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Abstract

The military has allocated extensive resources to improve service member resil-
ience in an effort to decrease the impact of stressors on health and well-being.
Previous research has linked resilience to various positive outcomes (e.g., physical
and mental health, job satisfaction) and has established that service members face
unique and challenging work-family experiences. However, the importance of resil-
ience to work-family experiences remains underexplored. Drawing on conservation
of resources theory, this study examines the relationships between resilience (i.e.,
the ability to bounce back from stressors) and work-family outcomes, and whether
organizational work-family resources of work-family climate perceptions and fam-
ily-supportive supervisor behavior moderate these relationships. Based on a sample
of 417 Army National Guard service members from 10 workgroups, and using a
multilevel path model, we found that more resilient service members experience
lower family-to-work conflict and greater work-to-family enrichment. Further, the
relationship between resilience and family-to-work enrichment was significant and
stronger for service members who perceive their work climate as family-supportive
compared to the relationship for those who do not. Improving resilience in military
personnel may help to facilitate positive work-family experiences, but resilience is
likely most beneficial when organizational work-family resources (i.e., a family-
supportive work climate) are also available.
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A well-established body of literature indicates that military service members are sub-
ject to significant work-family stressors (e.g., Drummet et al., 2003; Hammer et al.,
2005; Hammer et al., 2017; Wan et al., 2018). For instance, military families can
experience frequent moves, separations, long duty hours, unpredictable work sched-
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ules, and the risk of service-related injury, illness, or death, all of which impact the
family domain, and create unique experiences of work-family strain (e.g., Clever &
Segal, 2013). Research in the work-family realm has demonstrated that a variety of
personal (e.g., traits), organizational (e.g., policies, supervisor support), and contex-
tual resources (e.g., culture, family support) can have a positive influence on work-
family outcomes, such as work-family conflict (i.e., when demands in one domain
make it difficult to meet demands in the other domain; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000)
and work-family enrichment (i.e., when positive experiences in one domain spillover
to create positive experiences in the other domain; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) (e.g.,
Crain & Stevens, 2018; French et al., 2018; Michel et al., 2011). Considering the
potential strain associated with military service, identifying the resources that can
improve the interface between work and family roles would prove beneficial for ser-
vice member well-being, family outcomes, and military performance more broadly.

As the military considers how best to improve the work-family interface for ser-
vice members, there remain questions regarding which resources are most beneficial.
Although some resources (e.g., social support, self-efficacy) are demonstrably related
to work-family outcomes in general populations (e.g., Allen et al., 2012; French et
al., 2018; McNall et al., 2015), it is important to examine work-family resources and
outcomes in military populations given their unique work-family stressors. Specifi-
cally, although individual resilience (i.c., the tendency to bounce back from adversity;
Smith et al., 2008) is heavily studied and promoted in the military and is considered
a critical personal resource for other military outcomes (e.g., post-traumatic stress;
Casey, 2011), whether resilience helps service members handle work-family stress-
ors has yet to be explored. Additionally, various resources may be comparatively
more or less useful for improving the work-family interface, and researchers have yet
to conclusively determine how resources interact with one another to impact work-
family outcomes.

Drawing on conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989), we examine
how resilience (i.e., an individual-level, personal resource) and contextual organiza-
tional resources (i.e., family-supportive supervisor behavior and a family-supportive
work climate) individually and interactively relate to positive and negative work-
family outcomes for service members. We explore resilience as the predictor and sole
personal resource in this study, given the emphasis that has been placed on resilience
in military contexts (Griffith & West, 2013; Reivich et al., 2011), and because it
is considered an especially critical resource in COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2015).
Furthermore, we explore these research questions with a unique sample of service
members of the Army National Guard. These individuals provide support for the
day-to-day functioning of the National Guard and fulfill full-time work duties that are
different from individuals who are Drill Status Guard and drill exclusively on week-
ends. As an understudied group, these full-time service members not only engage in
consistent work on a regular basis for the military in maintenance, medical, human
resources, special tactics, and security roles, but can also be active duty, face deploy-
ments, and have combat exposure.

Given the inherent stressors in military work, and the impact this can have on mili-
tary families, we explore resources that can reduce experiences of strain and foster
experiences of enrichment between service members’ work and family lives. Military
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service typically requires a large amount of family involvement and support in order
to fulfill the unique cultural necessity for full commitment to organizational goals
(Adler & Sowden, 2018), and the nature of military service can create tension in the
family domain (Segal, 1986; Wadsworth & Southwell, 2011). Further, the United
States’ continuing operations in the Iraq and Afghanistan wars for over a decade have
been associated with staggering rates of physical and mental health conditions for
not only service members, but also their partners and children (e.g., Fairbank et al.,
2018; Mansfield et al., 2010; Ramchand et al., 2015; White et al., 2011). Specifically,
the repetitive and extended deployments associated with these most recent wars are
considered especially stressful for service members and their families (Gottman et
al., 2011). Given these stressors, service members need effective resources to main-
tain their work-family well-being. We test whether resilience can be this resource
and whether contextual resources moderate, and serve to strengthen, the effects of
resilience. Ultimately, we aim to provide insight regarding how to improve the work-
family interface for a unique group of military service members and where to direct
intervention resources and attention.

Theoretical Framing and Contributions

To inform the current study, we rely on recent work clarifying and extending COR
theory. COR theory is often used in the stress and motivation literatures, proposing
that people are motivated to seek, acquire, and protect resources (Hobfoll, 1989).
Threat of resource loss, actual resource loss, and unfulfilled expected resource gain
can all act as stressors and lead to strain outcomes, and COR theory outlines princi-
ples regarding how people invest, gain, and lose resources, as well as how they react
to those changes (Hobfoll, 1989). Resources were broadly defined in the original
theory as objects, conditions, personal characteristics, or energies that an individual
considers valuable. However, more recently, scholars have clarified that resources
can be conceptualized as anything that is perceived by an individual as being helpful
to meet their goals or demands (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Thus, both personal skills
or traits and supportive work-family organizational environments can be considered
resources when an employee is trying to effectively manage their work and family
roles and responsibilities. Individuals with more of these resources should be better
equipped to avoid or decrease work-family strain (i.e., work-family conflict) and
enhance work-family enrichment.

The personal resource of resilience can help individuals resist stress and has been
acknowledged as a particularly critical resource in the COR framework (Halbesleben
et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2015). Thus, we examine the relationship
between resilience and four work-family variables. Work-family conflict and work-
family enrichment are distinct constructs and differentially relate to other variables
(e.g., McNall et al., 2010), making it important to consider both outcomes. Further, in
line with Tedeschi and McNally (2011) examining post-traumatic growth in addition
to post-traumatic stress, we examine positive outcomes (i.e., enrichment) of resil-
ience for service members in addition to negative, stressful outcomes (i.e., conflict),
which are more frequently studied. Although COR is most often used to understand
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the stress process (Hobfoll et al., 2018), it is theoretically important to consider how
to facilitate employee wellbeing and thriving in addition to stress alleviation, and
practically, studying both outcomes can provide nuance to organizations’ practices
to improve the work-nonwork experiences of employees. Additionally, work can
impact family (work-to-family conflict [WTFC] and work-to-family enrichment
[WTFE)), and family can impact work (family-to-work conflict [FTWC] and family-
to-work enrichment [FTWE]). Thus, we include both work-to-family and family-to-
work constructs as they are theoretically and empirically distinct (e.g., Carlson et al.,
2006; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005). Further,
all four work-family constructs are impacted by resources differently (e.g., Butler
et al., 2005; Chen & Powell, 2012; Frone et al., 1992; Voydanoff, 2004a; Voydan-
off, 2004b; Wayne et al., 2020) and are uniquely important for predicting employee
health, well-being, and job-related outcomes (e.g., Amstad et al., 2011; Gareis et al.,
2009; McNall et al., 2010).

Existing research has examined how constructs adjacent to resilience (e.g., posi-
tive affect, self-efficacy, psychological capital) relate to work-family outcomes (e.g.,
Allen et al., 2012; Karatepe & Karadas, 2014; McNall et al., 2015; Morganson et al.,
2014), and a couple of studies have examined the relationships between resilience
and work-family outcomes, with mixed findings depending on the outcome (Krisor
et al., 2015; Wayne et al., 2020). These relationships are not well-established, and to
our knowledge, there are no studies examining the relationship between resilience
and work-family constructs in a military sample. Given that resilience may be more
or less related to one direction (e.g., work-to-family) than the other (e.g., family-
to-work), and more or less related to positive, as opposed to negative, work-family
experiences, we specifically examine the direct relationship between individual trait
resilience and WTFC, FTWC, WTFE, and FTWE in a military sample.

