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With Greater Power Comes Greater Stress?
Abstract
Objective: This study investigates how status gains in job authority over time are related to three
work- and family-related stressors: job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict.
Background: Family scholars have long been interested in identifying work conditions as
sources of change and stress in family life. Sociologists have devoted much effort in
understanding the consequences of stratification for stress exposure—especially for those
individuals with status-based disadvantages. The present study advances work-family research
by shifting focus to the status-based stress exposure of individuals who transition into higher
status positions in the workplace.
Method: This study uses four waves of panel data from the Canadian Work, Stress, and Health
Study from 2011 to 2017 (N = 8,240 observations in pooled analysis). We use fixed effects
regression techniques to analyze this diverse sample of Canadian workers with multi-item
measures of focal variables.
Results: We find that increases in job authority are associated with increases in job pressure, role
blurring, and work-to-family conflict. Moreover, we find that supervisor support is an effective
workplace resource to alleviate some of the stress that comes with greater workplace power.
Conclusion: These findings highlight nuances embedded in the status boost of gaining greater
authority in the workplace by revealing some of its downsides for work-related pressures and
strains in the work-family interface. We discuss the implications of these results for stratification
and work-family stress research by integrating insights from the stress of higher status and job
demands-resources models.
Keywords: family stress; longitudinal research; stress; well-being; work; work-family issues
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INTRODUCTION
Family scholars have long been interested in identifying work conditions as sources of
change and stress in family life (Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Perry-Jenkins & Gerstel, 2020).
Simultaneously, sociologists have dedicated much effort in understanding the consequences of
social stratification for disparities in stress exposure and health outcomes (Link, Carpiano, &
Weden, 2013; Pearlin, 1989; Schieman, Milkie, & Glavin, 2009). However, most attention has
been devoted to the kinds of stress exposures and health issues experienced by individuals with
status-based disadvantages, leaving unanswered questions about the work- and family-related
stressors incurred by individuals across the entire status spectrum. In the context of the
workplace, Dahrendorf (1959, p. 170) articulated that there was “a clear line drawn between
those who participate in the exercise [of authority]…and those who are subject to the
authoritative commands of others.” The relationship between employers and employees—those
with and without job authority—represent the heart of stratification in the employment
relationship (Sørensen, 2001). The present study seeks to advance research on the implications of
status-based stress exposure for the work-family interface by specifically examining the
experiences of changes in levels of job authority.
Job authority is a position that signifies power and control over others in the workplace.
The main components involve supervising or managing employees, setting their rate of pay, and
having the ability to hire or fire workers (Castilla, 2011; Elliott & Smith, 2004). Research has
established clear benefits to having this kind of power in the work role, including greater
freedom to decide how and when one’s job gets done, along with higher earnings (Reskin &
Ross, 1992; Schieman & Reid, 2009). For these reasons, job authority has traditionally been
considered a “highly coveted workplace resource” (Smith, 2002, p. 511). This characterization of
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authority broadens the conceptualization of job resources that are evident in the Job DemandsResources (JD-R) model—a prominent conceptual framework that describes the effects of work
conditions on a range of personal and organizational outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In
the present study, we use panel data from Canadian workers to test the possibility that increased
job authority—while being a salient indicator of status and source of resources—might also
come with additional work- and family-related stressors that potentially undermine its perks as a
status-based resource, and whether supervisor support protects workers from the stress and
strains in the work-family interface that might come with climbing the occupational hierarchy.
Our first objective is to answer this research puzzle: Is job authority associated with job
pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict over time? If having control over others at
work is coupled with greater job pressure and strains in the work-family interface, then these
costs of greater power might dampen some of the rewards of job authority. For example,
excessive job pressure represents one of the most salient and pernicious workplace stressors
(Ganster & Rosen, 2013). Feeling overwhelmed by an excessive workload that exceeds the time
available to complete it during regular working time has severe consequences for workers’ wellbeing, including burnout, psychological distress, and cardiovascular diseases (Backé, Seidler,
Latza, Rossnagel, & Schumann, 2012; Koltai & Schieman, 2015; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Job pressure is associated with another potential stressor—role blurring—which involves
the difficulty in separating work and nonwork roles (Desrochers & Sargent, 2004). Role blurring
activities include sending and receiving work-related communications outside of normal work
hours, multitasking on work and home tasks at the same time, and thinking about job-related
matters outside of regular work time (Schieman & Glavin, 2016). These actions represent ways
that work can encroach on nonwork time and impair detachment and recovery from the chronic
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pressures of the job (Sonnetag & Schiffner, 2019; Voydanoff, 2005a). A conceptually distinct
but empirically related construct—work-to-family conflict—refers to the process whereby the
work role detracts from the finite time, energy, and attention available for the family role
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This process has gained significant interest among work-family
researchers in multiple disciplines (Powell, Greenhaus, Allen, & Johnson, 2019). Taken together,
role blurring and work-to-family conflict reflect chronic stressors that have been linked to
detrimental health outcomes (Dettmers, Bamberg, & Seffzek, 2016; O’Donnell et al., 2019) and
other family-related strain, such as reduced marital quality (Voydanoff, 2005b) and parental
engagement with children (Ferreira et al., 2018).
Our second objective is to examine a distinction between the JD-R model and the Stress
of Higher Status (SHS) model concerning the interaction between job-related demands and
resources. On the one hand, the JD-R model predicts that resources should alleviate the harmful
impact of demands on strain-related outcomes. By contrast, the SHS model predicts that when
resources are also indicative of higher status—such as the positional advantages associated with
job authority—then the demands of these higher status role positions may be more strongly
coupled with deleterious outcomes (Schieman, 2019). Individuals with job authority tend to
occupy a higher status position in the workplace, and if authority comes with greater stress
exposure and amplification, then this pattern would support the underlying predictions of the
SHS model (Schieman & Reid, 2009). We test these alternative ideas by examining whether job
authority and job pressure interact to shape role blurring and work-to-family conflict over time.
Our final objective in this study is to examine whether supervisor support represents a
resource-based buffer in the links between authority and job pressure, role blurring, and work-tofamily conflict over time. In most workplaces, workers with job authority are likely to be middle
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managers with their own supervisors who provide them with different levels of support (Song,
Zhang, & Wu, 2014; Statistics Canada, 2019). A core theme that intersects family research with
the sociology of mental health and occupational health literatures involves the importance of
social support in buffering the effect of stressors on deleterious outcomes in the work-family
interface (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Pearlin, 1989; Perry-Jenkins &
Gerstel, 2020). Supervisor support is a unique type of support because it comes from a superior
to whom subordinate workers must directly respond. Perceiving support from supervisors is
therefore a crucial workplace resource for fostering a more family-friendly work environment—
even among workers who have status in the hierarchy due to their own possession of authority.
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES
Theoretical Framework
We integrate the JD-R and SHS models to develop the theoretical rationale for our
hypotheses and analyses. The JD-R model asserts that working conditions can be categorized as
demands or resources. Demands refer to aspects of the job that require sustained effort and thus
have the potential to tax the capacities of workers, and—if excessive—ultimately lead to
physiological and psychological harm (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In contrast, resources
involve aspects of the job that stimulate personal growth and development while also reducing
job demands and their adverse consequences. As a resource and form of job control, we would
expect that job authority should be positively associated with worker well-being both within and
