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Abstract
This study analyzes how an unsupportive organizational work-family culture experi-
enced by one employed parent at work can cross over to their partner and reduce the
latter’s satisfaction with work-family balance (WFBS). Workplace cultures that are
structured around the “ideal worker” norm have enormous and often detrimental
impacts on parents’ abilities to manage work and family roles. Drawing on crossover
theory, we argue that these kinds of unsupportive work-family cultures have adverse
consequences, not only for working parents but also for their partners. We hypothesize
that if one partner experiences an unsupportive work-family culture, they can provide
less instrumental and emotional support to the other partner, which reduces the other
partner’s WFBS. We use a unique dataset of 556 dual-earner couples with young
children surveyed in Germany in 2015 and perform multivariate regression analysis
and structural equation modelling. We find robust evidence that mothers were less
satisfied with work-family balance if fathers reported an unsupportive work-family
culture in their organization. There was only weak evidence, however, for crossover
between an unsupportive work-family culture at the mother’s workplace and the
father’s WFBS. Mediation analysis suggests that these associations were transmitted
in part through reduced emotional support, whereas instrumental support did not appear
to play a role. The findings lend support to the argument that an unsupportive work-
family culture in one parent’s workplace reduces the emotional support they provide to
their partner, which reduces the partner’s WFBS.
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Introduction

Work-family balance is becoming an increasingly important component of quality of
life since throughout much of the industrialized world, most parents today are dual-
earner couples (OECD 2019). These couples juggle work demands and family respon-
sibilities on a daily basis. As this family model has become more prevalent, researchers
have become increasingly interested in how satisfied employed parents are with their
work-family balance and in the factors that increase or reduce their satisfaction
(Voydanoff 2005a; Valcour 2007; Beham and Drobnič 2010; Abendroth and den Dulk
2011; Goñi-Legaz and Ollo-López 2016; Vieira et al. 2018; Moazami-Goodarzi et al.
2019; Junker and van Dick 2020).

As previous research has shown, work-family balance improves the well-being of the
employed parent (Szücs et al. 2011; Barnett et al. 2019; Nomaguchi and Milkie 2020;
Schnettler et al. 2020), their partner (Demerouti et al. 2005; Matias et al. 2017; Vieira
et al. 2018; Schnettler et al. 2020), and their children (Milkie et al. 2010). Moreover,
employers also benefit. Employees who perceive that work interferes with their family
lives show less organizational commitment and lower work performance than those who
are able to balance work and family satisfactorily. They also have higher rates of
absenteeism and higher turnover intentions (Moazami-Goodarzi et al. 2019).

Yet organizations vary in the degree to which they have adapted to the new realities
of the dual-earner family. Many still have a work culture that is structured around the
male breadwinner / female caregiver model and assumes an “ideal worker” who is
unencumbered by outside demands and available to the employer at all times (Acker
1990; Williams 2000; Las Heras Maestro et al. 2020; Nomaguchi and Milkie 2020).
This unsupportive work-family culture makes work-family balance difficult for two
reasons: First, it imposes time demands that limit the time available for the family.
Second, it imposes strain-based demands that exhaust parents’ psychological capaci-
ties. Both types of demands deplete parents’ resources, limit their capacity to fulfill
their role as parents and partners, and therefore are likely to compromise their work-
family balance satisfaction (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985; Crouter et al. 2001).

Existing literature on work-family cultures has concentrated largely on the impacts of
supportive versus unsupportive workplace cultures on employed parents (Allen 2001;
Voydanoff 2005b; Allard et al. 2011; Clark et al. 2017; Abendroth and Reimann 2018;
van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020). Yet family members’ lives are intertwined (Elder
1994), and the entire family’s well-being is likely to be affected when unfavorable
workplace conditions deplete one parent’s resources (Moen 2003; Cha 2010; Craig and
Brown 2017). This is being addressed by a growing literature on crossover in strain and
well-being between individuals and their partners (Westman 2001; Bakker et al. 2008;
Bakker et al. 2009; Matias et al. 2017; Brough et al. 2018; Cozzolino et al. 2018).

In this paper, we therefore take a couple perspective on work-family balance
satisfaction and assess both parents’ satisfaction with their household’s work-family
balance rather than each parent’s satisfaction with his or her individual work-family
balance. Our contribution to the literature is threefold. First, we integrate the literatures
on work-family balance satisfaction (Voydanoff 2005a; Valcour 2007; Beham and
Drobnič 2010; Vieira et al. 2018; Junker and van Dick 2020), crossover (Westman
2001; Bakker et al. 2009; Brough et al. 2018), and the impacts of unsupportive work-
family cultures on employed parents (Allen 2001; Voydanoff 2005b; Allard et al. 2011;
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Clark et al. 2017; Abendroth and Reimann 2018; Cozzolino et al. 2018; Las Heras
Maestro et al. 2020; van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020) into one theoretical framework.
Second, using couple data for Germany from 2015, we test this framework by
analyzing whether an unsupportive work-family culture in one parent’s workplace is
related to lower satisfaction with work-family balance in their partner and whether this
crossover process differs by gender. Third, we provide novel insights into the mech-
anisms responsible for crossover by theorizing and analyzing the mediating role of
instrumental and emotional social support.

Using data for Germany allows a conservative test of the role of an unsupportive
work-family culture in couples’ work-family balance satisfaction. In Germany, the
“one-and-a-half earner model” (Lewis 2001) is the predominant employment pattern
among couples with children, and long work weeks are less common there than
elsewhere in Europe and in the United States (OECD 2017). Given that long working
hours are less prevalent in German workplaces, and that many mothers resolve tensions
between work and family by reducing their hours to part-time, we expect that adverse
consequences of an unsupportive work-family culture are less likely to cross over to
partners in Germany than in other countries.

Work-Family Balance Satisfaction and the Impact of an Unsupportive
Work-Family Culture

Work-Family Balance Satisfaction

This study focuses on work-family balance satisfaction (WFBS), which is an important
facet of work-nonwork balance (Abendroth and den Dulk 2011; Greenhaus and Allen
2011; Casper et al. 2018). Despite notable developments over the past two decades,
theoretical and empirical work on the definition and measurement of the concept of
work-nonwork balance is still evolving and contested. We understand WFBS as a
global, subjective, affective and relational assessment of work and family role fit
among parenting couples that refers to the interaction between the two domains without
reference to cross-domain processes or direction (see Wayne et al. 2017 for an
overview). Our definition of WFBS thus builds on lines of research that have concep-
tualized balance as an overall, integrative assessment of work and nonwork role
compatibility (Voydanoff 2005a; Grzywacz and Carlson 2007; Valcour 2007;
Greenhaus and Allen 2011; Wayne et al. 2017; Casper et al. 2018). This approach
differs from other lines of research that study balance as the sum of positive and
negative spillover assessments between work and nonwork life (Greenhaus and Beutell
1985; Frone 2003; Yucel 2020) or examine satisfaction with work and family as
separate aspects (Clark 2001; Carlson et al. 2009; Vieira et al. 2018).1

