desires. This will force him to be 

more competitive in order to get the division of labor he desires. If a man is less traditional, he 

may utilize less competitive negotiation tactics with a less traditional partner, as they will likely 

agree on the division of labor within the relationship. Thus, I present the following hypothesis 

concerning men, from the gender role ideology perspective: 

Hypothesis 1.4a. Among men, gender role similarity will result in the use of less 

competitive negotiation tactics than will dissimilarity.  

Predictions from a Gender Construction Perspective 

In the current study, I will also examine the relationship of gender role traditionalism to 

negotiation and household labor allocation using a gender construction lens. Though there is 

much research on the effects of gender role traditionalism on household labor allocation, the 

gender construction perspective has gained theoretical traction since the early 1990’s (Coltrane, 

2000). The gender role ideology perspective allows us to predict how an individual woman 

might negotiate, focusing on her own personally-held attitudes, and each individual must work 

out his or her own system of role relationships (Goode, 1963). With that said, the gender role 

attitudes of couples likely dynamically interact to predict different behaviors for individual 

partners.  
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Gender construction theories suggest that differences in household labor roles are due to 

men and women continually demonstrating and reaffirming gendered relations. For instance, as 

women contribute more to the household income, couples often try to reduce a threat to the 

husbands’ masculinity and reaffirm the wives’ femininity (e.g., Bittman et al., 2003; Brines, 

1994). Gender construction theories gained popularity throughout the 1990’s (Coltrane, 2000), 

and have also been called “doing gender” (Coltrane, 1989) and “gender theory” (Ferree, 1991). 

The gender role ideology hypotheses suggest that traditional women will complete more of the 

household labor than nontraditional women and traditional men will complete less of the 

household labor than nontraditional men. The gender construction theories suggest that the effect 

is much more complicated and is determined not by one’s own gender role attitudes, but more so 

by one’s partner’s attitudes, in order to maintain the norms of the relationship regarding 

gendered roles.  

Coltrane (2000) states that the behavior of couples regarding household labor 

distributions is affected more so by the expectations which are held by others (e.g., Fenstermaker 

& Berk, 1985; South & Spitze, 1994; West & Zimmerman, 1981). Additionally, Bittman, 

England, Sayer, Folbre & Matheson (2003) suggest that individuals are more affected by their 

perceptions of others’ expectations than by their own attitudes. Thus, a gender construction 

hypothesis would predict that an individual’s negotiation tactics would be predicted by one’s 

perspective of one’s partner’s gender role attitudes. For instance, if a woman thought that her 

husband held more traditional attitudes and thus expected her to assume a secondary career role, 

she may be less likely to try and negotiate her way out of such an arrangement as a way to 

maintain the well-being of the family, regardless of her own personal attitudes.  
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Individuals who hold more traditional gender role attitudes are likely also to hold the 

prescriptive stereotypes of women as accommodating and avoiding and men as competitive. 

Thus, according to gender construction theory, egalitarian (or nontraditional) women may utilize 

more accommodative and avoidance negotiation tactics with traditional partners in order to 

preserve the balance of gender within the household. This is the opposite of what the gender 

ideology perspective suggested, such that egalitarian women with traditional partners would be 

less accommodative because they would have to negotiate more contentiously in order to fulfill 

the desires implied by their attitudes.  

When women perceive that their male partners hold more traditional attitudes toward the 

division of roles within the household, they will not utilize negotiation tactics which could 

wound their male partners’ sense of masculinity or the “balance of gender” within the home. For 

instance, Bittman and colleagues (2003) find that women will partake in more household labor 

when they make more money than their husbands in order to protect their husbands’ perceived 

wounded masculinity. According to a gender construction perspective, even if a woman may be 

more prone to use less accommodative or avoidance tactics (i.e., she has more nontraditional 

gender role attitudes thus feels no attitudinal qualms against being less accommodating), she may 

choose to use more accommodative or avoidance tactics to preserve the gender balance in her 

household.  

Hypothesis 1.3b. Among women, gender role similarity will result in the use of less 

avoidant and accommodating negotiation tactics than will to dissimilarity.  

 For men, a similar effect is predicted by gender construction.8 I expect that men’s 

competitive negotiation behavior will be affected by their partners’ gender role traditionalism. 

                                                 
8 Though the gender construction theory has been the subject of much research concerning women, it has rarely been 
used to describe men’s behaviors.  
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Thus, a man with a traditional attitude may be less likely to use competitive tactics with a more 

egalitarian wife, because he is reacting to her expectations and attitudes. If he has a more 

traditional wife, he may act more competitively, in order to retain the balance of gender in the 

home and confirm to her expectations. Thus, I present the following hypothesis: 

 Hypothesis 1.4b. Among men, gender role similarity will result in the use of more 

competitive negotiation tactics than will dissimilarity. 

Integrative Negotiation Hypotheses 

Integrative negotiation (also known as “collaboration”) refers to when individuals have 

concern for both themselves and their partner’s outcomes and seek a way that both parties can 

achieve satisfaction (Fisher & Ury, 1981). Integrative negotiation requires an “expand-the-pie” 

mentality, in which both sides can win through creative solutions. Integrative tactics thus do not 

conform to traditional gender role stereotypes—as neither masculinity nor femininity is more 

strongly associated with these tactics. Thus, it is not prudent to expect these results to conform to 

the propositions of the gender role ideology or gender construction frameworks.  

I expect that both men and women will react similarly to gender role attitude similarity 

when we consider integrative negotiation. I expect that when individuals have similar attitudinal 

frames, they will be more likely to act in ways that will be beneficial to both parties because 

there is increased agreement on the underlying power structure of the relationship. For instance, 

Swaab, Postmes, van Beest, and Spears (2007) found that when people had shared cognitions—

or similar thoughts—they tended to come up with more integrative negotiated agreements. Thus, 

I propose that, for both men and women, similarity in gender role traditionalism will lead to 

increased use of integrative tactics: 

Hypothesis 1.5. For both men and women, gender role similarity will result in the use of 

more integrative negotiation tactics than will dissimilarity.  
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Negotiation Topics 

All of the hypotheses concerning negotiation tactics will be investigated within two frames 

of reference: career roles and emotional support roles. For instance, I investigate competitive 

negotiation tactics regarding the work/career role and competitive negotiation tactics regarding 

the emotional support role. Investigating two separate frames illustrates how partners negotiate 

many roles within their relationship. 

While most families today cannot afford to have one partner who does not work outside of 

the home, this does not mean that both partner’s careers are equally valued. Career roles will be 

negotiated within a couple, leading to a division of labor in which one partner’s career is primary 

or both are considered equally valued. Whether one’s career is considered primary will predict 

whether one can move for his or her job, can take certain promotion offers, and/or will go “above 

and beyond” for one’s workplace. Thus, each negotiation tactic will first be assessed within a 

career frame (e.g., “which negotiation tactics do you use to negotiate whose career will be 

primary with your spouse/partner?”). 

Emotion work and emotional support have been investigated in the workplace, 

demonstrating that emotional roles predict both stress and satisfaction (e.g., Grandey, 2000). Few 

researchers have examined emotion work, including emotional support and/or emotional labor, at 

home (see Wharton & Erickson, 1993, and Wharton, 2003, for exceptions). Negotiation tactics 

will thus also be assessed within an emotional support frame (e.g., “which negotiation tactics do 

you use to negotiate who will be responsible for the emotional support roles with your 

spouse/partner”).  
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Career and Family Outcomes 

Figure 2.1 also suggests that the tactics partners use to negotiate their household roles will 

affect their work and relationship outcomes, specifically emotional labor within the relationship, 

job burnout, and relationship burnout.  

Emotional Labor at Home 

 Emotional labor is a critical activity within families and between partners (DeVault, 

1991; Seery & Crowley, 2000). Hochschild (1983) describes emotional labor as the management 

of feeling to create a publicly observable facial and bodily display, suggesting that one must 

engage in active work to achieve an emotional display that fulfills a need. Though typically we 

discuss emotional labor as an organizational phenomenon, Hochschild (1983) claimed that 

emotion management is an ongoing activity in all settings.  

Emotions researchers have suggested that many social roles (including “wife” and 

“husband” or “woman” and “man”) have expectations regarding appropriate emotions (Ekman, 

1984; Hochschild, 1983). These expectations expanded to cover the emotional components of the 

home and family as well, for instance, who will comfort a crying child or who will show 

empathy for the other’s workplace conflict. Alternatively, men and women may feel that they 

must (or must not) express certain emotions. For instance, a man may feel that fear or sadness 

should be hidden at all times, while women may feel the same about emotions such as anger or 

pride. The work it takes for an individual at home to suppress or express the appropriate 

emotions may also spillover to the workplace, where those skills may or may not be rewarded. 

Because of the social roles that traditional individuals ascribe to, they may experience 

emotional dissonance when they must express emotions which are congruent with those roles 

though they do not actually feel that way. For instance, if a man is feeling sad and vulnerable, 

because of his self-expectation that he should be the strong and stoic provider, he may suppress 
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these feelings and alter his displayed feelings (surface acting), which reduces well-being 

(Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne & Ilardi, 1997). Surface acting is more strongly related to 

emotional exhaustion and negatively related to feelings of personal accomplishment, than is deep 

acting (Brotheridge & Lee, 2003).  

I expect that the emotional role negotiation tactics utilized by individuals will affect the 

surface acting in which they engage with their partners. Surface acting occurs when a situation 

demands an emotional display, but a person does not want to (or cannot) expend the effort to 

truly change the emotions they feel. I examine how competitive negotiation tactics, 

accommodative negotiation tactics, avoidance negotiation tactics, and integrative negotiation 

tactics will all predict surface acting.  

When individuals negotiate competitively to negotiate the types of emotional roles they 

will enact within their relationship, they are seeking to promote their own interests over the 

interests of their partners. Thus, this type of competitive behavior might lead to someone being 

more likely to fake an emotion that is expected of him or her, especially if it is in his/her best 

interest to do so. Research indicates that emotions can be used to strategically facilitate desired 

outcomes (Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson, 2006). For instance, in order to get the division of 

emotional labor that he wants in a competitive negotiation, a man might enact certain displays to 

facilitate his desired outcome. He may have to act more confident than he is or pretend to be 

concerned when he is not. If someone is willing to forgo the interests of his or her partner in a 

negotiation, he or she might not be willing to truly empathize with a partner and be more likely 

to fake emotional displays like concern and interest.  Thus, I expect that competitive negotiation 

will lead to an increase in surface acting. 
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I also expect that surface acting will increase when individuals attempt to avoid 

negotiations. When individuals avoid negotiations, they do not have either their own or their 

partner’s interest in mind. Rather, they are seeking to avoid negotiation altogether. Thus, they 

may resort to displaying emotions strategically to avoid having to get into a negotiation with 

their partners.  

I expect to observe the opposite for accommodative and integrative negotiation tactics. For 

accommodative tactics, if individuals are overly concerned with their partners’ interests and not 

with their own, they will be less likely to fake emotional displays to get their way. Integrative 

tactics are those in which individuals value both their own and their partners’ interests equally. 

When individuals utilize these types of tactics, they are seeking to create value for both parties, 

facilitated by trust. Increased trust can facilitate integrative negotiation (e.g., De dreu, Giebels, & 

van de Vliert, 1998), and when one has high trust in a relationship, the need and desire to fake 

emotions will be reduced.  

Hypothesis 1.6. Using competitive negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles will be 

positively associated with surface acting in the relationship. 

Hypotheses 1.7. Using accommodative negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles 

will be negatively associated with surface acting in the relationship  

Hypothesis 1.8. Using avoidance negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles will be 

positively associated with surface acting in the relationship. 

Hypothesis 1.9. Using integrative negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles will be 

negatively associated with surface acting in the relationship. 

Job Burnout 

Job burnout denotes a state of emotional exhaustion that is associated with working 

intensely and intimately with others at work over a sustained period of time (Maslach, 1976). 
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Maslach (1982) created a tripartite model of burnout, encompassing emotional exhaustion, 

depersonalization and diminished personal accomplishment. Emotional exhaustion is the most 

popular of these dimensions and thus is the one I will concentrate on in this paper. Emotional 

exhaustion is most closely parallel to traditional stress-related outcomes like fatigue and anxiety 

(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Emotional exhaustion best encompasses 

the core meaning of burnout (Cropanzano, Rupp & Byrne, 2003) and predicts both performance 

(Wright & Bonett, 1997) and turnover (Lee & Ashforth, 1996), making it a critical outcome to 

consider in organizational and career research.  