beyond the work role. Some scholars argue that job authority functions as a resource because of
its association with other workplace rewards like autonomy, schedule control, and non-routine
work (Tausig & Fenwick, 2011). Job authority epitomizes stratification-based dynamics and a
status position in the workplace appointed with greater power over others. However, this
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authority might come with costs (Mirowsky & Ross, 2003). The SHS model helps to elaborate
on the potential downsides by arguing that workers with greater authority are often exposed to
more job demands that extend into nonwork time and conflict with other roles.
Within the JD-R model, job pressure is a quintessential demand as it captures workers’
experiences with being overwhelmed by the amount of work they have to do, working on too
many tasks at the same time, and when the demands of the job exceed the time they have to do
their work (Schieman, 2013). Research consistently documents that job pressure increases
burnout and psychological distress (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Koltai & Schieman, 2015).
Though scholars primarily apply the JD-R model to test whether job resources buffer the impact
of job demands on various strain outcomes, there is far less research on the interplay between
these job demands and resources. In fact, in their comprehensive review of the state of the
literature on the JD-R model, Bakker and Demerouti (2017, p. 278) encourage new research to
examine the interrelationships between demands and resources because “whether these are
positively or negatively related is basically an empirical question,” and they push scholarship to
“theoretically explain which type of effects can be expected.” We respond to this call in the
present study by integrating and synthesizing the JD-R and SHS models to elaborate on job
authority’s relationship with job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict over time.
Job Authority: A Resource or Source of the Stress of Higher Status?
There are compelling reasons why job authority has traditionally been identified as a
workplace resource within the JD-R paradigm. Job authority symbolizes status and power in a
core social role (Elliott & Smith, 2004; Schieman, Schafer, & McIvor, 2013). Having authority
in the workplace propels professional development—involving an enrichment of leadership
qualities and strategic decision-making that ultimately shapes the direction and vitality of the
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organization (Cao & Hamori, 2016; Hambrick, Finkelstein, & Mooney, 2005; Lara & SalasVallina, 2017). Moreover, job authority typically comes with a range of other rewards including
schedule control, job autonomy, challenging work, advancement opportunities, and greater
earnings (Mirowsky & Ross, 2003; Tausig & Fenwick, 2011).
Though job authority represents a workplace resource, it can also bring more “executive”
demands and unique challenges for managing the work-family interface (Foster, Hassard,
Morris, & Cox, 2019; Kasper, Meyer, & Schmidt, 2005). These executive demands reflect the
felt difficulty or challenge in meeting the unbounded responsibilities of authority positions
(Hambrick et al., 2005). In the context of corporate restructuring and downsizing, workers with
authority may shoulder the intensifying demands of the “leaner” organization (Foster et al.,
2019). Managing conflict between colleagues and subordinates on the job represents one of the
core responsibilities associated with greater job authority (Mirowsky & Ross, 2003; Schieman &
Reid, 2008). In addition, some job situations and decisions are inherently challenging and require
considerable effort and information processing, such as hiring a new employee among a group of
highly qualified candidates (Borman & Brush, 1993). Having control over others’ work also
necessitates accepting (at least some) responsibility for their mistakes, and being required to
sustain workplace morale to cultivate sufficient levels of productivity and job performance
(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, & Derks, 2016; Castilla, 2011)—while, in the case of middle
managers, simultaneously having their own performance closely monitored by their superiors
(Ford & Collinson, 2011). The preoccupation with frequent meetings and a larger share of
administrative duties during the workday may contribute to the perception that demands exceed
the time they have to complete them and may necessitate putting in extra time after work to
finish other central tasks (Beatty, 1996; Foster et al., 2019; Hales, 1987; Mohr & Wolfram,
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2010). Recognizing the power of workplace culture and norms, others have argued that the usual
contract for managers informally “incorporates expectations that they will work unlimited hours”
(Ford & Collinson, 2011, p. 258). Taken together, the vastness of demands associated with job
authority may contribute to excessive job pressure—a key source of the stress of higher status.
We also propose that the demands of job authority might affect workers by generating
strains in the work-family interface. Though workers may desire role segmentation by preventing
aspects of their work role to affect their satisfaction and functioning at home (Clark, 2000), this
kind of arrangement might be difficult to enact for workers in higher status positions that come
with additional responsibilities. Blair-Loy’s (2003) “work-devotion schema” and Acker’s (1990)
“ideal worker norm” provide clues about the reasons why job authority may encourage increased
role blurring behaviors and work-to-family conflict. Workers with authority and higher status in
the workplace may desire—or be expected—to fully devote themselves to work and display the
ambition to succeed to advance their careers. The ideal worker norm disregards (or, even more
blatantly, discourages) managers’ responsibilities outside of the work role; moreover, these
expectations potentially intensify as one climbs the organizational hierarchy. Higher status
workers motivated to signal a strong devotion to their organization might therefore carve out
family time and allow the demands of their work to spill over into nonwork time (Correll, Kelly,
O’Connor, & Williams, 2014). Staying connected to job-related demands beyond the usual
spatial and temporal parameters of work can spawn strains in the work-family interface; some
organizations will take as much as their employees are willing to give—an idea that aligns with
Coser’s (1974) classic characterization of workplaces as “greedy institutions.” For instance,
having authority may come with expanded responsibilities that spillover beyond the temporal
and spatial boundaries of the workplace, channeled through emails or phone calls with
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colleagues or clients after normal work hours, on weekends, or even during holidays—all actions
that signal the erosion of the sanctity of nonwork time (Ford & Collinson, 2011; Spreitzer,
Cameron, & Garrett, 2017). Receiving work-related communications outside of regular working
hours might necessitate multitasking whereby the work and home role are integrated so that
demands from each domain are engaged in simultaneously—this illustrates the blurring of
boundaries between work and nonwork life (Chesley, Siibak, & Wajcman, 2015; Hunter, Clark,
& Carlson, 2019). Moreover, through being exposed to lengthy meetings or dealing with
interpersonal conflict, job authority might require energy-depleting and emotionally-draining
responsibilities that leave workers too exhausted to be fully present and engaged in familyrelated role activities (Konze, Rivkin, & Schmidt, 2017). Some evidence from cross-sectional
data confirms that job authority is indeed associated with elevated levels of role blurring
behaviors and work-to-family conflict (Schieman & Glavin, 2011, 2016)
Therefore, despite the prediction that job authority—as a purported resource in the JD-R
model—should decrease levels of job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict over
time, the SHS model predicts that the acquisition of job authority increases exposure to these
stressors and thereby undermines some of job authority’s benefits as a resource. A key
contribution of this paper is to evaluate the veracity of these competing predictions. Moreover, if
job authority contributes to the intensification of job pressure, then it might also be important to
investigate how authority and pressure interact to shape role blurring and work-to-family
conflict. To reiterate, the JD-R and SHS models predict contradicting outcomes. If the
predictions of the JD-R model are accurate, then job authority should function as a resource and
mitigate the associations between job pressure and both role blurring and work-to-family
conflict. In other words, the status-based buffering hypothesis predicts that job pressure should
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be less strongly associated with role blurring and work-to-family conflict among workers with
higher levels of job authority. In contrast, if the SHS model is accurate, then job authority—as a
cause of elevated role expectations and responsibilities—should amplify the links between job
pressure and both role blurring and work-to-family conflict. Prior research tends to support the
SHS model’s prediction, finding that the positive association between job pressure and role
blurring is stronger among managers who supervise others and have the power to hire or fire
others and influence or set their pay (Schieman & Glavin, 2016). Based on these ideas, the
status-based demands hypothesis predicts that (a) job authority increases exposure to job
pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family, and (b) job authority amplifies the relationships
between job pressure and both role blurring and work-to-family conflict. Figure 1 displays the
conceptual framework and competing theoretical predictions of the SHS and JD-R Models.

