LSE Research Online

Article (refereed)

T.A. Beauregard

Are organizations shooting themselves in the foot? :
workplace contributors to family-to-work conflict

Originally published in Equal opportunities international, 25 (5). pp. 336-
353. © 2006 Emerald Publications.

You may cite this version as:

Beauregard, T.A. (2006). Are organizations shooting themselves in the
foot? : workplace contributors to family-to-work conflict [online].
London: LSE Research Online.

Available at: http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/archive/00000894

Available in LSE Research Online: April 2007

LSE has developed LSE Research Online so that users may access research output of
the School. Copyright © and Moral Rights for the papers on this site are retained by the
individual authors and/or other copyright owners. Users may download and/or print
one copy of any article(s) in LSE Research Online to facilitate their private study or for
non-commercial research. You may not engage in further distribution of the material or
use it for any profit-making activities or any commercial gain. You may freely distribute
the URL (http://eprints.Ise.ac.uk) of the LSE Research Online website.

This document is the author’'s final manuscript version of the journal article,
incorporating any revisions agreed during the peer review process. Some
differences between this version and the publisher's version remain. You are
advised to consult the publisher’s version if you wish to cite from it.

http://eprints.lse.ac.uk
Contact LSE Research Online at: Library.Researchonline@lse.ac.uk



http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/
mailto:Library.Researchonline@lse.ac.uk

Equal Opportunities I nternational, Vol. 25, No. 5, pp. 336-353

ARE ORGANIZATIONS SHOOTING THEMSELVESIN THE FOOT?

WORKPLACE CONTRIBUTORSTO FAMILY-TO-WORK CONFLICT
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London School of Economics



Abstract

Purpose - To examine 1) the direct effects of work domaaniables on family-to-work

conflict (FWC), beyond their indirect effects vieetmediating variable of work-to-family
conflict (WFC), and 2) sex differences in the effeaf work role expectations and supervisor
support on FWC.

Methodol ogy/Approach - A survey was conducted among 208 UK public gestaployees.
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis testeihraad moderating effects of work domain
variables and sex on FWC. To test for mediatioa,pfocedure recommended by Baron and
Kenny (1986) was used.

Findings - Work domain variables had a significant effectFVWC above and beyond the
effects of family domain variables, and independd¥VFC. The relationship between work
role expectations and FWC was found to be sigmfigastronger for men than for women.

Research limitations/implications - The cross-sectional design of the study doepewhit

firm conclusions regarding causality, and the rnssmlay be influenced by common method
bias.

Practical implications - In the face of evidence that organizations aresmg the very
phenomenon that hurts them, the responsibilitystash employees with reducing FWC is
enhanced. Particularly for men, management of ézgtional expectations to work long
hours and prioritize work over family is an areaMhich employers can and should play a key
role if gender equity with regard to organizatiowalrk-family climate is to be established.
Originality/Value - This study indicates that organizational workndeds may have more
influence over the degree to which employees’ fainikes interfere with their work than has
previously been assumed, especially for men.

Article type: Research paper
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With the increase in dual-income families and emgtbsingle parents, conflict
between work and family has reached a crisis. Vestarch on work-family conflict has
investigated the extent to which work interferegwvfamily life (Thompson & Beauvais,
2000). Organizations, however, may be more intedest the extent to which family
interferes with work, and how this process occlifsas become increasingly clear that each
direction of conflict (work-to-family and family-tavork) may be predicted by different
variables (Fu & Shaffer, 2001) and may also rasultissimilar outcomes (Greenhaus,
Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001). The formulation ofkplace policies to address effects of
family-to-work conflict such as absenteeism, ini@mto turnover, and job satisfaction (see
Eby et al., 2005 for a review) may be more effexiithe antecedents of such conflict are
better understood.

This study has two objectives. First, it seeksqpl@e the possibility that work role
pressures increase employees’ perceptions thalyfamle pressures are interfering with their
work — a perspective that has not yet been resedr&econdly, it aims to identify any sex
differences in the hypothesized relationship betweerk role pressures and family-to-work
conflict. As family-to-work conflict can be a majproblem for organizations (Daycare Trust,
2002), it is important to know if organizations &ping to create the problem themselves —
if they are contributing directly to the extenttbich their employees’ personal lives are
interfering with the performance of their jobs. §knowledge may also have implications for
how employees experiencing family-to-work confiace perceived by others in the
organization. Work-family options offered by orgaations to assist those whose personal
lives are interfering with their work are often stmued by management as favours (Lewis,
Kagan, & Heaton, 2000), granted to employees whfestyle choices impinge upon their
productivity. As such, these options are widelyweed by both employers and employees as a

cost to the organization (Lewis, 1997), and theg is often associated with job penalties



such as lower performance appraisals and caregatioms (Raabe, 1996). The knowledge
that organizations are contributing directly to éx¢ent to which their employees’ personal
lives interfere with the performance of their jadmild force a change in attitudes toward
work-family options and those who use them; resiimlity for causing a problem implies
responsibility for solving it, and organizationabrk-family options may come to be seen as
entitlements for employees whose family-to-workftionis at least partially attributable to
their employers.