I expect that career role negotiation tactics used by individuals will either increase or 

decrease job burnout, depending on which tactic is being employed. For instance, when 

individuals negotiate competitively with their partners about career roles, they are do in order to 

argue for a career priority that they feel is in their best interest. Using competitive negotiation 

tactics does not necessarily mean that individuals achieve their goals, and if they have to 

negotiate so arduously, they may be more likely to end up with a career role that they do not like 

and that is stressful to them. If a woman does not want to have a primary career but her husband 

wants her to work, she may attempt to negotiate competitively to achieve her interests. If she 

does not get what she wants, however, she may end up in a less-than-ideal situation, leading to 

burnout. Negotiating competitively often ends up in a “win-lose” situation, and the person who 

“loses” may be much more likely to burn out in their job. Those that do not have to negotiate so 

fervently may not feel that they have as much at stake (e.g., a stressful career to try to avoid). 

Additionally, the process of competitively negotiating is stressful in and of itself. When one uses 

competitive negotiation tactics with his/her spouse, tension will result, potentially leading to 
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burnout and stress. Thus, I expect that competitive negotiation tactics will lead to increased 

burnout.  

Hypothesis 1.10. Using competitive negotiation tactics to negotiate career roles will be 

positively associated with emotional exhaustion. 

When individuals accommodate, they seek to satisfy the interests of their partner rather 

than their own. If they negotiate for the best interests of their partner, they are more likely to 

receive an end-result that is not necessarily in their own best interest. While competitive 

negotiators may feel motivated to try to avoid a potentially stressful outcome, and may or may 

not succeed, accommodative negotiators forgo their interests from the outset. Though this may 

be because they don’t believe that they have anything to lose (so why debate harshly), it is 

probably more likely (in a relationship context) to be because the accommodator seeks to appeal 

to his/her partner. Though sacrificing one’s own interests for one’s partner may be good for the 

relationship, it may not be good for oneself. Not promoting one’s own interests when negotiating 

career roles may lead to a person having an increasingly stressful job, and thus experiencing 

burnout.  

Hypothesis 1.11. Using accommodative negotiation tactics to negotiate career roles will be 

positively associated with emotional exhaustion. 

Individuals who don’t feel the need to negotiate their career roles whatsoever (i.e., they 

avoid negotiating) may do so because they do not feel that they have a bad option. They decide 

to not push for their own or their partner’s interests, resulting in no change from the status quo. 

Thus, those who seek to avoid negotiating career roles are probably not concerned about 

potential stressors in their careers and are likely to not experience increased burnout.  
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Hypothesis 1.12. Using avoidant negotiation tactics to negotiate career roles will be 

negatively associated with emotional exhaustion. 

 Those who use integrative negotiation tactics value both their own and their partner’s 

interests and are thus less likely to experience burnout. I expect that while those who are 

competitive feel that they have something to lose and those who are accommodating feel that 

they must sacrifice for their partner, those who negotiate integratively create value for both 

parties, likely resulting in more positive outcomes for both partners.  

Hypothesis 1.13. Using integrative negotiation tactics to negotiate career roles will be 

negatively associated with emotional exhaustion. 

Relationship Burnout 

Relationship burnout refers to a state of emotional exhaustion associated with working 

intensely and intimately with a partner (Erickson, 1993). I expect that emotional role negotiation 

tactics will predict relationship burnout similarly as to how career role negotiation tactics affect 

on-the-job burnout. Those who act competitively do so because they feel that they have a lot to 

lose by ignoring their own interests and they may cause some damage to the relationship by 

refusing to acknowledge the interests of their partner. Competitive negotiation tactics do not 

contribute to the health of long term relationships (Dabholkar, Johnston, & Cathey, 1994), 

potentially leading to increased relationship burnout.  

Hypothesis 1.14. Using competitive negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles will be 

positively associated with relationship burnout. 

Accommodative negotiation in a relationship context will likely lead to reduced 

relationship burnout. When individuals sacrifice their own self-interest for the interests of their 

partner, they experience positive relationship outcomes (Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 



 

35 

1999), suggesting that if they do this in the process of negotiating with their spouse/partner, they 

may experience less relationship burnout. 

Hypothesis 1.15. Using accommodative negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles 

will be negatively associated with relationship burnout. 

Avoiding negotiating emotional roles in a relationship context is likely to lead to increased 

burnout because a person is not appreciating the interests of his or her partner. Anytime one 

disregards the interests of one’s partner, it can lead to negative relationship outcomes, even if 

one is not actively campaigning against them (e.g., competitive negotiations). When a pair 

negotiates who will be responsible for the emotional support in a relationship, one partner may 

seek to avoid the negotiation. He or she is then also avoiding the emotional needs and interests of 

his or her partner. I expect that this avoidance will result in increased relationship burnout. 

Hypothesis 1.16. Using avoidant negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles will be 

positively associated with relationship burnout. 

Finally, I expect that couples who use integrative negotiation tactics while negotiating their 

emotional support roles will reduce their relationship burnout. When partners attend to one 

another’s needs, the relationship flourishes, especially when value is created and both partners 

feel like they have exited the negotiation as winners.  

Hypothesis 1.17. Using integrative negotiation tactics to negotiate emotional roles will be 

negatively associated with relationship burnout. 

Mediation 

Relationship burnout is identified by Hochschild (1983) as a potential consequence of 

emotional labor and (lack of) emotional support within a relationship. Erickson (1993) found that 

emotional work (encompassing emotional support roles) increased relationship burnout, but as of 
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yet, no one has examined whether couples experience surface acting as employees do, or whether 

this surface acting might lead to relationship burnout.  

It is likely that surface acting by either partner will lead to increased marital stress and 

burnout. When individuals fake emotions on the job, it is more likely to lead to emotional 

exhaustion and burnout (e.g., Grandey, 2003), thus it follows that faking in a relationship would 

lead to similar feelings. I expect that surface acting will act as a mediating mechanism between 

tactics used by partners to negotiate emotional roles and relationship burnout experienced.  

Hypothesis 1.18. Surface acting will mediate the relationship between negotiation tactics 

and relationship burnout.  

Study 1 Methodology 

 Next, I describe the methodology used in Study 1.  

Sample  

 Participants were recruited from working undergraduate students at a Southeastern 

university and using contacts from independent data collectors (e.g., research assistants contacted 

working individuals of varying ages to complete the study). I purposively sampled for age and 

length of time in relationship in order to improve generalizeability. Individuals participated in 

three surveys over a period of one month. In total, 129 women completed the Time 1 survey, 93 

completed Time 2, and 74 completed all three surveys for an attrition rate of 43%. Additionally, 

96 men completed the Time 1 survey, 56 completed Time 2, and 49, Time 3, for an attrition rate 

of 49%. The only significant difference between the attrition group and the group that completed 

the survey was that, among women, the leavers worked longer hours (42 vs. 32/week) and were 

enrolled in less hours of classes (5.4 vs. 7.9/week). For men, younger individuals were more 

likely to leave (29 vs. 34 years of age). There were no significant differences on the critical study 

variables. 
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The average age of the female sample is 29.9 years and of the male sample is 32.2 years. 

Men were more likely to be married than were women (75% vs. 66%); but since marital status 

did not materially affect any results, it was not included in the analyses. Both men and women 

had one child on average, and men worked more hours and made more money than women did 

(43 vs. 35 hours; $59,100 vs. $36,500). Women were in their relationships longer than were men 

(9.9 years vs. 8.9 years). Both the male and female samples were predominately white/Caucasian 

(84% and 86.5%, respectively).  

Procedure 

Participants completed three surveys at three separate time points—survey 1 at time 1, 

survey 2 at time 2 and the survey 3 at time 3. Each time point was separated by 2 weeks to 

decrease the effect of same-source bias. Survey 1 contained measures of gender role 

traditionalism, demographic information, and negotiation tactics, survey 2 collected emotional 

labor information, and survey 3 collected data on relationship and job burnout. Individuals had 

the option of utilizing a confidential and unique ID number if they were uncomfortable using 

their names on the surveys, and they had the option of completing online or paper versions of the 

surveys. Participants were encouraged to have their spouse/partner also complete each survey in 

the series.9 

Measures  

The measures for study 1 are described below.  

Gender role traditionalism. I assessed gender role traditionalism with a scale 

administered via the time 1 survey. I used the Larsen and Long (1988) scale in my analyses. 

Larsen and Long’s (1988) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles scale has 20 items and is scored on 

                                                 
9 Only 32 couples completed data, thus I was unable to run comparative analyses between one’s perception of their 
partner’s gender role traditionalism and one’s partner’s reported gender role traditionalism. 
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a 5-point Likert type scale (from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). It produces and 

average scale score from 1=nontraditional sex roles to 5=traditional sex roles. This measure has 

been previously used to assess gender role attitudes in studies of work-family conflict and 

emotions (Livingston & Judge, 2008).  

 I asked participants rate both their own gender role traditionalism and what they 

perceived their partners’ gender role traditionalism to be, using the same scale.10 Coefficient 

alpha for this scale is .84 for one’s own GRT and .88 for one’s partner’s GRT. 

Negotiation tactics. To assess competitive negotiation tactics, I used a measure derived 

from DeDreu & Boles’ (1998) scale. It included items such as “did you feel that your partner’s 

loss was your gain”. Coefficient alpha for this scale is .84 for work negotiation and .89 for 

emotional negotiation. For integrative negotiation, I used items from DeDreu & Boles’ (1998) 

scale including, “Share and share alike.” Coefficient alpha for this scale is .87 for work 

negotiation and .90 for emotional negotiation. 

I also utilized a 5-item ad hoc measure of accommodation tactics with items such as “cared 

more about trying to make your partner happy than getting everything that you wanted.”  

Coefficient alpha for this scale is .80 for work negotiation and .83 for emotional negotiation. For 

avoidant negotiation, I used a scale derived from Mannino and Deutsch’s (2007) 14-item scale, 

with questions such as “we both avoid talking about the problem,” and “I clam up and become 

silent.” Coefficient alpha for this scale is .73 for work negotiation and .74 for emotional 

negotiation.  

                                                 
10 Perceived gender role traditionalism is more important for the current study because I suggest that individuals 
react to what they think their spouse/partner believes, not necessarily what they actually believe. Amongst the 32 
matched pairs, there is a .54 correlation (p<.05) between one’s perceived spousal gender role traditionalism and 
one’s partner’s reported gender role traditionalism.  
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Control and descriptive variables. Additionally, via the time 1 survey, I collected 

demographic data concerning marital status, length of relationship, number of children, age, and 

hours worked per week. I also collected data on age at marriage, age at cohabitation, who has 

primary responsibility for the childcare, whether a person has help from family with childcare, 

and whether one has satisfactory childcare available to him/her. Finally, I collected data on 

income, job title, industry, tenure at one’s job, and education. 

As controls, I also assessed the Big Five personality traits using John’s (1990) Big Five 

Inventory and Core Self Evaluations using Judge and colleagues’ (2003) CSE scale. Finally, I 

collected one’s social value orientation (Van Lange, Otten, De Bruin & Joireman, 1997), because 

prosocial individuals are seen as more cooperative (deDreu & McCusker, 1997), and more 

distributive/competitive tactics are used when individuals are not prosocial (Carnevale & Probst, 

1997).  

Surface acting. I assessed surface acting at time 2 within the relationship using a 3-item 

scale derived from Brotheridge and Lee’s (2003) Emotional Labour Scale.  Items were prefaced 

by “In my relationship with my spouse/partner, I:” and included, “Resist expressing my true 

feelings,” and “Pretend to have emotions that I don't really have.” Coefficient alpha for this scale 

is .78. 

Emotional exhaustion/burnout. I assess emotional exhaustion at time 3 using the 9-item 

emotional exhaustion scale of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach, Jackson & Leiter, 

1996). Sample items include, “I feel emotionally drained from my work,” and “I feel burned out 

from my work.” Coefficient alpha for this scale is .95. 
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Relationship burnout. To assess relationship burnout, at time 3, I used Erickson’s (1993) 

12-item marital burnout scale. Sample items include, “I feel burned out from my relationship,” 

and, “My relationship energizes me” (reverse coded). Coefficient alpha for this scale is .94. 

Analyses 

 Though the hypotheses concerning gender role traditionalism discuss similarity between 

partners, how to accurately assess similarity is wrought with debate. The relational demography 

literature has used a number of methods to assess similarity between individuals and groups, and 

a recent methodological review concluded that though difference (D-) scores make intuitive 

sense when assessing how similar or different one person is from another, they suffer from 

fundamental problems (Riordan & Wayne, 2008). Thus, to test my hypotheses, I will employ 

interactions (moderation) to assess similarity, which is suggested as an alternative to D-scores by 

Riordan and Wayne (2008). Interactions are not free from criticism, but they will allow me to 

avoid some of the methodological issues associated with using D-scores to assess similarity. 