As an extension of COR theory, the current study responds to calls from Hobfoll
and colleagues (2018) and Halbesleben and colleagues (2014) to examine interac-
tions between different types or levels of resources (e.g., personal and contextual),
and Hobfoll and colleagues (2018) specifically pointed out the importance of study-
ing these resource interactions in the realm of work-family support and benefits.
Personal resources, such as resilience, are likely more beneficial in the presence of
critical contextual resources provided by the environment, and scholars have also
suggested examining contextual factors specifically when studying resilience (e.g.,
Britt et al., 2016). Importantly, in line with criticisms of the emphasis on resilience
(e.g., putting the responsibility on individuals to maintain their physical and mental
wellbeing through extreme adversity; Britt et al., 2016; Eidelson et al., 2011; Howell,
2015), we acknowledge the necessity to understand the broader context within which
individuals are expected to demonstrate their resilience. According to COR, individu-
als who have more resources are able to invest the resources they have, which can
lead to future resource gains and thus, decreased experiences of strain, compared to
those with fewer resources (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989). Thus, we test
this tenet of COR using support resources that should allow individuals to express
or activate their resilience in the face of stressors or competing demands, leading to
better work-family outcomes.
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Specifically, we include family-supportive supervisor behavior (FSSB; informal
supervisor behaviors that are supportive of employees’ nonwork roles and responsi-
bilities, Hammer et al., 2009) and perceptions of a positive work-family climate (i.c.,
an environment where military members are not expected to make family sacrifices
for work; Kossek et al., 2001) as moderators expected to strengthen the relationships
between resilience and WFC and WFE. FSSB and perceptions of work-family cli-
mate are contextual resources (i.e., located outside of the individual; ten Brummel-
huis & Bakker, 2012) and henceforth will be referred to collectively as organizational
resources. Both types of organizational resources are related to lower levels of WFC
and higher levels of WFE (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2001), and both
are expected to act as moderators because personal resources are likely more benefi-
cial in the presence of contextual resources that provide environments more condu-
cive to personal resources being actualized. Importantly, each contextual resource
represents a different level of organizational resources (i.e., FSSB comes from the
supervisor level and climate comes from the organizational level). COR differentiates
between resources at different levels but does not posit specific tenets regarding how
these levels of contextual resources might interact with personal resources or relate
to outcomes. However, a recent meta-analysis suggests that broader resources (i.c.,
climate) are more strongly related to global evaluations of WFC, while more con-
crete and narrow resources (i.e., supervisor support) might be particularly important
for day-to-day WFC situations (French et al., 2018). Thus, although both contextual
resources are expected to be moderators, we include both because one may be more
effective overall or for specific outcomes. Thus, we expand upon existing resource
theory by testing the interaction effect of a personal resource (i.e., resilience) and two
organizational resources at different levels (i.e., FSSB and work-family climate) on
four work-family outcomes.

Resilience

The United States military has invested significant resources in understanding how to
enable service members to be more resilient (Casey, 2011). However, resilience has
been conceptualized and measured in the literature in a variety of ways, with little
consensus for a definition. Windle et al. (2011) reviewed 19 existing measures of
resilience and noted that most scales capture the availability of resources that facili-
tate resilience, and they defined resilience as “the process of negotiating, managing,
and adapting to significant sources of stress or trauma” (p. 2). Other scholars have
similarly suggested that resilience is comprised of two main components: adversity
and positive adaptation (e.g., Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013). However, there still remains
a debate regarding whether resilience should be conceptualized as a trait, a process,
or an outcome (e.g., Britt et al., 2016; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013). Because the military
is primarily interested in establishing resilience as a personal antecedent to important
outcomes, we are more interested in the trait of resilience than we are in the process
through which one demonstrates resilience or resilience as an outcome itself.

Smith and colleagues (2008) specifically measure one’s general tendency to
bounce back from stress and adversity, and the scale they created relates to outcomes
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such as anxiety, depression, and positive and negative affect. Some authors suggest
that, because resilience is dynamic and flexible as well as dependent on previous
experiences, environmental factors, and contextual resources (e.g., Crane & Searle,
2016), it is not a trait (Lee et al., 2013). However, nearly all personality traits have
been subject to the same debate (Lewis, 2001), and they are still considered relatively
stable and consistent traits within the literature. Thus, in line with other scholars (e.g.,
Hu et al., 2015; Jacelon, 1997), we consider resilience a trait-like capacity (Kossek
& Perrigino, 2016), while recognizing that time, situational factors, and past experi-
ence influence one’s level of the trait and ability to express the trait. Specifically, we
conceptualize resilience as one’s general behavioral tendency to respond to adversity
by returning to a previous functioning state fairly quickly and easily. Resilience can
be considered a personal characteristic resource according to COR theory (Hobfoll,
1989; Hobfoll, 2002), and thus, should theoretically help individuals avoid and man-
age stressors as well as recover from strain.

Previous research has provided evidence that resilience predicts positive physical
and mental health outcomes, including physical symptoms (e.g., headaches), pain,
fatigue, well-being, positive and negative affect, anxiety, and depression (e.g., Hu
et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2008). Additionally, resilience is associated with work-
related outcomes, such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Youssef
& Luthans, 2007), as well as performance (Robertson et al., 2015), in non-military
samples. Given these promising results across different outcomes, scholars have
called for future research linking resilience with novel outcomes, including work-
family experiences (e.g., Kossek & Perrigino, 2016).

Criticisms of a Limited Focus on Resilience

The military’s focus on resilience has been subject to scrutiny, however. Scholars
and psychologists have suggested that the encouragement of service members to
persevere through adversity may have negative consequences within the context of
military service, such as quick decisions or violent acts in challenging circumstances
(Eidelson et al., 2011). Others have suggested that a focus on resilience removes
responsibility from the military and places the onus on service members to maintain
their own mental health in the face of wartime involvement (e.g., Britt et al., 2016;
Howell, 2015). We agree with these scholars and argue that an exclusive focus on
individual-level resources (e.g., resilience) is limiting because it suggests that ser-
vice members are solely responsible for managing their work-family stressors. When
service members are unable to do so and they experience negative work-family out-
comes, the focus on resilience suggests that this inability and these outcomes are due
to personal failure as opposed to an organizational, structural, or systematic failure.
Thus, in addition to examining how resilience relates to WFC and WFE, we also
assess two broader organizational resources.
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Organizational Resources for Work-Family Outcomes

Specifically, we consider the role of important work-family organizational resources
that the military can provide to complement resilience trainings that tend to focus on
the individual. In contrast to the resource of resilience that must be generated by the
individual, these work-family resources are supplied by the environment (i.e., con-
textual resources according to COR; Hobfoll, 2002). In the current study, we focus
on FSSB and perceptions of work-family climate. FSSB is defined as the informal
actions of supervisors which acknowledge employees’ nonwork lives and support
employees in effectively managing their work and nonwork roles, including emo-
tional support, instrumental support, role modeling, and creatively managing work to
allow employees to be effective in multiple roles (Hammer et al., 2009). Perceptions
of work-family climate represent the extent to which organizational members per-
ceive they can prioritize their families and not be expected to make family sacrifices
for work (Kossek et al., 2001). Although general supervisor support is beneficial for
employees and relates to work-family outcomes, family-specific support from super-
visors (e.g., FSSB) is more strongly related to WFC than general support (Kossek
et al., 2011). Additionally, although supervisors and organizations can provide more
formal types of family-related support (e.g., flexible work arrangements, facilitating
family and medical leave, family benefits), informal support from supervisors and
organizations is often more beneficial for WFC than these formal forms of support
(e.g., Behson, 2005; French & Shockley, 2020; Muse & Pichler, 2011).