1 WFBS is hence distinct from other widely used concepts such as work-family conflict and work-family
enrichment. Work-family conflict, defined as the extent to which participation in one domain is made more
difficult by participation in the other (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985), and work-family enrichment, defined as
the extent to which participation in one domain is made easier by the experiences, skills, and opportunities
gained or developed in the other domain (Greenhaus and Powell 2006), are bidirectional assessments of how
work and family influence each other (Casper et al. 2018). Empirical findings suggest that balance satisfaction
is partly determined by the levels of work-family conflict and enrichment (Beham and Drobnič 2010).
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Within the global-construct approaches of balance, most conceptions today agree
that assessments of work-family balance should be framed in subjective terms.2 As
subjective evaluations of balance require internal reflection and judgment, they have
also been described as psychological constructs of balance (Valcour 2007). This
psychological construct has two distinct components, a cognitive and an affective
one (Wayne et al. 2017; Casper et al. 2018). In our definition, WFBS is an affective
appraisal that entails a positive feeling or emotional state (Valcour 2007) that arises
when parents think about how they and their partner manage work and family tasks.
The theoretical crossover framework proposed below suggests that parents’ affective
appraisals of WFBS are preceded by cognitive evaluations of how both partners
support each other in meeting work-family demands.

In addition, we follow scholars who have argued that balance assessments
have a relational dimension (Grzywacz and Carlson 2007; Wayne et al. 2017).
Grzywacz and Carlson (2007, p. 466) define work–family balance “as accom-
plishment of role-related expectations that are negotiated and shared between an
individual and his or her role-related partners in the work and family domains”.
This argument aligns with our reasoning for the crossover of parents’ working
conditions to their partner’s WFBS and the role of social support in this
process (see below). We expect that in couples, both partners’ satisfaction with
work-family balance will be interrelated because they share expectations about
work and family roles and take into account their own and their partner’s
involvement in work and family when making their judgements.

WFBS has been conceptualized within a demands-and-resources framework. Ac-
cording to Voydanoff’s definition, “[d]emands are structural or psychological claims
associated with role requirements, expectations, and norms to which individuals must
respond or adapt by exerting physical or mental effort. Resources are structural or
psychological assets that may be used to facilitate performance, reduce demands, or
generate additional resources” (Voydanoff 2004, pp. 398-399). The level of WFBS
depends on the extent to which work and family resources are sufficient to meet work
and family demands (Valcour 2007).

The Role of an Unsupportive Work-Family Culture for Work-Family Balance
Satisfaction

There is ample evidence that workplace culture is related to employees’ ability to
balance work commitments with family responsibilities (Lewis 1997; Bond 2004;
Mennino et al. 2005; Beham and Drobnič 2010; Abendroth and Reimann 2018; Las
Heras Maestro et al. 2020; van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020). Workplace culture has
been defined as “the prevailing but often unarticulated norms, values and assumptions
that underpin working practices” (den Dulk et al. 2011, p. 27; see also Mennino et al.
2005, for a similar definition).

2 Early balance approaches equated balance with equality, such as an equal level of contentment with work
and family roles (Greenhaus et al. 2003). Subjective balance approaches criticized this objectifying definition
by arguing that feelings of balance can vary individually depending on, for instance, the centrality of family
and work in one’s life (Greenhaus and Allen 2011).
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A supportive workplace culture can be a resource for employees, whereas an
unsupportive workplace culture imposes work demands that threaten work-family
balance (Voydanoff 2005b). A supportive work-family culture, that is, one that en-
courages the use of work-family policies and guarantees that employees will not suffer
career penalties for making use of these policies, is related to lower levels of work-
family conflict and increased levels of satisfaction in working parents (Mennino et al.
2005; Clark et al. 2017; Abendroth and Reimann 2018; van der Lippe and Lippényi
2020).

Yet prevailing workplace norms often create powerful barriers to work-
family balance. For decades, organizational cultures have been structured
around an “ideal worker” norm (Amstad et al. 2011) that expects employees
to be unencumbered by outside demands and always available when the
employer needs them. This includes a willingness to work long hours, put in
extensive “face time”, be on call, and respond to unexpected work demands at
short notice (Acker 1990; Williams 2000; Williams et al. 2013; Lott and
Klenner 2018).

As Acker (1990) has argued, the “ideal worker” norm is shaped around
assumptions of a male breadwinner whose female partner stays home taking
care of the children and the household. This assumption does not fit the reality
of dual-earner families. But employees who reduce their working hours or who
are unable to work overtime or respond flexibly to their employer’s needs risk
having their skills and their professional commitment, motivation, and willing-
ness to work questioned (Epstein et al. 1999; Blair-Loy 2003; Vinkenburg et al.
2012). The consequences of this so-called “flexibility stigma” (Williams et al.
2013) include being assigned less challenging tasks, receiving lower evaluations
and wages, and consequently having reduced career prospects (Leslie et al.
2012; Williams et al. 2013; Fuller and Hirsh 2019).

Hence, in unsupportive work-family cultures, mothers and fathers feel
pressured to comply with the “ideal worker” norm at the expense of work-
family balance. This applies to both genders, though with some differences:
Motherhood is often regarded as incompatible with the “ideal worker” norm
because of prevalent cultural norms of extensive mothering (Hays 1996; Lareau
2003; Grunow et al. 2018), which makes it more acceptable for mothers to
reduce their working hours. Nevertheless, when highly qualified mothers switch
to part-time work, their workloads are often not reduced and they are expected
to increase their pace of work to deliver performance similar to that of full-time
workers (Lott and Klenner 2018). In the case of fathers, studies indicate that
men who want to be actively involved in their children’s lives often keep their
family responsibilities hidden at work (Sallee 2012; Williams et al. 2013).
Accordingly, fathers who perceive their organization to have an unsupportive
work-family culture work longer hours than fathers who do not (Bernhardt and
Bünning 2020). This indicates that unsupportive workplace cultures impinge on
family life in two ways: First, availability demands limit the time individuals
can dedicate to responsibilities outside work. Second, high workloads and
performance expectations can produce strain that drains people’s emotional
capacities for non-work responsibilities (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985;
Voydanoff 2005b).

727The Long Arm of an Unsupportive Work-Family Culture in Work...