FIGURE 1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF JOB AUTHORITY AND WORK-FAMILY STRESS
EXPOSURE. NOTE. THE +/- SIGNS REPRESENT THE COMPETING THEORETICAL PREDICTIONS OF THE SHS
AND JD-R MODELS.

Supervisor Support as a Stress Buffer
Many workers with authority may still be required to answer directly to other
superordinates—and the nature of that relationship might further shape the status- and demandrelated processes articulated above. For example, supervisors might have the capacity to modify
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the demanding responsibilities placed upon middle managers (Mohr & Wolfram, 2010). Rather
than focus exclusively on formal workplace policies, researchers from the sociology of mental
health, human resource management, and organizational psychology perspectives recognize the
importance of workers’ perceptions of their supervisors—especially on the fundamental resource
dimension of social support (Almeida et al., 2016; Blair-Loy & Wharton, 2002; Kossek, Pichler,
Bodner, & Hammer, 2011; Moen et al., 2016). There is an abundance of empirical evidence
demonstrating the benefits of perceived supervisor support in alleviating work-to-family conflict
for employees (French, Dumani, Allen, & Shockley, 2018; Kelly et al., 2014; Kossek et al.,
2011). However, it is less clear how the quality of supervisor support matters for individuals who
have their own degree of job authority—and the work-family role strains associated with that
authority. Most individuals with authority do not have extremely high status (e.g., presidents,
chief executive officers, or senior managers of their company or organization), but rather tend to
occupy middle management positions that have some power but also require reporting to
superordinates. According to Statistics Canada (2019), from 2014 to 2018 middle managers
comprised the overwhelming majority of the managerial labor force at 96.5 percent. Therefore,
the quality of supervisor relations associated with middle managers’ experience of work- and
family-related stressors represents a crucial area of research that potentially affects nearly 10
percent of the entire employed labor force across Canada (Statistics Canada, 2019).
In the JD-R model, supervisor support is classified as a core resource that should reduce
job demands and their detrimental consequences (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). We test this
proposition in the present study by examining whether supervisor support alleviates the stress of
higher status associated with job authority. Perceptions of a supportive supervisor might lessen
the pressure and strain in the work-family interface associated with authority. Furthermore, we
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assess whether supervisor support attenuates the stress amplification represented in the
synergistic effects of job authority and job pressure on role blurring and work-to-family conflict.
If workers with authority perceive that their supervisors provide instrumental or emotional
support, they may be better able to cope with the stress of their jobs or appraise these demands as
less threatening and overwhelming (Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; Warner & Hausdorf, 2009).
Moreover, supervisors may act as salient role models that convey the appropriate behaviors and
expectations for how to navigate the work-family interface given the heighted demands attached
to having power in the workplace (Almeida et al., 2016).
To our knowledge, no studies have examined if supervisor support moderates the
relationships between job authority and work-family strains. More generally, however, some
empirical evidence demonstrates that supervisor support attenuates the impact of job demands on
emotional exhaustion and strains in the work-family interface (Haar, Sune, Ruso, & OllierMalaterre, 2019; Pluut, Ilies, Curseu, & Liu, 2018). Another study found that supervisor support
weakens the relationship between changes in job tasks (e.g., changes triggered by downsizing or
corporate restructuring) and irritability among managers (Mohr & Wolfram, 2010). Based on
these ideas, we propose the resource-based buffering hypothesis which predicts that supervisor
support should attenuate (a) any detrimental effects that job authority has for job pressure, role
blurring, and work-to-family conflict, and (b) any synergistic (multiplicative) effects that job
authority and job pressure have on role blurring and work-to-family conflict over time.
METHODS
Sample
To test these ideas, we analyze four waves of panel data from the Canadian Work, Stress,
and Health Study (CAN-WSH). The CAN-WSH is a large and diverse sample of Canadian
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workers with multi-item measures of the focal variables embedded in our research questions.
Wave 1 was conducted in 2011. To be eligible for participation, respondents had to be (1)
residing in Canada, (2) 18 years of age or older, (3) currently working at a paid job or operating a
business, (4) employed in the civilian labor force, and (5) living in a non-institutional residence.
Using random-digit-dial methods, phone interviews were conducted with a regionally stratified
unclustered random probability sample. The wave 1 sample was 6,004 with a response rate of
approximately 40%. Follow-up interviews were conducted in 2013, 2015, and 2017, yielding a
sample of 4,423 respondents in wave 2 (74% retention of wave 1), 3,805 respondents in wave 3
(63.4% retention of wave 1), and 3,378 respondents in wave 4 (56.3% retention of wave 1). We
use a series of analytic techniques to address attrition and missing data (described in detail
below). We excluded the self-employed (n = 1,281) because they do not report to a supervisor.
The sample sizes for the fixed effects analyses are slightly different based on the dependent
variable. The total number of person-wave observations used for job pressure, role blurring, and
work-to-family conflict come to 8,238, 8,241, and 8,240, respectively.
Measures
Dependent Variables
Job pressure is measured by the frequency of the following experiences in the past 3
months: “How often did you feel overwhelmed by how much you had to do at work?”, “How
often did you have to work on too many tasks at the same time?”, and “How often did the
demands of your job exceed the time you have to do the work?” Response choices are as
follows: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes, (4) often, and (5) very often. We averaged the items
to create the job pressure index, whereby higher scores indicate more job pressure (α =.85).
These items are similar to those that have been used in the National Study of the Changing
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Workforce and have appeared in recent publications (Schieman, 2013; Schieman & Glavin,
2016; Kelly et al., 2014).
Role blurring is assessed by the frequency of the following experiences in the past 3
months: (a) “How often were you called about work-related matters when you were not at
work?” (b) “How often did you read job-related email or text messages when you were not at
work?” (c) “How often did you contact people about work-related matters when you were not at
work?” (d) “How often do you try to work on job tasks and home tasks at the same time while
you are at home?” and (e) “How often did you think about work-related things when you were
not working?” Response choices are coded as follows: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes, (4)
often, and (5) very often. We averaged the items to create the role blurring index such that higher
scores indicate more frequent role blurring (α =.81). Recent studies have also employed these
items to measure role blurring activities (Glavin & Schieman, 2012) and have also appeared in
the National Study of the Changing Workforce (NSCW) (Voydanoff, 2005a).
Work-to-family conflict is measured as a 4-item index based on the frequency of the
following experiences in the last three months: (a) “How often did you not have enough time for