These broader, organizational resources can uniquely influence work-family out-
comes as well as further enhance the anticipated beneficial effects of resilience on
work-family outcomes. Both family-supportive supervisors and family-supportive
organizations do benefit work-family outcomes (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; French
et al., 2018; Kossek et al., 2001; Wayne et al., 2018), and each can have different
effects considering that they come from different sources and represent support at
different levels of the organization (e.g., Kossek et al., 2011; Michel et al., 2011;
Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012). Additionally, in line with COR, certain environments or
environmental factors can either foster or hinder individuals’ ability to garner or sus-
tain and use resources (Hobfoll et al., 2014). Thus, FSSB and a positive work-family
climate can uniquely contribute to work-family outcomes, but they can also provide
an environment in which employees can activate their trait resilience to handle work-
family stressors effectively. Alternatively, not having these organizational resources
might limit one’s ability to demonstrate resilience in ways that would minimize con-
flict and enhance enrichment. This aligns with similar models, in which a contextual
resource moderates the relationship between a personal resource and a well-being
or work-family outcome (e.g., Mauno & Rantanen, 2013) and with propositions in
theories built upon COR, in which personal and contextual resources interact to ben-
efit work-family outcomes (i.e., the work-home resources model; ten Brummelhuis
& Bakker, 2012). This study builds on existing resilience research but acknowledges
the limitations of resilience by also assessing the critical organizational factors the
military should address when considering work-family issues.
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Relationships Between Resilience and Work-Family Outcomes
Work-Family Conflict

According to COR, resources can reduce stressors and experiences of strain (Hob-
foll, 1989), and relevant to the current study, personal resources like dispositional
traits and affectivity influence experiences of WFC. For example, previous research
has demonstrated that those with greater self-efficacy, positive affect, and optimism
are less likely to report experiences of WFC (Allen et al., 2012; Beauregard, 2006).
Moreover, self-efficacy, positive affect, and optimism are positively and moderately
to strongly correlated with resilience (e.g., Martinez-Marti & Ruch, 2017; Youseff
& Luthans, 2007, suggesting that individuals with greater resilience may also expe-
rience less WFC. Other work has found that individuals with greater psychologi-
cal capital, of which resilience is one component, similarly experience less WTFC
and FTWC (Karatepe & Karadas, 2014). Personal resources, including resilience,
likely influence how stressors are appraised, experienced, and coped with (Fletcher
& Sakar, 2013), and can protect individuals from work-family related stressors.
Importantly, a couple of studies have examined the relationship between resilience
and WFC, with both studies generally finding no significant relationship (Krisor et
al., 2015; Wayne et al., 2020). This contradicts theorized relationships, and Wayne
and colleagues (2020) suggest that resilience is still important for work-family out-
comes given one significant relationship with WTFC and the amount of variance it
explained in work-life balance satisfaction. Thus, further research is necessary to
fully understand these relationships.

Notably, resilience is unique from other personal resources because it specifically
enables individuals to effectively manage stressors in both the work and home domain
(Jackson et al., 2007; Ong et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2008; Windle, 2011). Indeed, trait
resilience is associated with resistance to stress; Ong and colleagues (2006) found
that more resilient individuals exhibit a greater ability to regulate emotions and
experience less reactivity to daily stressful events. Further, emerging neuroscience
research suggests that individuals higher in resilience exhibit brain patterns associ-
ated with greater emotion regulation and reduced stress reactivity (van der Werff
et al., 2013). In this way, a more resilient service member is likely to navigate and
address work-related stressors within the workday that could otherwise conflict with
family time, while also managing emotions that arise in response to work-related
stressors that could prevent the individual from being fully present, positive, and/or
effective as a family member. Alternatively, given that resilient individuals are char-
acterized by their ability to quickly rebound from stress (Smith et al., 2008), these
individuals may experience work issues while at home, but are likely to quickly and
adeptly handle the issue and return to family-related responsibilities without expend-
ing significant time or emotions. More resilient individuals are also likely to address
family challenges that arise during work with resourcefulness, quickly managing the
issue and returning to work with little distress or worry. In line with work that sug-
gests that resilience protects individuals from the harmful consequences of stressors
(Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013), including traumatic experiences (Bensimon, 2012), we
expect that resilient individuals are not immune to work or family stressors, but rather
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manage the stressors in an effective way, lessening the potential for conflict. Thus, we
hypothesize that resilience will be negatively associated with WTFC (hypothesis 1a)
and FTWC (hypothesis 1b).

Hypothesis a: Resilience will be negatively associated with WTFC.

Hypothesis b: Resilience will be negatively associated with FTWC.

Work-Family Enrichment

Although COR generally focuses on how resources affect stress, scholars have
started to examine additional outcomes of resources and resource processes, includ-
ing constructive and beneficial ones (Hobfoll et al., 2018). In our study, we examine
the positive outcomes of work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment. Greenhaus
and Powell (2006) theorize that the experience of WFE is characterized by resources
in one domain generating high performance and positive affect, which can spillover
into another domain. Similar to the research on WFC, previous research has indicated
that personal resources, such as a positive core self-evaluation and positive affect, are
positively related to WFE (McNall et al., 2015; Salehi et al., 2015), and one review
suggests that general psychological capital improves one’s ability to effectively
manage multiple roles, which allows the individual to transfer more positive experi-
ences from one realm to the other (Morganson et al., 2014). These positive personal
resources are correlated with resilience (e.g., Martinez-Marti & Ruch, 2017), sug-
gesting that resilience may have similar relationships with WFE. However, the one
study to date that has examined this relationship found no significant association with
WTFE or FTWE (Wayne et al., 2020). Similar to WFC, further research is needed
to understand if this finding is stable across studies, particularly because theory does
suggest that resilience should allow an individual to experience greater WFE.

More resilient individuals are better able to regulate emotions in response to stress
and are also more likely to experience positive emotions (e.g., Ong et al., 2006).
Thus, the resource of resilience, and the favorable behavioral and affective outcomes
associated with resilience, should enable experiences of WFE. For instance, service
members who are effective at managing stressors, particularly at work, may gain a
sense of self-efficacy that can also be realized within the home domain. Resilient
service members may also generate positive emotions from beneficial experiences
at work that influence their interactions with family members following the work-
day, or they may develop skills for successfully navigating the workplace that can
then be transferred into the home domain (i.e., WTFE; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
In addition to WTFE, resilient individuals should also experience increased FTWE.
For example, in line with research that suggests that resilience and life satisfaction
are positively correlated (Martinez-Marti & Ruch, 2017), resilient individuals should
be able to capitalize on positive experiences with family members. These positive
moods and perspectives can then be transferred into the workplace (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006). Additionally, resilient service members, by tackling stressors head
on at home, likely develop important skills (e.g., communication, time management)

@ Springer



434 Occupational Health Science (2022) 6:425-450

that can be utilized in the workplace. Therefore, individuals who are more resilient
should also be more likely to experience the enriching benefits of their multiple roles.

Hypothesis a: Resilience will be positively associated with WTFE.

Hypothesis b: Resilience will be positive associated with FTWE.

Moderating Role of Organizational Work-Family Resources

As outlined in COR, individuals with more resources can more readily invest those
resources to gain additional resources, allowing them to experience fewer stressors
and less strain (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989). Thus, with the presence of
organizational resources (i.e., FSSB and a positive work-family climate), individuals
are more likely to be able to invest their resilience to manage work-family stressors
and avoid work-family strain, thus experiencing less WFC and more WFE than if
they have resilience alone, although these interactions are yet to be tested (Halbesle-
ben et al., 2014; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Various forms of family-supportive organi-
zational resources (e.g., supervisor support, family-friendly policies) are negatively
related to WFC and positively related to WFE (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; French
et al., 2018; Wadsworth & Owens, 2007), and likely play a role in moderating the
relationship between personal resources (e.g., resilience) and these work-family out-
comes. The influence of personal resources on these outcomes could be constrained
or enhanced by the organizational resources available to the service members. For
instance, the availability of supervisor support for a service member’s family may
encourage a resilient service member to ask for help or obtain resources in order
to bounce back more quickly and effectively, whereas a lack of supervisor support
may discourage a service member from asking for help or obtaining resources and
therefore, prolong instances of conflict and stress. Similarly, if one perceives their
organization to be supportive of their family, they may feel more agency to handle
work-family conflicts and stressors as they see fit (e.g., taking a personal call at work
to quickly address a family issue) and then return to work as opposed to ruminating
on family issues while at work.

