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Masculinity in flux? Male managers navigating between work and family  

 

Pucetaite Raminta, Lämsä Anna-Maija & Norvaisaite Marija. Masculinity in flux? Male 

managers navigating between work and family. Journal of Baltic Studies.  

 

The paper sheds light on male managers’ experience as fathers in a post-Soviet context, 

Lithuania. This empirical study of 12 male managers’ experiences of work-family 

integration (WFI), their ways of coping with negative experiences and the role of 

organizations in reducing conflict and enriching WFI, reveal the emergence of a new 

paternal identity: fathers who perceive their role as care-givers but for whom this is still 

subordinate to the dominant role of breadwinner. Relying on their wife is men’s dominant 

coping strategy. Organizations are perceived as family unfriendly. The managerial 

implications of the need for organizational support are discussed.  

 

Key words: equality, fatherhood, gender, Lithuania, men managers, masculinity, post-

Soviet context, work-family integration  

 

Introduction 

 

Technological advances and the 24/7 economy raise a number of challenges for the ways 

individuals handle the work-family domains and social well-being. Prior research indicates that 

the experiencing conflict between work and family accounts for negative employee outcomes 

such as absenteeism, low job satisfaction, loss of dignity, decreased efficiency, and stronger 

intentions to leave (Allen et al. 2000; Bolton 2011; Mäkelä et al. 2017). In contrast, individuals 

who manage their work and family domains well experience security in their life status, 

enrichment of their personality and an enhanced sense of well-being (Graham and Dixon 2014; 

Greenhouse and Powell 2006; Parasuraman and Greenhouse 2002). For these reasons the work-

family balance has come onto the political agenda, particularly in the EU (Hobson 2011). 

Obviously, work and family integration is an important constituent of quality of life, with 

implications for workforce productivity, organizational competitiveness and social welfare.  

 

Research in European societies shows that a majority of both men and women expect to be able 

to integrate work and family (Hobson 2011). In addition, political and economic changes have 

led to transformations in gender identities and family models (Crespi and Ruspini 2015), with 



the questioning of traditional gender roles and the extent to which men participate in the rearing 

of their children. The increased participation of women in economic life, dual income models, 

the political discourse on gender equality, and social media have set new expectations for men’s 

masculinity, including the expectation that they should become more involved as fathers. Yet, 

paradoxically, despite the increasing number of men willing to invest in family life, most 

research, most organizational practices and most public discussion of work-family integration 

(hereafter WFI) consider the topic from the viewpoint of women (Hobson and Fahlen 2009; 

Heikkinen and Lämsä 2017; Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen 2017), as if the relationship was 

not relevant to men at all. Drawing on Doldor, Anderson, and Vinnicombe (2013) we argue 

that attention to experiences of WFI by not only women but also men is needed as dilemmas 

in this field may be indicative of social structures of inequality that call for systemic changes 

in gender roles. In particular, the ideas and assumptions of traditional masculinity expected 

from men in the context of WFI need to be challenged and more space created for other types 

of masculinities.      

 

In this paper we aim to contribute to the academic discourse on men’s masculinity in the 

integration of work and family in the post-Soviet context by empirically exploring male 

managers’ experiences of WFI, their ways of dealing with negative experiences and the sources 

of conflict and enrichment in their roles. More precisely, we attempt to answer three research 

questions. RQ1: How do men managers experience WFI in a post-Soviet context? RQ2: How 

do they cope with negative experiences? RQ3: What is the role of the organization in shaping 

negative and/or positive experiences of WFI? 

 

Male managers are a relevant group to study because the tension between work and family life 

could be particularly high for managers who are expected, on the one hand, to work long hours, 

be available 24/7 and act as hard-working role models and, on the other hand, to be involved, 

participating parents. Their perspectives on WFI have, however, been little voiced (Heikkinen 

and Lämsä 2017; Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen 2017). Moreover, the techniques that male 

managers use to cope with this strain in different organizational contexts call for researchers’ 

attention (Burnett et al. 2013; Crespi and Ruspini 2015; Gatrell 2007; Graham and Dixon 2017) 

as they may be indicative of the maintenance of stereotypes about gender roles and the 

inefficient use of (individual, organizational and public) resources. 

 



In addition to individual coping strategies, we are interested in the support provided by 

organizations to individuals through workplace practices, as workplaces may not always be 

ready to recognize fatherhood. Even in family-friendly Nordic societies, fathers are reported to 

be discouraged from taking parental leave because of the employer’s attitude that male 

employees are indispensable at work (Lammi-Taskula 2006). As indicated by Burnett et al.’s 

(2013, 632) study, fathers at work keep their needs silent, suggesting the terms “invisible” 

fatherhood or “ghost” fatherhood in workplaces. Ignoring parental needs in the context of rising 

expectations of men’s more active participation in the family domain may lead to more stress 

at work. Thus, research into organizational practices may be able to suggest improvements in 

the workplace that would have beneficial outcomes at the managerial level. This is particularly 

relevant, considering the power that managers usually have. They play an important role in 

shaping the organizational culture by promoting certain values and initiating and/or supporting 

processes that construct or deconstruct gendered organizations (Acker 1990) as well as 

individual and social identities. As men still dominate the managerial echelons worldwide, 

men’s awareness of WFI and support for it can ease tensions between the work and family 

domains and bring about greater equality at work not only for themselves but for other people, 

too (Heikkinen 2015).  

 

This paper also addresses the need to explore men’s experiences of WFI in different societal 

contexts, which has received little attention in prior research (Heikkinen 2015; Mihelič 2014). 

