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Many organizations have implemented a variety of initiatives to address work-family conflict
issues. This study investigates the impact of formal and informal work—family practices on
both work-to-family and family-to-work conflict (WFC, FWC) and a broad set of jgb-related
outcomes. We utilized structural equation modeling to analyze data from the 1997 National
Study of the Changing Workforce (NSCW). Results showed that negative career consequences
and lack of managerial support were significantly related to work-tosfamily confiict. These
were significant predictors of conflict even when accounting for the effects of work schedule
Sfexibility. Work-to-family conflict was linked to job dissatisfaction, turnover intentions and
stress, while family-to-work conflict was linked to stress and absenteeism. Therd were no
apparent differences between women and men in terms of the observed relationships.

© 2002 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved.
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As organizations attempt to help employees manage the balance between work and family
demands, we have seen a growing body of research on the topic of worle—family conflict
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).
The interest in the topic has in large measure been fueled by substantial changes in the
demographic composition of the United States workforce and recognition that work—family
concerns are highly salient for the majority of women and men (Galinsky & Bond, 1998).
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One of the earliest comprehensive and ongoing studies examining
among work and family life has been conducted by the Families a
National Study of the Changing Workforce INSCW). The Institute re
from its 1997 national survey of the US labor force (Bond, Galinsk
Furthermore, recent studies on work—family conflict have demonst,
conflict is'related to several job-related outcomes such as job dissa
by Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) and turnover intentions (Netemeyer, Bole
as well as psychological and physiological indicators of stress/strai
Russell & Cooper, 1992; Thomas & Ganster, 1995).

Earlier studies on work—family conflict sought to identify the tyj
family policies adopted by organizations and to demonstrate the b
such policies. Of course, federal legislation, the Family and Medica
1993 provided many employees with a formal policy providing job
a need for leave to care for dependents. Many organizations had alt
such formal initiatives prior to the enactment of federal legislation,

7 the interrelationships
nd Work Institute in its
cently reported findings
cy & Swanberg, 1998).
rated that work—family
tisfaction (summarized
s & McMurrian, 1996),
n (Frone, 2000; Frone,

pe and extent of work—
enefits associated with
I Leave Act, adopted in
security in the event of
ready begun to provide
recognizing the need to

help employees to better balance work and family demands and responsibilities.

More recent work suggests that the success and, effectiveness
likely depends on a supportive context that truly allows employees t
useful choices (Kossek, Noe & DeMarr, 1999). Organizations app4
realize that no policy or program can really help employees who w
culture (Friedman & Johnson, 1997). Indeed, reports from organizg
family-friendly workplace policies and practices indicate that thesg

of such policies most
b make meaningful and
rently are beginning to
ork in an unsupportive
tions that have enacted
> policies and practices

are likely useless without managerial support (Galinsky, Bond & F
1992).

Building upon and extending previous research, we believe our
.. work—family literature in several ways. First, we examine a model
policies and benefits to the experience of work—family conflict

iedman, 1993; Rodgers,

tudy contributes to the
at links organizational
ultimately to various .

job-related outcomes. Similar to Thomas and Ganster (1995), we are interested in system-
atically testing claims that organizational policies and benefits can alleviate work—family
conflict and ultimately improve various organizational and individual outcomes. While
many such claims exist, there is little systematic research demongtrating these links. Or,
as Kossek and Ozeki (1998) point out, the question remains as tp whether the relation-
ship between work—family policies and outcomes like job satisfiction are mediated by
work—family conflict. Second, our study addresses the impact of both formal initiatives and
informal practices on work—family conflict and subsequent work-
rent research (Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Thompson, Beauvais & Lyness, 1999) indicates
that both formal initiatives and so-called informal practices const{tute important compo-
nents of a supportive work environment that should be studied concurrently. Accordingly,

in addition to two formal family-supportive policies and benefits (
and dependent care benefits), we incorporate two aspects-of inform
(managerial support for and career consequences of work—family bal

exible work schedules
1al workplace practices
ance). Third, extending

previous research, we propose that different antecedents and outcomes are associated with

the two forms of work—family conflict (i.e., work interfering with |
conflict (WFC)) and family interfering with work (family-to-wor
though early research in this area treated work—family conflict as

family (work-to-family
k conflict (FWC)). Al=

a global, bidirectional
S
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construct, more recent work has specified the direction of interference betweg
- family roles (Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Be
Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Netemeyer et al., 1996). This view acknowledges tl
work responsibilities interfere with one’s family/home responsibilities, unfulf
obligations may then begin to interfere with one’s functioning at work. Conse

789

tn work and
utell, 1985;
hat as one’s
illed family
quently, we

conceptualize work-to-family and family-to-work conflict as related but distinct forms of

role conflict. Thus, the antecedents and consequences of each form of conflict
posed reciprocal relationship between the two types of conflict are examined.
study is unique in that we utilize data from a large, nationally representative saj
ployed adults from different occupations, ranks and organizations. The large, he
sample utilized in this study enhances the generalizability of our findings, ang

and the pro-
Finally, our
mple of em-
ferogeneous
1, due to the

relatively equal numbers of women and men, provides an opportunity to examine potential

gender differences. In this way, our study addresses concerns noted by Kossel
(1998) in that much of the past research has been conducted using relatively hd

k and Ozeki
mogeneous

populations and organizational settings.

An Integrative Model of Work—Family Conflict

The purpose of our study is to develop and empirically test an integrative m
work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict with several formal and inf
place antecedents and several job-related outcomes. As shown in Figure 1, we
formal initiatives, such as schedule flexibility and dependent care benefits, w
work—family balance in that they are negatively associated with work—family ¢
also expect informal workplace practices to have an impact on work—family cof
mal practices include managerial support for and the career consequences of W
balance. Further, the model depicts two forms of work—family conflict (work-ta-family and
family-to-work conflict) that are linked with different outcomes: work-to-family conflict
is predicted to be associated with job dissatisfaction, turnover intentions and stress, while
family-to-work conflict is expected to be associated with the outcomes of stress and absen-
teeism. Additionally, we will test for possible differences between men and wpmen in the
hypothesized relationships. The following discussion presents our theoretical rationale for
these predicted relationships.

pdel linking
brmal work-
predict that
vill promote
conflict. We
nflict. Infor-
york—family