Data was analyzed using moderated and mediated linear regression using SPSS. All 

moderation hypotheses will utilize standardized variables to eliminate multicollinearity. Because 

of my relatively low sample size, I first analyzed each control variable’s correlation with each 

dependent variable to determine whether any of the dependent variables seem to vary 

significantly by the control variables, and when applicable, I included those control variables in 

the first step of a linear regression analysis. If the results were not materially affected (i.e., the 

magnitude and pattern of results were preserved), I did not include the control variable in the 

final regression so as to preserve degrees of freedom. Thus, I included relevant control variables 

when confounding and/or contamination is most likely, and I use the remainder of the control 

variables as descriptive statistics.  
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To test mediation, I utilize Sobel’s (1982) indirect test for mediation. MacKinnon and 

colleagues (2002) suggest that this is the most appropriate method to test for intervening 

variables and provides more power than Baron and Kenny’s (1989) causal steps. Sobel’s test 

involves calculating the unstandardized coefficients and standard errors of each coefficient for 

the independent variable on the mediator and for the mediator on the dependent variable, while 

controlling for the independent variable. The standard error for the Sobel test is calculated using 

first order Taylor series approximation of the standard error (MacKinnon et al., 2002), which is 

calculated as the square root of sa
2b2 + sb

2a2. 

Results 

 Intercorrelations among the study variables are provided in Table 2-2. Analysis of control 

variables demonstrated that marital status was associated with competitive negotiation, and core 

self evaluations, conscientiousness and openness with almost all of the dependent variables (e.g., 

integrative emotional negotiation, avoidance work negotiation, surface acting). Entering these 

four variables into the regression analyses did not materially affect most of my results (other than 

decreasing degrees of freedom), thus I do not include them in the analyses reported below. 

To assess hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2, I regressed avoidant, accommodative and competitive 

negotiation tactics on gender role traditionalism of self and partner. Neither one’s own gender 

role traditionalism nor one’s partner’s predicted negotiation tactics as predicted. Thus, 

hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 were not supported. Results are presented in Table 2.3.  

To assess hypotheses 1.3a and 1.3b, I estimated four linear regression analyses using the 

female sample, with accommodative work negotiation, accommodative emotional negotiation, 

avoidant work negotiation and avoidant emotional negotiation as dependent variables. In each, 

one’s own gender role traditionalism (standardized), perceived partner’s gender role 

traditionalism (standardized) and the product between the two were entered as independent 
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variables. For accommodative emotional negotiation, the interaction coefficient approached 

significance (B=.30, p<.10). This provides some support for the accommodation section of 

hypothesis 1.3a, the gender role ideology perspective as egalitarian women tend to be more 

accommodative with egalitarian spouses (see Figure 2-3). Egalitarian individuals are those that 

score 1 SD below the mean on gender role traditionalism; traditional individuals are those that 

score 1 SD above the mean (M=0.00, SD=1.00)11. Results for accommodative work negotiation 

were not significant. 

For avoidant work negotiation, I find that the relationship is significant (B=-.20, p<.05), 

which seems to support H1.3b, the gender construction perspective (see Figure 2-4). When 

traditional women have egalitarian spouses, they tend to use more avoidant tactics, and when 

egalitarian women have traditional spouses, they tend to use more avoidant tactics. For 

traditional women, however, an incongruent result is observed. Traditional women with 

egalitarian spouses tend to be more avoidant than when their spouses are more traditional. 

Finally, for avoidant emotional negotiation, H1.3b is also supported (B=0.23, p<.05). Again, 

egalitarian women tend to act more avoidant when they have traditional spouses, though, for 

traditional women, the same incongruent result is observed for traditional women with 

egalitarian spouse (see Figure 2-5).  

To assess hypotheses 1.4a and 1.4b, I estimated similar analyses as with hypotheses 1.3a 

and 1.3b, using competitive work and emotional negotiation as dependent variables with the 

male sample. For competitive work negotiation, I found that traditional men are more 

competitive with traditional spouses (B=.25, p<.05), supporting H1.4b, or the gender 

                                                 
11 Gender role traditionalism was standardized for all analyses (prior to computing interactions). Thus, for all 
figures, the mean of GRT = 0.00 and the standard deviation of GRT = 1.00. All graphs use the same definition of 
“egalitarian” and “traditional” (+/- 1 SD).  
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construction perspective. Similarity in gender role attitudes seemed to lead to more 

competitiveness rather than less. With that said, a similar incongruence as found with the women 

emerged, such that egalitarian men were slightly more competitive with egalitarian partners than 

with traditional ones. Graphical depiction of this relationship is available in Figure 2-6.  For 

competitive emotional negotiation, found the same pattern as with competitive work negotiation 

(B=.21, p<.05), which also supports H1.4b (Figure 2-7). Again, the same incongruence was 

observed. Graphical depiction of this relationship is available in Figure 2-7.  All of these results 

are available in Table 2-3. 

For H1.5, I assessed the relationship of gender role traditionalism with integrative 

negotiation tactics for both men and women separately. Integrative work negotiation tactics were 

not predicted by the interaction of gender role traditionalism for women (B=-.18, p>.10) or for 

men (B=-.01, p>.10). For integrative emotional negotiation tactics, there were no significant 

results observed (women: B=.16, p>.10; men: B=.08, p>.10). Thus, H1.5 was not confirmed. 

These results are also available in Table 2-3.  

For hypotheses H1.10-1.13, regarding job burnout, I entered each work-related negotiation 

tactic into a separate equation with emotional exhaustion as a dependent variable. Because I was 

not specifically concerned with gender differences and the problems that arise from three-way 

interactions, I used the entire sample for each analysis. Of these, only H1.6 (competitive work 

negotiation, B=.22, p<.05) was significant, such that competitive work negotiation led to 

increased emotional exhaustion. Results are available in Table 2-4. 

For hypotheses H1.6-1.9, and H1.14-1.17, I present all results in a single table, Table 2-5.  

Hypothesis 1.18 involves mediation, thus I report Sobel statistics for indirect effects as a test of 

mediation (direct effects are presented in Table 2-6). 
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 I find that H1.6, H1.14 and full mediation (H1.18) for competitive emotional negotiation 

are supported. When surface acting was added to the regression equation (B=.48, p<.05), 

competitive emotional negotiation was no longer significantly related to relationship burnout 

(B=.03, ns). A Sobel test of indirect effects produced a Sobel statistic of Z=2.92 (p<.01), 

suggesting a significant indirect effect of competitive emotional negotiation on relationship 

burnout, through surface acting.  

While H1.7, H1.15, and H1.18 for accommodative emotional negotiation are not 

significant (Sobel Z=-.50, p>.05), I do find significant support for H1.8, H1.16, and full 

mediation (H1.18) for avoidant emotional negotiation. When surface acting was added to the 

regression equation (B=.49, p<.05), avoidant emotional negotiation was no longer significantly 

related to relationship burnout (B=.034 ns). A Sobel test of indirect effected produced a Sobel 

statistic of Z=3.19 (p<.01) for avoidant emotional negotiation and relationship burnout. Thus, 

avoidant emotional negotiation has a significant indirect effect on relationship burnout through 

surface acting.  

Finally, I also find support for H1.9, H1.17 and mediation (H1.18) for integrative 

emotional negotiation tactics. The Sobel statistic was Z=-3.21 (p<.01), demonstrating that 

integrative emotional negotiation tactics reduced relationship burnout through a reduction in 

surface acting.  

Study Discussion 

Study 1 tested whether gender role traditionalism between partners would affect how 

partners negotiated their work and emotional roles and whether these negotiation tactics would 

significantly affect work and relationship outcomes. Findings support many of my hypotheses. 

I presented two separate and mutually exclusive theoretical paradigms—gender role 

ideology and gender construction. In most cases, however, there existed anomalous results. 
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While the gender construction hypothesis was supported for avoidance tactics (for women) and 

competitive tactics (for men), it was only supported for one sub-group of individuals. Egalitarian 

women and traditional men seemed to act as hypothesized, while I observed incongruent effects 

for traditional women and egalitarian men. Overall, however, men and women tended to 

experience similar effects of gender role traditionalism. 

For women, it seems that the gender construction hypothesis explains egalitarian women’s 

reaction while traditional women are more explained by the effects of their own attitudes. If 

acting in an avoidant manner is stereotypically associated with a woman’s behavior, then a 

woman who ascribes strongly to these norms might act in that manner regardless of her spouse’s 

attitudes. Similarly, for men, a gender construction frame explains why traditional men act more 

competitively with traditional women rather than with egalitarian women as they are driven to 

act in the masculine manner expected by their spouses. However, though egalitarian men tend to 

act slightly more competitive with an egalitarian spouse than a traditional one, it may be more 

theoretically congruent with gender construction than it seems. These results may be observed 

because an egalitarian man does not feel any compunction against acting competitively with his 

spouse; he does not see her as a fragile entity to be protected. Thus, he may be acting on her 

expectations—specifically, on her expectation that she be treated as an equal in the relationship 

and not coddled. Regardless of the anomalies observed, this paper breaks new ground on 

examining gender construction among men.  

Another possibility is that traditional men negotiate competitively with traditional spouses 

not because of gender construction, but rather because of that pressure that emanates from their 

breadwinner identity. In the current economic climate, being the sole breadwinner—or at the 

least, being expected to be the primary breadwinner—is a daunting proposition. Some of the 
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resulting competitiveness may be because even traditional men are feeling pressured to have 

some help in supporting the family, and traditional women are more likely to fight back on those 

desires. Future analysis of open-ended responses to the types of negotiation encountered by 

couples may help discern the likelihood of this explanation.  

I also examined whether negotiation tactics were likely to lead to relationship and career 

outcomes, and whether the effect on relationship burnout was mediated by a type of relationship-

oriented emotional labor. I did not, unfortunately, find much support for the effect of negotiation 

tactics on emotional exhaustion, except for competitive work negotiation. Individuals feel their 

job is stressful when they competitively negotiate their career roles with their spouses. Future 

research should attempt to discern whether individuals who “lost” their work role negotiations 

felt more burnout (e.g., they felt their job was going to be stressful and thus tried fervently to 

negotiate their way out of it, but their spouse “won” the negotiation) or if the act of negotiating 

competitively tended to result in individuals feeling more stressed by their jobs.   

More substantial results were found for the outcomes of relationship burnout and surface 

acting. Three out of the four negotiating tactics used to negotiate emotional roles in the home led 

to surface acting (the exception was accommodative tactics). Competitive negotiation tactics and 

avoidance tactics led to increased surface acting and increased relationship burnout, and 

integrative tactics reduced both surface acting and relationship burnout. All three of the 

significant effects on relationship burnout were found to be mediated by surface acting. These 

results are intriguing because they provide a first test of an organizationally-related construct 

(i.e., surface acting) in a relationship context. They also demonstrate that, much like emotional 

labor in the workplace, emotional labor at home leads to burnout. Future research should 
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investigate whether one’s emotional labor at home spills over into one’s ability to surface and 

deep act on the job.  

All-in-all, Study 1 demonstrates that two organizational and management-related 

concepts—negotiation and emotional labor—are also pertinent at the relationship level. I also 

demonstrate that gender role attitudes—specifically the congruity between partners’ attitudes—

are theoretically important to consider when discussing how partners make decisions. The work-

family literature has, for decades, suggested that individuals are affected by more than just the 

job context, and the current research goes further to demonstrate the role of one’s spouse in the 

decision-making process. Future research should more specifically link the decision making at 

home to the decision making on the job as well as how gender role congruity between partners 

might affect other work outcomes, such as work-family conflict and job satisfaction, which will 

be investigated in Study 2. 
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Table 2-1.  Summary of hypotheses and measures used in Study 1 
Hypotheses Which measures used? 
Hypothesis 1.1: Gender role traditionalism will lead to 
increased competitiveness for men and 
accommodativeness/avoidance for women. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Accommodative negotiation 
(3) Avoidant negotiation 
(4) Competitive negotiation 

Hypothesis 1.2: The gender role traditionalism of one’s 
spouse will lead to increased competitiveness for men and 
accommodativeness/avoidance for women. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Accommodative negotiation 
(3) Avoidant negotiation 
(4) Competitive negotiation 

Hypothesis 1.3a: Among women, gender role similarity 
will result in the use of more accommodating and avoidant 
negotiation tactics than will dissimilarity. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Accommodative negotiation 
(3) Avoidant negotiation 

Hypothesis 1.3b: Among women, gender role similarity 
will result in the use of less avoidant and accommodating 
negotiation tactics than will to dissimilarity.  
 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Accommodative negotiation 
(3) Avoidant negotiation  

Hypothesis 1.4a: Among men, gender role similarity will 
result in the use of less competitive negotiation tactics 
than will dissimilarity. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Competitive negotiation 

Hypothesis 1.4b: Among men, gender role similarity will 
result in the use of more competitive negotiation tactics 
than will dissimilarity. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Competitive negotiation 

Hypothesis 1.5: For both men and women, gender role 
similarity will result in the use of more integrative 
negotiation tactics than will dissimilarity. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Integrative negotiation 
 

Hypothesis 1.6: Using competitive negotiation tactics to 
negotiate emotional roles will be positively associated 
with surface acting in the relationship. 