In particular, we focus on the post-Soviet context, which deserves attention for its particular 

representation of masculinity. In Soviet times, the image of a man that was constructed by 

representations in public discourse and media related mainly to physical power, and aspects of 

private relationships such as fatherhood were not explicitly represented as a part of a man’s 

identity (Oates-Indruchova 2006; Tereškinas 2009). After the fall of the USSR and the 

liberalization of society, identity as a businessman has been considered the benchmark of male 

success, maintaining the traditional image of the man as breadwinner despite the fact that the 

dual income family/co-habitation model is established in society. Men managers’ experiences 

of WFI in this context are important for capturing social shifts and reconstructing a social 

reality that may be an obstacle to social well-being. Managers’ experiences relate to the 

academic discourse of changing understandings of masculinities in contemporary societies. 

From the perspective of conceptualization, drawing on the work of Connell (1995), our paper 

contributes to knowledge of human experiences in dealing with challenges that arise as a result 

of gender role expectations.  



 

Conceptual framework 

Work-family integration as conflict and enrichment 

Following Carlson, Grzywacz, and Zivnuska (2009), who discuss the difference between work-

family balance and the related concepts of work-family conflict and enrichment, in this paper 

we use the term work-family integration (WFI), which we consider to be normatively more 

neutral than the term work-family balance and conceptually to encompass both conflict and 

enrichment. Hence we define WFI as a bidirectional relationship between work and family life 

with negative and positive dimensions (Grzywacz and Marks 2000). The negative dimension 

is manifested through conflict and negative emotional spillover from one domain to the other. 

For example, an excessive workload may result in spending less time with the family, due to 

which a person experiences tension from the interference of work with family life or, on the 

other hand, from the feeling that excessive family duties are standing in the way of career 

progress. As Runte and Mills (2004) argue, the conflict dimension has been well documented 

and has become standard in the human resource management literature, with the result that 

WFI is popularly perceived as inherently a matter of conflict, particularly over the amount of 

time available.  

 

A positive dimension of WFI which has come up more recently is enrichment, i.e., the extent 

to which positive experiences in one role improve the quality of life in the other role 

(Greenhouse and Powell 2006). Resources which may be usefully transferred include skills, 

psychological and physical resources, social capital resources, flexibility, and material 

resources (ibid.). To illustrate, practicing time management skills at work is transferred to 

family life, which becomes more rewarding because of giving diverse experiences during a 

limited time or, in the other direction, skills such as negotiation and listening are transferred 

from the home to workplace relationships, which become more productive and thus enriching. 

The bidirectionality of WFI means that the two domains interact.  

 

Both the conflict and enrichment dimensions of WFI rest on social role theory (Eagly and 

Wood 2012), which views individuals as performers of social roles. Social roles are acquired 

through the process of socialization in the given socio-cultural environment (Berger and 

Luckman 1966). The idea of learning skills, values and attitudes through socialization is 



supported by the theory of social learning (Bandura 1977), which states that behavior is mostly 

learnt by observing and copying others, while punishment and reward for the behavior act as a 

negatively or positively reinforcing mechanism.  

 

Each social role demands resources such as time, energy, commitment and so on, from the 

individual (Graham and Dixon 2017; Greenhaus and Beutell 1985). One social role may 

deplete resources from another, causing tension and strain. In the 24/7 economy, time pressure 

is one of the key factors of tension. Social roles may not only deplete resources but also 

generate them, resulting in enrichment. According to Sieber (1974), multiple roles enable an 

individual to acquire skills and physical, psychological, social and material resources, and 

expand access to them, which increases their ability to meet the obligations of the different 

roles and buffers failures in any single role. Such experiences enhance self-efficacy and help 

the individual to cope with problems in one social role or increase their performance in others.  

 

Social roles are built on gendered stereotypes: as socialization takes place in a particular socio-

cultural context, individuals are prompted to develop personality features and skills that 

facilitate sex-typical role performance (Eagly and Wood 2012) and gender role characteristics 

are internalized. As skills are turned into habits, they serve as criteria for self-regulation, raising 

expectations in other society members, hence performing a function of social regulation (Eagly 

and Wood 2012, 459).  Shared attitudes may turn into stereotypes, raising obstacles to other 

forms of behaviors that are atypical of genders. For example, when this pattern of developing 

gender-specific behavior is applied to the working environment, work is divided into female 

work and male work and gender specific behavior is expected (Parsons and Bales 1955), e.g. 

assertiveness, calculation and a result-orientation from men and a service-orientation and 

emotions from women.  

 

Expectations of gender-specific characteristics may affect an individual’s choice of profession, 

work intensity and career anchors (Riska and Novelskaitė 2008; Valackienė 2003). Drawing 

on Connell’s (1995) typology of masculinity, which ranges from hegemonic to subordinate, 

these expectations affect understandings of masculinity and men’s normative behavior. For 

example, in many societies, the dominant characteristic of masculinity is as provider of 

economic support for the family and the role of breadwinner. Using this typology, Kangas, 

Lämsä, and Heikkinen (2017) distinguished different types of involvement on the part of male 

managers in the role of father, which also indicates changing social expectations with regard 



to men’s roles. These types, which describe men’s involvement in bringing up children and 

doing the housework from the least to the most, range from full-time breadwinner through 

uncommitted, “best bits” of fatherhood to hands-on fatherhood. According to Runte and Mills 

(2004) and Kaufman (2013), “best bits of fatherhood” is one of the most common types in 

North America, where social expectations of men becoming more involved fathers have given 

rise to the concept of “new dads”, who contribute to child rearing but mostly on weekends. 