Crossover Effects of Unsupportive Work-Family Cultures in Couples
and the Role of Social Support

Crossover Effects of Workplace Conditions in Couples

An unsupportive work-family culture may not only compromise the WFBS of
the individual employee, but also that of his or her partner as the demands
imposed on one partner constrain and bind the resources of the entire family
(Voydanoff 2005a). An abundant literature on crossover effects shows that
family members’ lives are intertwined and that the strain or well-being of one
partner crosses over to the other (Westman 2001; Bakker et al. 2008; Bakker
et al. 2009; Matias et al. 2017; Brough et al. 2018; Cozzolino et al. 2018;
Booth-LeDoux et al. 2020).

Westman and Etzion (2005) defined crossover as “the process that occurs when a
stressor or psychological strain experienced by one person affects the level of stress or
strain of another person in the same social environment” (p. 1940). Hence, in couple
relationships, the stress experienced by one partner at work may also lead to stress in
the other partner at home. Positive experiences and feelings may be transmitted to the
partner in a similar way.

Job demands and resources are main antecedents in the crossover process (Bakker
et al. 2009; Matias et al. 2017). Even though the crossover literature has developed
independently of the literature on WFBS to date, both can be easily integrated into a
larger theoretical framework because both WFBS and the crossover process have been
conceptualized within a relational demands-and-resources framework.

Social Support as a Mechanism

Research has also attempted to identify the mechanisms explaining the crossover
process. One of these mechanisms is social support. Whereas research demonstrates
that social support is beneficial for the recipient (Carlson and Perrewé 1999; Michel
et al. 2010; Abendroth and den Dulk 2011; Junker and van Dick 2020), Westman
(2001) pointed out that the effects on the support provider also need to be considered to
understand the crossover process.

If one partner in a couple experiences stress and strain at work, this may affect the
exchange of social support between the partners in two ways. First, experiences of
stress and strain reduce the amount of support an individual can provide to their partner.
Second, such experiences increase the individual’s need for support from their partner.
Both processes deplete the partner’s resources and may reduce the partner’s well-being
and WFBS.

Studies on social support typically distinguish between instrumental and emotional
social support (see, e.g., Kumar et al. 2019). Emotional support involves people making
themselves available to listen, to care, to sympathize, to provide reassurance, and to
make one feel valued, loved, and cared for. Instrumental support involves people
providing concrete assistance, such as help with household chores (House 1981;
Abendroth and den Dulk 2011).

Both types of social support may matter for the crossover of work-related demands
imposed on one partner into reduced WFBS on the part of the other partner. Regarding
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instrumental support, one parent’s job demands may make it difficult or impossible for
that parent to perform parenting tasks at home. The second parent has to step in and
take on additional responsibilities at home, which will reduce his or her WFBS.
Regarding emotional social support, stress and strain experienced by one partner may
result in a less empathetic interaction style, resulting in higher levels of conflict in
couples and thus reducing the partner’s well-being and WFBS (Abendroth and den
Dulk 2011).

Some evidence in this direction is provided by Bakker et al. (2008) who show that
higher workplace demands by one partner were related to increased experiences of
work-family conflict experienced by this person, and these were associated with higher
levels of home demands (home overload and emotional demands) for the second
partner. These higher home demands in turn were related to higher levels of family-
work conflict by the second partner.

The argument has also been taken up by several other studies that did not
test this link directly. For instance, ten Brummelhuis et al. (2010) wrote: “We
acknowledge that the man’s work demands may increase the woman’s family
load (and vice versa) as heavier work demands limit how much time and
energy the man has to participate in family tasks” (pp. 327-328). In a similar
vein, Demerouti et al. (2005) speculated that the reason exhaustion crossed over
from women to their partners in their study may be that men had to perform
more domestic tasks when their partner was exhausted.

Gender Differences in the Crossover Process

Previous research has also been interested in whether there are gender differ-
ences in the crossover process. The results of this research have been ambig-
uous to date. Most researchers who considered gender differences have argued
that crossover from men to women should be more pronounced than vice versa
because women presumably are more empathetic and—important to our study—
more likely to provide social support. Furthermore, men may react in a more
hostile manner when stressed, which can also be understood as a withdrawal of
emotional social support (Westman 2001; ten Brummelhuis et al. 2010). An-
other argument in this direction is that given normative gender roles, success-
fully managing family demands is more salient to women’s identity and per-
ception of role performance. Hence, if family life is compromised because of a
strong “ideal worker” norm at either partner’s workplace, this may be more
consequential for women’s WFBS than for men’s (Valcour 2007). By contrast,
some scholars have found empirical support for stronger crossover from
mothers to fathers and have argued that men should be more susceptible to
the working conditions of their partner as their parental role is less scripted
(Matias et al. 2017).

Hypotheses

The theoretical framework is displayed in Fig. 1. Based on the theoretical arguments
and empirical findings laid out above, we expect that in dual-earner couples, if one
partner perceives the work-family culture in their organization to be unsupportive, this
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will compromise their own WFBS (solid grey lines) as well as that of their partner
(Hypothesis 1, solid black lines).

Furthermore, we expect the relationship between one partner’s workplace
culture and the other partner’s WFBS to be mediated by both instrumental and
emotional social support. Regarding instrumental support, we propose that an
employed parent who perceives their work-family culture to be unsupportive will
spend less time doing housework and childcare (dotted grey lines), whereas their
partner will spend more time doing housework and childcare (dotted black lines),
which in turn is related to lower WFBS in the partner (Hypothesis 2, dotted black
lines in Fig. 1).

Regarding emotional support, we expect that an unsupportive work-family
culture will be associated with reduced provision of emotional support by the
employed parent (dashed grey lines) and an increased demand for social
support by their partner (dashed black lines), which in turn is related to lower
WFBS in the partner (Hypothesis 3, dashed black lines in Fig. 1). We do not
formulate a hypothesis about gender differences, as the literature reviewed
above is ambiguous in this regard.

Fig. 1 Theoretical expectations: Mediation model of crossover from an unsupportive work-family culture at
mothers’ and fathers’ workplaces on partners’ work-family balance satisfaction (WFBS)
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Data and Methods

Sample

This study is based on an individual telephone survey of 878 couples with children in
Germany. The data were collected in 2015 as an add-on to the German panel study
survey AID:A (“Growing up in Germany”). The original AID:A study drew a sample
from population registration data in 300 municipalities in 2009 and realized interviews
with 25,000 persons born between 1954 and 2009 or their legal guardians.3 The sample
for the add-on study was drawn from the second wave, surveyed between 2013 and
2015 (AID:A II). The aim of this survey was to increase our knowledge on the
influence of workplace conditions on work-family balance and parental division of
labor. To this end, both partners in cohabiting couples were asked about the structural
and cultural characteristics of their workplaces.