Thus, the relationships between personal resources and work-family outcomes
should be strongest under conditions that provide organizational resources. As such,
we hypothesized that FSSB and perceptions of work-family climate will moderate
the relationship between resilience and WTFC (hypotheses 3a-b) and the relationship
between resilience and FTWC (hypotheses 3c-d), such that FSSB and perceptions of
work-family climate will enhance the negative relationship between resilience and
conflict. Additionally, we hypothesized that FSSB and perceptions of work-family
climate will moderate the relationship between resilience and WTFE (hypotheses
4a-b) and the relationship between resilience and FTWE (hypotheses 4c-d), such that
FSSB and perceptions of work-family climate will enhance the positive relationship
between resilience and enrichment.
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Hypothesis a: FSSB will moderate the relationship between resilience and WTFC,
such that higher levels of FSSB will strengthen the negative relationship between
resilience and WTFC.

Hypothesis b: Perceptions of work-family climate will moderate the relationship
between resilience and WTFC, such that higher levels of climate will strengthen the
negative relationship between resilience and WTFC.

Hypothesis ¢: FSSB will moderate the relationship between resilience and FTWC,
such that higher levels of FSSB will strengthen the negative relationship between
resilience and FTWC.

Hypothesis d: Perceptions of work-family climate will moderate the relationship
between resilience and FTWC, such that higher levels of climate will strengthen the
negative relationship between resilience and FTWC.

Hypothesis a: FSSB will moderate the relationship between resilience and WTFE,
such that higher levels of FSSB will strengthen the positive relationship between
resilience and WTFE.

Hypothesis b: Perceptions of work-family climate will moderate the relationship
between resilience and WTFE, such that higher levels of climate will strengthen the
positive relationship between resilience and WTFE.

Hypothesis ¢: FSSB will moderate the relationship between resilience and FTWE,
such that higher levels of FSSB will strengthen the positive relationship between
resilience and FTWE.

Hypothesis d: Perceptions of work-family climate will moderate the relationship
between resilience and FTWE, such that higher levels of climate will strengthen the
positive relationship between resilience and FTWE.

Method
Participants and Procedure

Cross-sectional survey data were collected from Army National Guard headquarters
and armories in the Northwestern part of the U.S. as part of a larger Department of
Defense-funded study to examine service members’ health and work-family experi-
ences. Participants from the National Guard who worked full time (= 32 h per week)
were recruited through email and enrolled in the study through an online signup link.
Potential participants received an automated email to complete their baseline survey
online and received $25 for completing the survey.
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Participants were 417 full-time National Guard employees, made up of 59%
Active Guard Reserve (AGR) or Active Duty Operational Support (ADOS) and 41%
Military Technicians of Title 5 Civilians. Positions primarily included personnel pro-
viding support for the day-to-day functioning of the National Guard, such as human
resources, finance/supply, logistics, and maintenance. Most of our sample (68%) had
been deployed at least once, and of those who had been deployed, most had at least
some combat exposure (85%). Participants worked in 10 distinct workgroups, with
21-62 service members (M=41.7, SD=11.71) nested within each group. They were
primarily male (75%), married or cohabitating with a partner (78%), and were an
average of 37.11 years old (SD=8.43). Race/ethnicity of participants was as follows:
White (81.07%), American Indian/Alaska Native (0.97%), Asian (1.94%), Black/
African American (1.69%), Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (2.18%), Latino/His-
panic (6.55%), and other (5.58%). Participants had between 0 and 6 children living
with them at least three days per week (M=1.38, SD=1.30), and 5% of participants
reported eldercare responsibilities.

Measures

All measures used a response scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree),
with the exception of the conflict scale, which used a scale from 1 (almost never) to 5
(almost always). For all scales, higher scores reflect greater degrees of the construct.

Work-Family Conflict

WTFC and FTWC were each measured with three items (Matthews et al., 2010). An
example WTFC item is, “I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I
must spend on work responsibilities” and an example FTWC item is, “Because I am
often stressed from family responsibilities, I have a hard time concentrating on my
work.” Cronbach’s alphas were 0.75 for WTFC and 0.64 for FTWC.

Work-Family Enrichment

WTFE and FTWE were each measured with three items (Kacmar et al., 2014). One
example WTFE item is, “My involvement in my work helps me feel personally ful-
filled and this helps me be a better family member” and an example FTWE item is,
“My involvement with family puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better
worker.” Cronbach’s alphas were 0.88 for WTFE and 0.85 for FTWE.

Resilience
Resilience was measured with the 6-item Brief Resilience Scale (BRS; Smith et al.,

2008). An example item is, “I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times.” Cron-
bach’s alpha for this scale was 0.88.
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Perceptions of Work-Family Climate

The family-sacrifices subscale comes from a broader measure of perceptions of work
climate for the family role (Kossek et al., 2001). The scale contains three items and
refers to the climate specifically within the respondent’s work unit, with one example
item being, “It is generally accepted that people have to put their families second to
their jobs.” We reverse-coded this scale so that higher scores would represent percep-
tions of a better work climate for family. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.87.

Family-Supportive Supervisor Behavior

FSSB was measured with the 4-item FSSB-Short Form scale (Hammer et al., 2013).
An example item is, “My supervisor works effectively with employees to creatively
solve conflicts between work and non-work.” Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was
0.95.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

A multilevel confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with the items from all
scales to determine that each measure or dimension (WTFC, FTWC, WTFE, FTWE,
resilience, perceptions of work-family climate, FSSB) was distinct. As expected,
the seven-factor model fit the data well (x* (254)=491.70, p < .001; CFI=0.96,
TLI=0.95, RMSEA=0.05, SRMR=0.05).

Control Variables

Number of children and post-traumatic stress symptoms (PTSS) were included as
control variables according to theoretical and empirical relationships with key study
variables (e.g., Byron, 2005; Vinokur et al., 2011). PTSS were measured with a
four-item DSM 5-based scale (Price et al., 2016). Job type was included because the
sample included service members categorized as AGR/ADOS or as Technician/Title
5 Civilian, which differ in their employment level (i.e., state, federal) and have differ-
ent regulations regarding pay, work hours, retirement, etc.

Results

A multilevel, fully saturated path analysis was conducted in Mplus version 8.4 to
test the study hypotheses (a simplified path model with regression coefficients is
presented in Fig. 1). Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were low for WTFC
(0.003), WTFE (0.007), and FTWE (0.010), and slightly higher for FTWC (0.023).
Thus, the analysis accounts for the nesting of individuals within clusters, although
all variables were modeled at the individual level. Variables that were included in
interaction terms (resilience, perceptions of work-family climate, and FSSB) were
grand-mean centered. Missing data were estimated using full information maximum
likelihood (FIML). To evaluate regression coefficients, we examined both stan-
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Work-to-Family
Conflict

FSSB*Resilience 0.17**= | Family-to-Work

Conflict

Resilience

Work-to-Family

FC*Resilience 021=es Enrichment
\ Family-to-Work
0.14% Enrichment

Fig. 1 FSSB = family-supportive supervisor behaviors. FC = perceptions of work-family climate. All hy-
pothesized relationships represented by arrows. The four outcomes were also regressed on FSSB, FC,
and control variables (PTSD symptoms, job type, children), but those variables and relationships are not
depicted for simplicity. Only statistically significant coefficients are included. * p < .05. ** p < .01. ***
p<.001

dardized and unstandardized regression coefficients, standard errors, and p-values.
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations are displayed in Table 1, and model
results are displayed in Table 2.

Direct Effects

Hypotheses 1a and 1b predicted that resilience is negatively associated with WTFC
and FTWC, and hypotheses 2a and 2b predicted that resilience is positively asso-
ciated with WTFE and FTWE. To test hypotheses 1 and 2, we regressed WTFC,
FTWC, WTFE, and FTWE on resilience. Results indicate that resilience significantly
predicted lower FTWC (b=-0.17, p < .001) and greater WTFE (b=0.21 p < .001),
but not WTFC (b=-0.06, p=.29) or FTWE (b=0.13, p=.06). Thus, hypotheses 1b
and 2a were supported, but hypotheses 1a and 2b were not supported.