 

Prior research shows that men managers’ experiences of WFI vary. Some researchers have 

found that men are more influenced by the characteristics of their work than by family factors 

(Fitzpatrick et al. 2012; Gatrell et al. 2013; Nomaguchi, Milkie, and Bianchi 2005). Gatrell et 

al.’s (2013) findings indicate that in the work environment, children are not considered a 

problem for men while for women they are. A similar finding was reported by Kangas, Lämsä, 

and Heikkinen (2017) in their study among Finnish male managers: men managers tend not to 

construct the work-family relationship as problematic, but rather see it as easy to handle. In 

contrast, a study of academic fathers by Reddick et al. (2011) showed family as a cause of 

depleting resources for work.  

Individual coping strategies and institutional support for WFI  

Drawing on Goode (1960), Graham and Dixon (2017) note that tension between work and 

family roles leads to individual coping strategies, which can include compartmentalizing the 

roles one from another  (i.e. keeping the work and family domains separated), delegating role 

duties to others, avoiding some role relationships entirely (e.g. abstaining from family life or a 

shared social life because of over-commitment to the work role and its obligations), or 

expanding certain roles (e.g. joining specific interest or professional clubs to expand the 

network needed to fulfill obligations at work or in the family). Among individual coping 

strategies used to buffer excessive demands from the workplace, Reddick et al.’s (2012) study 

identified getting advice from colleagues on WFI or just their empathetic support, and reliance 

on the family.  This same study found that adhering to traditional gender roles such as fathers 

as breadwinners and disciplinarians may also develop into an inter-role conflict-easing strategy 

even in egalitarian families. Reingardienė (2004) notes that coping strategies may also relate 

to changes in expectations with regard to social roles (e.g., acknowledging the inability to 

achieve WFI and hiring a nanny, or learning to live with tension) and rationalization 

techniques. 

 



The institutional need to be efficient requires that organizations reduce the tensions on their 

employees and offer them family-friendly practices. To this end, organizations have tried to 

create and/or reinforce positive experiences in various ways: by giving WFI counselling or 

mentoring, allowing flexible scheduling, working from home and (un)paid leave, building 

family-supportive cultures, etc. (Lewis 1997). The availability of these practices can vary 

depending on national legislation as well as an organization’s social orientation (Bailyn 2011; 

Castro-García and Pazos-Moran 2016). These practices can help to reconstruct not only 

gendered social structures such as organizations themselves but also societal attitudes and 

expectations about social roles ascribed to a particular gender in the organization. They 

therefore have the potential to establish gender equality at work. Socialization processes in the 

institutional context are the wheels through which change may happen (Deutch 2007; cf. Acker 

1990). The introduction and development of practices for WFI depend on the extent to which 

an organization is generally gender-equality conscious: a study by Haas and Hwang (2013) 

demonstrates that organizations are more willing to implement practices for WFI for employees 

who are fathers when they also support equal opportunities for women. 

  

As some studies have indicated, men do not necessarily take advantage of family-friendly 

policies (Bailyn 2011; Kaufman 2018; Lammi-Taskula 2006; Reddick et al. 2011). The reasons 

for that are financial loss, lack of moral support from the employer and colleagues, and 

gendered patterns of sharing care for the child in the family. Some researchers argue that WFI 

may be bound to the individual’s status in the organization. For example, a high status in the 

organization is related to higher income and more chance of hiring help to do the housework, 

so that leisure time with a spouse and children is more productive or time can be spent on one’s 

own development, therefore enriching the personality. Therefore, role accumulation and 

enrichment may apply when explaining the success of WFI in dual partnership families but not 

necessarily in the case of single parents (cf. Fitzpatrick et al. 2005).  

Gender roles in work and family in Lithuania  

Lithuania is a post-Soviet society where, like in many other post-socialist or communist states, 

public representations of male identity were based on the image of a physically strong worker 

or soldier and no place was left in political discourse for other images of masculinity, such as 

care-giver (Oates-Indruchova 2006; Tereškinas 2009). Visual and textual representations of 

men at that time portrayed them as active in the public field and very rarely in family life, 

which was left to women. This division sustained a patriarchal order of genders. Women were 



active in the labor market as well, but they alone were given responsibility for housework and 

the home.   

 

Although the social and economic situation in Lithuania has changed since the regaining of 

independence in 1990, and working women may now contribute a larger part of the family 

income, the changes in role distribution are not very significant. A study on gender orientations 

in Lithuania in 2000 (Purvaneckas and Purvaneckienė 2001) found that family care was 

perceived as the woman’s mission, family as a core value, and the fields of family and work as 

inherently incompatible and conflicting. The public opinion poll The Crisis of Male Roles in 

Lithuania, 2002 (Tereškinas 2004) indicates that a man’s ability to earn money for his family 

was prioritized by 72% of the respondents, followed by the ability to do traditionally men’s job 

about the house and take responsibility for the care and upbringing of children (67% 

respondents), and taking care of his female partner (66%). A study of task-sharing between 

genders in the household in 2004 added to these findings that most of the unpaid and invisible 

housework was performed by women, and men led only in repairing household equipment 

(Juraitė and Zdanevičius 2004).  