the important people in your life because of your job?”, (b) “How often did you not have the
energy to do things with the important people in your life because of your job?”, (c) “How often
did your work keep you from doing as good a job at home as you could?” and (d) “How often
did your job keep you from concentrating on important things in your family or personal life?”
Response choices are as follows: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes, (4) often, and (5) very
often. These items have also appeared in the NSCW (Voydanoff, 2005a) and the U.S. Work,
Stress, and Health Survey (Glavin & Schieman, 2012). Similar to this past research, we averaged
the items such that higher scores indicate more work-to-family conflict (α =.89).
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Independent Variables
Job authority is measured as a 3-item index. Respondents were asked, “At your job, do
you supervise or manage other people?”, “Do you influence or set the rate of pay received by
others?”, “Do you have the authority to hire or fire others?” We coded “No” responses as 0 and
“Yes” responses as 1. To create the job authority index, we summed these responses. Higher
scores indicate higher job authority (α =.69). Similar items have been used to measure job
authority in prior research (Elliott & Smith, 2004; Schieman & Reid, 2009; Smith, 2002).
Supervisor support is measured with four items that ask respondents the extent at which
they agree or disagree with the following statements: “My supervisor keeps me informed of the
things I need to know to do my job well,” “My supervisor has expectations of my job
performance that are realistic,” “My supervisor is supportive when I have a work problem,” and
“I feel comfortable bringing up personal or family issues with my supervisor.” Response choices
are coded as follows: (1) strongly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (3) somewhat agree, and (4)
strongly agree. Consistent with previous research using similar items (e.g., Maume, 2011),
which have also appeared in the NSCW, we averaged responses to generate the index, with
higher scores indicating more supervisor support (α =.74).
Control Variables
All analyses adjust for survey year and a range of sociodemographic variables, including
marital status, number of children under 18 years old living at home, education, work hours, and
personal income. Marital status is coded so those who are married and living with a partner
(reference category) are contrasted with the previously married (i.e., divorced, separated,
widowed) and never married. Education contrasts respondents with less than high school
(reference category), with high school/GED, specialized vocational training or some college,
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college graduate, and post-graduate. Personal income contrasts those who earned $25,000 or less
(reference category), with those who earned between $25,001-$50,000, $50,001-$75,000,
$75,001-$100,000, $100,001-$125,000, and more than $125,000.
We also adjust for a range of occupational and other job-related qualities. Occupation
contrasts executives/administrators/managers (reference category) with professionals, technical,
sales, administrative support, service, and production. Job sector contrasts respondents in
government jobs (reference category) with those in private for-profit business, and non-profit
organizations. Challenging work is a 5-item index. One of the items asks respondents, “My job
requires that I keep learning new things.” Response choices range from (1) strongly disagree to
(4) strongly agree. The responses were averaged to create the challenging work index (α =.78).
Schedule control is a 2-item index. The first question asks, “How much control do you have in
scheduling your work hours?” Response choices range from (1) none to (5) complete control.
The second questions asks, “Who usually decides when you start and finish work each day at
your main job?” Response choices are: (1) someone else, (2) you are able to decide within limits,
and (3) you are entirely free to decide. The items are standardized (because of different response
choices) and averaged (α =.77). Job autonomy is measured as a 3-item index. An example item
includes: “I have the freedom to decide what I do on my job.” Response choices range from (1)
strongly disagree to (4) strongly agree. We averaged responses to create the index (α =.78).
Analytic Plan
We use fixed effects regression techniques to estimate the relationships among our focal
variables. Fixed effects models use within-individual variation over time to control for any
unobserved traits of individuals that do not change over time (Allison, 2009), including their
personal history, personality, and gender. We conducted Hausman tests to determine whether
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random effects would be more appropriate than fixed effects models. Each Hausman test was
significant and indicated that there are unmeasured, time-invariant characteristics that are
correlated with the predictors in the model (results available upon request). This means that
random effects models would be biased, so we opted for fixed effects models. Another advantage
of fixed effects models (estimated with the xtreg command in Stata) includes adjusting the
standard errors to account for non-independent observations. This is an important correction
because, otherwise, repeated observations on the same individuals over time in panel data
typically produces standard errors that are too low—increasing the risk of Type I errors.
All of our analyses account for attrition and missing data. For attrition, our models
include an inverse probability of attrition (IPA) weight. This weight is created by estimating the
likelihood that the respondent participated in the final wave (wave 4) based on wave 1
sociodemographic variables, work- and employment-related characteristics, and self-rated health.
The purpose of this procedure is to assign higher weights to the wave 1 respondents that had a
lower probability of remaining in the study, and therefore adjust for their underrepresentation in
wave 4. For missing data, we use multiple imputation by chained equations with ten imputations.
We include the dependent variables in the imputation procedure to help predict the missing
values on other variables, but any respondents who were missing on the dependent variable were
removed before we conducted the fixed effects regression analyses (Von Hippel, 2007).
RESULTS
Job Authority: A Resource or Source of Higher Status Stress?
In Table 1, we examine the relationships between job authority and three stressors. In
Model 1, we found that increases in job authority over time were associated with higher levels of
job pressure (b = .145, SE = .020, p < .001), net of all control variables. This initial pattern
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challenges the “resource” characterization of job authority in the JD-R model—if that were
operating, we should have observed that greater authority comes with lower levels of job
pressure. This result therefore provides support for the status-based demands hypothesis and
aligns with the SHS model’s predictions: With greater power comes greater stress exposure.
Table 1. Fixed Effects Models with Job Authority Predicting Job Pressure, Role
Blurring, and Work-to-Family Conflict
Job
Role
Work-to-Family
Pressure
Blurring
Conflict
(n=8,238)
(n=8,241)
(n=8,240)
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Job Authority
.145***
.141***
.024
.093***
.030
(.020)
(.015)
(.032)
(.017)
(.039)
Job Pressure
.182***
.328***
(.013)
(.016)
Job Pressure X
.027**
.005
Job Authority
(.009)
(.011)
Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. All models adjust for survey year, education, personal income, marital
status, number of kids, occupation, job sector, work hours, job autonomy, schedule control, and challenging work.
†p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (two-tailed test).