Formal Organizational Initiatives

Schedule flexibility. While organizations have adopted a variety of so-called family-
friendly benefits and policies, work schedule flexibility options and dependent care benefits
represent the most prevalent work—family programs (Friedman & Johnson, [1997). Ap-
parently, flexible work hours and the ability to work on an individually set schedule are
consistently rated as the most valuable options provided by employers (Rodgers, 1992).
The findings from the 1997 NSCW (Bond et al., 1998) indicate that 45% off employees
report that they are able to choose, within a range, the hours of their workday. However,
only 25% report that they can change their daily work schedule as needed. These findings

_indicate that the degree of work schedule flexibility provided to employees can vary greatly.
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Studies have demonstrated that flexible scheduling is linked to important prganizational
outcomes. Flexible scheduling has been shown to reduce absenteeism (Dalton & Mesch,
1990). Also, in a review of the research on the organizational benefits associated with
flexible work schedules, such flexibility has positive effects on productivity, job satisfac-
tion and absenteeism (Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright & Neuman, 1999). Studies have also
shown that organizational initiatives that provide employees with alternatives to the tra-
ditional full-time, fixed-hour and fixed-place work arrangements give employees greater
control over work and family matters, thereby helping employees manage the often con-
flicting demands of work and family (Friedman & Galinsky, 1992; Thomias & Ganster,
1995). Similarly, high levels of job.autonomy have been found to be agsociated with
low levels of work—family conflict (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz &
Beutell, 1989; Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk & Beutell, 1996). It is quite likely that
schedule flexibility in part explains the link between job autonomy and work—family con-
flict. To the extent that autonomy enables a person to control the timing and possibly
the location of one’s work, a person would be expected to be able to better balance
work and family demands. Even if greater demands accompany job autonpmy, the abil-
ity to structure and control one’s schedule or the ways in which the job is performed
would seemingly prove beneficial in terms of preventing work from interfering with family
responsibilities.

It should be noted that previous research on the benefits of work schedule flexibility
generally has not distinguished between the two forms of work—family conflict. Thus, we

5 ARAHTEPR]
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Work-to-
Family
Conflict

Family-to-
Work
Conflict
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~ Figure 1. Proposed miodel of work—family conflict.
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vth forms of
2000; Frone
Id conclude

do not know whether work schedule flexibility helps individuals alleviate bq
conflict. Following the lead of previous research (e.g., Carlson & Kacmar,
et al, 1992; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999), generally speaking, we wou
that workplace factors would predict work-to-family conflict while family/home factors
would predict family-to-work conflict. In the case of work schedule flexibility, it seems as
though the intent of these benefits is to prevent (as much as possible) work from interfering
with family. Therefore, we predict that schedule flexibility directly affects the experience of
work-to-family conflict and indirectly affects family-to-work conflict through recognition of
the reciprocal relationship between the two forms of conflict. More specifically, we predict
that work-to-family conflict is highest when employees have no flexibility or control over
their work schedules.

- Dependent care benefits. In addition to schedule flexibility, dependent care benefits are
often provided in the hope that conflicts between family and work would be reduced. These
benefits may consist of a variety of provisions, ranging from help for employees to secure
child care and/or elder care to paid time off or leave to care for dependents. Whether or
not these dependent care benefits actually prevent or lessen the conflict between family
and work remains somewhat an open question. In fact, previous research indicates that
policies initiated to help employees meet family responsibilities have not necessarily had
the desired impact on work—family conflict (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). While legislation
and increased awareness have recently moved many employers to offer more in the way
of benefits aimed at helping employees with family responsibilities, empirical studies are
needed to demonstrate the link between these benefits and important outcomes, including
reduced family-to-work conflict. Given the distinction between the two types of conflict in
the present study, our thinking was that organizations provide dependent care benefits to help
employees prevent (as much as possible) family responsibilities from interfering with work
responsibilities. Essentially, these benefits are designed to help employees better manage
the demands resulting from their family circumstances. Thus, we predict that dependent
care benefits directly affect the experience of family-to-work conflict and indirectly affect
work-to-family conflict through the effect on family-to-work conflict. More specifically, we
predict lower levels of family-to-work conflict for employees of organizations that provide
some form of dependent care benefits.

-

Informal Workplace Practices

ily-friendly
ermined on

Manager support. As a number of organizations have formally adopted fam
programs and initiatives, these organizations report that actual practice is det
a case-by-case basis, giving managers discretion in these matters (Friedman & Johnson,
1997). In fact, many alternative work arrangements may result from individuals negotiating
with their managers to make such arrangements on an as-needed basis (Scandura & Lankau,
1997). Thus, while an organization may not have specific programs or policies, individual
managers can give people flexibility by informally supporting such options. The findings of

Powell and Mainiero (1999) indicate that the response that an employee receives
for an alternative work arrangement may very well depend on the manager’s pers
and past experiences with balancing work and family. Even when organizatio

to a request
onal beliefs

ns formally

b
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adopt such programs and benefits, some managers may not be supportive of employee
requests for flexible or alternative work arrangements. In fact, manager support appears to
influence both employee decisions to utilize family-friendly benefits and to remain in the
organization (Thompson et al., 1999).

Whereas the need for manager support for alternative work arrangements is frequently
noted, we found few empirical studies that explicitly examined the effect of manager sup-
port on the work—family conflict that individuals’ experience. The data from the 1997
NSCW indicate that most employees report that their immediate supervisors are supportive
in terms of support related to the performance of the job as well as meeting personal

and family needs (Bond et al.,, 1998). We do not know from these fin
whether manager support helps employees alleviate work—family conflict.
in a paper based on an analysis of the 1997 NSCW data, concluded tha
supervisor support was related to lower levels of job-to-home (work-to-fz
These results indicated that supervisor support was a significant factor rel
form of conflict even when accounting for the effects of job and family g
the existence of several dependent care and flexibility practices. Our inte
ing the NSCW data was in the role of manager support as well as orga

ings, however,
arkel (2000),
family-related
ily) conflict.
ted to the one
atisfaction and
rest in analyz-
inizational cul-

ture (assessed in terms of career consequences associated with attempts to balance work
and family) and their relation to work-to-family conflict and several other subsequent

job-related outcomes.

Research on stress has long since identified social support as an important resource or
coping mechanism that helps individuals reduce the effects of stressors. Work-related social
support, especially from supervisors, may make one’s work situation less stressful by pro-
viding emotional support, instrumental aid or perhaps providing greater flexibility or control

over one’s situation. For example, Thomas and Ganster (1995) found that

perceptions of

supervisor supportiveness were positively associated with perceptions of control over work

and family matters, with such control in turn being linked with lower levels ¢
conflict and other psychological and physiological indicators of strain. Simij
an overall assessment of social support in the workplace, Carlson and Perrew
the quality of the relationships one has with his or her supervisor, coworke
nates to reduced perceived role stressors (conflict, ambiguity and overload)
work—family conflict.