 

Joining the EU in 2004 raised social expectations that men would become more involved 

fathers. In 2006 the Law on Sickness and Maternity Social Insurance of the Republic of 

Lithuania was amended to give men the right to one month’s paid paternity leave. Paid paternity 

leave of one year had already been legally set in the Labour Code of 2002, but this was very 

little used. For example, only 1.4% of parents on leave in 2005 were men taking 1 year or more 

paternity leave (Drews et al. 2005). One of the explanations for these figures is the social 

expectation of the man as breadwinner, which conflicts with a man’s self-image as a care-giver 

(ibid.). To change the situation, social advertising campaigns presenting fatherhood and 

paternity leave as options that were socially desirable and attractive at the individual level were 

launched with the slogan “Fatherhood drives!” for some time in 2007-2008. The occurrence of 

a father as an image of masculinity in public discourse could also have contributed to some 

changes in society, and the percentage of men taking at least one-year paternity leave increased. 

According to the statistical data of the National Social Insurance Fund, in 2017 men accounted 

for 22.7% of those on parental leave (SODRA 2018).  

 

Later studies focusing on masculinity and fatherhood in Lithuania did not reveal any significant 

changes in men’s social attitudes: even young men who were on paternity leave considered 



parental leave to be a female activity and supported traditional task distribution between men 

and women (Šumskaitė 2014; Tereškinas 2006). The image of man as breadwinner is still 

deeply internalized by men, which explains the social marginalization of unemployed men and, 

in extreme cases, their self-perception as powerless and emasculated (Bučaitė-Vilkė and 

Tereškinas 2016; Tereškinas 2014). Women reinforce this image. Šumskaitė’s study (2014), 

for example, indicates that women tend to ascribe the function of breadwinning to men in 

addition to their role as the (moral) discipliner of children in the family. In this respect, Reiter’s 

(2010) and Tereškinas’ (2014) studies on, respectively, young women’s and men’s orientations 

towards work and family, present a different view: one of the key themes among the 

interviewees was postponing parenthood and prioritizing work in order to gain financial 

security and, in the case of women, independence, which implies a value shift towards a more 

egalitarian family model and more equality in the distribution of work-family tasks between 

the partners.  

 

Methods  

The phenomenological approach adopted here draws on the idea that research is based on the 

meaning structure of those studied, in this case, male managers (Aspers 2009). To this end, 12 

Lithuanian men who were fathers and who held managerial positions were approached for 

interview following the references from personal contacts of the researchers.  Their age ranged 

from 29 to 43 years, 36 being the mean age. All of the men had children, on average two, who 

were younger than 18 years. All the interviewees were married to mothers of their children and 

lived with them. All of them had higher education. They came from diverse industry sectors, 

including construction, logistics, communication and IT services, education, financial services, 

food processing, and pharmaceuticals, as well as public sector institutions operating in 

education. The interviewees were contacted by telephone and asked to take part in an interview, 

which took place at a venue selected by the interviewee. Our interview questionnaire consisted 

of open-ended questions based on the narrative approach (e.g. tell me how your career evolved? 

At which stage of career were your children born? How did you share the responsibilities with 

your wife/spouse, etc.), which allowed informal and open discussion with the interviewees 

(Bruner 1991; Lämsä et al. 2018). Interviews were conducted face-to-face and lasted from 32 

to 72 minutes, the average being 45 minutes. The audio-recorded interviews were transcribed 

verbatim, which resulted in 148 pages of text. The identities of the interviewees were 

anonymized by naming them with the letters A to L.  

 



After all the interviews were transcribed, the analysis began with the reading and re-reading of 

the texts. At this stage the aim was to build a thorough overview of the interviewees’ 

experiences of the topic. Next, the meaning units in the texts were identified: pieces of text in 

the data that contained an idea about WFI were explored and sorted into different themes. In 

total, 1520 units of meaning were distinguished. The idea in constructing the themes was from 

the ground upwards (Urquhart 2013). In this process the meaning units were grouped into 

themes based on the respondents’ negative and positive experience of WFI (Guest, MacQueen, 

and Namey 2012) so that similar ideas were categorized together. As a result, three negative 

themes in the experience of WFI were detected: 

- ‘You can’t be perfect in every field’,  

- ‘Opportunities refused’, and 

- ‘Tiredness gets you down’. 

Additionally, two positive themes were detected: 

- ‘Taking a learner’s perspective’, and 

- ‘More rewarding at home’.  

We distinguished one dominant theme under individual coping strategies and one under 

organizational support for WFI: ‘The importance of the wife’ and ‘Unsupportive organizational 

cultures’, respectively. Our discussion now turns to these themes.  

 

Findings 

You can’t be perfect in every field  

WFI as conflict was experienced in both daily routines and life generally. It was accepted as a 

reality that one cannot escape. The interviewees repeatedly expressed the idea that when 

answering needs in one domain they deprive the other domain of resources, therefore conflict 

is programmed. For example, Interviewee D mentions that “a conflict will arise if you don’t 

manage to accomplish everything in time, stay at work too long, it‘s natural“.  

 

Both domains are experienced as demanding, and the efforts made to perform one’s roles well 

in the family and at work are related to sacrifice. Time that the interviewees would have 

devoted to themselves, their own hobbies and relaxation had to be given to family wellbeing 

and quality work. Interviewee G says, “just family and work remained, I could not spare any 

time for sports, any extra activity or leisure time, there wasn’t any time left for that”. However, 

sacrifice was regarded as natural, an inevitable part of handling WFI. For example, Interviewee 

I said: “some men say that they sacrificed freedom for family, but this is a life stage <…>”. 



These experiences do not contain testimonies about the experience of negative spillover and 

strain; rather, the lack of resources in each of the roles is viewed as a psycho-socially and 

morally neutral experience which is taken as an inevitable and obvious outcome of parenthood. 

The way the interviewees speak about the demands of each role offers a rationalization of the 

conflict they have experienced, which relieves it. 