(1) Competitive negotiation 
(2) Surface acting 

Hypotheses 1.7: Using accommodative negotiation tactics 
to negotiate emotional roles will be negatively associated 
with surface acting in the relationship. 

(1) Accommodative negotiation 
(2) Surface acting 

Hypothesis 1.8: Using avoidance negotiation tactics to 
negotiate emotional roles will be positively associated 
with surface acting in the relationship. 

(1) Avoidant negotiation 
(2) Surface acting 
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Table 2-2.  Continued.  
Hypotheses Which measures used 

Hypothesis 1.9: Using integrative negotiation tactics to 
negotiate emotional roles will be negatively associated with 
surface acting in the relationship. 

(1) Integrative negotiation 
(2) Surface acting 

Hypothesis 1.10: Using competitive negotiation tactics to 
negotiate career roles will be positively associated with 
emotional exhaustion. 

(1) Competitive negotiation 
(2) Emotional exhaustion 

Hypothesis 1.11: Using accommodative negotiation tactics to 
negotiate career roles will be positively associated with 
emotional exhaustion. 

(1) Accommodative negotiation 
(2) Emotional exhaustion 

Hypothesis 1.12: Using avoidant negotiation tactics to negotiate 
career roles will be negatively associated with emotional 
exhaustion. 

(1) Avoidant negotiation 
(2) Emotional exhaustion 

Hypothesis 1.13: Using integrative negotiation tactics to 
negotiate career roles will be negatively associated with 
emotional exhaustion. 

(1) Integrative negotiation 
(2) Emotional exhaustion 

Hypothesis 1.14: Using competitive negotiation tactics to 
negotiate emotional roles will be positively associated with 
relationship burnout. 

(1) Competitive negotiation  
(2) Relationship burnout  

Hypothesis 1.15: Using accommodative negotiation tactics to 
negotiate emotional roles will be negatively associated with 
relationship burnout. 

(1) Accommodative negotiation 
(2) Relationship burnout  

Hypothesis 1.16: Using avoidant negotiation tactics to negotiate 
emotional roles will be positively associated with relationship 
burnout. 

(1) Avoidant negotiation 
(2) Relationship burnout  

Hypothesis 1.17: Using integrative negotiation tactics to 
negotiate emotional roles will be negatively associated with 
relationship burnout. 

(1) Integrative negotiation 
(2) Relationship burnout 

Hypothesis 1.18: Surface acting will mediate the relationship 
between negotiation tactics and relationship burnout.  

(1) Competitive negotiation  
(2) Accommodative negotiation 
(3) Avoidant negotiation 
(4) Integrative negotiation  
(5) Surface Acting 
(6) Relationship burnout 
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Table 2-2.  Intercorrelations among variables in Study 1 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. GRT (.84) .64** .26**  -.20*  .02  .18*   .25* -.10  .05  .14   .23*  .15  .20 

2. Partner's GRT .66** (.88) .33** -.24**  .06 .15   .24* -.17  .10  .13 .32**  .08 .35** 

3. Competitive work 
negotiation .32** .35** (.84) -.20*  .12  .19* .65** -.13  .05  .15  .08  .15   .28* 

4. Integrative work 
negotiation -.28**  -.26*  .09 (.87) .49** -.59** -.19 .61** .38** -.42** -.20  .02 -.42** 

5. Accommodating 
work negotiation -.09    -.19 .32** .70** (.80) -.38**  .16 .27** .54** -.29**  .07  .00   -.24* 

6. Avoidant work 
negotiation  .24*   .23*    -.01 -.62** -.60** (.73)  .12 -.47** -.36** .59**  .16  .14   .29* 

7. Competitive 
emotion negotiation .36** .37** .68** -.06  .06  .18 (.89) -.01  .16  .05   .24*  .21 .36** 

8. Integrative emotion 
negotiation   -.18 -.29* -.03 .60** .42** -.49** -.10 (.90) .64** -.68**  -.26* -.06 -.36** 

9. Accommodating 
emotion negotiation   -.16   -.22  .11 .44** .60** -.47** -.07 .73** (.83) -.56**  .09 -.01 -.02 

10. Avoidant emotion 
negotiation .17 .18 .02 -.38** -.29* .63**  .19 -.47** -.44** (.74) .28** -.06  .24 

11. Surface acting: 
Relationship  .31* .21 .22 -.26  -.13   .31* .36** -.48**  -.35*    .34* (.78) .42** .59** 

12. Emotional 
exhaustion/ Burnout  .33* .21  .31* -.08  .18  .21  .39* -.16  -.06  .17 .55** (.95) .35** 

13. Relationship 
burnout  .50**  .35* .17 -.20  .10  .11  .02 -.28     .02   .00  .27    .31* (.94) 

Notes: ** p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10; Reliabilities are on the diagonal; female sample above the diagonal and male sample below the diagonal 
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Table 2-3.  Results for Hypothesis H1.1 through H1.5 (for women and men) 
Variable B-statistics: Women B-statistics: Men 
 Accommodative work tactics (n=119) Competitive work tactics (n=84) 
Partner’s GRT                                               .10                                            .25 
Own GRT                                              -.05                                            .15    
   
GRT X GRT                                               .23                                       .25* 
 Accommodative emotional tactics 

(n=101) 
Competitive emotional tactics 
(n=71) 

Partner’s GRT                                               .17                                            .23 
Own GRT                                              -.05                                            .15 
 
GRT X GRT                                                 .30†                                              .21* 
 Avoidant work tactics (n=119)  
Partner’s GRT                                              .04   
Own GRT                                              .14  
  
GRT X GRT                                               -.20*  
 Avoidant emotional tactics (n=102)  
Partner’s GRT                                              .07 
Own GRT                                              .10 
 
GRT X GRT                                               -.23* 
 Integrative work tactics (n=119) Integrative work tactics (n=85) 
Partner’s GRT                                              -.14                                           -.18 
Own GRT                                              -.19                                           -.26 
GRT X GRT                                              -.18                                           -.01 
 Integrative emotional tactics (n=102) Integrative emotional tactics (n=71) 
Partner’s GRT                                              -.21                                             -.52* 
Own GRT                                              -.02                                            .10 
GRT X GRT                                               .16                                            .08 
Notes: ** p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10; coefficients for non-product terms (except for integrative 
tactics) are from a model without the product included.  
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Table 2-4.  Results for Hypothesis H1.10-H1-13: Emotional exhaustion 
Variable Β r2   
   
Competitive work negotiation tactics .22*            .04*  
  
Integrative work negotiation tactics      -.02          .00  
  
Accommodative work negotiation tactics       .07          .00  
  
Avoidant work negotiation tactics       .14          .02  
  
Notes: ** p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10  
 
 
Table 2-5.  Results for Hypotheses H1.6-H1.9, and H1.14-H1.17 
Variable Β r2  
 Surface Acting 

Competitive emotional negotiation tactics .28** .08**  

Integrative emotional negotiation tactics -.35** .11**  

Accommodative emotional negotiation tactics            -.03             .00  

Avoidant emotional negotiation tactics .31**                .09**  

 Relationship Burnout 

Competitive emotional negotiation tactics             .20*             .04*  

Integrative emotional negotiation tactics             -.34**                .11**  

Accommodative emotional negotiation tactics            .00            .00  

Avoidant emotional negotiation tactics            .17†             .03†  

Notes: ** p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10 
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Table 2-6. Hypothesis H1.18: Direct effects of mediation (relationship burnout) 
Variable Β R2 

   
Competitive emotional negotiation tactics .03 .25** 
Surface acting     .48**  
   
Integrative emotional negotiation tactics  -.21* .29** 
Surface acting     .44**  
   
Avoidant emotional negotiation tactics .04 .25** 
Surface acting     .49**  
   
Notes: ** p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10 
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Figure 2-1. Figure highlighting the hypothesized relationships among variables in Study 1 
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Figure 2-2. The Dual-Concern Model 
 

 
Figure 2-3. Women’s gender role traditionalism and accommodative emotional negotiation 

tactics.   
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Figure 2-4. Women’s gender role traditionalism and avoidant work negotiation tactics 

 

 
Figure 2-5. Women’s gender role traditionalism and avoidant emotional negotiation tactics 

 



 

56 

 
Figure 2-6. Men’s gender role traditionalism and competitive work negotiation tactics 

 

 
Figure 2-7. Men’s gender role traditionalism and competitive emotional negotiation tactics 
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CHAPTER 3 
A MULTI-LEVEL INVESTIGATION OF GENDER ROLE TRADITIONALISM AND WORK 

AND FAMILY OUTCOMES AMONG DUAL-EARNING COUPLES 

Introduction 

With the increase in dual-earning couples (e.g., Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007), it is not 

surprising that the proportion of employees who report “some” or “a lot” of interference between 

the work and family roles has increased from 34% in 1977 to 45% in 2002 (Bond et al., 2003). 

The separate spheres model of work and family (Kanter, 1977) suggests that men are responsible 

for the paid work sphere and women for unpaid domestic work sphere, and it assumes that they 

will not affect one another. However, with the increase in both partners in a couple actively 

participating in both spheres, the attainment of this “ideal” is far from realistic. The permeable 

boundaries of work and family often result in spillover—the experience of work affecting family 

life or vice versa (Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999; Frone et al., 1997; Greenberger & O’Neil, 

1990; Kinnunen & Gerris, 1996; Spitze, 1988)—even if individuals would prefer to live a life of 

truly separate spheres. 

Interference between the work and family roles is oft-investigated, however it is most 

often studied with between-individual methodologies that examine snapshots of people’s 

experiences at one moment in time. Rarely is research conducted in which researchers consider 

interactions between partners (see Greenstein, 1996, for an exception), even though individuals 

who are in committed relationships act do not likely act independently. The current study seeks 

to assess how the gender role traditionalism of partners affects work-family conflict, emotional 

outcomes, and work and family outcomes using a within-individual, multi-level methodology. 

Figure 3-1 illustrates the model that will guide the current research and is a subset of the model 

put forth in Figure 1-1, and Table 3-1 presents the hypotheses that will be tested and the 

associated measures.  
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Gender Role Traditionalism 

Gender roles are often described as situated around a continuum, from the traditional to 

the nontraditional (Larsen & Long, 1988; Scanzoni, 1979). In the traditional conceptualization, 

power and decision-making revert to men, and women are oriented mainly toward the family 

(Ferber & Kordick, 1978; Shihadeh, 1991). The nontraditional definition maintains that family 

power is shared more equally (Peyton, Pitts, & Kamery, 2003). Additionally, one’s gender 

ideology, or gender role traditionalism, determines which sphere he or she wants to identify with 

(home or work; Hochschild, 1989). Thus, a traditional woman wants to identify with activities at 

home and wants her male partner to base his identity on work (vice versa for a traditional man), 

and a nontraditional woman would want to identify more with both home and work and wants 

her male partner to do the same.  

In organizational behavior and in family psychology, researchers often focus on the 

individual as determinant of his or her own behavior, such that one’s own attitudes will be most 

predictive of one’s own behavior. Gender construction theory (e.g., Coltrane, 2000), however, 

suggests that the attitude of gender role traditionalism is most predictive when considered as part 

and parcel of the dynamic that occurs between two intimate partners. This implies that one’s own 

gender role traditionalism will not nearly be as predictive as the interaction between the gender 

role attitudes of partners. I expect that this interaction—or the similarity/congruity between 

partners in terms of their gender role traditionalism—will predict the daily work and family 

outcomes of individuals. 

Negative Work-Family Spillover: Conflict 

Gender role traditionalism is likely to impact the dimensions of the work-family 

interface. Though the separate spheres conceptualization (Kanter, 1977) supposes that the work 
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and family spheres are distinctly separate, the life course perspective maintains that domains 

such as family and work are interconnected and are “linked lives” (Elder, 1994). 

The ways in which the spheres of work and home interact can take many forms. In the 

organizational behavior literature, scholars often refer to work-family spillover (e.g., Campbell 

& Campbell, 1994; Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998; Livingston, Burley, & Springer, 1996) as well as 

work-family conflict (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Spillover is described as the feelings, 

attitudes and behaviors that develop in one sphere and then are carried over to another sphere 

(Googins, 1991). These effects can be either positive or negative, and either from work to family 

or from family to work.1 When spillover is negative, it is sometimes referred to as work-family 

conflict (e.g., Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996), though it may not differ from other 

measures of negative spillover (e.g., Frye & Breaugh, 2004; Hill, Yang, Hawkins, & Ferris, 

2004; Voydanoff, 2005). I expect that negative spillover, or work-family conflict, will be 

affected by the gender role traditionalism of partners.  