Previous empirical results suggest that there awenzber of differences in the
predictors of work-family conflict for men and wome~or example, a 1998 study by
Kinnunen and Mauno in which men and women wereiatuseparately showed that levels of
job insecurity and supervisor support were predectif work-to-family conflict for women,
but not for men. In order to investigate sex défezes more thoroughly, it has been
recommended that men and women be studied sepyafbégibrunsel, Brett, Maoz, Stroh, &
Reilly, 1995), but most research to date neglectifterentiate between the sexes.
Knowledge of sex differences in antecedents to vamkily conflict has obvious implications
for efforts to prevent or reduce conflict. If thenee different causes of men’s and women’s
work-family conflict, then different approachesrasolving that conflict may be necessary in
order for individual coping techniques or organiaal family-friendly policies to be
effective.

Antecedents of Family-to-Work Conflict

Work-family conflict research is predicated upoa ttotion of spillover, in which
attitudes, behaviours, or emotions from one dorddfnse to the other (Near, Rice, & Hunt,
1980), and upon role theory, which suggests thaflich or psychological tension, occurs
when individuals engage in multiple roles thatiasompatible (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Hence,

family-to-work conflict is said to arise when resilities associated with the family role



hinder an individual's performance at work. For myde, worrying about a sick child may
distract a parent on the job and reduce his oefiiency (Duxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994).

A number of demographic and situational charadiesifiave been investigated over
the years as possible determinants of family-tokvwomnflict. Established antecedents are
caregiving responsibilities, whether for dependdmidren (Burke & Greenglass, 1999) or
elderly relatives (Gignac, Kelloway, & Gottlieb,9®); the number of hours devoted to
household work (Fu & Shaffer, 2001); and familyateld stressors such as parental workload
and the misbehaviour of one’s children (Vinokueree, & Buck, 1999). Greater
psychological involvement in the family role hasabeen found to predict higher levels of
family-to-work conflict (Adams, King, & King, 1996as have lower levels of spousal
support (Burke & Greenglass, 1999).

The work-family literature has traditionally assudribat variables associated with the
family domain (e.qg., childcare, household work)dicefamily-to-work conflict, and that
work domain variables (e.g., hours worked weeldip, agutonomy) predict work-to-family
conflict. When both types of conflict are measutéése are the hypotheses that are usually
tested (e.g., Williams & Alliger, 1994; Frone, Reks& Cooper, 1992). Much of the existing
research on both work and family domain varialthesyever, has used composite, non-
directional measures of work-family conflict. Thesmn-directional measures have
incorporated items measuring both work-to-familpftict and family-to-work conflict in one
scale. Studies using these measures cannot deggitimemefore, whether antecedent variables
are predicting work-to-family conflict, or familytwork conflict.

Any influence of work domain variables on familystmrk conflict has been assumed
to occur through the mediating effects of work-@oafly conflict. If work-related problems

begin to interfere with the completion of persomafamily-related obligations, these



unfulfilled home obligations will begin to interiemwith day-to-day functioning at work, and
vice versa (Frone et al., 1992).

An alternative potential relationship is that wooke pressures may increase
employees’ perception of family role pressuresrfeteng with their performance at work. If
stressors originating in one domain create or esmeahe salience of stressors in another
domain, a perspective accounted for by spilloveotit and role theory, work domain
variables may contribute directly to family-to-war&nflict.

This opposite-domain perspective has been undearesed. A small number of
studies have found direct links between elementiefvork domain and family-to-work
conflict, indicating that mediation via work-to-fagnconflict is not the only way in which
work variables contribute to employees’ family-tonk conflict. For example, research by
Fox and Dwyer (1999) has shown that two work donvaitables, job involvement and time
spent on work activities, can moderate the relatigmbetween family domain variables and
family-to-work conflict. This suggests that workrdain variables may play a greater role in
contributing to family-to-work conflict than hasgwiously been supposed, and invites further
research.