The target population consisted of different-sex couples with a) at least one partner
in dependent employment and b) at least one child under 13 years of age living in their
shared household. Young children in early and middle childhood impose higher
immediate care demands on parents than older children—they require intensive phys-
ical care, supervision, and stimulation. Work-family research from different disciplin-
ary angles indicates that aligning job demands and childcare responsibilities is highly
difficult for parents of young children, particularly mothers (for reviews, see
Nomaguchi and Milkie 2020; Perry-Jenkins and Gerstel 2020). Thus, if instrumental
and emotional partner support are relevant mediators in the crossover from the
unsupportive work-family culture in one partner’s workplace to the other partner’s
WFBS, we should be most likely to observe these relationships in this group.

For the purpose of our study, we restricted the sample to dual-earner couples in
dependent employment (N = 556). The sample was stratified by employment constel-
lations. In order to study issues such as part-time work by fathers, we opted to
oversample rare employment constellations (both parents working part-time, both
full-time, woman full-time and man part-time or not employed) relative to their actual
occurrence in Germany. Within these individual constellations, a random selection was
performed. By using weighting factors based on the 2013 German Microcensus, we
were able to obtain a sample that is representative with regard to the following
characteristics: the couples’ employment constellations, marital status, number and
ages of children in the household, state of residence, age, and level of education.

Measures

The measures used in this study are based on mothers’ and fathers’ subjective assess-
ments of their level of WFBS, their provision of instrumental and emotional support,
and the work-family cultures in their organizations. By using subjective measures of
organizational work-family culture, we build on theoretical (e.g., Kossek et al. 1999)
and empirical (e.g., Allen 2001; Booth and Matthews 2012) literature suggesting that
perceived social expectations at work have a strong impact on work-family balance and
well-being that is independent of the existence of formal work-family policies. Table 1

3 www.dji.de/aida-overview
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provides an overview of the variables used, including exact item wording, and descrip-
tive statistics.

Work-Family Balance Satisfaction (WFBS) The dependent variable in this study is
represented by the following single-item measure: “How satisfied are you with the
work-family balance in your household?” The response scale ranges from 0 (not at all
satisfied) to 10 (fully satisfied). The measure denotes a global, affective, and relational
appraisal of the overall fit of work and family life (for further details, see above). As
suggested by a comprehensive conceptual review (Casper et al. 2018), our
operationalization is unidimensional, capturing only one of multiple facets of balance.
The measure is similar to the fit appraisal question in the five-item scale developed by
Valcour (2007), which additionally includes the dimensions of involvement and perfor-
mance balance. However, our measure differs from this and other previous studies in one
important respect: it focuses on the household context. Existing measures (see Casper
et al. 2018) restrict work-family balance to individuals’ assessments of their personal
allocation of resources and have been criticized for neglecting the interrelatedness of
WFBS between role partners (Grzywacz and Carlson 2007). By using this extended
version of Valcour’s item on satisfaction with work-family fit, we seek to overcome this
limitation and account for the fact that in dual-earner families, one partner’s working
conditions can also enhance or limit their partner’s opportunities to balance work and
family roles and thereby compromise the overall balance in the household.

Unsupportive Work-Family Culture Perceptions of an unsupportive work-family culture
in the workplace are represented by a scale consisting of four items adapted from Booth
and Matthews (2012), which is a validated, shortened version of the highly recog-
nized measure developed by Allen (2001). Several recent studies on
unsupportive work-family culture have used similar items (e.g., van der Lippe
and Lippényi 2020; Abendroth and Reimann 2018), though no particular scale
has gained dominance in the literature yet. Again, responses were measured on
a 10-point scale, ranging from 0 (do not agree at all) to 10 (agree completely).
The fit statistics (using full information maximum likelihood estimation and
bootstrapping with 2000 replications) meet the standard requirements to accept
the scale for both mothers (χ2(2) = 4.82, p = .09; RMSEA = .05; CFI = .99;
TLI = .99; Cronbach’s Alpha: .82) and fathers (χ2(2) = 0.88, p = .64;
RMSEA = .00; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; Cronbach’s Alpha: .81).

Instrumental Support We used a continuous variable consisting of the number of hours
per normal workday spent by each parent on unpaid work, consisting of childcare and
housework.

Emotional Support In close relationships, social support (and the lack thereof) includes
positive aspects, such as appreciation, as well as negative aspects, such as conflicts
(Abbey et al. 1985). The data in our study provide information only on the negative
side, i.e., relationship conflicts. However, early research suggested that conflicts tend to
represent the opposite end of a continuum of social support in close relationships
(Abbey et al. 1985), and recent studies have followed this approach by using relation-
ship conflicts as an indicator of reduced mutual emotional support between partners
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(Abendroth and den Dulk 2011). We therefore measured (the lack of) emotional
support with the following statement: “I often have conflicts with my partner because
of my workload”. Again, the response scale ranged from 0 (do not agree at all) to 10
(agree completely).

Analytic Strategy and Methods

Using structural equation modelling (SEM), we proceeded in two steps. First, we ran a
set of regression analyses, in which we tested whether the hypothesized direct crossover
relationships between one partner’s unsupportive work-family culture and the other
partner’s WFBS was robust to the inclusion or exclusion of control variables. Second,
we conducted mediation analyses using a dyadic framework to investigate and compare
the hypothesized mechanisms between mothers and fathers. We used this two-step
procedure due to the complexity of the dyadic mediation setup, which considerably
limits the number of control variables that can be included.

In the first step, we estimated four models, two for each parent, regressing WFBS on
both partners’ ratings of an unsupportive work-family culture in their individual
workplaces. All models controlled for couples’ employment arrangements as the
stratification characteristic of the sample (Cameron and Trivedi 2005). The full models
also controlled for potentially confounding characteristics of both parents, their work-
places, and their household context (see Table 1). As workplace characteristics, we
included the sector and establishment size of each parent’s workplace. As individual
characteristics, we considered each parent’s age, education, and occupational position
as well as one attitudinal indicator of gender roles and one of stress resistance
(Rammstedt and John 2007). At the household level, we controlled for the region of
residence (eastern vs. western Germany), marital status (married vs. cohabitating), as
well as the number and age of their children (Lott and Klenner 2018; Perry-Jenkins and
Gerstel 2020).

In the second step, we used a dyadic mediation framework, which simultaneously
included both partners’ perceptions of an unsupportive work-family culture, the two
mediators—instrumental and emotional support—and both partners’ WFBS within a
single model (see also Fig. 1 for all paths included in the analysis). In addition, we
controlled for the stratification of the sample by including couples’ employment
arrangements. This method allowed us to take account of potential interdependencies
between the two partners by analyzing crossover effects of both partners
simultaneously.