Thus, to add to the limited studies examining the effects of manager s
interested in the role of work-to-fantily conflict as a mediator in the relatic
manager support for work—family balance and several job-related outcomes
ager support as an important factor in the work domain. As previously noted ¢

of work—family - -
larly, as part of .

€ (1999) linked

rs and subordi-

and decreased

upport, we are
onship between
We view man-
pur expectation

is that work-related factors directly impact work-to-family conflict and 1nd1rectly affect
family-to-work conflict. Thus, we expect manager support to alleviate the experience of

work-to-family generated conflict.

Career consequences. In addition to manager support being a key fact

or that ir'npacts

work—family conflict, a few studies have recognized the organizational context or culture
as central to our understanding of work—family issues. When employees request or make
use of options that give them flexibility, they may be penalized in terms of perceptions that,

they are not serious about their careers. Thus, individuals may perceive a n

eed to sacrifice
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future career or advancement opportunities or risk other negative career outcq
to take advantage of scheduling options or alternative workplace arrangement
ple, Kossek, Barber and Winters (1999) found that managers who had work
that had used flexible work schedules were more likely to use such schedules
From their findings, it appears as though when managers take the lead, they i
to others that flexible work arrangements are viable options that one can utj
long-term career consequences. In fact, fear of negative career impact is ofts
major barrier that prevents people from using flexible work arrangements (B
Schwartz, 1996; Solomon, 1994). Indeed, there is some thought that senior m
view the need for flexibility as a sign that a person is not really committed to the
(Rodgers, 1992).

In the first empirical study, Thompson et al. (1999) explicitly examined wh

portive work—family culture or climate was associated with greater benefit utj
work-family conflict. In particular, they identified three key dimensions of or
or cultural support for work—family balance, including managerial support, on
time expectations, and career consequences associated with utilizing work—f,
fits. Career consequences included norms concerning visibility or “face time
ments about contribution and commitment. They found that, in addition to

793

mes in order
s. For exam-
group peers
themselves.
make visible
lize without
en cited as a
ailyn, 1993;
anagers may
prganization

rether a sup-
lization and
ganizational
ganizational
amily bene-
” and judg-
the impact

with the use
nflict. Also,
rk-to-family

of work~family benefit availability, negative career consequences associated |
of work—family benefits were related to higher levels of work-to-family co
they found that the higher the organizational time demands the higher the wo;
conflict.

To add to the limited empirical research on the link between career consequences and
work—family conflict, we are interested in testing the relationships’between career conse-
quences, work-to-family conflict and other job-related outcomes. Specifically, we expect the
higher the perceived negative impact on one’s career, the greater the interference of work
with family. Furthermore, we expect work-to-family conflict to mediate the elationship
between career consequences and various job-related outcomes. Again, we expect career
consequences, as a factor in the work domain, to be directly related to work-to-f; mily rather
than family-to-work conflict.

Family Structure

As we have mentioned, while work pressures appear to be the most powerful predictors
of work-to-family conflict, family pressures and demands are generally the strongest, most
direct predictors of family-to-work conflict (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999). The many
role demands imposed by the family domain create a number of opportunities for conflict or
pressure that can ultimately impact one’s work. These demands arise from responsibilities,
requirements, expectations and commitments associated with family/home roles, Moreover,
conflicts may arise when family roles require extensive time or necessitate conc erns, which
then affect a person’s work (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999; Netemeyer et al., 1996).
Also, family demands can produce conflict such that family roles inhibit or restrict full
involvement in work.

A number of aspects of family structure are associated with work—family conf]
ing marriage, especially when both individuals are employed, and a variety of]

3 AE A

ict, includ-
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care responsibilities (Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999; Kossek, Barber &

Winters, 1999). All of these conditions might be expected to impose time ¢
create additional demands on the family member, leading to family-to-work

oncerns and/or
conflict. Thus,

we account for the complexity and extent of family responsibilities or demands, expecting
higher levels of family-to-work conflict for individuals with complex and extensive family

demands.

Job-Related Quicomes

Numerous studies have already demonstrated the links between work—family conflict and

various individual and organizational outcomes. However, few studies have

incorporated a

broad set of outcome variables, including attitudinal as well as behavioral ouitcomes. Also,

the possibility of different job-related outcomes associated with the two fo

rms of conflict

has received very little empirical attention. One such finding indicates that work-to-family
conflict is more strongly associated with job satisfaction than is family-ta-work conflict
(Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). Recognizing the plausibility of such differential outcomes, Frone

et al. (1992) suggested that work-to-family conflict may be associated with
tions while family-to-work conflict may be associated with absenteeism. Thi

turnover inten-
5 suggests that,

when work demands interfere with family life (work-to-family conflict), the most immedi-
ate or direct effect will be on a person’s desire to find another job and possibly the decision
to leave the organization. Conversely, when family responsibilities and demands affect
work (family-to-work conflict), the most immediate or direct effect may be| on attendance

(or absenteeism).

Thus, while there is no empirical support and very little theoretxcal explanation for these
predictions, we believe this is an important question that remains open. When individuals

experience ongoing and unresolved conflict in the form of work interferi

g with family

HIESE S

responsibilities, they may perceive that the only solution to the problem would be finding
another job that would ultimately enable them to better balance work and family needs.
When individuals are not able to resolve the conflicting demands of family and work such
that family demands interfere with their ability to meet work responsibilities, absence from
work may be the only means of meeting immediate and pressing family demands. There-
fore, we predict that work-to-family conflict will have a direct positive impact on turnover
intentions and family-to-work conflict will have a direct positive effect On abisenteeism. We
expect both forms of conflict to have a direct effect on stress. Finally, although previous

between the two forms of conflict. Thus, we predict that work-to-family co
related to job satisfaction and family-to-work conflict is only indirectly rel
relationship with work-to-family conflict.

In summary, previous research generally has neglected a joint assessment of employer-

provided work—family supports, work-to-family conflict, family-to-work
broad set of job-related outcomes. Thus, we include in this study a numb

conflict, and a
er of variables

that would link formal initiatives and informal practices, the two forms af conflict, and
various job-related outcomes. Also, we examine the likely reciprocal relatianship between

work-to-family and family-to-work conflict.
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Gender Differences

Researchers have clearly indicated an interest in gender differences in work—family con-
flict. Likewise, policies of the Family and Medical Leave Act recognize the relevance of
work and family issues for both men and women. Several proposed differen¢es have been

suggested and examined in the literature with limited support. For example, G
Beutell (1985) suggested that the direction of the role interference might diff
and men such that work is more likely to intrude into family life for men

reenhaus and
er for women
while family

demands may be more likely to interfere with work for women. There is little, if any, em-
pirical support for these predictions (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999). Also, in terms of
the overall level of experienced work—family conflict, most studies indicate that women and

men report similar levels (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999).