In Model 2, we found that job authority was positively associated with role blurring over
time (b = .141, SE = .015, p < .001). This finding provides further support for the status-based
demands hypothesis by demonstrating the demands attached to having power in the workplace,
and signals a connection to the problems associated with fully disconnecting from the work role
during nonwork time. Next, in Model 3, we observed that the interaction coefficient for job
pressure and job authority in predicting role blurring was positive and significant (b = .027, SE =
.009, p < .01). This indicates that the relationship between job pressure and role blurring over
time is even stronger for those workers with higher levels of job authority. Figure 2 graphically
displays this interaction effect, with predicted values of changes in role blurring across job
pressure and levels of authority and the control variables held at their means.
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FIGURE 2. PREDICTED VALUE OF CHANGES IN ROLE BLURRING (VARYING BY CHANGES IN JOB
PRESSURE AND LEVELS OF JOB AUTHORITY).
In Models 4 and 5, we focus on work-to-family conflict as the outcome. In Model 4, we
observed a positive association between job authority and work-to-family conflict over time (b =
.093, SE = .017, p < .001). Again, this reveals how the responsibilities and demands associated
with greater job authority conflict with the family role. In Model 5, however, we did not find any
evidence that job pressure interacts with job authority to influence levels of work-to-family
conflict over time (95% Confidence Interval [CI] = -.018, .027).
Supervisor Support: A Protective Resource?
After establishing that job authority is associated with greater exposure to job pressure
and strains in the work-family interface over time, we examine whether or not supervisor support
functions as a buffering resource. In Model 1 of Table 2, supervisor support moderated the
association between job authority and job pressure (b = -.046, SE = .020, p < .05)—that is, job
authority increases job pressure over time but this association was weaker among those who
report higher levels of supervisor support. These patterns concur with the resource-based
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buffering hypothesis: Supervisor support is protective against a central source of stress for
workers who gain levels of job authority.
Table 2. Fixed Effects Models for the Moderating Role of Supervisor Support in
the Relationships between Job Authority and Work-Family Stress Exposure
Job
Role
Work-to-Family
Pressure
Blurring
Conflict
(n=8,238)
(n=8,241)
(n=8,240)
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Job Authority
.292***
.231***
-.338*
.222***
-.489*
(.066)
(.050)
(.167)
(.059)
(.198)
Supervisor
-.200***
-.106***
-.060
-.186***
-.128*
Support
(.020)
(.014)
(.046)
(.023)
(.052)
Job Authority X
Supervisor
Support