All model calculations were based on full information maximum likelihood estima-
tion (FIML) and bootstrapping. Eight percent of the 556 couples in our data had a
missing value on at least one variable. However, the distribution of the cumulated
missing values across observations showed no systematic patterns. FIML allowed us to
use all available information given by the respondents in the data (no listwise deletion).
A comparison of models using FIML, OLS with listwise deletion and multiple
imputation for the first step of our analysis yielded very similar results (available upon
request). Bootstrapping is a nonparametric approach to statistical inference that is
useful when samples are small and when distributional assumptions are not known or
may not be met. Model parameters are estimated strictly from the sample (Preacher and
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Table 1 Overview of Variables and Descriptive Statistics

Variable Description Mothers Fathers

Mean
(SD)/ Share

N Mean
(SD)/ Share

N

Individual level

Work-family balance
satisfaction

“How satisfied are you with the
work-family balance in your
household?”

0=not at all satisfied, 10=fully satisfied

7.06 (1.78) 556 7.12 (1.63) 556

Unsupportive work-family
culture

1. “Employees who are highly
committed to their personal lives
cannot be highly committed to their
work.”

3.88 (2.83) 550 3.57 (2.77) 548

2. “It is assumed that the most
productive employees are those
who put their work before their
family life.”

4.77 (3.42) 553 4.71 (3.32) 552

3. “The way to get ahead is to keep
non-work matters out of the work-
place.”

4.52 (3.35) 551 4.41 (3.18) 551

4. “Attending to personal needs, such
as taking time off for sick children
is frowned upon.”

0=do not agree at all, 10=agree
completely

3.74 (3.17) 554 3.16 (2.89) 554

Instrumental support Hours spent on childcare and
housework on a normal workday

6.96 (3.13) 550 4.02 (2.39) 549

Emotional support “I often have conflicts with my partner
because of my workload.”

0=do not agree at all, 10=agree
completely

2.81 (2.48) 556 3.05 (2.60) 556

Sector Administration/healthcare/social
services

.59 556 .35 556

Production .10 .24

Retail/hospitality .08 .08

Scientific services .08 .10

Other sectors .15 .23

Establishment size Small: Up to 10 employees .14 555 .08 551

Medium: 11–249 employees .51 .48

Large: 250 and more employees .35 .43

Occupational position Blue collar .04 553 .09 556

White collar .77 .77

Civil servant .19 .15

Management position 1=yes, 0=no .26 556 .48 556

Education 1=tertiary degree, 0=vocational degree
or lower

.61 556 .58 556

Age In years 42.02 (5.38) 555 44.54 (5.84) 556
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Hayes 2008). Following previous crossover research (ten Brummelhuis et al. 2010), we
used bootstrapping with 2000 replications to calculate the direct effects, indirect effects,
standard errors, and bias-corrected confidence intervals for the indirect crossover
effects.

In a series of alternative specifications, discussed at the end of the results section, we
tested for the robustness of our results and further explored gender differences in the
crossover process. All models were estimated with Stata 15.1.

Results

In the first step, we describe the results of the multivariate regression analyses, in which
we tested direct crossover relationships between mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions of an
unsupportive work-family culture in their workplace and their partners’ work-family
balance satisfaction (WFBS) (Hypothesis 1). Table 2 shows four models, two for
mothers and two for fathers. All models regressed WFBS on individuals’ and partners’
experiences of an unsupportive work-family culture in the workplace. Models 1 and 3
only controlled for couples’ employment arrangements. Models 2 and 4 include all

Table 1 (continued)

Variable Description Mothers Fathers

Mean
(SD)/ Share

N Mean
(SD)/ Share

N

Egalitarian gender role
attitudes

“Men are better suited to some jobs,
women to others.”

1=do not agree/ do not at all agree, 0=
agree completely/ tend to agree

.45 556 .35 553

Handles stress well “I see myself as someone who is
relaxed, handles stress well.”

0=do not agree at all, 10=agree
completely

6.27 (2.08) 556 6.62 (2.00) 555

Couple level Share N

Region 1=couple lives in eastern Germany, 0=
couple lives in western Germany

.23 556

Marital status 1=married, 0=not married .92 556

Age of youngest child 1=under 3 years, 0=aged 3 years or
more

.14 556

Number of children 1=3 or more children, 0=1 or 2
children

.23 556

Employment arrangement Full-time working father, mother
working part-time

.56 556

Both working full-time .28

Both working part-time .12

Other .05

Sample: 556 opposite-sex, dual-earner couples in dependent employment, with at least one child up to 12 years
of age in the household, standard deviation (SD) in parentheses, unweighted data.
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control variables at the individual and couple level (see Table 4 in the Appendix). The
results indicate that both parents were significantly less satisfied with work-family
balance when they perceived the work-family culture in their own workplace as
unsupportive, with larger effect sizes for mothers than for fathers.

Moreover, Models 1 and 2 provide robust evidence that mothers were more
dissatisfied if their partner reported an unsupportive work-family culture in his work-
place. Each unit increase in the 10-point scale of fathers’ perceptions of an
unsupportive work-family culture was associated with an average decrease in mothers’
WFBS of 0.07 points on the 10-point scale. The effect size of the crossover relationship
even increased slightly in Model 2, after controlling for a range of workplace and other
characteristics of both mothers and fathers.

Model 3, by contrast, indicates that fathers’ WFBS is unrelated to their partner’s
experience of an unsupportive work-family culture in her workplace. The coefficient
for the crossover of mothers’ perceptions of an unsupportive work-family culture on
fathers’ WFBS was small and not statistically significant. In the full Model 4, the
coefficient increased slightly and was marginally significant (p < .1). According to this
model, each unit increase in the 10-point scale of mothers’ perceptions of an
unsupportive work-family culture was associated with an average decrease in fathers’
WFBS of 0.05 points in the 10-point scale.

As a test of robustness, we included couples with a father working full-time and a
non-employed mother (male breadwinner arrangement) in our sample and analyzed
whether the crossover from fathers’ workplace culture to mothers’ WFBS differed
depending on the couple’s work-care arrangement. On the one hand, mothers in a male
breadwinner arrangement may be less affected by an unsupportive work-family culture
in their partner’s workplace than mothers in a dual-earner arrangement if they actually
prefer gendered separate spheres. On the other hand, if mothers have involuntarily

Table 2 Regression Models of Work-Family Balance Satisfaction: Crossover of Partners’ Experience of an
Unsupportive Work-Family Culture in Their Workplaces

Work-Family Balance Satisfaction

Mothers Fathers

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Unsupportive work-family culture
at own workplace

−0.21*** (0.03) −0.21*** (0.03) −0.16*** (0.03) −0.16*** (0.03)

Unsupportive work-family culture
at partner’s workplace

−0.07* (0.03) −0.08* (0.03) −0.03 (0.03) −0.05 (0.03)

Employment arrangement Yes Yes Yes Yes

Controls No Yes No Yes

Observations 556 556 556 556

Note: Unstandardized coefficients, bootstrap standard errors in parentheses (2000 replications); controls: both
partners’ sector, establishment size, occupational position, management position, education, age, gender role
attitudes, stress resistance, region, marital status, age of youngest child, number of children. Coefficients for
control variables are shown in the Appendix in Table 4.