These results do not rule out the possibility of gender differences in oth
lationships. However, large samples comprised of relatively equal numbers
women and the use of more sophisticated multivariate analyses are required
for potential differences between women and men. While we do not predict s
differences, the sample and methodology provide an opportunity to explore tH
possible gender differences in the relationships contained in our model.

Method
Sample

Data used were from the 1997 National Study of the Changing Workforce
ducted for the Families and Work Institute by Louis Harris and Associates, usin
naire developed by the Institute (Bond et al., 1998). Phone interviews were com
nationwide cross-section of employed adults. Sample eligibility was limited t

ler causal re-

of men and
to fairly test
ecific gender
e question of

 survey con-
g a question-
pleted witha
b people who

were 18 years or older, employed or operated a business in the civilian work

rce, resided

in the contiguous 48 states, and lived in a non-institutional residence. Multiplle calls were
made per telephone number to complete interviews if eligible. In households with more than
one eligible person, one was randomly selected for the interview. An incentive of US$20

was offered for participation. Of the telephone numbers called, 3739 were

represent eligible households, and interviews were completed for 3551 of these

rate = 95%). The sample was weighted based on gender and number of empl
in the household proportional to 1996 population data. (See Bond et al. (1998)
details on the NSCW survey.)

Our study focused exclusively on wage and salaried workers. Given ou

managerial support and organizational culture (e.g., career consequences)

self-employed individuals, assuming that these factors were not relevant for sd
individuals. This resulted in a sample size of 2877. Furthermore, we included

only those individuals who had apparent potential for work—family conflic

with recent studies on work—family conflict (e.g., Carlson & Perrewé, 1999
Ganster, 1995) we included individuals who had at least one characteristig

make dealing with work—family conflict issues likely. Thus, only those resp

etermined to
(completion
byed persons
for complete

Ir interest in
we excluded
1f-employed
in our study
. Consistent
; Thomas &
5 that would
pndents who
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met at least one of the following requirements were included: (a) had at
under the age of 18 living in the household; or (b) were involved in a dy
tionship; or (c) were currently providing care for someone aged 65 or old
dependent).

On this basis, the final number for the sample used in this study was 224
age of this group was 40 and the sample was fairly evenly divided in g

A ERAEL)

east one child
al-career rela-

er (or disabled

8. The average

der with 1112

females and 1136 males. Main occupations covered seven categories, including professional

(
9.4%), administrative support (n = 346, 15.4%), service (n = 227, 10.1%),
109, 4.9%) and productions/repair (n = 553, 24.6%). For 17 cases (.8%) th
category was unknown.

Measures

Each of the measures for our study is described in detail below. The Fan
Institute developed the specific questionnaire items and format. Some of th
tions appear to closely resemble existing survey measures of specific cg
Job satisfaction) and some of the questions paralleled those asked in the 1¢
Employment Survey (Bond et al., 1998).

Schedule flexibility. Respondents were asked if they are allowed to choos
and quitting times within some range of hours, or change the starting and qu
a daily basis. A count variable (from 0 to 2) was computed for each respoj

higher number indicating more flexibility in the schedule. Also, responden

overall how much control they have in scheduling work hours using a 5-p

e:jtx
n = 411, 18.3%), executives/administrators/managers (n = 374, 16.6%), s

les (n = 211,

technical (n =
e occupational

nily and Work
e survey ques-
nstructs (e.g.,
)77 Quality of

¢ their starting
itting times on
ndent with the
ts were asked
pint scale that

ranged from (1) complete control to (5) none. We reverse-coded such that the higher value

represents more control (greater flexibility).

Dependent care benefits. Respondents were asked to indicate (1: yes
availability of five benefits. These benefits included: (a) services to help find

information about elder care services, (c) employer-operated/sponsored child ¢

provision of direct financial assistance for child care, and () programs that all

to put income before taxes in an account to pay for child care or other dd

Responses were then coded such that ho = 0 and we created a count variable

level of dependent care benefits ranging from (0) no benefits to (5) all benefi

Manager support. Manager support was assessed with six items presented 1
These questions assessed manager support for the respondent’s ability to sug

ance work and family responsibilities. Respondents reported on a 4-point
from (1) strongly agree to (4) strongly disagree. We reverse-coded scores
higher numbers signify greater manager support. The coefficient alpha reli
scale was .89. '

Career consequences. Five items shown in Appendix A were used to asse

of career consequences (e.g., must choose between advancement and work—fa

or 2: no) the
child care, (b)
care center, (d)
ow employees
pendent care.
indicating the
ts 1.

n Appendix A.
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Respondents were asked to indicate the extent of agreement using a 4-po
ranged from-(1) strongly agree to (4) strongly disagree. We reverse-coded the
higher values represent higher negative consequences for one’s career. The coe
reliability for the scale was .75.

Family structure. Respondents were asked to respond (1) yes or (2) no to
about their family structure, including (a) are you married, (b) do you have at 1
under age 18, (c) is your spouse employed for pay, (d) do you provide spec
or care for someone 65 years or older, (e) for a disabled or seriously troublex
for a disabled non-elderly adult. We recoded this data setting no = 0. Then,
approach used by Kossek, Barber and Winters (1999), we created a count vat
based on an affirmative response to these questions to assess the level and ¢
family demands. The range on this variable was 1-6 (since those with no fan
factors were not included in our study), with higher values indicating higher lej
demands or responsibilities (see note 1).

Work-to-family conflict. Five items were used to measure perceptions of]
which one’s work interfered with one’s family (shown in Appendix A). Resp
a 5-point scale from (1) very often to (5) never. We reverse-coded the items su¢
numbers indicate more frequent experiences of work interfering w1th family. T]
alpha reliability for this scale was .85.

Family-to-work conflict. Five items were used to measure perceptions
to which one’s family interferes with one’s work (shown in Appendix A).