The specific definition of work-family conflict is presented as a form of interrole conflict 

in which work and family demands are incompatible in some respect, such that participation in 

one role is perceived as more difficult because of participation in the other (Greenhaus & 

Beutell, 1985). This perspective is often supported by Goode’s (1960) scarcity hypothesis, which 

proposes that since individuals have a finite amount of energy, when energy is put forth in one 

domain, it is depleted and thus unavailable for use in other roles (e.g., Williams, Suls, Alliger, 

Learner & Wan, 1991). This suggests that the interaction between the roles is often negative, and 

results in a reduction in desirable outcomes including emotional well-being (e.g., Adams, King 

                                                 
1 Though most work-family researchers make a distinction between work-interfering-with-family and family-
interfering-with-work, for the purposes of hypothesizing, I do not make such a distinction. I expect that gender role 
traditionalism will affect both directionalities in the same manner. I measure and analyze both directions of conflict, 
but I do not hypothesize differences between them.  
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& King, 1996; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), job attitudes (e.g., Aryee, 1992; Netemeyer et al., 1996; 

Thomas & Ganster, 1995), family satisfaction (e.g., Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Carlson, Kacmar, 

& Williams, 2000; Wayne et al., 2004), and job performance (e.g., Aryee, 1992; Wayne et al., 

2004). This conflict may also be positively related to undesirable outcomes, including burnout 

(e.g., Barling, MacEwen, Kelloway, & Higginbottom, 1994; Frone et al., 1992; Grandey & 

Cropanzano, 1999; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002) and even intentions to quit work (e.g., 

Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, & Parasuraman, 1997).  

Work and family are governed by distinct and potentially incompatible norms 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This is the predominant perspective that supports the effects of 

gender role traditionalism on work-family conflict. One’s gender role traditionalism, by 

definition, subsumes a level of gendered role expectations, in which traditional individuals 

ascribe to very distinct gendered roles of work and family and nontraditional individuals are 

more flexible in their role assignments. Additionally, a related construct, job involvement, has 

been found to be related to work-family conflict (Higgins et al., 1992). Adams, King, and King 

(1996) also found that family involvement was related to both work-interfering-with-family and 

with family-interfering-with-work. I expect that individuals who are more traditional, and thus 

feel that the domains of work and family should be separate (and gendered), will experience 

greater perceived work-family conflict because this interference will be salient and distressing to 

them. The interference between the work and family spheres runs contrary to their strongly held 

norms that the spheres should remain separate.  

Hypothesis 2.1. Gender role traditionalism will be positively related to work-family 

conflict (negative spillover). 
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Gender construction theory posits that it is truly the interaction and dynamic between 

partners’ gender role attitudes that predict behavior in a relationship. A lack of similarity in role 

expectations is often presented as a source of role conflict (Lobel, 1991), which suggests that 

partners who have similar expectations for the gendered roles of work and family may 

experience less conflict, and those who have dissimilar role expectations may experience more 

conflict. Even though I expect that traditional individuals will experience more work-family 

conflict in general, if two traditional individuals are in a relationship, they may experience less 

net conflict than if with a dissimilar partner. Similar individuals may be better able to understand 

each other’s perspectives and share role expectations,  

Hypothesis 2.2. Partners with dissimilar gender role attitudes will experience more work-

family conflict than will similar partners. 

Gender Role Similarity and Emotional Outcomes 

 The study of emotions and the prediction of emotional outcomes are critical for 

understanding work outcomes (Hochschild, 1983). Previous research has examined anger at 

work (Fitness, 2000), how the emotional expressions of leaders affect their followers (Lewis, 

2000) and how mood is related to job satisfaction (Fisher, 2000). Thus, understanding what 

causes emotions and the effects those emotions have on work and family outcomes are important 

to psychological and organizational researchers alike.  

Research has demonstrated that partners who are more similar experience reduced 

negative affect and increased marital satisfaction (Gaunt, 2006). Byrne’s (1971) similarity-

attraction paradigm is grounded in the idea that similar individuals develop increased affect 

toward one another; they are attracted to one another and may demonstrate bias toward or against 

others based on this interpersonal affect. It holds, then, that when husbands and wives are more 

similar in terms of their gender role traditionalism, they will experience more positive emotions 
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and less negative emotions on a daily basis, as they will not feel as much of the inevitable 

conflict that results from dissimilarity (e.g., Lankau, et al., 2007). For instance, if both husband 

and wife are high in gender role traditionalism, they will likely agree on the amount of the work 

role for which they should each be responsible (e.g., not much for the wife and the majority for 

the husband). This similarity reduces conflict over the work role, resulting in increased positive 

emotional outcomes and reduced negative emotions. Alternatively, if they disagree on issues 

such as this (i.e., are dissimilar in terms of gender role traditionalism), the increased conflict may 

result in more negative and less positive emotions.  

Hypothesis 2.3. Gender role similarity will be negatively related to negative emotional 

outcomes and positively related to positive emotional outcomes. 

Job and Spousal Satisfaction 

Satisfaction with the facets of one’s life, such as job satisfaction or relationship 

satisfaction, is also likely to be affected by the gender role traditionalism of partners in 

committed relationships. Though relationship outcomes are integral in and of themselves, they 

are also likely to affect career outcomes through many of the mechanisms specified in work-

family spillover models (e.g., Rogers & May, 2003). I expect that career and spousal satisfaction 

will be affected by the gender role similarity of partners. For instance, similarity within couples 

has generally been found to lead to increased marital satisfaction (Gaunt, 2006), even though 

gender role attitudes have not been specifically investigated. 

Career/Job Satisfaction 

Career satisfaction is the overall affective orientation of an individual toward his or her 

career or work role (Gattiker & Larwood, 1988). It has been linked to organizational outcomes 

such as organizational commitment (e.g., Carson, Carson, Phillips, & Roe, 1996; Igbaria, 1991) 

and intentions to leave, or "turnover intentions" (e.g., Igbaria, 1991). Research has also identified 
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the link between the work-family interface and career satisfaction (Martins, Eddleston & Veiga, 

2002; Powell & Mainiero, 1992), suggesting that one’s career satisfaction is not independent of 

one’s family structure and marital relationships.  

The association between the gender role congruity in one’s marriage and one’s career 

satisfaction is likely even more pertinent for dual-career couples. Because the division of labor in 

the typical family model is an important component in career success (Becker, 1981; Papanek, 

1973), whether spouses can succeed in both their marriage and their career is a key question 

(Sekaran, 1983). Dual-earning spouses are often more career satisfied than those in the 

traditional family (Schneer & Reitman, 1993), but this satisfaction may actually be dependent 

upon the gender role congruity or incongruity that the individual experiences at home. Thus, 

whether one is supported in his or her career and feels able to satisfactorily pursue his or her 

career goals may be dependent upon whether both spouses share similar perceptions of 

appropriate gender roles and norms. 

Hypothesis 2.4a. Gender role similarity will be positively associated with job satisfaction. 

Relationship/Family Satisfaction 

Relationship (e.g., marital) satisfaction is “an attitude of greater or lesser favorability 

toward one’s own [marital] relationships” (Symonds and Horvath, 2004, p. 446), and an 

important outcome to consider because it is related to mental and physical health (Gove, Style, & 

Hughes, 1990) and to the longevity of the union itself. It is often considered to be a facet of life 

satisfaction (Rice, Near & Hunt, 1980). Previous research on the effects of gender role 

traditionalism on relationship satisfaction has been inconclusive. For instance, Ray (1990) found 

that spouses who held nontraditional gender role attitudes were higher in marital satisfaction, and 

Lye and Biblarz (1993) found that nontraditional attitudes toward marriage and family behavior 

detracted from marital satisfaction, because those who held nontraditional attitudes had very 
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different perceptions of marriage than their traditional counterparts. Amato and Booth (1995) 

also found that wives’ nontraditional attitudes predicted a decline in marital quality while 

husbands’ nontraditional attitudes increased marital quality. The inconclusiveness of the 

previous research on gender role attitudes and satisfaction suggests that the congruity between 

gender role attitudes among partners may be what is truly pertinent to predicting relationship 

satisfaction. 

It may be that individuals whose gender role attitudes diverge from their spouse’s 

attitudes are less satisfied with their relationships (Lye & Biblarz, 1993). Relationship (e.g., 

marital) satisfaction is related to marital equity (Houlihan, Jackson, & Rogers, 1990; Rabin & 

Shapira-Berman, 1997; Ray, 1990), but perceptions of marital equity may be norms that are 

unique to each couple (Houlihan, Jackson, & Rogers, 1990). If both spouses share expectations 

of the union, then feelings of equity will likely be shared as well. Those who share gender role 

attitudes (e.g., both husband and wife with traditional gender role attitudes or both with 

nontraditional gender role attitudes) may derive more satisfaction from the norms they create for 

their relationship, if only because they will agree upon the gender-based division of household 

labor, market labor, childrearing, etc.  

Additionally, relationship satisfaction may be predicted by interdependence theory 

(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Interdependence theory suggests that individuals gauge the outcomes 

they are receiving in their present relationship against a comparison level, or a standard. The 

satisfaction they experience will be affected by how their current relationship compares to this 

standard. If a partner’s current outcomes in the relationship are better than the comparison level, 

the individual will be satisfied with the relationship (Dainton, 2000). Thus, it is not an absolute 

outcome that predicts satisfaction, rather it is the comparison, and the relationship the individual 
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chooses to as a comparison will influence the satisfaction he or she experiences (Buunk, 

Oldersma, & de Dreu, 2001). The choice of comparison other is likely affected by gender role 

similarity, as similar partners will choose referents who meet a commonly held ideal.  

Hypothesis 2.4b. Gender role similarity will be positively related to spousal/relationship 

satisfaction. 

Additionally, I expect that the effects of gender role similarity on job/life/family 

satisfaction will be mediated by one’s emotional outcomes. The relationship between emotions 

and attitudinal outcomes is predicted by Affective Events Theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). 

Emotions are thought to serve as mediators between environmental events (e.g., work-family 

interaction) and attitudinal reactions (e.g., career satisfaction), and attitudes have been found to 

be influenced by affective experiences (Brief & Weiss, 2002).  

Hypothesis 2.5. The relationship of gender role similarity with (a) job and (b) spousal 

satisfaction will be mediated by emotional outcomes, such that when partners have more similar 

gender role attitudes, individuals will experience more positive emotions (and less negative 

emotions) and thus increased satisfaction. 

Work-Family Spillover, Emotions and Satisfaction 

Finally, to thoroughly test the model presented in Figure 3-1, I need to examine how the 

relationship between work-family conflict and satisfaction is mediated by emotional outcomes 

on a daily basis. Kossek and Ozeki (1998) reflect that not being able to do two things at once 

may be different than feeling bad about it, suggesting that the experience of work-family 

spillover may be distinct from the emotions stemming from it. The importance of emotional 

outcomes from work-family conflict has been established throughout the literature. For instance, 

Greenhaus, Allen, and Spector (2006) presented a model in which negative emotions were 

presented as more proximal outcomes of work-family conflict (than negative health 
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consequences), Rothbard (2001) analyzed general emotional responses to negative and positive 

work-family interaction, and Williams & Alliger (1994) found that the intrusion of one role (e.g., 

work) into the other (e.g., family) predicted emotional outcomes. Finally, Livingston and Judge 

(2008) found that guilt was predicted by work-family conflict.  

 Research has meta-analytically summarized the relationship between work-family 

conflict (both work interfering with family and family interfering with work conflict) and 

satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). This meta-analysis concluded that both directions of work-

family conflict reduced job satisfaction and life satisfaction for both men and women. When 

individuals experience conflict between what they need to do and what they can get done, they 

likely will feel dissatisfied. If one’s family life interferes with one’s ability to complete work on 

the job, one’s job satisfaction will likely be harmed. Alternatively, if one’s work life interferes 

with one’s ability to do what one needs to do at home, one’s satisfaction with one’s partner will 

likely suffer. Thus, I expect that work-family conflict will lead to emotional outcomes, which 

will then affect one’s satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 2.6. Emotional outcomes, both positive and negative, will mediate the 

relationship between work-family conflict and satisfaction, such that individuals who experience 

more work-family conflict will experience less positive and more negative emotional outcomes, 

and thus reduced satisfaction.  

Study 2 Methodology 

 The method and measures for study 2 are described below. 

Sample Selection 

 Participants in this study were 88 individuals (44 heterosexual couples) between 19 and 

46 years of age who were either living together or married for between 1 and 18 years (average 3 

years together). They were predominately Caucasian (54%), with 21% reporting as Asian-
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American, 14% as Hispanic and 10% as other. As couples, their average income was $48,100, 

and they each had between 0 and 3 children.  