Additionally, although not hypothesized, there were significant associations
between perceptions of work-family climate and WTFC (b=—0.45, p <.001), FTWC
(b=-0.23, p < .001), and WTFE (b=0.15, p=.002), but not FTWE (b=-0.003,
p=.94). There were also significant associations between FSSB and WTFC (b=-0.06,
p=.03), FTWC (b=-0.10, p=.004), WTFE (6=0.23, p < .001), and FTWE (b=0.15,
p=.005).

Moderation Effects

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between resilience and the conflict out-
comes (WTFC and FTWC) would be moderated by FSSB (3a and 3c¢) and by percep-
tions of work-family climate (3b and 3d). Hypothesis 4 predicted that the relationship
between resilience and the enrichment outcomes (WTFE and FTWE) would be mod-
erated by FSSB (4a and 4¢) and by perceptions of work-family climate (4b and 4d).
To test hypothesis 3

and 4, we regressed WTFC, FTWC, WTFE, and FTWE on two interaction terms.
FSSB did not significantly interact with resilience to predict WTFC (b=0.01, p=.65),
FTWC (b=-0.02, p=.65), WTFE (b=-0.03, p =.44), or FTWE (b=-0.03, p=.61).
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Work-Family Climate

Family-to-Work Enrichment
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3
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Fig.2 Interaction between resilience and perceptions of work-family climate on family-to-work enrichment

Thus, we did not find support for hypotheses 3a, 3¢, 4a, or 4c. Additionally, percep-
tions of work-family climate did not moderate the relationships between resilience
and either conflict outcome (WTFC: 5=0.01, p=.82; FTWC: b=-0.02, p=.79) or
WTFE (b=0.09, p=.32). Thus, we did not find support for hypotheses 3b, 3d, or 4b.

Perceptions of work-family climate did significantly moderate the relationship
between resilience and FTWE (b=0.14, p=.047). Thus, hypothesis 4d was sup-
ported. After probing the interaction, when perceptions of climate were high (one
standard deviation above the mean; 3.96), resilience was significantly and positively
related to FTWE (b=0.28, p=.02). At the mean of climate perceptions (2.93), resil-
ience was not significantly related to FTWE (b=0.13, p=.06), and when perceptions
of climate were low (one standard deviation below the mean; 1.90), resilience was
not related to FTWE (b=-0.02, p=.77). See Fig. 2 for a depiction of this interaction.

Discussion

The results of this study indicate that resilience was directly related to two of the four
work-family outcomes (i.e., FTWC, WTFE) in the expected directions, suggesting
that one’s personal ability to bounce back from stressors helps in both managing the
extent to which family roles interfere with work roles and reaping the benefits of work
experiences when in the family role. However, resilience was not directly related to
WTFC or FTWE. WTFC may be considered somewhat inevitable, especially in a
military organization, such that a personal resource like resilience is not effective for
preventing or reducing experiences of work interfering with family. In comparison,
FTWC may be more easily addressed by service members because they have more
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individual control over family interference (e.g., can make more individual deci-
sions about when and how to address family responsibilities), such that individual
resilience can actually influence its occurrence. The ability of resilience to predict
WTFE but not FTWE may be explained by positive experiences from home being
more frequent and easier to transfer to work (i.e., resilience is not necessary for this to
occur) compared to transferring positive experiences from work to home, which may
require more cognitive and emotional energy, in which case resilience would be use-
ful. Particularly in a stressful military environment, resilience might enable service
members to derive from work more positive feelings and experiences to transfer to
the home environment. The interaction may also explain the lack of a direct relation-
ship between resilience and FTWE, because contextual variables appear to determine
the extent to which resilience relates to FTWE. These mixed findings partially con-
tradict recent research, which found that resilience was not related to either enrich-
ment outcome or FTWC, but was related to WTFC and work-life balance satisfaction
(Wayne et al., 2020). Thus, this study provides partial support for tenets of COR
suggesting that personal resources, like resilience, can help employees prevent some
work-family strain and enhance some work-family enrichment. However, our results
do not necessarily clarify the relationships between resilience and family-to-work
constructs, and we cannot provide evidence that the financial resources allocated
to enhancing service members’ resilience are likely to widely benefit work-family
outcomes.

Regarding the theorized interactions between personal and organizational
resources, perceptions of work-family climate strengthened the effects of resil-
ience on FTWE. However, there were no moderating effects of work-family climate
perceptions on WTFC, FTWC, nor WTFE. The significant moderating effect of
work-family climate perceptions on the relationship between resilience and FTWE
illustrates the importance of supportive work-family environments. When employ-
ees are expected to make fewer family sacrifices for work (i.e., high work-family
climate), personal resilience has a stronger relationship with the transfer of posi-
tive experiences from the family role to the work role. Thus, as expected, personal
resources (e.g., resilience) can be beneficial, but they are most advantageous in the
presence of organizational (e.g., work-family climate) resources. Further, unexpect-
edly, resilience is only significantly related to enrichment in an above average work-
family climate. When employees perceive that they are expected to make family
sacrifices and prioritize their work over family (i.e., perceptions of a poor or average
work-family climate), the relationship between resilience and FTWE becomes non-
significant, suggesting that resilience has no benefit for enrichment unless the climate
is positive and supportive.

We propose a possible explanation for why one’s personal ability to bounce back
from stress may not predict the extent to which someone’s family-life enriches their
work-life under conditions of a poor work-family climate. If employees are expected
to prioritize their work, they may not spend as much time with their family and may
not be able to experience as many day-to-day positive family-life experiences. In this
case, they may not acquire the positive affect or skills from their home-life that could
help enrich their work-life, so personal resilience would be irrelevant to enrichment.
However, to fully understand why resilience does not relate to FTWE in poor work-
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family climates, future research should involve designs where positive experiences
are measured separately in the family domain and the work domain, as opposed to
measuring the entire enrichment process as one variable.

The nonsignificant interactions between resilience and FSSB may be due to the
level at which the resource is provided. According to the work-home resources
model, macro resources are a specific subset of contextual variables that are very
broad and structural, such as cultural, social, and economic systems (ten Brummel-
huis & Bakker, 2012), and they determine the “extent to which other resources can
be used effectively” (p. 548), which should make them moderators of the relationship
between personal resources, such as resilience, and work-family outcomes. This was
supported by our findings regarding work-family climate perceptions and the fam-
ily-to-work enrichment outcome. However, although work-family climate could be
considered a macro resource, especially in a formal, longstanding organization such
as the military, FSSB would be considered a volatile social resource that is more nar-
rowly focused. Thus, we found that macro contextual resources in conjunction with
resilience are more beneficial for work-family outcomes than specific social con-
textual resources. However, it should be noted that supervisor support was directly
associated with all four work-family outcomes in this military sample, and thus, is
still important despite it not interacting with resilience. These results are largely in
line with recent successful supervisor support intervention work in military settings,
which found that the effect of the intervention on work and health outcomes was
dependent on existing supervisor support (Hammer et al., 2019).

Although not hypothesized, we draw the reader’s attention to the effects of FSSB
and perceptions of work-family climate on the work-family outcomes. One notable
finding is that FSSB is significantly related to all four work-family outcomes, includ-
ing FTWE, which was not associated with perceptions of work-family climate in this
sample. Additionally, when examining the standardized regression coefficients, FSSB
was the strongest predictor of both enrichment outcomes, suggesting that supportive
supervisors may help service members transfer positive experiences, emotions, and
skills across domains. Perceptions of work-family climate was the strongest predic-
tor of both conflict outcomes, suggesting that the broader, macro resource is the most
beneficial for reducing interference between domains. This could be partially due to
the measure of work-family climate being specific to making “sacrifices,” which is
more closely aligned to conflict as opposed to enrichment.