-.046*
(.020)

-.028†
(.014)

.110*
(.048)

Job Pressure

-.040*
(.017)

.159**
(.056)

.188***
(.045)
.131**
(.045)

.312***
(.056)
.165**
(.052)

Job Pressure X
Supervisor
Support

-.005
(.013)

.000
(.017)

Job Pressure X
Job Authority X
Supervisor
Support

-.032*
(.013)

-.050***
(.015)

Job Pressure X
Job Authority

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. All models adjust for survey year, education, personal income, marital
status, number of kids, occupation, job sector, work hours, job autonomy, schedule control, and challenging work.
†p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (two-tailed test).

In Model 2, we found limited evidence that supervisor support moderated the relationship
between job authority and role blurring over time (95% CI = -.056, .0004, p = .054). In Model 3,
however, supervisor support did function as a moderator: The three-way interaction coefficient
for job pressure, job authority, and supervisor support in predicting role blurring was negative
and significant (b = -.032, SE = .013, p < .05). While job authority amplified the association
between job pressure and role blurring, supervisor support buffered it. This pattern further
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supports the resource-based buffering hypothesis: Supervisor support mitigates the stress
amplification that occurs when increasing job authority and pressure interact to influence role
blurring activities.
In Models 4 and 5, we shift our focus to work-to-family conflict as the outcome and
assess the relevance of supervisor support as a moderator. In Model 4, the interaction coefficient
for job authority and supervisor support was negative and significant (b = -.040, SE = .017, p <
.05). This indicates that, as a moderator, supervisor support attenuates the association between
job authority and elevated levels of work-to-family conflict over time. Moreover, in Model 5, we
found further evidence that supervisor support functions as a moderator: The three-way
interaction coefficient for job authority, job pressure, and supervisor support was negative and
significant (b = -.050, SE = .015, p < .001). As Figure 3 illustrates, higher levels of supervisor
support attenuated the stress amplification that occurs when job authority and pressure combine.
This moderating effect reinforces the hypothesized protective functions of supervisor support.