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; unweighted data; sample: dual-earner couples
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opted out of the labor force due to an unsupportive work-family culture in their or their
partner’s workplace (see Cha 2010), they may be particularly dissatisfied with their
work-care arrangement. The results of additional regression analyses including inter-
action models (available upon request) lend support to the second argument, showing
that mothers in male breadwinner arrangements were significantly less satisfied with
the overall work-family balance in the household. Moreover, the direct crossover
associations between an unsupportive work-family culture in fathers’ workplaces and
mothers’ WFBS were nearly identical for both samples and did not differ by the
couple’s employment arrangement.

In sum, our regression analyses indicated that parents’ workplace culture matters for
their ownWFBS, but robust evidence of crossover emerged only in the effects of fathers’
work-family culture on mothers’WFBS. The results thus partially support Hypothesis 1.

In the next step, we tested instrumental and emotional social support as mediators
between one parent’s perceptions of an unsupportive work-family culture and the other
parent’s WFBS. Although the direct crossover path between mothers’ perceived
unsupportive work-family culture and fathers’ WFBS was weak, it is still possible that
mothers’ workplace context indirectly contributed to their partner’s satisfaction trans-
mitted by the level of support they provide for their partner (see Hayes 2013). Figure 2
displays all statistically significant paths between the variables of interest. The

Structural Model, unstandardized coefficients; only statistically significant paths shown, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ***

p < 0.001, based on bootstrap s.e. (2000 replications); χ (77) = 87.516, p = 0.194; RMSEA = 0.016; CFI = 0.995;

TLI = 0.991;N = 556 couples (556 mothers, 556 fathers); model covariances (not shown in the figure): WFBS (mother),

WFBS (father): 0.38***; instrumental support (mother), instrumental support (father): 1.38* ; emotional support

(mother), emotional (father): 1.01***

2

Fig. 2 Empirical findings: Mediation model of crossover from an unsupportive work-family culture at
mothers’ and fathers’ workplaces on partners’ work-family balance satisfaction (WFBS)
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goodness-of-fit indices presented below Fig. 2 indicate a good model fit (see Acock
2013).

Turning to the first mediator, hours spent on unpaid work (childcare and house-
work), we found no evidence that high work demands by one partner were related to
lower WFBS of the other partner because the latter would have to increase his/her
contribution to unpaid work. Neither mothers nor fathers spent significantly more time
in unpaid work if their partners reported an unsupportive work-family culture at their
workplace. Neither mothers nor fathers were less satisfied when their partners spent less
time in unpaid work. Although there was a weakly significant, negative association
between mothers’ experience of an unsupportive work-family culture and their own
hours spent in unpaid work (p < 0.1, not shown), fathers did not compensate for the
mothers’ reduced household labor by increasing their own hours of unpaid work. In
contrast, the positive covariance between mothers’ and fathers’ hours spent on
childcare and housework indicates a complementary relationship: if one parent did
more, so too did the other.

As displayed in Table 3, additional calculations of the indirect crossover effects and
bias-corrected confidence intervals using bootstrapping confirmed that both indirect
pathways through instrumental social support were not statistically significant. We
therefore have to reject Hypothesis 2.

Table 3 Indirect Crossover Effects

Indirect Effects Unstand.
Coefficient

Bootstrap
S.E.

Bias-corrected
95%
Confidence
Interval

Crossover Mother ➔ Father

Unsupportive work-family culture (M) ➔ Instrumental support
(M) ➔ WFBS (F)

0.002 0.002 −0.001 0.009

Unsupportive work-family culture (M) ➔ Emotional support
(M) ➔ WFBS (F)

−0.022* 0.009 −0.043 −0.006

Unsupportive work-family culture (M) ➔ Instrumental support
(F) ➔ WFBS (F)

0.001 0.002 −0.003 0.005

Unsupportive work-family culture (M)➔ Emotional support (F)
➔ WFBS (F)

−0.005 0.009 −0.024 0.010

Crossover Father ➔ Mother

Unsupportive work-family culture (F) ➔ Instrumental support
(F) ➔ WFBS (M)

0.001 0.002 −0.002 0.007

Unsupportive work-family culture (F) ➔ Emotional support (F)
➔ WFBS (M)

−0.013* 0.007 −0.031 −0.002

Unsupportive work-family culture (F) ➔ Instrumental support
(M) ➔ WFBS (M)

−0.000 0.002 −0.004 0.003

Unsupportive work-family culture (F)➔ Emotional support (M)
➔ WFBS (M)

−0.010 0.008 −0.025 0.004

Note: M mother, F father, WFBS work-family balance satisfaction

* p < 0.05
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Turning to the second mediator, work-related conflicts with the partner, Fig. 2
indicates that reduced emotional support mediated the crossover relationships for both
parents. In line with our expectations, the more mothers or fathers experienced an
unsupportive work-family culture in their workplaces, the more they also experienced
work-related conflicts with their partners, who, in turn, felt less satisfied with the
overall work-family balance in the household (dashed lines). Both crossover relation-
ships from parents’ work-related conflicts to partners’ lower WFBS were significant at
the 5% level and of similar size: Fathers’ WFBS decreased on average by 0.07 points
for each unit increase in the 10-point scale of work-related conflicts reported by
mothers; the crossover-related decrease in mothers’ WFBS was only slightly lower at
0.06 points.

Additional calculations confirmed that the indirect crossover effects mediated by work-
related partner conflict (Table 3) were statistically significant. Using Stata’s nlcom and
bootstrapping (see, e.g., UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group n.d.), we found that an
increase of one unit in unsupportive work-family culture reported by mothers was associ-
ated with a decrease of 0.02 points in fathers’WFBS transmitted bymothers’ conflicts with
their partner (−0.02, p < .05). Likewise, an increase of one unit in an unsupportive work-
family culture reported by fathers was associated with a decrease of 0.01 points in mothers’
WFBS transmitted by fathers’ conflicts with their partner (−0.01, p < .05). Our results thus
support Hypothesis 3 on emotional partner support for both parents.

Gender differences in the relevance of emotional support are substantial. Whereas
69% of the relationship between an unsupportive work-family culture at the mother’s
workplace and the father’s WFBS was transmitted by emotional support, the same was
true for only 18% of the relationship between the father’s experience of an
unsupportive work-family culture and the mother’s WFBS. Nevertheless, after includ-
ing the mediators into the model, the direct path from fathers’ perceptions of an
unsupportive work-family culture to mothers’ WFBS was smaller in the mediation
model than in the main model and only significant at the 10% level.