In general, these findings are similar to those in recent research (e.g., Wayne et al.,
2020), which highlight that broader resources provided by work are the most benefi-
cial for work-family outcomes, compared to personal resources or family resources.
This suggests that broader organizational factors should be targeted in addition to
resilience and are likely more impactful for improving service member work-family
outcomes. These results provide empirical evidence to be considered alongside the
existing philosophical and ethical arguments that a focus on resilience within military
settings places the onus on the individual, largely removing responsibility from the
larger military organization, to maintain the health and well-being of service mem-
bers and their families (e.g., Britt et al., 2016; Howell, 2015).
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Practical Implications

Our results suggest that organizational interventions emphasizing both family-
supportive resources and resilience should have a positive impact on employees’
work-life experiences. However, organizations like the military should focus first
on creating work-family environments that will improve the well-being of service
members and their families. Once these broader contextual resources are established,
organizations can turn their focus to developing employees’ personal resources, like
resilience. Although most of the expected moderations were not supported, the mod-
erating effect of climate perceptions for FTWE and the variance in the four work-
family variables explained by the organizational resources suggest that the military’s
exclusive focus on resilience may be an ineffective use of resources without incorpo-
rating broader interventions. Before spending time and resources on training individ-
uals to develop their individual resources, interventions should focus on enhancing
organizational resources and address situational constraints and affordances that
influence how and when personal resources can be expressed and utilized.

Accordingly, a focus on family-friendly environments is critical for future mili-
tary intervention work. Hammer and colleagues (2005) have highlighted several unit-
level and organizational-level interventions for military samples, including flexible
work arrangements, enhancing supportive culture (i.e., targeting unit leaders, focus-
ing on child and elder care, communication), and quality childcare arrangements. In
line with our moderating results of climate perceptions, it may be particularly use-
ful for military interventions to identify intervention targets within their respective
branch or unit that reflect sacrificing family for work (e.g., policies around taking
calls from home, long work hours). Additionally, existing resilience-focused train-
ings could be improved by including a module on organizational resources, including
how to access them and how to ask for help (e.g., support from supervisors). Overall,
both family-supportive contextual resources and personal resources should benefit
military employees’ work-family experiences, though we argue that creating family-
supportive organizational systems should be prioritized before focusing on personal
resource development at the individual level.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Future research should continue to assess the direct effects and moderating effects of
organizational support resources at varying levels (e.g., coworker, supervisor, orga-
nization). Although broader support resources (i.e., climate) have been shown to be
more strongly related to WFC than specific support resources (i.e., FSSB; French
et al. 2018), perhaps those specific resources are more strongly related to WFE and
other positive outcomes than broad resources. In the current sample, for both enrich-
ment outcomes, FSSB was a stronger predictor than perceptions of work-family cli-
mate. We do not have a full understanding of which variables and which levels most
strongly protect individuals from stressors and allow for positive work-family expe-
riences. Perhaps even broader variables, such as federal or state family leave policies,
economic systems (e.g., capitalism, democratic socialism), or cultural variables (e.g.,
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individualism), would act as more effective moderators of the relationships between
resilience and work-family outcomes.

After first testing these relationships with a cross-sectional design, future research
should use longitudinal designs to establish temporal relationships and reduce com-
mon method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Testing these associations longitudinally
would provide a more precise test of the process through which personal resources
and organizational resources contribute to resource gain spirals (i.e., resources lead-
ing to the gain of additional resources; Hobfoll et al., 2018) and resource caravan
passageways (i.e., environments that foster or hinder resource gain and maintenance;
Hobfoll et al., 2018) in addition to their influence on work-family outcomes. Addi-
tionally, future research can tap into existing interventions (e.g., resilience trainings,
FSSB training) to better determine causality in similar models. The measure used in
this study taps the characteristic tendency (i.e., trait) of resilience, providing some
reassurance that our model is correctly specified (Smith et al., 2008), but longitudinal
designs would provide stronger evidence for the proposed phenomenon.

Other future directions involve construct operationalization and sample character-
istics. There are concerns regarding the construct validity of resilience (e.g., Windle
et al., 2011), as well as questions about its uniqueness and value-added compared to
other variables, such as negative affect or neuroticism. Future research should exam-
ine similar constructs to resilience and their comparative relationships with work-
family outcomes. Additionally, the FTWC scale had low reliability in our study,
which likely attenuated observed relationships between the construct of FTWC and
other variables (Schmitt, 1996). Thus, future research should examine these hypoth-
eses with other operationalizations of this variable. Lastly, we conducted this study
with a specific sample of service members. Interestingly, although we did not hypoth-
esize this, we did find that active duty service members in our sample reported higher
levels of WTFC and lower levels of WTFE compared to those not in active duty.
Thus, it is important to consider the unique demands of active duty that create addi-
tional challenges for work-family dynamics compared to non-active duty.

Conclusions

Resilience can provide service members with an ability to manage their work and
family roles in a way that reduces some aspects of work-family conflict and enhances
work-family enrichment. However, organizational resources, such as FSSB and a
supportive work-family climate, may create a ceiling for the impact of resilience on
work-family outcomes. Additionally, organizational resources or interventions can-
not necessarily be interchanged, and the level at which the resource occurs should be
carefully considered to achieve specific desired outcomes. Military organizations, and
perhaps other types of organizations as well, must go beyond individual resources,
such as resilience, and provide organizational support for service members’ families
and family responsibilities.

Authors’ Contributions Lesliec Hammer, Todd Bodner, Tori Crain, and Jacquelyn Brady contributed to
study design and paper development. Jacqueline Wong performed the data analysis and wrote the first

@ Springer



446 Occupational Health Science (2022) 6:425-450

draft of the manuscript. Tori Crain and Rebecca Brossoit wrote sections of the manuscript, and all authors
commented on multiple versions of the manuscript.

Funding The U.S. Army Medical Research Acquisition Activity, 820 Chandler Street, Fort Detrick MD
21702-5014 is the awarding and administering acquisition office. This work was supported by the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs, through the Psychological Health/Traumatic
Brain Injury Research Program under Award No. W81XWH-16-1-0720. Opinions, interpretations, con-
clusions and recommendations are those of the author and are not necessarily endorsed by the Depart-
ment of Defense. This research was also supported by the Mountains & Plains Education and Research
Center (Grant #: T420H009229), funded by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and Grant
#T030H008435 awarded to Portland State University, funded by the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health. Its contents are solely the responsibility
of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official views of the funding agencies.

Declaration

Conflicts of Interest/Competing Interests Leslie Hammer has a financial interest in Work Life Help, LLC.,
a company that may have a commercial interest in the results of this research and technology. This poten-
tial conflict of interest has been reviewed and managed by OHSU. The authors declare no other conflicts
of interest.

Availability of Data and Material If published, data and material could be made available upon request.

Code Availability If published, code could be made available upon request.

References

Adler, A. B., & Sowden, W. J. (2018). Resilience in the military: The double-edged sword of military
culture. Military and veteran mental health (pp. 43-54). New York, NY: Springer. https:/doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-4939-7438-2_4

Allen, T. D., Johnson, R. C., Saboe, K. N., Cho, E., Dumani, S., & Evans, S. (2012). Dispositional vari-
ables and work—family conflict: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 80(1), 17-26.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.004

Amstad, F. T., Meier, L. L., Fasel, U., Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2011). A meta-analysis of work—fam-
ily conflict and various outcomes with a special emphasis on cross-domain versus matching-domain
relations. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(2), 151-169. doi: https://doi.org/10.1037/
20022170

Behson, S. J. (2005). The relative contribution of formal and informal organizational work—family support.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66, 487-500. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.02.004

Bensimon, M. (2012). Elaboration on the association between trauma, PTSD and posttraumatic growth:
The role of trait resilience. Personality and Individual Differences, 52(7), 782-787. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.011

Britt, T. W., Shen, W, Sinclair, R. R., Grossman, M. R., & Klieger, D. M. (2016). How much do we really
know about employee resilience? Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 9(2), 378-404. https://
doi.org/10.1017/i0p.2015.107

Butler, A. B., Grzywacz, J. G., Bass, B. L., & Linney, K. D. (2005). Extending the demands-control model:
A daily diary study of job characteristics, work-family conflict and work-family facilitation. Journal
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 78(2), 155-169. https://doi.org/10.1348/0963179
05X40097

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work—family conflict and its antecedents. Journal of Voca-
tional Behavior, 67, 169—198. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009

Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, K. M., Wayne, J. H., & Grzywacz, J. G. (2006). Measuring the positive side of the
work—family interface: Development and validation of a work—family enrichment scale. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 68(1), 131-164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.02.002

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-7438-2_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-7438-2_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317905X40097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317905X40097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.02.002

Occupational Health Science (2022) 6:425-450 447

Chen, Z., & Powell, G. N. (2012). No pain, no gain? A resource-based model of work-to-family enrich-
ment and conflict. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 81(1), 89—98