- used a 5:point scale from (1) very often to (5) never. We reverse-coded the it¢
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items so that
fficient alpha

six questions
past one child
1a] assistance
1 child, or (f)
similar to the
iable (index)
omplexity of
hily structure
vels of family

the extent to
ondents used
h that higher
he coefficient

of the extent
Respondents
ms such that

higher numbers indicate more frequent experiences of family interference with work. The

coefficient alpha reliability for this scale was .80.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed with five items presented in

Respondents reported on a 4-point scale, ranging from (1) strongly agree ta
disagree. We reverse-coded scores so that the higher numbers denote greater jot

The coefficient alpha reliability for the scale was .80.

-

Turnover intentions. A single item with a 3-point response scale from (1)

(3) not at all likely was used to assess turnover intentions. We reverse-coded
that higher numbers indicate greater likelihood that respondents will make a g

to find a new job with another employer within the next year.

Stress. We used seven items as an indicator of stress and the measures
Appendix A. Respondents reported on a 5-point scale from (1) very often to

reverse-coded the items such that the higher number indicates a higher level of

stress. The coefficient alpha reliability for the scale was .87.

Absenteeism. Respondents were asked how many days they missed work

months (a) to care for a sick child, (b) because their usual child care was not av;

Appendix A.
(4) strongly
) satisfaction.

very likely to
the scale so
enuine effort
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for other family reasons. Absenteeism was treated as an objective measure
to each question totaled.

Preliminary Analyses

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses provided support for the uni
of all medsures (with the exception of the items measuring work-to-family

with responses

limensionality
and family-to-

work conflict, as described below). We also computed the construct reliability (a LISREL-

generated estimate of internal consistency analogous to coefficient alpha, Fori
1981) for each construct that consisted of multiple items. With the excey
consequences, construct reliability estimates exceeded .80. The construct relig
for career ‘consequences was .76. _

For the items measuring work-to-family and family-to-work conflict, v
one-factor and a two-factor model. In our judgment, there were five items
Appendix A) that appeared to measure each of the two forms of conflict. ]
dlﬁ'erence test comparing these two models resulted in a significant chi-sqy
(Ax? = 2672.64,df = 1). This result, along with a comparison of the CFI’s
Fit Index, Bentler, 1990) (.72 for the one-factor vs. .95 for the two-factor mo
the use of the two-factor model. The estimate of the correlation between f]
was .48 (completely standardized estimate). This factor correlation matcheg
by Netemeyer et al. (1996). Each of the five items had significant factor g
respective factor (ranging from .58 to .86, completely standardized solution

Model Development and Evaluation

For all of the subsequent analyses involving latent variable modeling, mul

variables were formed by summing subsets of the items for appropriate scales.

in three indicators for most of the constructs (latent variables). The exceptions
treating each of the four index variables (i.e., schedule flexibility, dependent
family structure, and absenteeism) as a single objective indicator for the re
variable (setting the path from the latent variable to the respective indicator
error term to 0). As a second indicator for schedule flexibility, we used an {
overall control over one’s schedule (as previously indicated). Fmally, since t
one item measuring turnover intentions, rather than assume zero measuren
corrected for measurement error by setting the error variance to .08 (the j
variance and 1 minus the estimated reliability (.85), Bollen, 1989).

In order to test the model presented in Figure 1, structural equation mode
with covariance data as input to LISREL (Version 8.12; Jéreskog & Soérbom,
not depicted in Figure 1, the measurement portion of the model (with the éxc
estimated the paths linking the latent variables to their respective indicators,

error variance for each indicator variable, and allowed all of the exogenous (pr
variables to be correlated. For the exogenous latent variables, the factor i
set equal to 1.0. For the endogenous (dependent) latent variables, one path

construct to its respective indicator was set equal to 1.0. Due to the predic

relationship between the two forms of conflict, the disturbance terms (for w

nell & Larcker,
ition of career
ibility estimate

ye examined a
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[he chi-square
lare difference
§ (Comparative
del) supported
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1 that obtained
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and family-to-work conflict) were allowed to correlate (accounting for any|unmeasured
variables shared in common). Finally, because the results of previous resedrch attest to
the relationships among several of our dependent variables (i.e., job satisfaction, turnover
intentions, stress and absenteeism), we allowed their disturbances to covary, thys accounting
for any relationships among these variables (similar to Frone et al., 1992).

Results

The correlations among the variables are presented in Table 1. For the purpose of exam-
ining bivariate relationships between constructs, scale scores were created fof each of the
variables (averaging or summing across the respective items). As can be seen in Table 1,
schedule flexibility and manager support were negatively related to work-to-family conflict,
as predicted. Conversely, and as expected, work-to-family conflict was positively related to
career consequences. This indicates that the higher the perceived negative impact on one’s
career, the greater the interference of work with family. Dependent care benefits were not
significantly related to either family-to-work conflict or work-to-family conflict. Also, fam-
ily structure was a significant predictor of both family-to-work conflict and work-to-family
conflict, such that the greater the family demands the higher the level of interference of fam-
ily with work and vice versa. As expected, the two forms of conflict were positively related.
Work-to-family conflict was significantly correlated with the three predicted outcomes (i.e.,
negatively related to job satisfaction, and positively related to stress and intentidns to leave).
Finally, family-to-work conflict was significantly correlated in the expected directions with
the four outcome variables. ' :

For the LISREL analyses, a series of model comparison tests were conducted by com-
paring a model that restricts certain paths (to be equal to zero) with a model that estimates
these paths, noting the change in the chi-square value. A significant change in the chi-square
value, moving from a more restrictive to a less restrictive model, indicates-that the more
restrictive model would be rejected. Several model comparison tests were conducted as rec-
ommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). First, a comparison between a stfuctural null
model (restricting all paths representing relationships among the latent variables to zero)
and a saturated structural model (estimating correlations among all latent variab es) directly
tests the restrictions contained in the structural null model. Second, a comparison between
the theozetical (Proposed) model (containing only the hypothesized relationsh ps depicted
in Figure 1) and the saturated model provides an overall test of the Proposed model and
directly tests the restrictions on specific paths proposed by the model. Finally, a significant
chi-square difference from this comparison would indicate that the restrictions placed on
some (or all) of the additional possible paths would be rejected, suggesting some revision(s)
in the Proposed model. Any Revised model would then be compared to the saturated model.