 

Opportunities refused 

Negative spillover from family to work can be noticed in career decisions, which become 

limited. Once managers decide to have a family, they experience pressure for financial security, 

feel restricted when it comes to taking risks and having more choice in their working life, as 

exemplified by Interviewee B: “one doesn’t take any risky decisions <…> I had some…quite… 

controversial challenges, meaning, I could be very successful but everything could have burnt 

suddenly, I could have been left without anything, so of course I refused to make that decision, 

because <…> less is better with children”.   

 

Having a family is also perceived as restricting one’s career mobility. Interviewee B mentions 

that “I could get a job in Brussels. I could get a salary three times higher and social guarantees 

there, but I was stopped by the thought <…> oh, moving with the children <…> is it worth 

starting that?”. WFI conflict is experienced because of the need to be accessible to the family 

when needs arise, which leads to refusing opportunities offered for promotion or projects that 

require traveling abroad. The duties that come with the different family roles prevent one from 

taking a greater workload and working long hours. Although they would like to work more 

and/or harder, the interviewees perceive and clearly voice the idea that the family would not 

allow that and they prioritize family needs over work demands.   

 

Paradoxically, although the interviewees acknowledge the freedom offered by a managerial 

position to adjust schedules to needs, they also talk about it as a source of family-work conflict. 

The strain stemmed from one’s inability to be in two roles and two different places at the same 

time. For example, Interviewee J says, “of course one always tries to sacrifice the family less 

but it happens that you can’t call off a meeting”. There was the idea that demands created by 

the family put constraints on the professional role of people in managerial positions and restrict 

the possibility of working longer hours, for example when one has to finish a project on time, 

go to a business dinner with partners, or stay in meetings that last longer than planned.  

 



The experiences of conflict from family to work were related not only to the traditional factor 

of time constraints and the expectations of efficiency in the work role, as noted by prior 

research (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985; Runte and Mills 2004), but also to a lack of other (e.g. 

psychic) resources. Interviewee K, for example, mentions that “tension arises very easily as 

you are tired, tired from housework <…> if you’re tired all the time, there are multiple 

moments of tension”. Tension is experienced as having a negative effect on efficiency at work 

and work quality, as Interviewee K goes on to say: “the quality of work goes up and down, but 

because of fatigue, most likely, I worked less hours than before and I think that work is not as 

efficient as it used to be”. Children’s problems seem to be a strong factor in negative emotional 

spillover, as Interviewee L relates: “your child experiences some hard times, you are anxious 

about it, this affects your work – your work is affected if you are all churned up inside”. These 

experiences are described as affecting cognitive abilities such as the ability to concentrate.  

 

Tiredness gets you down  

Although family is explicitly prioritized, on a daily basis work takes so much energy that after 

work interviewees feel too tired to take part in family life, and this is why they experience 

work-family conflict. The interviewees consider fatigue from work as a source of negative 

spillover to family life that affects their relationships with members of the family, particularly 

children. They admit impatience when communicating with their children or a poor quality 

relationship with them, to quote Interviewee I: “there are days <…> when you just sit down 

and want to stare at the TV without thinking <…> but here comes your child who wants to 

play with you and you realize that you haven’t played with her, so you switch off the TV and 

equally bluntly communicate with her: yeh yeh, this is beautiful”. These experiences differ from 

what LaRossa (1988) called “imitated involvement of fatherhood conduct”, that is, a situation 

where the man tries to look as if he is taking care of the children (to meet the expectations of 

fatherhood) but is actually watching TV. The interviewee in this study acknowledges the lack 

of quality in relating, considering tiredness an obstacle to more involved fatherhood. This 

indicates that he is aware of not meeting the expectations of an involved father, and this is a 

source of strain to him.  

 

Men recognized that they feel emotionally distant from their children because of the length of 

time they spend at work: “you leave, she’s still asleep and you meet her only in the evening 

<…> firstly, the relationship became emotionally distant <…> you aren’t that important when 

you’re away most of the time” (Interviewee D).  Not giving enough attention and time to the 



family and children was experienced as a source of strain, as acknowledged by Interviewee J: 

“as far as attention is concerned I feel that I’m a bad father, I should pay more attention to the 

child”. In certain cases, being physically away from the family makes these men uncommitted 

fathers (Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen 2017) and implies a traditional model of gender roles 

in dual income families, which puts a bigger share of the housework (and unpaid workload) on 

women. However, the fact that the interviewees experience strain and self-reproach of a moral 

nature for being detached from their children indicates movement away from the traditional 

model.  

 

Nevertheless, the interviewees tended to rationalize the limited time they spent with the family, 

highlighting the importance of quality rather than quantity. As interviewee E said, “I could 

improve the quality of the time I spend with the children, increasing the amount of time with 

them makes no sense to me”. This understanding relates to the idea of the “best bits of 

fatherhood” (Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen 2017), the type that values short-term positive 

experiences with children (e.g. play) rather than the daily, continual childcare at home that is 

exemplified here by Interviewee C: “I’m more an object of entertainment for the children, to 

play football, chess or something”.   

 

Another source of work to family conflict for managers is the obligation to be accessible in 

case of an emergency at work during weekends, holiday and other days off. Male managers 

experience stress not only from specific role functions but from more general ones, such as 

responsibility for the future of the business and the employees. As many of the interviewees 

reported, one cannot close the door behind one when one leaves work and forget all about it. 

Stress at work affects family life, making it less harmonious.  