Clever, M., & Segal, D. R. (2013). The demographics of military children and families. The Future of
Children, 23(2), 13-39. https://doi.org/10.1353/f0c.2013.0018

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB): A review and rec-
ommendations for future research and practice. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(7), 869-888.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j0b.2320

Crane, M. F., & Searle, B. J. (2016). Building resilience through exposure to stressors: The effects of chal-
lenges versus hindrances. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 21(4), 468—480. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0040064

Drummet, A. R., Coleman, M., & Cable, S. (2003). Military families under stress: Implications for family
life education. Family Relations, 52(3), 279-287. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2003.00279.x

Edwards, J. R., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). Mechanisms linking work and family: Clarifying the relation-
ship between work and family constructs. Academy of Management Journal, 25(1), 178—199. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791609

Fairbank, J. A., Briggs, E. C., Lee, R. C., Corry, N. H., Pflieger, J. C., Gerrity, E. T. ... Murphy, R.
A. (2018). Mental health of children of deployed and nondeployed US Military service members:
The Millennium Cohort Family Study. Journal of Developmental & Behavioral Pediatrics, 39(9),
683—692. https://doi.org/10.1097/DBP.0000000000000606

Fletcher, D., & Sarkar, M. (2013). Psychological resilience: A review and critique of definitions, concepts,
and theory. European Psychologist, 18(1), 12-23

French, K. A., Dumani, S., Allen, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2018). A meta-analysis of work—family con-
flict and social support. Psychological Bulletin, 144(3), 284-314. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000120

French, K. A., & Shockley, K. M. (2020). Formal and informal supports for managing work and family. Cur-
rent Directions in Psychological Science,29(2),207-216. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420906218

Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Antecedents and outcomes of work-family conflict:
Testing a model of the work-family interface. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 65-78

Gareis, K. C., Barnett, R. C., Ertel, K. A., & Berkman, L. F. (2009). Work-family enrichment and conflict:
additive effects, buffering, or balance? Journal of Marriage and Family, 71(3), 696707

Gottman, J. M., Gottman, J. S., & Atkins, C. L. (2011). The Comprehensive Soldier Fitness program:
Family skills component. American Psychologist, 66(1), 52-57. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021706

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When work and family are allies: A theory of work-family enrich-
ment. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 72-92. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625

Griffith, J., & West, C. (2013). Master resilience training and its relationship to individual well-being and
stress buffering among Army National Guard soldiers. The Journal of Behavioral Health Services &
Research, 40(2), 140—-155. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-013-9320-8

Halbesleben, J. R., Neveu, J. P., Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Westman, M. (2014). Getting to the “COR”
understanding the role of resources in conservation of resources theory. Journal of Management,
40(5), 1334—1364. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130

Hammer, L. B., Cullen, J. C., Marchand, G., & Dezsofi, A. (2005). Reducing the negative impact of work-
family conflict on military personnel: Individual coping strategies and multi-level interventions. In
T. Britt, A. Adler, & C. Castro (Eds.), Military life: The psychology of serving in peace and combat.
Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group, Inc

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Bodner, T., & Crain, T. (2013). Measurement development and validation of
the Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior Short-Form (FSSB-SF). Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 18(3), 285-296. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032612

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. (2009). Development and
validation of a multidimensional measure of family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB). Journal
of Management, 35(4), 837-856. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510

Hammer, L. B., Wan, W. H., Brockwood, K. J., Mohr, C. D., & Carlson, K. F. (2017). Military, work, and
health characteristics of veterans and reservists from the Study for Employment Retention of Veter-
ans (SERVe). Military Psychology, 29(6), 491-512. https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000196

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. American Psy-
chologist, 44(3), 513-524

Hobfoll, S. E. (2002). Social and psychological resources and adaptation. Review of General Psychology,
6(4), 307-324. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/foc.2013.0018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.2320
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0040064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0040064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2003.00279.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791609
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/DBP.0000000000000606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/bul0000120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721420906218
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021706
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11414-013-9320-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0032612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/mil0000196
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307

448 Occupational Health Science (2022) 6:425-450

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in
the organizational context: The reality of resources and their consequences. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5, 103-128. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640

Hobfoll, S. E., Stevens, N. R., & Zalta, A. K. (2015). Expanding the science of resilience: Conserving
resources in the aid of adaptation. Psychological Inquiry, 26(2), 174—-180

Howell, A. (2015). Resilience, war, and austerity: The ethics of military human enhancement and the poli-
tics of data. Security Dialogue, 46(1), 15-31. https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010614551040

Hu, T., Zhang, D., & Wang, J. (2015). A meta-analysis of the trait resilience and mental health. Personality
and Individual Differences, 76, 18-27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.039

Jacelon, C. S. (1997). The trait and process of resilience. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 25(1), 123—-129

Jackson, D., Firtko, A., & Edenborough, M. (2007). Personal resilience as a strategy for surviving and
thriving in the face of workplace adversity: a literature review. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 60(1),
1-9

Kacmar, K. M., Crawford, W. S., Carlson, D. S., Ferguson, M., & Whitten, D. (2014). A short and valid
measure of work-family enrichment. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 19(1), 32-45.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035123

Karatepe, O. M., & Karadas, G. (2014). The effect of psychological capital on conflicts in the work—fam-
ily interface, turnover and absence intentions. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 43,
132-143. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.ijhm.2014.09.005

Kossek, E. E., Colquitt, J. A., & Noe, R. A. (2001). Caregiving decisions, well-being, and performance:
The effects of place and provider as a function of dependent type and work-family climates. Academy
of Management Journal, 44(1), 29-44. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069335

Kossek, E. E., & Perrigino, M. B. (2016). Resilience: A review using a grounded integrated occupational
approach. The Academy of Management Annals, 10(1), 729-797. https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520
.2016.1159878

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. (2011). Workplace social support and work—
family conflict: A meta-analysis clarifying the influence of general and work—family-specific
supervisor and organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 289-313. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01211.x

Krisor, S. M., Diebig, M., & Rowold, J. (2015). Is cortisol as a biomarker of stress influenced by the inter-
play of work-family conflict, work-family balance and resilience? Personnel Review, 44(4), 648—661

Lee, J. H., Nam, S. K., Kim, A. R., Kim, B., Lee, M. Y., & Lee, S. M. (2013). Resilience: A meta-
analytic approach. Journal of Counseling & Development, 91(3), 269-279. https://doi.
org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2013.00095.x

Lewis, M. (2001). Issues in the study of personality development. Psychological Inquiry, 12(2), 67-83.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PL11202_02

Mansfield, A. J., Kaufman, J. S., Marshall, S. W., Gaynes, B. N., Morrissey, J. P., & Engel, C. C. (2010).
Deployment and the use of mental health services among US Army wives. New England Journal of
Medicine, 362(2), 101-109. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM 020900177

Martinez-Marti, M. L., & Ruch, W. (2017). Character strengths predict resilience over and above positive
affect, self-efficacy, optimism, social support, self-esteem, and life satisfaction. The Journal of Posi-
tive Psychology, 12(2), 110-119. doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2016.1163403

Matthews, R. A., Kath, L. M., & Barnes-Farrell, J. L. (2010). A short, valid, predictive measure of work—
family conflict: Item selection and scale validation. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
15(1), 75-90. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017443

Mauno, S., & Rantanen, M. (2013). Contextual and dispositional coping resources as predictors of
work-family conflict and enrichment: Which of these resources or their combinations are the most
beneficial? Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 34(1), 87-104. doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10834-012-9306-3

McNall, L. A., Nicklin, J. M., & Masuda, A. D. (2010). A meta-analytic review of the consequences associ-
ated with work—family enrichment. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25(3), 381-396. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1

McNall, L. A., Scott, L. D., & Nicklin, J. M. (2015). Do positive affectivity and boundary preferences mat-
ter for work—family enrichment? A study of human service workers. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 20(1), 93—104. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038165

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0967010614551040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2014.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/3069335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1159878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1159878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01211.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01211.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2013.00095.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2013.00095.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1202_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0900177
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2016.1163403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10834-012-9306-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10834-012-9306-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038165

Occupational Health Science (2022) 6:425-450 449

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Viswesvaran, C. (2005). Convergence between measures of work-to-family
and family-to-work conflict: A meta-analytic examination. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 67(2),
215-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.004