In addition to the chi-square difference tests, the overall adequacy of the varjous models
was evaluated with the Comparative Fix Index (CFI, Bentler, 1990) and RMSEA (Root Méan
Square Error of Approximation). CFI values (ranging from 0 to 1) and RMSEA values (with
smaller numbers indicating better overall fit) are both indices of the fit between the model
of proposed relationships and those indicated from the observed (sample) data | CFI values
greater than .90 and RMSEA values less than .05 are generally considered indicators of
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The n ranges from 1974 1o 2248 depending on the variables involved. For the purpose of reporting correlations involving schedule fiexibjlity, only the count variable
is presented.
*p < .0L '
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Table 1 :;
Means, standard deviations and correlations among study variables %
a

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 E
1. Manager support 337 .68 -7 : T a 8
2. Career consequences 2.04 73 -.45" - QQ
3. Schedule flexibility .69 85 15" —.23 - 5
4. Family structure 1.62 75 —-00 -.00 -.01 - 8,
5. Dependent care benefits 94 1.25 120 -.08* .10° 03 - . <
6. Work-to-family conflit ~ 2.95 97 -26* 27 -8 08 .04 -4 K
7. Family-to-work conflict 1.95 70 —.11* .18* .02 10° 00 45 - o%
8. Job satisfaction 3.40 55 58" -.38° 15° -.02 10" -.29* -.11° - S
9. Stress 2.74 .89 -.32" 28 -2 .09* —-.04 .63° 40* -3 - s
10. Turnover intcations 1.50 73 —.28 25" —.05 04 -09* .18 10° -.35" 23 - g
11. Absenteeism 72 2.86 —.05 02 .01 11 .03 .03 .10* —.08* 07 04 - S
8
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Table 2 )
Results for latent variable models examined and model comparison tests
Model x2 df CFI RMSEA  Ay? Adf
Structural null 4437.60* 256 a7 .093
Saturated structural 659.35* 201 .97 .035 3778.25* 55
Proposed (Figure 1) (Complete Mediation) 1439.59* 227 93 .053 780.24* 26
Revised (Figure 2) (Partial Mediation) 689.52* 204 97 036 30.17* 3
Between-group (male—female) comparison

Constrained 964.29* 446 97 025

Unconstrained 928.39* 411 97 .026 35.90 35

*p < .0l

acceptable fit. The statistical significance of the individual parameter estimates was also

examined.
The chi-square and associated degrees of freedom fqr the models examined 2

ire presented

in Table 2. As can be seen from the table, the chi-square difference test camparing the

structural null and the saturated structural models indicated that the restrictio

among the latent variables.

The chi-square difference test comparing the saturated structural and Prop
indicated that at least some of the restnctlons contained in the Proposed mod
rejected (Ax? = 780.24, Adf = 26, x2a < .05). Thus, there was support for
tional paths representing additional relationships beyond those hypothesized. ]
the restrictive nature of the Proposed model (essentially a Complete Media
we added paths representing the direct relationships between the five exogenou

variables and each of the four endogenous (outcome) variables. Also, we include

paths representing all possible direct relationships between both forms of con
four outcome variables. We maintained the unique predictors of the two form
in order to estimate the reciprocal relationship. These additions allowed us to

hypothesized relationships while accounting for any possible direct effects of
predictors on the outcome variables, addressing concerns over possible misspec¢

fects. Thus, a Revised model (containing the original predicted paths and these 2
paths) was examined. This Revised model was essentially a Partial Mediation

The chi-square difference obtained from companng the Revised and saturat
models was significant (Ax? = 30.17, Adf = 3, x2a < .05). The fit indice

suggested virtually identical fit for both models (CFI = .97, RMSEA = .03

Thus, the significance of the parameter estimates was examined from the Rev

Mediation) model. Before discussing the specific parameter estimates, an exa
the squared multiple correlations for the structural equations indicates the p¢

variance explained in the dependent (endogenous) variables by the set of predi

nous) variables. These results indicated that the percentage of variance expla
set of predictors was as follows: 32% of the variance in work-to-family conf
the variance in family-to-work conflict, 53% of the variance in job satisfaction,

ns placed on
the structural parameters would be rejected (A x 2 = 3778.25, Adf = 55, x%a «
this model comparison indicated support for at least some paths representing r

.05). Thus,
elationships

bsed models
lel would be
some addi-
Recognizing
lion model),
s (predictor)
d additional
flict and the
s of conflict
examine the
the various
ification ef-
3 additional
model.

ed structural
s, however,
5 vs. .036).
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Schedule
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Dependent
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Structure

Figure 2. Revised (Partial Mediation) model, *p < .05. This Revised model depicts only pred
representing direct effects from exogenous to endogenous variables were also estig_nated. Estima
paths are presented in Table 3. Estimates are from the completely standardized solution.

»

Job

Satisfaction

Irnover
entions

Career Stress
Consequences
Family Absenteeism

icted paths. Paths
tes for all included

variance in turnover intentions, 60% of the variance in stress, and 3% of the variance in

absenteeism. ,

The estimates of the parameters representing the primary structural p
obtained from the Revised model are presented in Figure 2. Please note that
contained paths representing direct effects from the exogenous variables to
variables. The estimates for all included structural paths are presented in Tab

ﬁs of interest
is model also

four outcome
le 3. Ascanbe

seen in Figure 2, all of the predicted relationships were supported (in the predi
with the exception of the prediction relating dependent care benefits to

ted direction)
ily-to-work

conflict. As can be seen in Table 3, in addition to the significance of the predicted paths,
9 of the 23 added paths were significant. Thus, the predicted paths remained significant

even when accounting for additional paths representing direct relationship|
exogenous and endogenous variables. These results indicated support for djrec

s between the
trelationships

between manager support and all of the outcome variables. Also, there was support for direct

relationships between career consequences and job satisfaction and turnoy
The remaining three significant paths involved direct relationships betwee;

flexibility and job satisfaction, (b) dependent care benefits and turnover inte
family structure and absenteeism.