Procedure 

The typical studies in I/O Psychology and Organizational Behaviors are conducted as 

between-individual studies (comparing the experiences of one individual with another), 

implicitly treating within-individual variation as measurement error. However, this discounts the 

likely presence of within-individual variation in issues related to work-family pressures, 

emotion, and relationships (e.g., Judge, Ilies, & Scott, 2006; Williams et al., 1991). Because the 

outcome variables in the current study are likely to vary within person (e.g., one’s work-family 

outcomes may vary on a daily basis [Judge, Ilies, & Scott, 2006; Livingston & Judge, 2008]), I 

collected data on a daily basis, using an interval-contingent experience-sampling methodology 

(Ilies & Judge, 2002; Judge, Ilies, & Scott, 2006; Livingston & Judge, 2008), in which 

participants completed a daily survey, each day, for a period of 5 days. Participants also 

completed a one-time survey and had their spouse/partner complete the one-time and daily 

surveys as well.  

One-time survey. The one-time survey was administered at the onset of the study, before 

participants completed any daily surveys. Participants had the choice of online or paper surveys 

with self-addressed envelopes and were be given a unique ID number to ensure confidentiality 

and matching of responses with daily and spousal surveys. The one-time survey contained 

measures of gender role traditionalism and demographics. The measures included on the one-

time survey are described in the measures section.  

Daily surveys. The daily surveys were provided via the Internet for both work and home 

surveys, and paper surveys were also provided (along with self-addressed, stamped envelopes), if 
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desired. The daily surveys contained measures of work-family conflict, job and spousal 

satisfaction and emotions (see measures section below).  

Measures  

Below I describe the measures included in the two surveys.  

Gender role traditionalism. I assessed gender role traditionalism with a scale included in 

the one-time survey (administered to both partners in a couple), and each partner also assessed 

what he/she perceived his/her spouse’s gender role traditionalism to be. I employed the Larsen 

and Long (1988) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles scale. This 20 item measure is also scored on 

a 5-point Likert type scale (from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree), and produces and 

average scale score from 1=nontraditional sex roles to 5=traditional sex roles. This measure has 

been previously used to assess gender role traditionalism in studies of work-family conflict and 

emotions (Livingston & Judge, 2008). Coefficient alpha reliability for self-reported gender role 

traditionalism is .88 and for perceived gender role traditionalism of one’s partner is .91.  

Control and descriptive variables. Additionally, via the one-time survey, I collected 

demographic data concerning marital status, length of relationship, number of children, age, 

income, and hours worked per week from each person.    

Work-family spillover: negative. I assessed negative work-family spillover (work-family 

conflict) on the daily survey using Wayne, Musisca and Fleeson’s (2004) Work-Family Conflict 

and Facilitation Scale. The work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict subscales consist 

of 4 items each, rated from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree. Example items include, 

“Your job reduced the effort you can give to activities at home,” for work-to-family conflict. 

Coefficient reliability for work-to-family conflict is .86 and for family-to-work conflict is .78. 

Emotions: positive and negative. I collected daily emotion scores using the Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS-X; Watson & Clark, 1994). Each day, participants indicated 
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whether they were experiencing each emotion at all that day using a 5-point scale with anchors 1 

= very slightly or not at all to 5 = very much as an assessment of negative and positive 

momentary emotional outcomes. Coefficient reliability for the positive emotions scale is .94 and 

for the negative emotions scale is .95.  

Job satisfaction. To assess job satisfaction on the daily survey, I used five items from the 

Brayfield and Rothe (1951) scale. Each day, participants will indicate the extent to which they 

agreed with each item using a 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree scale. An example item 

is, "Today, I am enthusiastic about my work." Coefficient reliability for this scale is .82. 

Spousal  satisfaction. Marital satisfaction was assessed with Mehrabian’s (1998) 14-item 

scale on the daily survey. Participants rated their satisfaction with their spouse each day on a 5-

point scale ranging from 1=very dissatisfied to 5=extremely satisfied. An example item is, “I am 

very happy with my marriage/relationship today.” The coefficient reliability for this scale is .89.  

Analyses 

 The model in Figure 3-1 was tested using multi-level analysis and an experience-

sampling methodology. I used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992), 

allowing us to model both within individual and between individual effects. The current design 

called for three levels of analysis: within individual (level 1), individual (level 2) and couple 

(level 3). I used data provided by 32 couples, 54 individuals, and 223 repeated measures 

responses.    

As in Study 1, I use interactions to assess similarity for Study 2, which are suggested as 

an alternative to D-scores by Riordan and Wayne (2008). Interactions are allow me to avoid 

some of the methodological issues associated with using D-scores to assess similarity. In HLM, 

to estimate the effect of gender role traditionalism on WFC at Level-1 (daily), As described in 

the measures section above, I ran two separate sets of analyses: gender role traditionalism at 
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level 2 and gender role traditionalism at level 3. For the first set of analyses, I entered an 

individual’s self-reported gender role traditionalism and what he/she perceives his/her partner’s 

gender role traditionalism to be (and the grand-mean centered interaction between them) at level 

2 (an individual’s report is a level 2 variable). For the second set, I entered the reported gender 

role traditionalism of both the male and female partners (i.e., their actual attitudes) and their 

grand-mean centered interaction at the couple level (level 3), since these are variables that 

describe the attitudinal makeup of the couple, rather than the reports of an individual.  

Similarity between partner’s actual characteristics is what is proposed and studied in the 

assortative mating literature (e.g., Luo & Klohnen, 2005). In this widely studied phenomenon, 

partners in a couple self-report attitudinal or personality characteristics, and difference scores, 

interactions or correlations then demonstrate how similar partners in a couple are. This 

methodology is paralleled by the level 3 interaction. With attitudinal and personality 

characteristics, however, it may be even more pertinent to investigate how similar partners 

perceive each other to be, which is what I assess using the level 2 interactions.   

Interestingly, not gender, age of the individual, number of children, or length of 

relationship affected my results. These variables were not entered into the final analyses. I 

regressed each dependent variable—conflict, emotions and satisfaction—on gender role 

traditionalism (either at level 2 or 3) or on conflict, depending upon which hypothesis was being 

tested. See the Appendix for the equations used to guide data analysis.   

Before proceeding with the hypotheses tests using HLM, I investigated whether 

systematic within- and between-individual variance existed in the dependent variables of WFC, 

FWC, positive emotions, negative emotions, job satisfaction, and spousal satisfaction. Thus, I 

estimated null models (called Random ANOVA models by Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) that 
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calculated the within and between individual variance. The equations for this analysis and for the 

hypotheses tests are available in the Appendix. 

To examine the mediating hypotheses, I again used the Sobel method of indirect effects. 

Krull and MacKinnon (1999) suggest that the best way to test mediation using multi-level 

analysis is to again use the first order Taylor series approximation of the standard error. Thus, for 

mediating analyses, I report Sobel Z statistics. I also present direct effects of mediation.  

Results 

The correlations and reliability statistics for the Level-1 (within-individual), Level-2 

(between-individual), and Level-3 (couple) data can be found in Table 3-2.  

As shown in Table 3-3, the preliminary variance analysis illustrated that the Level-2 

variance was significant for all six of the Level-1 dependent variables analyzed, and the Level-3 

variance was significant for all but one of the Level-1 dependent variables. The significant 

coefficient estimates indicate that it is appropriate to examine the multi-level models posited. 

 To test Hypothesis 2.1, I examined the coefficients for gender role traditionalism in a 

three-level multilevel model with the dependent variables of WFC (work-interfering-with-

family conflict) and FWC (family-interfering-with-work conflict) at both level 2 and level 3. All 

variables were grand-mean centered to reduce multicollinearity before same-level interactions 

were calculated (when entered at level 2 or 3) and also grand-mean centered when entered at 

level 1. Hypothesis 2.1 was not entirely supported, as only one coefficient approached 

significance: the effect of self-rated gender role traditionalism at level 2 on work-interfering-

with-family conflict (B010=.28, p<.10). Individuals who are more traditional than the average 

experience somewhat greater work-interfering-with-family conflict than those who are less 

traditional than average. These results are available in Table 3-4.  
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For Hypothesis 2.2, I entered an interaction coefficient calculated from the grand-mean 

centered gender role traditionalism variables used to test Hypothesis 2.1 at either level 2 or level 

3. The only interaction that was significant was with work-interfering-with-family for the level-2 

interaction (B030=.34, p<.05). This interaction is presented graphically in Figure 3-2 and 

demonstrates that perceived similarity in gender role traditionalism leads to increased daily 

work-family conflict. Egalitarian individuals are those that score 1 SD below the mean on gender 

role traditionalism; traditional individuals are those that score 1 SD above the mean2. Thus, 

though the coefficient is significant, it is actually in the opposite direction than as predicted. The 

interaction between partners’ actual gender role traditionalism was not significant. 

For Hypothesis 2.3, I regressed both positive and negative emotions on the same gender 

role traditionalism interactions as examined in Hypothesis 2. Again, I looked at both perceived 

and actual gender role similarity at levels 2 and 3, respectively. The coefficient for gender role 

similarity on positive emotions was significant for perceived similarity (B030=-.36, p<.01) and for 

actual similarity (B003=-.87, p<.01). Interestingly, the interaction plots (see Figures 3-3 and 3-4) 

for these effects demonstrate very different patterns for the perceived and the actual similarity 

effects. For perceived similarity, there is not a similarity effect for individuals who identify as 

traditional. Rather, the opposite is true, such that perceived dissimilarity in gender role 

traditionalism tends to result in increased daily positive emotional outcomes. For those who 

report they are egalitarian, however, having a perceived egalitarian partner results in increased 

positive emotions compared to having a perceived traditional partner. For actual similarity, 

                                                 
2 Gender role traditionalism was grand-mean centered for all analyses (prior to computing interactions). Thus, for all 
figures, the mean of level 2 GRT = 0.00 and the standard deviation = .60; for level 2 perceived partner GRT, 
mean=0.00, SD=.75. For level 3, the male partner’s mean GRT = 0.00, SD=.63, and female partner’s mean 
GRT=0.00, SD=.52. All graphs use the same definition of “egalitarian” and “traditional” (+/- 1 SD).  
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Hypothesis 2.3 is supported for traditional couples (i.e., actual similarity in gender role 

traditionalism leads to increased daily positive emotions), but not for egalitarian couples.  

For negative emotions, only the coefficient for actual similarity (at level 3) approached 

significance (B003=-.40, p<.10), and the relationship is identical to that observed for actual 

gender role similarity and positive emotions, such that Hypothesis 2.3 was supported for 

traditional partners, but not for egalitarian partners. Results are presented in Table 3-5.  

To test Hypothesis 2.4a and Hypothesis 2.5a (concerning job satisfaction), I first regressed 

job satisfaction on gender role similarity (at both levels 2 and 3). Hypothesis 2.4a was not 

supported for perceived gender role traditionalism, not because of insignificant results but rather 

because the results were in an unexpected direction (see Table 3-5). Results suggest that for 

perceived gender role similarity, similarity results in reduced job satisfaction (B030=-.27, p<.05), 

such that when one is egalitarian and they perceive their partner as being traditional, they 

experience high job satisfaction. And when one is traditional and perceives his/her partner as 

being egalitarian, he/she experiences more job satisfaction on a daily basis than if his/her partner 

were perceived as traditional. Graphical results are available in Figure 3-6, and coefficients are 

available in Table 3-6.  

For actual gender role similarity, the results seem to support Hypothesis 2.4a, at least for 

traditional individuals (B003=-.57). Traditional individuals do tend to experience more job 

satisfaction when their partners also self-report as traditional as opposed to when they self-report 

as egalitarian. The same is not true for egalitarian individuals. Graphical results for this 

hypothesis are available in Figure 3-7. 

The results for Hypothesis 2.5a (for job satisfaction) are also presented in Table 3-6. In 

Hypothesis 2.5a, I propose that positive and negative emotions will mediate the relationship 
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between gender role similarity and job satisfaction. To assess the presence of mediation, I use 

Sobel’s test of indirect effects (direct effects are reported in Table 3-6). 

I established the effect of gender role similarity on emotional outcomes in Hypothesis 2.3; 

next, I established that the mediating variables—emotions—are related to job satisfaction, 

controlling for each type of gender role similarity. When calculating the Sobel statistics using 

these coefficients, I find that the effects of perceived gender role similarity on job satisfaction 

was mediated by positive emotions only (Sobel Z = -1.78, p<.05), as was the effect of actual 

gender role similarity on job satisfaction (Sobel Z=-1.79, p<.05). This somewhat supports 

Hypothesis 2.5a.  