Michel, J. S., Kotrba, L. M., Mitchelson, J. K., Clark, M. A., & Baltes, B. B. (2011). Antecedents of work-
family conflict: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(5), 689—-725. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1002/j0b.695

Morganson, V. J., Litano, M. L., & O’Neill, S. K. (2014). Promoting work-family balance through positive
psychology: A practical review of the literature. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 17(4), 221-244.
https://doi.org/10.1037/mgr0000023

Muse, L. A., & Pichler, S. (2011). A comparison of types of support for lower-skill workers: Evidence for
the importance of family supportive supervisors. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79, 653-666. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.005

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Britt, T. W., & Greene-Shortridge, T. M. (2012). Organizational work—family
resources as predictors of job performance and attitudes: The process of work—family conflict and
enrichment. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 17(1), 28-40. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20026428

Ong, A. D., Bergeman, C. S., Bisconti, T. L., & Wallace, K. A. (2006). Psychological resilience, positive
emotions, and successful adaptation to stress in later life. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 91(4), 730-749. doi: https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.730

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social science
research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63(1), 539—-569.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452

Price, M., Szafranski, D. D., van Stolk-Cooke, K., & Gros, D. F. (2016). Investigation of abbreviated
4 and 8 item versions of the PTSD Checklist 5. Psychiatry Research, 239, 124—130. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.03.014

Ramchand, R., Rudavsky, R., Grant, S., Tanielian, T., & Jaycox, L. (2015). Prevalence of, risk factors
for, and consequences of posttraumatic stress disorder and other mental health problems in military
populations deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan. Current Psychiatry Reports, 17(5), 37. https://doi.
org/10.1007/511920-015-0575-z

Reivich, K. J., Seligman, M. E., & McBride, S. (2011). Master resilience training in the US Army. Ameri-
can Psychologist, 66(1), 25-34. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021897

Resilience training for the Army. (n.d.) Retrieved from https:/ppc.sas.upenn.edu/services/
resilience-training-army

Robertson, I. T., Cooper, C. L., Sarkar, M., & Curran, T. (2015). Resilience training in the workplace from
2003 to 2014: A systematic review. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 88(3),
533-562. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12120

Salehi, P., Rasdi, R. M., & Ahmad, A. (2015). Personal and environmental predictors of academics’ work-
to-family enrichment at research universities. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 24(2), 379—
388. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0190-5

Schmitt, N. (1996). Uses and abuses of coefficient alpha. Psychological Assessment, 8(4), 350-353

Segal, M. W. (1986). The military and the family as greedy institutions. Armed Forces & Society, 13(1),
9-38. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X8601300101

Smith, B. W., Dalen, J., Wiggins, K., Tooley, E., Christopher, P., & Bernard, J. (2008). The brief resilience
scale: Assessing the ability to bounce back. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 15(3),
194-200. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705500802222972

Tedeschi, R. G., & McNally, R. J. (2011). Can we facilitate posttraumatic growth in combat veterans?
American Psychologist, 66(1), 19-24. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021896

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A resource perspective on the work—home interface:
The work—home resources model. American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20027974

van der Werff, S. J., van den Berg, S. M., Pannekoek, J. N., Elzinga, B. M., & Van Der Wee, N. J. (2013).
Neuroimaging resilience to stress: A review. Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience, 7, 1-14

Vinokur, A. D., Pierce, P. F., Lewandowski-Romps, L., Hobfoll, S. E., & Galea, S. (2011). Effects of
war exposure on air force personnel’s mental health, job burnout and other organizational related
outcomes. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(1), 3—17. doi:https://doi.org/10.1037/
20021617

Voydanoff, P. (2004a). Implications of work and community demands and resources for work-to-family
conflict and facilitation. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(4), 275-285

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/mgr0000023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026428
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026428
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.03.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.03.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11920-015-0575-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11920-015-0575-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021897
https://ppc.sas.upenn.edu/services/resilience-training-army
https://ppc.sas.upenn.edu/services/resilience-training-army
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop.12120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0190-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0095327X8601300101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705500802222972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021896
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021617

450 Occupational Health Science (2022) 6:425-450

Voydanoff, P. (2004b). The effects of work demands and resources on work-to-family conflict and facilitation.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 66(2), 398—412. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2004.00028.x

Wadsworth, L. L., & Owens, B. P. (2007). The effects of social support on work—family enhancement and
work—family conflict in the public sector. Public Administration Review, 67(1), 75-87. https://doi.
org/10.1111/§.1540-6210.2006.00698.x

Wadsworth, S. M., & Southwell, K. (2011). Military families: Extreme work and extreme “work-family”.
The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 638(1), 163—183. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0002716211416445

Wan, W., Haverly, S. N., & Hammer, L. (2018). Work, stress, and health of military couples across transi-
tions. In P. D. Harms, & P. L. Perrewé (Eds.), Research in occupational stress and well-being (Vol.
16): Examining the stress and well-being of our military and veterans (pp. 69-90). UK: Emerald
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-355520180000016005

Wayne, J. H., Matthews, R., Crawford, W., & Casper, W. J. (2020). Predictors and processes of satisfaction
with work—family balance: Examining the role of personal, work, and family resources and conflict
and enrichment. Human Resource Management, 59(1), 25—42. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21971

White, C. J., de Burgh, H. T., Fear, N. T., & Iversen, A. C. (2011). The impact of deployment to Iraq or
Afghanistan on military children: A review of the literature. International Review of Psychiatry,
23(2),210-217. https://doi.org/10.3109/09540261.2011.560143

Windle, G., Bennett, K. M., & Noyes, J. (2011). A methodological review of resilience measurement
scales. Health and Quality of Life Outcomes, 9(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-9-8

Youssef, C. M., & Luthans, F. (2007). Positive organizational behavior in the workplace: The impact
of hope, optimism, and resilience. Journal of Management, 33(5), 774-800. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206307305562

Eidelson, R., Pilisuk, M., & Soldz, S. (2011). The dark side of comprehensive soldier fitness. American
Psychologist, 66(7), 643—644. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025272

Beauregard, T. A. (2006). Predicting interference between work and home. Journal of Managerial Psy-
chology, 21(3), 244-264. doi: 10.1108/02683940610659588

Youssef, C. M., & Luthans, F. (2007). Positive organizational behavior in the workplace: The
impact of hope, optimism, and resilience. Journal of Management, 33(5), 774-800. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206307305562

Windle, G. (2011). What is resilience? A review and concept analysis. Reviews in Clinical Gerontology,
21(2), 152-169. doi:10.1017/S0959259810000420

Casey, G. W. Jr. (2011). Comprehensive soldier fitness: A vision for psychological resilience in the US
Army. American Psychologist, 66(1), 1-3. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021930 AQ7

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

Authors and Affiliations

Jacqueline R Wong' - Tori L Crain?- Rebecca M Brossoit? - Leslie B Hammer®*.
Todd E Bodner? - Jacquelyn M Brady®

P4 Jacqueline R Wong

jacqueline.wong@colostate.edu

Department of Psychology, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO, USA
Department of Psychology, Portland State University, Portland, OR, USA
Department of Psychology, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, LA, USA
4 Oregon Health and Science University (OHSU), Portland, OR, USA
Department of Psychology, San Jose State University, San Jose, CA, USA

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2004.00028.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00698.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00698.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002716211416445
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002716211416445
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S1479-355520180000016005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21971
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/09540261.2011.560143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-9-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0025272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021930

	﻿Beyond Just Resilience: The Important Role of Work-Family Resources for Military Service Members
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Theoretical Framing and Contributions
	﻿Resilience
	﻿Criticisms of a Limited Focus on Resilience

	﻿Organizational Resources for Work-Family Outcomes
	﻿Relationships Between Resilience and Work-Family Outcomes
	﻿Work-Family Conflict
	﻿Work-Family Enrichment

	﻿Moderating Role of Organizational Work-Family Resources
	﻿Method
	﻿Participants and Procedure
	﻿Measures
	﻿Perceptions of Work-Family Climate
	﻿Family-Supportive Supervisor Behavior
	﻿Confirmatory Factor Analysis
	﻿Control Variables


	﻿Results
	﻿Direct Effects
	﻿Moderation Effects

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Practical Implications
	﻿Limitations and Directions for Future Research

	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