FIGURE 3. PREDICTED VALUE OF CHANGES IN WORK-TO-FAMILY CONFLICT (VARYING BY
CHANGES IN JOB AUTHORITY, JOB PRESSURE, AND LEVEL OF SUPERVISOR SUPPORT). SUPERVISOR
SUPPORT IS SPLIT BY ITS MEDIAN.
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DISCUSSION
Integrating insights from stratification and occupational health research is useful for
understanding the changing nature of the work-family interface over time. However, research on
the consequences of social stratification for disparities in stress exposure and health typically
focuses on individuals with status-based disadvantages. By shifting attention to the experiences
of those occupying what has conventionally been seen as an advantaged position in the
workplace—greater job authority—the present study attempts to expand upon sociological
insights about the links between stratification and stress processes in the work-family interface.
We analyze four waves of panel data using fixed effects models to evaluate some of the perils of
power in the workplace over time while controlling for the influence of time-stable confounders.
We demonstrate how changes in levels of job authority have detrimental downstream influences
on stress in the work-family interface, but we also show the protective functions of supervisor
support to foster a more family-friendly environment for workers with greater job authority.
We sought to integrate threads of the stratification literature with the JD-R model,
arguing that job authority represents a status-based resource and advantaged position in the
hierarchy that might be linked with less stress exposure and fewer demands—this is the very
definition of a “job-related resource” in the JD-R framework. However, we find empirical
patterns that contradict those expectations. Specifically, we observed that increased job authority
is linked with higher levels of job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict over time.
These patterns are more consistent with the predictions of the SHS model: Climbing the status
ladder and gaining job authority comes with additional role strains and pressures that might
counteract some of the benefits of the status boost (Link et al., 2013). These key findings help
refine the conceptualizations and predictions of the JD-R model about job authority as a
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resource, while underscoring the explanatory value of the stress of higher status perspective.
Overall, our observations of elevated levels of job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family
conflict over time contribute new insights into the ways that strains in the work-family interface
might offset the status-based benefits associated with having greater job authority.
Furthering this narrative, we find evidence of stress amplification whereby job pressure is
more strongly associated with role blurring among individuals with greater job authority. This
result raises challenges to the JD-R model because job authority is purported to be a resource that
helps workers cope with their job demands. In our reading of it, the JD-R model predicts that a
resource like authority should reduce exposure to stressful demands. The fact that workers
experience a stronger association between job pressure and role blurring as they achieve a status
boost through enhanced job authority is more consistent with the SHS model. The intensified
demands and time pressure of managerial roles may require blurring the boundaries between
work and nonwork life to ensure responsibilities are met and the job gets done (Foster et al.,
2019; Schieman & Glavin, 2016). This compulsion to blur the boundaries between work and
nonwork roles also intersects with broader sociological discussions about the work-devotion
schema and how it manifests in higher status positions (Blair-Loy, 2003; Correll et al., 2014).
Higher status positions might come with more intensified expectations that role incumbents
should demonstrate heightened devotion and commitment to the work role. In that context, if a
demanding workload cannot be completed during the typical temporal and spatial parameters of
the usual workday, the ideal worker—especially those with higher status—is expected to allow
these work-related tasks to spill over into nonwork time (Ford & Collinson, 2011; Foster et al.,
2019). Therefore, while job authority is a salient symbol of high status in the workplace, the
pressures associated with it might proliferate and foster other chronic stressors like role blurring.
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Our findings are relevant for family research because role blurring and work-to-family
conflict may themselves proliferate into further unfavorable consequences for workers’ family
roles and functioning. Both role blurring and work-to-family conflict reflect distracted or
insufficient time with loved ones at home—a potentially taxing experience for individuals as
well as their family members. Indeed, prior research demonstrates that demanding jobs and
work-to-family conflict reduce marital satisfaction (Voydanoff, 2005b) and lower parental
engagement with children (Ferreira et al., 2018). Moreover, the competing demands between
work and family also influences workers’ (especially mother’s) decisions to scale back on their
jobs or seek greater schedule control to allocate more time and energy to manage family-related
responsibilities (Schieman & Young, 2017). Taken together, these points underscore the
importance of understanding the links between stratification and stress processes in the workfamily interface as individuals gain levels of authority; it can reveal harmful downstream
consequences for individuals’ work-family interface in ways that ripple through other aspects of
family role quality and functioning.
Shifting gears a bit, we also sought to identify the moderating functions of supervisor
support in an effort to highlight the hierarchy in which one’s own level of job authority is
embedded. Supervisor support buffers the extent to which greater job authority is associated with
elevated stress exposure. Here, our observations are more consistent with the predictions of the
JD-R model—specifically, that supervisor support represents a crucial workplace resource
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Our findings reinforce the expectation that supervisor support
might protect workers with authority from excessive pressures. In addition to this stressbuffering effect within the workplace, we also found supervisor support generalized as a
protective resource in the work-family interface as well. Specifically, supervisor support
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attenuated the association between job authority and work-to-family conflict, as well as the stress
amplification that occurs when authority and pressure interact to shape role blurring and workto-family conflict. For scholarship on family-related role functioning, it is critical to emphasize
that when managers feel comfortable to communicate with their own superiors about workfamily issues and perceive realistic expectations about their performance, the potentially harmful
influence of the ideal worker norm may be reduced (Kelly et al., 2014). In other words, the tacit
assumptions that managers with demanding jobs should be engaging in work-related tasks during
their nonwork time and, by extension, sacrifice time with their family in favor of work, can be
mitigated by the support from supervisors. Moreover, if workers with authority recognize the
impact of having a supportive supervisor on their own work and nonwork lives, then they may
also strive to foster this type of support for their own employees—further promoting a supportive
or family-friendly workplace culture (Almeida et al., 2016; Kelly et al., 2014). In these ways,
perceived supervisor support might have important implications for the quality and impact of the
work-family interface in the ways that it generalizes across the job authority spectrum.
Study Limitations and Future Research Directions
Before concluding, we acknowledge several study limitations. Some readers might
wonder about whether the different items to measure job authority function differently. To
address this, we ran supplemental analyses where we examined the effects of each individual
authority item on job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict. We found that each of
the authority items—setting pay, hiring/firing others, supervising others—were all positively
linked with higher levels of job pressure, role blurring, and work-to-family conflict (results