 

Taking a learner’s perspective 

One theme which stressed enrichment from family life to working life was taking a learner’s 

perspective. A dominant idea here was the transfer of skills. Interviewees mention the 

improvement of social skills at home such as seeking compromise, showing attention and/or 

complimenting another person, reaching mutual understanding, and the like, as important to 

their work. For instance, the learning of social skills was mentioned as an aspect of family life 

that enriches work. In particular, relating to children who have not yet absorbed the cultural 

and social norms and are not always able to conceal their spontaneous reactions was seen as a 

resource for developing emotional intelligence and enriching the work domain. For example, 



Interviewee E mentions, “children teach you in essence <…> they improve the quality of 

communication because you observe children’s reactions, and the reactions of adults are the 

same, just they conceal them”.  

 

The men said that self-realization and personal development are important aspects of the 

experience of fatherhood that can be useful at work. Importantly, the family domain is 

considered just as important as professional activity for personal development and harmony in 

life. Some interviewees see direct parallels between family and company life, e.g., as 

Interviewee H relates, “family gatherings are no different from discussions in the company, all 

the management bodies like board meetings or committee meetings that are developed in the 

company have analogies in the family”. Although this idea supports the image of WFI as 

bidirectional enrichment, it implies familial characteristics in the organization as well. 

Enrichment from family to work is experienced as positive and is not seen as conflicting but 

rather as balanced. These experiences rest on the basis of the values and identity development 

of a successful person, which not only includes status and earnings in professional life, like in 

the traditional image of masculinity, but also draws on family life and the strengthening 

perceptions of involved fatherhood.  

 

In some interviews there was a suggestion of a parallel between an organization and a family: 

the manager as patriarch of the family who treats employees as children. This underlines the 

importance of creating qualitative relationships in both cases and navigating between the roles 

of friend and teacher. Interviewee E, for example, explains, “there is an understanding that all 

employees are like children, the same rules apply to them <…> one doesn’t have to teach 

them”. This image of a father-manager may even be accepted by employees, as Interviewee J 

says: “I drive my colleagues to lunch, there are four seats in the car and there are five people 

who want to go in my car, so once they joked <…> which of them I would leave behind <…> 

but I refused to play these games of which one I love more”. Seeing a parallel between 

children’s manipulative behavior and that of employees implies that the family domain could 

be enriching the managerial role from a social perspective. One’s experience bringing up the 

family allows one to understand someone else with the same or similar issues.  

 

However, the overarching idea in this theme draws strongly on a traditional understanding of 

masculinity, i.e., the breadwinner’s perspective. Responsibility for the family and especially 

an increase in family size were seen as the stimulus for a career breakthrough, and stronger 



motivation to give the family financial stability. Interviewee H offers an example: “this 

[family] has become an important goal in my life, so I began to put some effort into realizing 

myself, firstly, to create a financial basis, because that is important”. New additions to the 

family are also a motive to be more efficient at work: when a person wants to spend more time 

with the family, they try to be more efficient at work. Here the idea of efficiency and struggling 

over limited time resources, which is a dominant topic in work-family conflict (Runte and Mills 

2004), is turned to the experience of enrichment, which may be interpreted as indicating a shift 

towards a more active and committed fatherhood.   

 

More rewarding at home 

Improved socialization skills was mentioned also in relation to work to family enrichment. In 

particular, relating to colleagues was seen as a positive influence on relations in the family, as 

e.g. Interviewee C relates: “you meet well-educated people in your career, <…> you get ideas 

[from them] what you could do in your family”. Besides, having a professional career and being 

away from the family for some time during the day are perceived as positive influences on 

family life, enabling meaningful communication in the family. Interviewee E, for example, 

says: “If I stayed at home it would be much worse, and now we don’t have time to fight, talk 

about trivialities, our time in the family is spent only in talking about meaningful things”. In 

such cases one can question what is meant by “trivialities”: it may mean avoiding routine 

housework issues, and “meaningful” may denote staying in the realm of the metaphysical and 

avoiding the pragmatic, so it does not necessarily guarantee WFI to the interviewee’s spouse 

even when it does so to the male interviewee.  

 

In these experiences, holding a position in management is a factor that facilitates positive WFI. 

The interviewees spoke about the possibility of managing their schedule more flexibly and, if 

necessary, of giving the family more attention.  For example, Interviewee J reports: “I’m happy 

to have a management position and when necessary I can make arrangements; if I had a lower 

position I think it would be more complicated, in some sense even worse for the child because 

she wouldn’t get attention when it’s needed”. The interviewees have more flexibility to plan 

not only their time but also their workload. This is in line with the findings of Nomaguchi, 

Milkie and Bianchi’s (2005) research, that more qualified occupations and higher positions in 

organizations are positive factors in achieving work-family balance.  

 

The importance of the wife  



When talking about their experiences of applying coping strategies in WFI conflict, the 

interviewees mostly spoke about help from another person, as does Interviewee J: “sometimes 

it happens that I can’t cancel a meeting so then I start searching for someone I can leave the 

child with”. The attempt to cope with the difficulties of integrating role responsibilities and 

functions is not systematic, but rather haphazard. This is a similar to a coping strategy used by 

women when they experience work-family conflict (Graham and Dixon 2017; Reingardienė 

2004). 