In a series of alternative specifications, we tested for the robustness of our results
regarding the mediating role of social support. In a first set of models, we included
additional control variables. Specifically, we tested for differences related to parents’
educational levels and their gender role attitudes because working parents with egali-
tarian attitudes or high-performance jobs may be particularly dissatisfied with work-
family balance if their partner does not provide their fair share of support due to work
demands. As SEM is very limited in its capacity to control for potential confounders,
we estimated two separate models, each of which additionally controlled for couples’
employment arrangements. Given that mothers often resolve tensions between work
and family by switching to part-time employment or dropping out of the labor force
(Lewis 2001; OECD 2017), we also conducted separate analyses for the three most
common employment arrangements: couples with a father working full-time and a
mother working part-time, couples with two full-time working parents, and couples
with a father working full-time and a non-employed mother (although in the latter case
we can only look at crossover from fathers’ working conditions to mothers’ WFBS).
None of these alternative specifications changed the results for instrumental social
support, which was still not significant in any of the paths (available upon request).
However, some interesting differences in the mediating role of emotional support
emerged: In couples with two full-time working parents, only the crossover relationship
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between mothers’ unsupportive work-family culture and their partner’s WFBS was
transmitted by emotional support. In couples with a father working full-time and a
mother working part-time, only fathers’ emotional support was related to their partner’s
WFBS, but the indirect effect is only significant at the 10% level. In couples with a
father working full-time and a non-employed mother, the crossover relationship be-
tween fathers’ workplace culture and their partner’s WFBS was significantly transmit-
ted by emotional support. The results thus indicate that emotional support as a
mechanism in the crossover process differs by parents’ division of paid work.

In a second set of models, we tested alternative specifications of our indicator of
instrumental social support. We tested a) hours spent on childcare and housework as
separate mediators; b) whether the relationship between hours spent in unpaid work and
WFBS is u-shaped rather than linear; c) whether there is a direct crossover from an
unsupportive work-family culture at one parent’s workplace to the other parent’s hours
spent on childcare and housework; d) satisfaction with the division of unpaid work
between partners; and e) actual weekly working times as a potential precondition to the
time available for childcare and housework. None of these alternative models revealed
evidence that instrumental social support mediates the relationship between an
unsupportive work-family culture at one partner’s workplace and the other partner’s
WFBS. In sum, the robustness checks further reinforced the findings above.

Taken together, our regression analyses showed that there is only a robust direct
crossover connection between fathers’ perceptions of an unsupportive work-family
culture and mothers’ WFBS, whereas fathers’ WFBS was not robustly related to their
partners’ workplace situation. Dyadic mediation analyses revealed that emotional social
support acted as amediator in this crossover relationship for bothmothers and fathers. The
more parents’ perceived an unsupportive work-family culture in their workplace, themore
likely they were to report work-related conflicts with their partner and, in turn, the less
satisfied their partner felt about the overall work-family balance in the household.

Discussion

This study aimed to shed light on whether and how workplace demands in the form of
an unsupportive work-family culture can cross over from one partner to the other and
reduce the latter’s satisfaction with work-family balance. To this end, we integrated the
literatures on work-family balance satisfaction, workplace culture, and crossover into
one theoretical framework.

Our analyses based on couple data from Germany suggest that workplace conditions
are of greater relevance for families than has been established in previous research as
they alsomatter for employees’ partners.We found robust evidence that mothers are less
satisfied with the overall work-family balance in their household if their partner reported
an unsupportive work-family culture in his workplace. The results are robust to a wide
range of the couples’ individual and family characteristics that might impact both their
selection into certain work cultures and their work-family balance satisfaction (see
Perry-Jenkins and Gerstel 2020 for an overview). Our results thus lend support to
arguments made in previous studies that family members’ lives are intertwined and that
partners are mutually affected by each other’s well-being (Westman 2001; Bakker et al.
2009; Brough et al. 2018).
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At the same time, we found only weak evidence for crossover of an unsupportive
work-family culture in mothers’ workplaces to fathers’ satisfaction with work-family
balance. This finding is in line with the argument that female and male partners may be
unequally affected by each other’s well-being (Moen 2001; Craig and Brown 2017).
Valcour (2007) argued that demanding working conditions are likely to be more
detrimental to mothers’ than fathers’ work-family balance satisfaction because mothers
tend to feel and assume more responsibility for meeting family needs than fathers. Our
regression analyses corroborate and extend this idea, showing that this holds not only
for the individual’s own but also the partner’s working conditions: Compared to
fathers, mothers’ satisfaction depends more strongly on cultural norms at both their
own and their partner’s workplace. In other words, mothers are more likely to feel that
family life is compromised if either parent’s workplace culture demands that employees
prioritize work over all outside concerns. Another argument that has been put forward
as an explanation for stronger crossover from fathers’ workplace conditions to mothers’
well-being is that mothers often resolve tensions between work and family by switching
to part-time work (Lewis 2001; OECD 2017).

Our study also empirically tested whether emotional and instrumental social support
are potential mechanisms explaining the interrelation between one parent’s experience
of an unsupportive work-family culture and the other parent’s satisfaction with work-
family balance. The results only partially confirm previous arguments in the literature.

Our dyadic mediation analyses suggested that the crossover associations are transmit-
ted partly by reduced emotional support. Hence, our findings lend support to the argument
that an unsupportive work-family culture in one parent’s workplace may deplete their
resources to such an extent that they not only are less capable of providing emotional
support to their partner but also need more emotional support from their partner, both of
which deplete their partner’s resources (Westman 2001). As a consequence, the less
empathetic interaction style tends to increase relationship conflicts and to reduce the
partner’s work-family balance satisfaction (Abendroth and den Dulk 2011). Yet whereas
emotional social support mediated the relationship between mothers’ workplace culture
and fathers’ satisfaction to a great extent, it explained only a small part of the relationship
between fathers’ workplace culture and mothers’ satisfaction. Moreover, the role of
emotional support in the crossover process differed by couples’ employment arrange-
ment. In couples with two full-time working parents, fathers’ work-family balance
satisfaction appeared to be more strongly related to their female partner’s working
conditions via emotional support than vice versa. Conversely, in couples with a male
breadwinner, only mothers’ satisfaction was compromised by their partner’s working
conditions through lack of emotional support. These findings are in line with arguments
that couples actually fail to resolve tensions between work and family by opting for
unequal work-care arrangements, since mothers who mostly choose to work part-time or
work not at all still suffer from their partner’s work situation (OECD 2017).

Contrary to our expectations, instrumental support did not play a role in the crossover
between one partner’s unsupportive work-family culture and the other partner’s work-
family balance satisfaction. Given the study’s focus on dual-earner couples with young
children, who face extensive care demands, this finding surprised us. Previous studies
(Demerouti et al. 2005; ten Brummelhuis et al. 2010) argued that one partner’s work
demands increase the other partner’s family load, which, in turn, reduces the satisfaction
of the latter. To our knowledge this assumption had not previously been tested
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empirically, although Bakker et al. (2008) found that one partner’s work-family conflict
was positively related to the other partner’s home demands (a factor composed of both
overload and emotional demands). Our analyses and extensive robustness tests did not
yield any evidence for such a crossover process. On average, both partners’ time spent in
childcare and housework was positively correlated, which runs counter to the expectation
that one partner compensates for the other’s inability to spend more time in unpaid work.
This result confirms findings based on German time use data, which show that couples
tend to synchronize their involvement in care work (Walper and Lien 2018).