available upon request). Beyond these particular items, we encourage future research to consider
alternative measurement strategies related to job authority. The items we use combine the ability
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to both hire and fire workers. These might reflect qualitatively different elements of authority;
the same might be said of the capacity to influence or set others’ pay. Future inquiry might
evaluate these different aspects of job authority separately to assess if there are more fine-grained
distinctions that impact work- and family-related stress exposure. Beyond these items,
researchers might also consider other aspects of authority over the allocation of financial
resources at work as well as the authority to promote others in the organizational ranks. It is
possible that these additional dimensions might better capture job authority and higher status at
work in ways that contribute to even greater stress exposure.
The present study examines the broader population-level pattern that job authority comes
with greater stress exposure, but it remains possible that our results may be more or less
pronounced among certain subgroups of workers with job authority. Though supplemental
analyses (not shown but available upon request) reveal that our results apply to both men and
women similarly, there may be other important moderating contingencies across parental statuses
and age of children. For instance, it is possible that gender, parental status, and age of children
collectively shape these processes over time, whereby authority might be associated with greater
work-family role strains among women with younger children when childrearing is the most
intense. Indeed, recent research found that mothers with young children report higher levels of
job pressure than mothers with older children (Nomaguchi & Fettro, 2019). Though we do not
find evidence that authority comes with higher levels of job pressure, role blurring, or work-tofamily conflict for mothers, these non-significant interaction effects by gender and parental
status could reflect lower statistical power given cell sizes (especially when further considering
age of children) and the fact that we are estimating effects using within-individual variation over
time. However, it is also possible that when women enter authority positions, they have more
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circumscribed power with fewer responsibilities—and this may counteract expected patterns that
authority might come with greater work-family stress exposure among women. Therefore, we
encourage future research to unpack whether and how gender, parental status, and age of
children might shape the work- and family-related stressors associated with job authority.
Fixed effects models use within-individual changes in authority to estimate coefficients,
so any individuals who do not change levels of authority over the study period are excluded from
the analysis. This means that our results do not generalize to the effect of persistent levels of job
authority on work- and family-related stressors. Future research might consider the ways that
chronically low levels of authority or feeling stuck in a middle-level authority position—matters
for the processes described in the present study, especially in the context of aspirations for
promotion or advancement. In addition, although we presented theoretical arguments for why
status gains in authority should either decrease (JD-R model) or increase (SHS model) exposure
to stressors, and why supervisor support should function as a protective buffering resource (JD-R
model), we do not rule out the potential for reverse causality or reciprocal relationships in these
processes. For instance, it is possible that workers with a greater willingness to tolerate job
pressure, engage in role blurring activities, and sacrifice family time for work signal a stronger
devotion and commitment to their workplace—and, by extension, are more likely to climb the
rungs of the status hierarchy in the workplace. Future research might consider how engagement
in role blurring activities and tolerance of strains in the work-family interface are linked with
advancement opportunities at work or whether these processes reflect contemporary forms of
“greedy” workplace expectations enabled by communication technologies.
Response rates and attrition are key challenges in large longitudinal studies of this sort.
The team involved in the original wave of the CAN-WSH followed procedures to collect data
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from a nationally representative sample of Canadian workers, achieving a response rate of 40
percent. This falls in between response rates achieved by similar studies including the 2008
National Study of the Changing Workforce (55% response rate), the 2004 National Study of
Overwork in America (23%), and the 2001 National Work-Life Conflict study of Canadian
workers (26%). Scholars have debated the assumption that a lower response rate necessarily
translates into non-response bias (Curtin, Presser, & Singer, 2005; Groves et al., 2006). To
assuage concerns about our sample, in the Appendix we compare the 2011 CAN-WSH
respondents with workers in the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) from Statistics Canada.
The CAN-WSH is similar to the NHS in terms of respondents’ age, gender, marital status, and
education, which suggests that the 2011 CAN-WSH sample reasonably approximates the
Canadian working population. Likewise, attrition processes might also impact the SES
characteristics of the sample over time. However, we found considerable stability in both the
percentage of executives/professionals in our sample over time and the median income of
respondents between 2011 and 2017. Though respondents with a high school degree or less had a
greater risk of attrition than respondents with higher education, our findings account for this
process because we include education in our IPA weight. Therefore, we do not believe that the
response rate nor attrition bias the findings reported in the present study.
Finally, a reviewer raised the possibility of cross-cultural differences shaping the patterns
discovered here. We recognize that possibility, but we are unable to test these ideas with our
sample of Canadian workers. However, we speculate that some of the reported findings may be
amplified in other cultural contexts. For instance, one study found that because workers in Hong
Kong have stronger obligations to family and extended kin, they are more likely to worry about
the impact of their long work hours on work-family conflict than workers in the US or London
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(Wharton & Blair-Loy, 2006). It is possible that the impact of job authority on work-family
conflict may be even stronger in Hong Kong relative to Canada. We encourage future research to
study cross-cultural or cross-national differences to reveal new discoveries about the resource
and stressor elements of job authority and the different complexities of the work-family interface
in different societies.
CONCLUSION
Family researchers have established a rich tradition of scholarship that demonstrates the
intersections of work and family domains—and the potential strains associated with them. At the
same time, sociologists have devoted much effort in understanding the consequences of
stratification for stress exposure, especially for those with status-based disadvantages. In an
effort to advance work-family research, our study is among the first to use panel data to examine
the status-based stress exposure in the work-family interface of individuals who move into
higher status positions in the workplace. We find that increases in job authority are associated
with three key work- and family-related stressors over time: job pressure, role blurring, and
work-to-family conflict. Moreover, there is some evidence of stress amplification as job
authority exacerbates the association between job pressure and role blurring. Collectively, these
findings highlight the nuance embedded in the conventional status-health link by revealing some
of the downsides of authority for work-related pressures and role strains in the work-family
interface. Finally, we demonstrated that supervisor support is a protective workplace resource for
alleviating some of the work and family-related stressors that come with greater job authority.
Our observations bring to light key differences and points of contention in the job demandresource and stress of higher status models.
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