 To test Hypotheses 2.4b and 2.5b, the effect of gender role similarity on spousal 

satisfaction and the mediating effect of daily emotional outcomes on daily spousal satisfaction, I 

again report Sobel statistics (direct effects are reported in Table 3-7). I first regressed spousal 

satisfaction on gender role similarity (at both levels 2 and 3) to test Hypothesis 2.4b. Hypothesis 

4b was supported for perceived gender role similarity (level 2; B030=.25, p<.05) but not for actual 

gender role similarity. As is presented in Figure 3-8, when a person self-reports as egalitarian 

and also perceives his/her partner to be egalitarian, he/she reports much higher daily spousal 

satisfaction than if the partner is perceived to be traditional. This pattern is the same for 

traditional couples. The results for Hypothesis 4b are presented in Table 3-7.  

The Sobel statistics suggest that only negative daily emotions mediated the effect of actual 

gender role similarity on spousal satisfaction (Sobel Z=1.50, p<.10). This provides little support 

for Hypothesis 2.5b.  

I tested Hypothesis 2.6 by investigating the final component of the model presented in 

Figure 3-1. I established that work-interfering-with-family each day was significantly predictive 
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of one’s daily negative emotions (B100=.15, p<.05) and family-interfering-with-work was 

significantly predictive of one’s daily positive emotions (B200=-.18, p<.05). For the other 

coefficients needed to run Sobel’s test, I investigated whether the mediators were significantly 

related to the dependent variables (controlling for work-family conflict), finding that positive and 

negative emotions predicted job satisfaction and only negative emotions were predictive of 

spousal satisfaction. Results and direct effects of mediation are available in Table 3-8.  

Sobel statistics indicate that negative emotional outcomes mediated the relationship 

between work-interfering-with-family and job satisfaction (Sobel Z=-1.64, p<.10) and that 

positive emotional outcomes mediated the relationship between family-interfering-with-work 

and job satisfaction (Sobel Z=-1.43, p<.10). Additionally, an indirect effect of family-interfering-

with-work on job satisfaction was found to exist through negative daily emotional outcomes as 

well (Sobel Z=-1.49, p<.10). For instance, when individuals experience work that interferes with 

their family on any given day, they then experience increased negative emotional reactions. 

These negative emotional reactions then serve to decrease their job satisfaction. 

For spousal satisfaction, I found that negative emotions significant mediated the effect of 

work-interfering-with-family conflict on spousal satisfaction (Sobel Z=-1.79, p<.05). 

Additionally, negative emotions significantly mediated the relationship between family-

interfering-with-work and spousal satisfaction (Sobel Z=-1.46, p<.10). Results are available in 

Table 3-8, and a graphical depiction of the significant mediation results is available in Figure 3-

9.  

Study Discussion 

Study 2 seeks to demonstrate how gender role similarity can also affect other work and 

family outcomes, including emotions and satisfaction, in an attempt to gauge a more complete 

view of the validity of the model presented in Figure 1-1 (subsets of which were presented in 
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Figures 2-1 and 3-1). Overall, I observed some support for my hypotheses as well as some 

nonhypothesized effects.  

There was no observed effect of gender role traditionalism on work-family conflict, which 

may be because the effects of gender role traditionalism are best observed when two partners 

interact. The interaction (similarity) effects of gender role traditionalism on outcomes were more 

strongly supported. I compared two methods of constructing similarity—perceived and actual—

in order to determine whether attitudinal similarity might better be assessed by what an 

individual perceives his or her partner to think versus what the partner actually does think. 

Traditional assortative mating research uses actual similarity to predict relationship outcomes, 

but the current research suggests that perceived similarity might also be important and may result 

in different results than actual similarity.  

The first indication of differences that might exist between the two conceptualizations of 

similarity was found when investigating gender role similarity on work-family conflict. Only 

perceived gender role similarity on work-interfering-with-family was significant, and actual 

similarity was not. This may be due to power-related issues, however. Interestingly, the observed 

relationship between perceived similarity and work-family conflict was not in the expected 

direction. More similar couples actually experienced more work-interfering-with-family than less 

similar couples. Though this is unexpected, this relationship may be observed because couples 

consisting of a partner who perceives him or herself as traditional and also perceives his/her 

partner to be traditional may feel that they do not share the same work-related priorities. The 

traditional gender role attitude supposes that men will value work and women will value home. If 

this is the case, a man who works all day may feel that his work interferes more with his home 
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life because he has prioritized work. Likewise, a traditional woman who perceives her husband 

as traditional may feel that almost any work she does is interfering with her home duties.  

The similarity effects on emotions were also contrary to the expected direction, and this 

time, differences between perceived and actual similarity were quite pronounced, to the point 

that contrasting effects of similarity were observed. Individuals who self-report as egalitarian and 

perceive their partners to also be more egalitarian do experience more positive daily emotions (as 

expected), but the effect does not translate to traditional individuals. Alternatively, actual 

similarity in gender role traditionalism resulted in more positive emotions for traditional pairs 

rather than egalitarian pairs. The same gender role similarity effect was found for negative 

emotions, such that traditional pairs experienced more negative daily emotions. In sum, it seems 

that couples with two self-professed traditional experience more extreme daily emotions—both 

positive and negative—than couples consisting of two egalitarians.  

Why this unexpected—and drastic—difference? It is possible that actual similarity 

manifests itself via behaviors enacted. It is difficult to accurately gauge one’s partner’s attitudes, 

but those attitudes might result in certain behaviors, which then affect a person’s emotional 

outcomes. For instance, in both cases—negative and positive emotions—when both partners are 

egalitarian, less extreme emotions are experienced. This may be because egalitarianism leads to 

more openness in negotiating work roles, thus less conflict and unexpected situations that may 

give rise to extreme positive or negative emotions. Traditional pairs might be less able to flexibly 

adjust work and family roles, resulting in more extreme negative emotions when that flexibility 

is needed and more extreme positive emotions when those work and family roles work out well.  

For job satisfaction, I again observe anomalous results and differences between actual and 

perceived similarity. For instance, for perceived gender role similarity, egalitarians tend to report 
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increased job satisfaction when they perceive that their partners are traditional, and traditional 

individuals report decreased job satisfaction regardless of their partners’ perceived gender role 

traditionalism. This is potentially because traditional individuals feel an increased pressure to 

keep their work and family lives separate, and when focused on work, they feel that they should 

put work fist. Thus, they tend to ascribe more strongly to a separate spheres mentality—that ideal 

workers are those that can focus on work alone. It is possible that when traditionalist women 

have jobs, they might attempt to conform to the ideal worker status, working more so to provide 

and for status, not for enjoyment.  

Paradoxically, for actual gender role similarity, when a person is a member of a traditional 

couple (as measured by their self-reported gender role traditionalism), he or she reports more 

daily job satisfaction. Thus, even though self-reporting traditionalists tend to report reduced job 

satisfaction in the level 2 analysis, when a member of an actual traditionalist couple, they tend to 

report higher daily job satisfaction. Earlier I noted that the effects of actual gender role attitudes 

might manifest themselves through behaviors enacted by partners who espouse those attitudes. 

Even though traditional individuals might feel increased pressure in their work role, when both 

partners feel that pressure, they might actually be more supportive of each others in their jobs. 

When your partner is traditional, he or she may understand the focus you feel you should put on 

your job and show increased support. This support and understanding may then result in 

increased job satisfaction.  

The mediation results in this study demonstrate that emotions can—and do—explain how 

gender role similarity and work-family conflict affect satisfaction. Greenhaus, Allen and Spector 

(2006) proposed that emotions would act as more proximal outcomes of work-family conflict 

than satisfaction, and the current research supports that proposition with daily data.  
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Table 3-1.  Summary of hypotheses and measures used in Study 2 
Hypotheses Which measures used? What survey? 
Hypothesis 2.1: Gender role 
traditionalism will be positively related 
to work-family conflict (negative 
spillover). 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Work-family Conflict and 

Facilitation Scale 

(1) One-time 
(2) Daily 

Hypothesis 2.2: Partners with 
dissimilar gender role attitudes will 
experience more work-family conflict 
than will similar partners. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Work-family Conflict and 

Facilitation Scale 

(1) One-time 
(2) Daily 

Hypothesis 2.3: Gender role similarity 
will be (a) negatively related to 
negative emotional outcomes and (b) 
positively related to positive emotional 
outcomes. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles 
(2) Work-family Conflict and 

Facilitation Scale 
(3) Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule  

(1) One-time 
 
(2) Daily 
(3) Daily 

Hypothesis 2.4a: Gender role similarity 
will be positively associated with job 
satisfaction. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles 
(2) Job satisfaction 

 

(1) One-time 
(2) Daily 

Hypothesis 2.4b: Gender role similarity 
will be positively related to 
spousal/relationship satisfaction. 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Spousal satisfaction 

(1) One-time 
(2) Daily 

Hypothesis 2.5: The relationship of 
gender role similarity with (a) job and 
(b) spousal satisfaction will be 
mediated by emotional outcomes, such 
that when partners have more similar 
gender role attitudes, individuals will 
experience more positive emotions 
(and less negative emotions) and thus 
increased satisfaction. 
 

(1) Traditional-Egalitarian Sex Roles  
(2) Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule 
(3) Job satisfaction 
(4) Spousal satisfaction 
 

(1) One-time 
(2) Daily 
 
(3) Daily 
(4) Daily 

Hypothesis 2.6: Emotional outcomes, 
both positive and negative, will 
mediate the relationship between work-
family conflict and satisfaction, such 
that individuals who experience more 
work-family conflict will experience 
less positive and more negative 
emotional outcomes, and thus reduced 
satisfaction.  
 

(1) Work-family Conflict and 
Facilitation Scale 

(2) Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule 

(3) Job satisfaction 
(4) Spousal satisfaction 
 

(1) Daily 
 
(2) Daily 
 
(3) Daily 
(4) Daily 
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Table 3-2.  Correlations and reliability coefficients: Levels 1, 2 and 3 

  

Level 1: 1 2 3 4 5 6

1.Work-interfering-with-family conflict (.86)       

2. Family-interfering-with-work conflict .53** (.78)      

3. Negative emotional outcomes  .28** .24** (.95)     

4. Positive emotional outcomes  -.10  -.13* -.06 (.94)   

5. Job satisfaction -.30** -.28** -.25** .26** (.82)  

6. Spousal satisfaction -.25** -.33** -.43**    .12* .20** (.89)

Level 2: 1 2   

1. Gender role traditionalism (.88)   

2. Perceived gender role traditionalism 
of partner .46** (.91)  

Level 3: 1 2 3 4 

1. Gender role traditionalism of male 
partner  (.88)     

2. Gender role traditionalism of female 
partner .49** (.88)    

3. Male’s perceived gender role 
traditionalism of partner .51** .53** (.91)   

4. Female’s perceived gender role 
traditionalism of partner .58** .63** .50** (.91)  

Notes: ** p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10  
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Table 3-3.  Variance analyses for Study 2 
Variance 
components WFC FWC 

Positive 
Emotions 

Negative 
Emotions Job Sat 

Spouse 
Sat 

Level 1 2    .71   .27      .44      .37     .28     .06 

Level 2 00 .42** .31** .26** .26** .17** .11**

Level 3 u00     .13†     .13* .20**       .04       .06† .21**

Intraclass 
correlation between 
persons   .33    .44        .29       .55      .33    .29 

Intraclass 
correlation between 
couples   .10    .18        .22       .06      .12    .55 

Notes: Intraclass correlation is calculated as 00 (u00)/(2+ 00+u00). * p < .05, † p < .10 
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Table 3-4.  Results for Hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2 
Variable Coefficient Symbol 
Work-interfering-with-family  

Intercept 2.88** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT         .28† B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner      -.05 B020 

  
(level 2) GRTxGRT         .34* B030 

  
Intercept 2.78** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT      -.11 B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT       .24 B002 

  
(level 3) GRTxGRT        .35 B003 

  
Family-interfering with work  

Intercept 2.43** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT       .05 B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner       .11 B020 

  
(level 2) GRTxGRT      -.06 B030 

  
Intercept 2.45** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT       .05 B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT       .10 B002 

  
(level 3) GRTxGRT       .37 B003 

Notes: **p<.01,* p<.05, †p<.10; coefficients for non-product terms are from a model without the 
product included. 
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Table 3-5.  Results for Hypothesis 2.3 
Variable Coefficient Symbol 
Positive emotions  

Intercept    3.03** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT .08 B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner       -.39** B020 

(level 2) GRTxGRT    -.36** B030 
  
Intercept    7.81** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT  1.47* B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT  2.44* B002 

(level 3) GRTxGRT    -.87** B003 

 
Negative emotions 

 

Intercept   1.76** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT        .38 B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner       -.20 B020 