Taken together, our findings for emotional and instrumental social support as mecha-
nisms in the crossover process suggest that psychological well-beingmay bemore important
for explaining the crossover process than the actual division of labor (Nomaguchi et al.
2005; see Abendroth and den Dulk 2011). This may indicate that even in the context of
demanding working conditions, dual-earner couples are still capable of managing family
demands in terms of time, but that they do so at the cost of their relationship quality and
ultimately of both partners’ satisfaction with the overall work-family balance. It is notewor-
thy that instrumental support did not even explain why parents themselves feel less satisfied
if they experience an unsupportive work-family culture in their workplace (spillover).

Implications for Actors in Workplace Organizations

Our main finding that high-demand work cultures are associated with increased relation-
ship conflicts and thereby impair both partners’ work-family balance satisfaction has
practical implications for organizational leaders, employee representatives and workers.
Organizational leaders that strive for a healthy and committed workforce need to become
aware of the long arm of a family-unsupportive work culture in organizations. Work
cultures that are structured around expectations of an “ideal worker” unencumbered by
family responsibilites appear very persistent and hard to change. Promising approaches
have suggested three main elements of developing a “sustainable workforce strategy”:
redesigningwork processes to accommodateworkers’ caregiving needs, providingworkers
with social support and offering equal career opportunities (Kossek et al. 2014b; Kossek
and Ollier-Malaterre 2020). Work (re-)design is based on participative management
methods in which supervisors guide their teams in dialogue processes that initiate change
in cultural norms and facilitate newways of working that allow employees more autonomy
inmanagingwork and family roles according to their needs (Perlow andKelly 2014). To be
successful, this change in workplace culture should be initiated and supported both by top
management (top down) and employee representatives such as equal opportunities coun-
sellors and work councils (bottom up), and be accompanied by trainings for organizational
leaders and administration on work-family supportive management (Kossek et al. 2014a).

Limitations and Future Research

Our contribution has some limitations that may have implications for the interpretation of the
results and for future research. One caveat is that our item for emotional support is
unidimensional and measures the absence of social support by increased levels of relation-
ship conflict due to high work demands. Although previous research provides evidence that
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relationship conflicts can be equated with low levels of emotional support (Abbey et al.
1985), it is also possible that high workplace demands result in relationship withdrawal
(Repetti 1989). This aspect of low emotional support was not captured by our measure.
According to a study by Schulz et al. (2004), womenweremore likely to show angrymarital
behavior in response to high workplace demands whereas men tended to be more with-
drawn. This may explain the gender differences we found with regard to emotional social
support. Regarding instrumental support, our measures of hours spent on childcare and
housework on a normal workday do not capture “cognitive labor” (Daminger 2019), which
is difficult to measure, but may be an important aspect of instrumental social support. It
should also be kept in mind that, as our data are only cross-sectional, the results do not allow
us to draw any conclusions about whether partners react to changes in their own and each
other’s workplace culture by changing the amount of time they both spend in unpaid
household and care work. To examine these questions, it might be fruitful to advance the
measurement of work-family balance satisfaction at the couple level. In this study, we used a
single-item global measure of satisfaction with the overall work-family balance in the
household to capture mutual dependence in balance assessments as proposed in our
theoretical crossover framework. Complementing this global appraisal by measures of
subdimensions could strengthen construct validity (Casper et al. 2018). In addition, it may
inform balance theory in whether instrumental and emotional social support are more
relevant for some aspects of work-family balance satisfaction than for others, e.g. instru-
mental social support may be particularly related to satisfaction with the allocation of time to
work and family tasks between partners, whereas emotional supportmay bemore relevant to
satisfaction with the allocation of attention (see also Valcour 2007).

Furthermore, we need more knowledge whether these findings from the German
context can be generalized to other countries. First, given that the culture of long
working hours is not so widespread in Germany, and many mothers work part-time, an
unsupportive work-family culture may be even more detrimental to families in other
countries such as the US. Second, even though we did not find much heterogeneity in
work-family balance satisfaction related to ethnicity, occupational position or firm
characteristics, the findings of this study are largely limited to white middle-class
families. Further research is therefore needed to scrutinize the relations between
workplace demands, social support, and families’ well-being in different cultural and
social contexts. This study provides a useful framework for analyzing the processes of
how demands—and potentially also resources—within work organizations affect not
only individuals but entire families.
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Appendix 1

Table 4 Regression Models of Work-Family Balance Satisfaction: Crossover of Partners’ Experience of an
Unsupportive Work-Family Culture in Their Workplaces

Work-Family Balance Satisfaction

Mothers Fathers

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Unsupportive work-family culture at own work-
place

−0.21*** (0.03) −0.21*** (0.03) −0.16*** (0.03) −0.16*** (0.03)

Unsupportive work-family culture at partner’s
workplace

−0.07* (0.03) −0.08* (0.03) −0.03 (0.03) −0.05 (0.03)

Own characteristics

Sector (ref: administration, healthcare, social services)

Production 0.67* (0.30) 0.15 (0.22)

Retail, hospitality 0.27 (0.27) −0.27 (0.34)

Scientific services 0.43* (0.21) −0.33 (0.26)

Other sectors 0.16 (0.23) 0.09 (0.22)

Establishment size (ref: medium)

Small −0.48 (0.25) −0.11 (0.25)

Large 0.06 (0.16) 0.17 (0.15)

Occupational position (ref: white collar)

Blue collar −0.04 (0.35) −0.02 (0.26)

Civil servant 0.49* (0.24) 0.26 (0.22)

Management position 0.27 (0.17) 0.13 (0.14)

Education: Tertiary degree −0.03 (0.19) −0.16 (0.17)

Age −0.03 (0.02) 0.01 (0.02)

Egalitarian gender role attitudes 0.02 (0.14) −0.10 (0.15)

Handles stress well 0.15*** (0.04) 0.06 (0.04)

Partners’ characteristics

Sector (ref: administration, healthcare, social services)

Production −0.08 (0.23) −0.06 (0.26)

Retail, hospitality −0.28 (0.35) −0.05 (0.28)

Scientific services −0.56* (0.28) −0.46 (0.29)

Other sector −0.27 (0.23) 0.18 (0.19)

Establishment size (ref: medium)

Small 0.44 (0.32) −0.34 (0.21)

Large 0.08 (0.15) 0.26 (0.16)
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