 

From a long-term and system-based perspective, coping relies strongly on the wife’s presence 

and on her taking on most of the responsibilities at home. The wife is seen as important to 

overcoming the barriers to the husband’s progress in a career that are erected by having a 

family. For example, looking back, Interviewee A says, “I didn’t have time for home at all, 

meaning, my wife managed the home domain, so the question didn’t arise, it was quite natural 

that I was occupied with a completely different activity and my wife’s merit is that I could do 

that”. Taking responsibility for the lion’s share of the housework and for daily childcare is 

(still) seen as primarily the wife’s role, although the interviewees tended to acknowledge that 

responsibility for taking care of children rests with both partners, as e.g. Interviewee I notes: 

“my wife cooks the dinner, everything is just fine with her, but I sometimes try to stop her, 

telling her that she doesn’t have to iron my shirts or something <...> I try to make that clear 

to her, but she’s understanding and doesn’t pay attention to what I say“. So at the surface level 

men demonstrate an awareness of equal rights but when it comes to actually distributing the 

housework equally it is considered more comfortable to go on with the status quo. Coping in 

this sense, then, involves staying in the comfort zone and not enacting social expectations.  

 

Some interviewees mentally and physically transferred housework tasks to the wife, attributing 

their lack of participation in the family to their being untalented on the grounds that they lacked 

talent. Interviewee B, for example, mentions, “I can’t do something, so I don’t do it, don’t wash 

or iron something”, but claims that he is more capable in other, “more manly” fields such as 

repairing the car, or looking after the outside of the house and the garden.   

 

Unsupportive organizational cultures 

Men do not often rely on the benefits provided by legislation in relation to paternity to reduce 

the strain arising from the demands they meet at work. Interviewee I, who works in a male-

dominated company, states that “such things as exceptions, paternal leave of one day a month 



and so on don’t exist [in the company]” and offers an explanation: “we’re a simple company 

that grew from local agents <…> and the attitude is Lithuanian”, which means operating under 

a liberal market economy with little concern for employees’ needs.  

 

Moreover, co-employees’ attitudes are not favorable to family-friendly practices, even if the 

needs are recognized to exist. As Interviewee G says, “in our organization, I started taking 

days off for paternity leave and there were unfriendly looks, although they all have children”.  

Such an organizational context can be considered to contribute to conflict between work and 

family, and it suggests the traditional way of thinking, that obligations at work are more 

important than family obligations. If a male manager takes longer than usual paternity leave, 

he feels obliged to return to work before the legally granted period ends as there is “so much 

work” to do – and this is regarded as self-evident. Using the opportunities provided by law 

becomes emotionally much simpler when informal agreements are made with higher managers, 

as Interviewee G mentions: “my supervisor has children of a similar age, so you just have to 

ask and everything is clear, you just say that you’ll give results”. It is important to note here 

that most of these experiences were shared by interviewees in mid-management positions.  

Discussion and conclusions 

In writing this article we aimed to increase understanding of men’s masculinity in the post-

Soviet context by contributing specifically to the shortage of research on men with children in 

the intersection of work and family. We particularly sought to make men managers more visible 

as fathers and husbands, studying their experiences of WFI, what strategies they used when 

they experienced conflict, and the role of the organization in these experiences. This is one of 

the first studies focusing on male managers’ experience of WFI in Lithuania and the Baltic 

countries.  

 

The findings make clear that men managers experience WFI more as conflict than as 

enrichment. In this respect our findings contradict those from other socio-cultural contexts like 

Finland (Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen 2017), where men managers do not tend to experience 

WFI as conflict – or at least they do not easily reveal such experience in a research setting. The 

sources of tension between work and family among Lithuanian men managers are established 

in the mainstream management literature and include a lack of time, changes in work schedules, 

and the overlapping duties of different roles at the same time (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985; 

Runte and Mills 2004). Work is experienced as a source of negative spillover to the family, 



reducing the quality of the manager’s relationship with his family and distancing him from his 

children.   

 

Our findings are in contrast to prior studies which showed that work tends to be a source of 

negative spillover in the family for men (Fitzpatrick et al. 2012; Gatrell et al. 2013; Nomaguchi, 

Milkie, and Bianchi 2005). Experiences of family-work conflict were rich in content in this 

study. The family was seen as mostly restricting career choices, prompting less risky and less 

work-intense decisions in the professional sphere. The descriptions of these experiences imply 

that a man feels obliged not only to take the role of breadwinner who guarantees financial 

security and stability to the family but also to some extent the role of care-giver on a daily 

basis. This signals some kind of shift in the way men experience masculinity now, specifically, 

moving from a traditional fatherhood to a more involved one. This can signal some ongoing 

change in men’s gender roles in Lithuanian society in general.   

 

The experiences of the men managers studied here construct specifically an image that has 

been called the “best bits of fatherhood” by Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen (2017) or “new 

fatherhood” by Kaufman (2013). Such an idea seemed to be a dominant identity of fatherhood 

in this study. These categories stress balancing the breadwinner’s and the care-giver’s roles, 

spending more time with the family on weekends rather than every day. In particular, our 

research findings fit with the characteristics of the category of “new fatherhood”, which 

recognizes the work-family conflict and men’s inability to achieve satisfaction in both roles. 

This differs from the extremes of both the “uncommitted” and “traditional” or the “involved 

fatherhood” and “superdad” categories.  Men in the traditional masculine role see themselves 

as breadwinners and demand that their wives take responsibility for child-rearing and 

housework (Kangas, Lämsä, and Heikkinen 2017; Kaufman 2013). Men who see themselves 

as involved fathers usually see their role as care-giver as more important than their 

breadwinner’s role, and integrate both domains successfully by adjusting their work tasks to 

meet family needs. The emerging discourse of enrichment among male managers in our study, 

which they equate with personal growth and, in particular, the advancement of social skills and 

empathy, is also indicative of men acquiring the attitudes and behavior needed to fulfill the 

care-giver’s role with higher self-efficacy, which has the potential to change the prevailing 

social discourse that equates masculinity with being the breadwinner. 