On the recommendation of one of the anonymous reviewers, we also perfq

of mediation described by Baron and Kenny. (1986) to examine the two form

ver intentions.
n (a) schedule
ntions, and (c)

rmed the tests
s of conflict as

A&,

(")'

T




SEEARE U R FERRRAE LR 4 AR
F—# (F1§R*15R)
FRBRFH KA (RASERES)

S.E. Anderson et al./Journal of Management 2002 28(6) 787810 803
Table 3
Completely standardized estimates from the revised (Partial Mediation) model
Path Estimates of Estimates of
predicted paths added paths
Schedule flexibility — work-to~-family conflict -.07*
Schedule flexibility — job satisfaction A3
Schedule flexibility — turnover intentions . .06
Schedule flexibility — stress -.03
Schedule flexibility — absenteeism . .01
Dependent care benefits — family-to-work conflict .00
Dependent care benefits — job satisfaction .04
Dependent care benefits —» turnover intentions ~.05*
Dependent care benefits — stress .01
Dependent care benefits — absenteeism » .03
Manager support — work-to-family conflict —-.11*
Manager support — job satisfaction 53*
Manager support — turnover intentions i -.19*
Manager support — stress . : —.12*
Manager support — absenteeism ' -.07*
Career consequences — work-to-family conflict .16* »
Career consequences — job satisfaction | =.13*
Career consequences — turnover intentions .18*
Career consequences —> stress .01
Career consequences — absenteeism -.02
Family structure — family-to-work conflict - .07*
Family structure — job satisfaction -.01
Family structure — turnover intentions .03
Family structure — stress .03
Family structure — absenteeism .10*
Work-to-family conflict — family-to-work conflict 43*
Work-to-family conflict — job satisfaction N Ty
Work-to-fan}ily conflict — turnover intentions .10*
Work-to-family conflict — stress .65*
Work-to-family conflict — absenteeism . —.04
Family-to-work conflict — work-to-family conflict 72 -
Family-to-work conflict — job satisfaction . .03
Family-to-work conflict — turnover intentions .00
Family-to-work conflict — stress A1
Family-to-work conflict — absenteeism a1
*p < .05

mediators in the relationship between the exogenous and outcome variables. This required
estimating several regression equations, including one for each of the four outcdme variables
(Job satisfaction, turnover intentions, stress, and absenteeism) and the two mediator variables
(work-to-family and family-to-work conflict). Overall, these analyses supported the results
from the LISREL analyses. Specifically, with regard to the tests of work-to-famjly conflict as
a mediator in the relationship between job satisfaction and the independent vatiables, WFC
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appears to partially mediate the relationship between job satisfaction and sch
manager support and career concerns. With regard to absenteeism, we foun
WFC as a mediator, consistent with our prediction and findings in the LI
With regard to the tests of family-to-work conflict as a mediator in the relati
job satisfaction and the independent variables, we found no support for §
These results were consistent with our prediction and findings in the LISREH
found some support for partial mediation for turnover and stress with mana
career concerns. With regard to our LISREL analyses, after accounting fqg
relationship between FWC and WFC, we found support for WFC as the me
Finally, we found support for FWC as a mediator in the relationship betwe
and our family structure variable. This is consistent with our prediction an
the LISREL analyses.

Also upon the recommendation of one of the reviewers, using regressi
tested the possibility of interaction effects among the dependent care ben
the family structure variables. More specifically, we tested all of the two-v
between the five dependent care benefits (resulting in 10 interaction terms
tested all of the two-way interactions between the six family structure vari

cdule flexibility,
d no support for
SREL analyses.
onship between
such mediation.
tL analyses. We
ger support and
r the reciprocal
liating variable.
en absenteeism
d findings from

on analysis, we
iefits as well as
vay interactions
). Likewise, we
ables (resulting

in 15 interaction terms). In the prediction of work-to-family conflict, two i

teraction terms

were significant. These both involved the presence of children under the|age of 18 with

responsibility for a disabled child and a disabled non-elderly adult. For

e equation pre-

dicting family-to-work conflict, there was one significant interaction term, involving care
for an elderly adult and disabled child. Thus, with regard to the question of potential inter-
actions, these analyses indicated that, overall, with a few exceptions, interagtion terms were
not significant predictors of the outcome variables. Given the large number of interaction

terms (i.e., 25), one would expect to find some significant terms while
and meaningfulness of the findings may be difficult to determine.

Finally, in order to test for possible differences between women and
pothesized relationships, we used multisample analyses, estimating the Re
each group (males and females). First, we allowed the structural paths tq
mated-in each group (Unconstrained model). We then compared this Uncof
with a Constrained model in which the structural paths were assumed tg
non-significant chi-square difference (A x? = 35.90, Adf = 35, less

e interpretation

men in the hy-
vised model for |
» be freely esti-
nstrained model
be equal. The
han the x2 .05

critical value) indicated that the Constrained model would be retained. Thuys, there was no

evidence of significant gender differences in the parameter estimates for tk
relationships, indicating the model is equally applicable to women and me

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to develop and empirically test a model I
family conflict and family-to-work conflict with several antecedents and outq
on previous research, we predicted that formal initiatives such as scheduls
dependent care benefits would promote work—family balance in that they
tively associated with work—family conflict. We also expected informal worl

1e hypothesized
.

inking work-to-
omes. Dfawing
> flexibility and
would be nega-
kplace practices

to have an impact on work—family conflict. Informal practices included malilagerial support
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ected the two
) to be linked

for and the career consequences of work—family balance. Further, we exp
forms of work—family conflict (work-to-family and family-to-work conflict
with different outcomes: work-to-family conflict would be associated with job dissatisfac-
tion, turnover intentions and stress, while family-to-work conflict would be associated with
the outcomes of stress and absenteeism. Additionally, we tested for possible differences
between men and women in the hypothesized relationships.

Not surprisingly, we did find some support for the positive benefits of forma

initiatives. Specifically, when employees have flexibility in their work scheg
parently experience less work-to-family conflict. Also, employees with s
bility reported higher levels of job satisfaction whether or not such flexibj
work-to-family conflict. Although we did not find that family-to-work conflict]
by the availability of dependent care benefits, employees with dependent care
apparently less likely to leave their organizations.

Adding to previous work in this area, our results highlight the importang
workplace practices. Specifically, we found work-to-family conflict to be

work—family
dules they ap-
thedule flexi-
lity alleviates
was impacted
benefits were

e of informal
influenced by

managerial support for and career consequences associated with work—family balance.

This finding suggests that manager support is key for employees to success
the integration of work with family and family with work. Employees need
managers support them in their efforts to balance work and family respons
must also believe that, when they take advantage of alternative work arrang
career advancement opportunities are not jeopardized. Moreover, several
outcome variables were clearly impacted both directly and indirectly by t]
factors. In particular, all of the four outcome variables were directly, impacted |
support. Further, job satisfaction and turnover intentions were directly impacte
OVer career consequences.

In terms of gender differences, the Revised model appeared to be equally
men and to women. In particular, the results suggest women and men are equa

with and affected by managerial support and career consequences. Recogniz

issues are salient for both women and men may increase the likelihood that 1
reconsidér their role in supporting alternative work arrangements that help
better balance work and family responsibilities.

It should be noted that our Proposed model was rejected in favor of a madel
in addition to the predicted paths, direct paths between predictor and outcg

sfully manage
to know that
bilities. They
rements, their
important job
hese informal
by managerial
d by concerns

applicable to
lly concerned
ing that these
managers will
all employees

hat contained,
me variables.