(level 2) GRTxGRT       -.19 B030 
  
Intercept  3.86* B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT    .94† B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT       1.04 B002 

(level 3) GRTxGRT   -.40† B003 

Notes: **p<.01,* p<.05, †p<.10 
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Table 3-6.  Results for Hypotheses 2.4a and 2.5a: Job satisfaction 
Variable Coefficient Symbol 
Intercept 3.32** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT       -.15 B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner       -.00 B020 

(level 2) GRTxGRT       -.27* B030 
  
Intercept 6.57** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT      1.09* B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT      1.42* B002 

(level 3) GRTxGRT      -.57* B003 
  
Intercept      3.32** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT      -.10 B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner       .05 B020 

(level 2) GRTxGRT      -.25* B030 
Negative emotions      -.23** B100 

Positive emotions       .19* B200 

  
Intercept 6.21** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT      1.06* B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT      1.23 B002 

(level 3) GRTxGRT      -.51† B003 
Negative emotions -.25** B100 

Positive emotions       .18* B200 

Notes: **p<.01,* p<.05, †p<.10 
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Table 3-7.  Results for Hypotheses 2.4b and 2.5b: Spousal satisfaction 
Variable Coefficient Symbol 
Intercept 3.93** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT     -.38* B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner       .05 B020 

(level 2) GRTxGRT       .25* B030 
  
Intercept 4.50** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT      -.36 B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT      -.47 B002 

(level 3) GRTxGRT      -.07 B003 
  
Intercept 3.95** B000 

(level 2) Self-rated GRT     -.33** B010 

(level 2) Perceived GRT of partner      .05 B020 

(level 2) GRTxGRT      .26* B030 
Negative emotions     -.18** B100 

Positive emotions      .00 B200 
  
Intercept 4.91** B000 

(level 3) Man’s self-rated GRT     -.19 B001 

(level 3) Woman’s self-rated GRT      .67 B002 

(level 3) GRTxGRT     -.15 B003 
Negative emotions     -.18** B100 

Positive emotions      .00 B200 

Notes: **p<.01,* p<.05, †p<.10 
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Table 3-8.  Results for Hypothesis 2.6: Job satisfaction and spousal satisfaction  
Variable Coefficient Symbol 
Positive emotions  

Intercept 2.85** B000 
WFC      -.01 B100 
FWC       -.18* B200 

 
Negative emotions 

Intercept 1.57** B000 
WFC         .15* B100 
FWC       .09 B200 

 
Job satisfaction 

Intercept 3.34** B000 
WFC -.16** B100 
FWC       -.13† B200 
Positive emotions         .18* B300 
Negative emotions       -.17* B400 

 
Spousal satisfaction 

Intercept 4.08** B000 
WFC      -.04 B100 
FWC      -.05 B200 
Positive emotions      -.01 B300 
Negative emotions -.17** B400 

Notes: **p<.01,* p<.05, †p<.10 
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Gender Role 
Traditionalism 

Gender Role 
Traditionalism 

 
Work-family 

Conflict 

Emotional 
Outcomes 

Job and Spousal 
Satisfaction 

Job and Spousal 
Satisfaction 

 
Work-family 

Conflict 

Emotional 
Outcomes 

Women

Men 

 

Figure 3-1. Hypothesized relationships among variables examined in Study 2 

 

Figure 3-2. Hypothesis 2: Perceived gender role similarity and work-interfering-with-family 
conflict 
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Figure 3-3. Hypothesis 2: Perceived gender role similarity and positive emotions 

 
Figure 3-4. Hypothesis 3: Actual gender role similarity and positive emotions 

 



 

89 

 
Figure 3-5. Hypothesis 3: Actual gender role similarity and negative emotions 

 

Figure 3-6. Hypothesis 4a: Perceived gender role similarity and job satisfaction  
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Figure 3-7. Hypothesis 4a: Actual gender role similarity and job satisfaction 
 

 

Figure 3-8. Hypothesis 4b: Perceived gender role similarity and spousal satisfaction  
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Work-
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Family-
interfering-
with-work 

Negative 
emotions 
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.15 

-.18 

.18 

-.17 

-.17 

-.16 

-.13  

Figure 3-9. Approximated mediation model to test Hypothesis 6 (only significant paths are 
reported) 
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CHAPTER 4 
CONCLUSION AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

Conclusion 

 The gender role traditionalism of partners and the similarity between them are 

characteristics that have important implications for career and family outcomes. These two 

studies demonstrate that the congruity between partners’ gender role traditionalism predict how 

partners negotiate, the work-family conflict they experience, and the emotions and job 

satisfaction they report on a daily basis. Though gender roles have been investigated in numerous 

studies as predictors of family and work outcomes (e.g., Hochschild, 1989; Becker & Moen, 

1999; Moen & Sweet, 2003), looking at gender role traditionalism as a characteristic of the 

family unit allows for more consistent predictions of the decisions and behaviors of couples in 

both the family and work spheres.  

Strengths and Limitations 

This set of studies has a number of strengths. The first study uses an established 

conceptualization of negotiation from the organizational negotiation literature to frame the 

negotiation habits of intimate partners. The dual-concern model helped to establish the different 

types of strategies employed by men and women when negotiating emotional and career roles 

with their spouses and also when men and women may differ in the strategies they choose, 

depending upon their gender role traditionalism and that of their partner. Bowles and McGinn 

(2008) noted that investigating the behind-the-scenes family negotiation tactics might be 

informative for furthering the organizational negotiation literature, and Study 1 establishes that 

the negotiations that occur between partners may affect how one negotiates on the job and for 

what benefits.  
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Likewise, Study 1 demonstrates that the negotiation tactics employed by individuals in 

relationships predict the stress—both in the relationship and on the job—that an individual 

experiences. Lee and Ashforth (1996) found that emotional exhaustion was significantly related 

to turnover intentions and other important on-the-job outcomes, suggesting that it might be of 

organizational importance to consider what happens off the job between employees and their 

partners.  

With that said, Study 1 has many limitations. Issues of nonindependence and 3-way 

interactions required the sample to be divided by gender for most analyses, reducing the power to 

find significant results. Thus, it is possible that many of the non-significant results reported may 

be due to low power and not because a relationship does not exist. Additionally, though the 

variables investigated were temporally separated, the data were still submitted by one person, 

thus I was unable to verify negotiation tactics by asking the same question of one’s partner. 

Ideally, future research would utilize interviews or descriptions to verify tactics and gather 

couple-level data to supplement self-reported data on gender role traditionalism and negotiation 

tactics.  

Study 2 is important because it demonstrates the effect of gender role similarity on 

partner’s daily experiences regarding home and work. Thus, not only is gender role similarity an 

important construct when considering how couples negotiate their work and emotional roles, but 

Study 2 demonstrates that gender role similarity also plays a role in predicting work-family 

conflict, emotions and satisfaction on a daily basis. Study 2 employs a daily multi-level 

methodology that takes into consideration the shared variance within a person and the shared 

variance within a couple. This is an appropriate methodology to examine the effects of couple-
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level variables (and individual-level variables) on daily outcomes and is a strength of the current 

study.  

Another significant strength of Study 2 is that it demonstrates the issues that may arise 

when measuring and assessing similarity, depending upon whether one uses perceived similarity 

or actual similarity. Though researchers in the family literature, especially those studying 

assortative mating, mostly assess actual similarity, some researchers in the medical and pain 

domain have demonstrated the very real effects of perceived spousal attitudes and behaviors 

(e.g., Grant, Long & Willms, 2002). My research demonstrates that differences in conclusions 

may be drawn dependent upon one’s operationalization of similarity, making it even more 

important to choose a theoretically relevant calculation when studying similarity. 

Study 2 is also, however, hampered by relatively low sample sizes, which decreases the 

power available to find significant results, especially when considering interactions. This makes 

it difficult to conclude that the nonsignificant results observed in certain cases actually 

demonstrate a lack of relationship. Ideally, further research would investigate more couples from 

a more varied population. 

Practical Implications 

The findings in these two studies have practical implications for individuals and for 

organizations. When considering the career planning and family planning processes, one must 

take into consideration all the expected options that one will have. Individuals may not think to 

discuss their gender role attitudes with potential spouses prior to entering into marriage, which 

may potentially lead to undesired outcomes. For instance, if a woman with nontraditional gender 

role attitudes, and thus potentially more ambitious career plans than a more traditional woman, 

marries a man with more traditional attitudes toward gender roles, the role negotiation process 

may be more contentious for this couple, leading to less satisfactory division of roles.  



 

95 

 Likewise, as organizations often acknowledge the importance of considering the spouse 

when making offers such as relocation offers (Brett & Werbel, 1980; Kanter, 1977), 

organizations would be well-served to recognize that career outcomes may be accepted and 

rejected based on the power dynamic within the household of the employee. Additionally, the 

employee job satisfaction that organizations are interested in measuring may be affected by 

situations outside of the organization’s control (e.g., one’s partner or spouse). Recognition of the 

interplay that exists between work and family, and between husband and wife, could help 

organizations to better understand the decision-making process of employees, as well as to gauge 

what organizations can do to better accommodate their employees. As evidenced by the lack of 

family-support options employed by most organizations, many companies may overlook the 

importance of the spousal dynamic in the career decisions of their employees. Research to the 

contrary may encourage organizations to be more aware of the holistic nature of their employees, 

understanding that the career decisions of employees are likely to not be made in a vacuum. 

Thus, future research would be well-served to investigate how the interactions between partners 

at home affect the choices that individuals make at work.  

 Additionally, the interactions observed between partners in intimate couples may help 

inform us on other close relationships that exist within workplaces, including mentor/protégé, 

advisor/advisee, leader/follower or coworkers. Dyadic research is important, but not often 

utilized in workplace contexts, as often the dyad is discussed as theoretically important, but the 

interactions between partners in a dyad are not investigated together. Future research could tell 

us whether the conceptualizations in the current research (e.g., gender role/attitudinal similarity 

and negotiation tactics) can help explain how other types of close dyads interact with and affect 

one another.   
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APPENDIX 
EQUATIONS FOR STUDY 2 MULTILEVEL ANALYSES 

Random ANOVA Model 
 
Yit = work-interfering-with-family of individual i at instance t; family-interfering-with-work of 
individual i at instance t; work-to-family positive spillover of individual i at instance t; family-to-work 
positive spillover of individual i at instance t; emotions of individual i at instance t; job satisfaction of 
individual i at instance t; family satisfaction of individual i at instance t; life satisfaction of individual i 
at instance t 
 

Level-1 
Yit = 0i + eit 
 

Level-2 
 0i  = 00 + r0i 

 
 

HLM Means as Outcomes Model  
(Hypotheses 2.1-2.4) 

 
Yit = work-to-family negative spillover of individual i at instance t; family-to-work negative spillover of 
individual i at instance t; negative emotions of individual i at instance t; positive emotions of individual i 
at instance t; job satisfaction of individual i at instance t; spousal satisfaction of individual i at instance t 
Xi = gender role attitudes of individual i 
Oi = gender role attitudes of individual i's partner 

 
Level-1 

Yit = 00i + eit 

 
Level-2 (if perceived interactions) 

00i  = 00 + 01 Xi + 02 Qi + 03 Xi Qi +r0i 
 

Level-3 (if actual interactions) 
00i  = 00 + 01 Xi + 02 Qi + 03 Xi Qi +r0i 

 
HLM Intercepts as Outcomes Model  

(Hypothesis 2.5) 
 
Yit = job satisfaction of individual i at instance t; spousal satisfaction of individual i at instance t 
Xi = gender role attitudes of individual i 
Oi = gender role attitudes of individual i's partner 
Pit = positive emotions of individual i at instance t 
Nit = negative emotions of individual i at instance t 
 

Level-1 
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Yit = 00i + 10i Pit + 20i Nit  +  eit 

 
Level-2 (if perceived interactions) 

00i  = 00 + 01 Xi + 02 Qi + 03 Xi Qi +r0i 
 

Level-3 (if actual interactions) 
00i  = 00 + 01 Xi + 02 Qi + 03 Xi Qi +r0i 

 
 

HLM Random Regression Coefficients Model  
(Hypothesis 2.6) 

 
Yit = job satisfaction of individual i at instance t; spousal satisfaction of individual i at instance t 
Pit = positive emotions of individual i at instance t 
Nit = negative emotions of individual i at instance t 
Wit = work-interfering-with-family of individual i at instance t 
Fit = family-interfering-with-work of individual i at instance t 

Level-1 
Yit = 00i + 10i Pit + 20i Nit  + 30i Wit + 40i Fit  + eit 

 
Level-2 

00i  = 000 + r0i 
10i  = 100 + r1i 
20i  = 200 + r2i 

30i  = 300 + r2i 

40i  = 400 + r2i 

 
 
 

 

 
.  
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