 



Yet, despite the changes in the men’s experiences of masculine identities in this study, 

individual coping strategies in work-family conflict among manager-fathers ranged from 

rationalizing conflict as natural, temporary and thus endurable through reliance on the help of 

capable others in the case of emergency child-care, to relying completely on the wife’s presence 

and on her taking responsibility for the housework and childrearing. Although men may 

perceive that there is inequality in the distribution of housework, they may still choose to refrain 

from enacting a more equal relationship. This can be explicitly ascribed to the traditional 

understanding of the family model as patriarchal, with clearly distinguished gender roles and 

gender-typical tasks. This also maintains the distribution of tasks of each role that was 

established in Soviet times: the woman is not seen as a housewife and she is expected to be 

economically active, but housework is not shared equally (cf. Reiter, 2010). However, this is 

not necessarily a characteristic only of the post-Soviet context, as Reddick et al. (2012) found 

similar tendencies in the attitudes and behavior of academic fathers in the UK: despite their 

declared personal support for equal rights in the family and their determination to share 

household duties and child rearing, they still tended to retreat to traditional gender roles when 

coping with work-family conflict. Such experiences support the image of “uncommitted 

fatherhood” or, in more modern families, “best bits of fatherhood”. 

 

In this study, organizations were experienced as family unfriendly and, from the institutional 

or systemic perspective, as contributing to conflict. This can be related to the post-Soviet socio-

cultural context and the young liberal market economy model, in which everyone tries to be 

successful on the strength of their own efforts rather than acting collectively. Pučėtaitė, Lämsä, 

and Novelskaitė’s (2010) research on ethical human resource management practices in a post-

Soviet context yielded similar findings: Lithuanian organizations were lagging behind foreign 

companies in the voluntary implementation of organizational practices that promote 

employees’ well-being and build organizational trust. A mitigating factor in the tensions 

experienced is supervisors’ and managers’ own experience of integrating work-family 

responsibilities. In the case of middle management, the individual manager’s relationship with 

his/her supervisor has been found to ease the strain. This is in line with Plaisier et al. (2015) in 

their study on the interface between work and informal caregiving, an increasingly popular 

topic of academic research due to the aging society in many countries. However, this contrasts 

with the findings from other studies (Reddick et al. 2012), in which men demonstrated empathy 

with colleagues’ concerns over family issues. This could be explained by the post-Soviet 

mentality: in Soviet times, there was solidarity behind social welfare only in theory: the reality 



often privileged the nomenclature rather than the individual. Therefore people’s ability to 

cooperate and act collectively in this context is still inadequate (cf. Pučėtaitė, Jurėnienė, and 

Novelskaitė 2014). However, our research does not yield any evidence that top managers will 

be drivers of systemic practices to build more rewarding workplaces in terms of WFI.  

 

Our findings have strong managerial implications, particularly as regards bringing about 

changes in human resource management practices in Lithuanian organizations. As proposed by 

Mastracci and Arreola (2016), human resource management practices are among the most 

influential ones when deconstructing stereotypes and expectations in gendered organizational 

practices. Our findings indicate that strengthening favorable attitudes to family-friendly 

practices among employees may lead to the implementation of political programs for equality 

and the enforcement of legal measures which, as reported by Dulk et al. (2010) in a study that 

covered 19 central and East European countries, have so far failed to gain employers’ support. 

This might also lead to employers’ involvement in extra-statutory child-care and leave 

arrangements.  

  

To conclude, the findings of this study suggest that some change is happening in male 

managers’ individual experiences and that there is a move towards more involved fatherhood 

in the post-Soviet context studied here. This will challenge organizations and institutions in the 

future to make it more possible for men to integrate work and family life. However, because 

the traditional masculine way of acting seemed to emerge when there was a conflict between 

work and family, the findings allow us also to conclude that despite the fact that the men’s 

experience of masculinity is in flux, the change from traditional masculinity to a caring 

masculinity such as involved fatherhood may not in fact come about very quickly or profoundly 

in this context.  

 

Our research is not without limitations. Firstly, although our questionnaire was based on a 

narrative approach, some of the questions directly asking about, e.g. the role of the wife but 

not a wider network of support such as grandparents, siblings, close friends, neighbours etc. 

may have directed the interviewees’ reflection to the spouse merely. As prior research indicates 

the importance of wider networks for WFI (Graham and Dixon 2017; Reingardienė 2004) 

further research of fathers managers’ experiences of WFI should enquire more in-depth in the 

role of wider networks when coping with WFI as conflict. Moreover, design of similar studies 

in the future could benefit from post-interviews which we did not carry out. Post-interview 



reflections may yield richer narratives of coping strategies. Secondly, our 12 interviewees were 

not homogeneous in their position (mid-managers and top managers). Larger samples of each 

group could yield richer narratives, which would make it possible to reach more analytically 

generalizable and more plausibly interpreted conclusions. Further research could explore the 

experiences of these groups more deeply. Among top managers, it would be worth examining 

further both the construction of paradoxes like the one that emerged when describing time 

constraints, and the flexibility provided by a managerial role. Thirdly, another aspect for further 

research relates to expanding interviewees’ social background. Notably, all our interviewees 

were married to mothers of their children and lived together with them. Including men who are 

divorced, separated or living together with a partner to whom they are not married into the 

sample may generate richer representations of masculinity in society. Moreover, as noted by 

Fitzpatrick et al. (2012), single parents rarely achieve top positions in organizations which 

enable and empower them to achieve WFI and experience enrichment from their roles in 

different domains. We therefore suggest that further research could enquire into the experiences 

of WFI among single fathers in management position to increase the knowledge about enabling 

factors.  
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