Recognizing the restrictive nature of the Proposed model (essentially a C

plete Medi-

ation model), the addition of these direct paths resulted in a Revised model (essentially
a Partial Mediation model). This model provided a conservative test of the|primary rela-
tionships of interest. More specifically, the predicted relationships were significant even
when accounting for the effects of these additional paths. As a result, the Revised model
did not lead to any differences in the primary results or the conclusions draws. With regard
to the added paths that were significant, several of these paths represented the direct effects
of flexible scheduling, manager support and career consequences on job satisfaction and
turnover intentions. As noted by Grover and Crooker (1995), the availability of such policies
and practices may have a positive impact on attitudes regardless of whether an employee
personally benefits, perhaps because these provisions signify concemn on the part of the
organization for employee well-being.
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As noted by Kossek and Ozeki (1998) much of the research on work—family conflict
has involved limited samples in terms of size and representativeness. This study overcomes
these limitations in that we examined a large, heterogeneous sample that included wage and
salaried employees working in a variety of occupations and job categories{ The large size
of the sample and the inclusion of equal numbers of women and men from f variety of job
categories may mitigate concerns about the generalizability of our findings

Nevertheless, the conclusions of our study are based solely on self-reported data. As noted
by Thomas and Ganster (1995), this is a common problem in research on wgrk—family con-
flict because the key constructs are often based on perceptions and thus depend on self-report
data. Sole reliance on self-reported data can raise concemns about common method vari-
ance. Thus, additional attempts to obtain multiple sources of data to minimize concerns
over common method variance would be beneficial. Certainly, there are fewer concerns
associated with self-reported data on the availability of certain options, in¢luding flexible
scheduling options and dependent care benefits, as well as the demographic|information on
family structure. Ideally, data on actual turnover occurrences, absenteeism and productivity
or performance would be obtained from organizational records. _

Another methodological concern pertains to the results involving dependent care benefits.
Our results should be interpreted with caution since the variable was highly skewed with
more than 52% of respondents reporting no benefits. Thomas and Ganster (1995) noted this
same issue. Also, respondents were asked to report the existence of benefits, rjot their specific
use of the benefits. As an alternative, researchers might assess the level of satisfaction with
the specific child care or other dependent care arrangements actually utilized, rather than

the availability of employer-provided dependent care benefits.

The results of this study underscore the importance of distinguishing b
types of work—family conflict. Consistent with Netemeyer et al. (1996) {
response to Kossek and Ozeki’s (1998) recommendations, this study provi
empirical evidence that there is a distinction between work-to-family conflic
work conflict. Moreover, we found support for different antecedents and oy
ated with the two forms of conflict. '

Clearly, we feel that these results suggest that more attention needs to
informal workplace practices that impact employees’ ability to balance W
responsibilities. Of course, future research should certainly include simuital
to both formal and informal variables. It could be the case that the ber
initiatives can be enhanced when supportive, informal initiatives are also
employees can fully utilize their options. One direction might include th|
of barriers to utilization of alternative work arrangements. Also, further eld
managerial support role and its implications would be worthwhile. Finally
attempt to balance work and family and take advantage of more initiatives 4
need to more fully understand the impact of such choices on attitudes and cz

Note

1."On the recommendation of an anonymous reviewer, using regressiq
considered the separate effects of the individual dependent care be
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w

Career Consequences

1.

Work-to-Family Conflict

In the past 3 months, how often:

1.
2.

3.

. My supervisor is supportive when I have a work problem.
. My supervisor is fair and doesn’t show favoritism in responding to employees’ per-

. My supervisor accommodates me when I have family or personal bus

. There is an unwritten rule at my place of employment that you can’t
. Atiny place of employment, employees who put their family or personal
. If you have a problem managing your work and family responsibilities, 4

. At my place of employment, employees have to choose between advar

S.E. Anderson et al./Journal of Management 2002 28(6) 787-810

performed these analyses for the family structure variables. These res

807

hlts indicated

that none of the individual dependent care benefits or family structure variables were
significant predictors of either of the two forms of conflict. Thus, subsequent analyses
were performed using the index score as a simple measure of the level/degree of family
supportive policies and the level/degree of family demands/responsibilities.

Appendix A. Measures

sonal or family needs.

iness to take

care of—for example, medical appointments, meeting with child’s teacher, etc.

my work. :

and family life.

. My supervisor is understanding when I talk about personal or family issyes that affect

. I feel comfortable bringing up personal or family issues with my superyisor.
. My supervisor really cares about the effects that work demands have on

my personal

At the place where you work, employees who ask for time off for family reasons or

try to arrange different schedules or hours to meet their personal or fam
less likely to get ahead in their jobs or careers.

family needs on company time.
of their jobs are not looked on favorably.
my place of employment is: “You made your bed, now lie in it!”

jobs or devoting attention to their family or personal lives.

Have you not had enough time for yourself because of your job?

Have you not had enough time for your family or other important peopl
because of your job?

Have you not had the energy to do things with your family or other imp¢
in your life because of your job?

ily needs are
take care of
needs ahead
he attitude at

cing in their

e in your life

prtant people

- L, AHAAHEE

]
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4. Have you not been able to get everything done at home each day because of your job?

5.

Family-to-Work Conflict

In the past 3 months, how often has your family or personal life:

IE RS

Job Satisfaction

kv -

Stress

During the past 3 months, how often:

1.
2.
3.

W

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. 1988. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review
two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103: 411-423.

Bailyn, L. 1993. Breaking the mold: Women, men, and time in the new corporate world. N
Press.

. Are you bothered by minor health problems such as headaches, insonj

. Have you found that you could not cope with all the things you had t

Have you not been in as good a mood as you would like to be at home
job?

Kept you from getting work done on time at your job?
Kept you from taking on extra work at your job?

Kept you from doing as good a job at work as you could?
Drained you of the energy you needed to do your job?
Kept you from concentrating on your job?

The work I do on my job is meaningful to me.

At the company or organization where I work, I am treated with resp
I feel I am really a part of the group of people I work with.

I look forward to being with the people I work with each day.

How satisfied are you with the opportunities that you have at work to
that could help you get a better job or find another equally good job if
work out? .

Have you felt emotionally drained from your work?

Have you felt used up at the end of the workday?

Have you felt tired when you got up in the moming and had to face
the job? '

Have you felt burned out or stressed by your work? -

upsets?
Have you felt nervous and stressed?
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