Work Domain Variables

Many features of the work environment have beeitigely linked to work-to-family
conflict, or to non-directional measures of workafly conflict. Five of these with the unique
potential to also predict family-to-work conflictene chosen for investigation in this study.
These are hours worked, work role expectationgrebover work hours, work stressors, and
supervisor support regarding work-family issues.

Hours Wor ked
The number of hours spent weekly in work activities been shown to have a

positive relationship with work-to-family confli¢Fu & Shaffer, 2001). It is plain to see that



more time spent in the work domain inevitably resui less time available at home,
rendering more difficult the completion of respdnilties associated with the family role.
However, increased time spent at work also hapaltential for increased family-to-work
conflict. The more time an individual spends in W@k domain, the more opportunities are
created for family responsibilities to intrude. kRgndemands can manifest at any time of day
or night. An employee who works 35 hours a weektaedefore spends more time in the
family domain is less likely to have to deal witinfily obligations during working hours,
thus experiencing family-to-work conflict, thanas employee working 60-hour weeks.
Work Role Expectations

Expectations held by superiors and co-workers fioeraployee to prioritize the work
role by assuming increased job-related respondsiland extending performance of the work
role beyond normal working hours have also beemwsho contribute to work-to-family
conflict (Major, Klein, & Ehrhart, 2002). The pres= of heightened work role expectations
may also play a direct role in contributing to famb-work conflict. Pressure from
colleagues and superiors to assign primacy to tiv& vole may render any intrusions from
the home domain more salient; the more an emplpgeeeives that his or her manager
expects him or her to give precedence to his ojdierthe more aware he or she might be of
and the more significance he or she may ascrib@ydamily-related conflict with work,
such as preoccupation with the academic performahaechild, or the task of arranging
emergency eldercare provision for a parent. Funtbeg, expectations of an employee to
extend the hours spent in the work domain providegased opportunities for family
responsibilities to encroach upon working timedssussed earlier.
Work Stressors

Work role stressors such as overload and confleekaown to create strain in the

work domain that spills over into the family dom@ku & Shaffer, 2001). This process



appears to operate straightforwardly in one dioegthowever, it has been suggested that
exposure to strain may result in an increased vabikty to additional stressors (Ursano,
Grieger, & McCarroll, 1996), and it is thereforesgible that increased strain in one domain
(e.g., work) may increase the salience of interfeeearising from another domain (e.g.,
family-to-work conflict). Research by Hughes, Gakg and Morris (1992) supports this
proposition by finding that work pressures and waalated insecurity predicted employees’
tendency to attribute to their job any difficultig®y were experiencing in fulfilling their
family role.

Hypothesis 1: Hours worked weekly, work role expéons, and work stressors will

be positively and directly related to family-to-wazonflict.
Control over Work Hours

Control over the scheduling of one’s work hours esn linked to lower perceptions
of non-directional work-family conflict (Thomas a@hnster, 1995). It is safe to assume that
autonomy over work hours can contribute directlpéoceptions of work-to-family conflict;
an employee who can take two hours off work onerafton to drive an elderly relative to a
dental appointment is bound to perceive less adrfflorn work with his or her family
responsibilities than would an employee with adixeork schedule.

However, Adams and Jex (2002) found that percedesdrol over time predicts lower
levels of family-to-work conflict. This suggestsatrautonomy over work hours may also
directly affect an employee’s perceptions of fartdywork conflict, by enabling an
individual to schedule his or her tasks in suchag as to accommodate personal or family
obligations without work-related repercussions. &m@mple, an employee who can choose to
take a few hours off work and make them up latehéenday or week would not experience
the same degree of conflict from family to workvasuld an employee not similarly

empowered should they both be called upon to acaogan elderly parent to a medical



appointment during working hours. The first emplyeuld return to work, stay late, and
accomplish work tasks as usual, while the secomhitie forced to take holiday or sick
leave, fall behind on his or her duties, and pdgsibquire a reputation for unreliability
amongst his or her coworkers.
Supervisor Support

The presence of supervisors who are supportive ehaployee’s work-family issues
has been associated with lower levels of work-taHaconflict (Anderson, Coffey, &
Byerly, 2002). Supervisor support can be both eomati, involving the provision of
sympathy and reassurance, and instrumental, imglwiactical assistance such as changing
work or leave schedules to accommodate an empleyaiily demands. Such support
undoubtedly has the potential to reduce work-todfaoonflict, but may also directly
influence employees' perceptions of family lifesifiéring with work. An employee who
cannot find emergency childcare would be forcesté&y home with that child and miss a day
of work in the absence of a supportive supervigomitting him or her to bring the child to
the workplace, or to work from home that day. Amothotential explanation for the
relationship is that offering sympathy or encouraget to employees with family
responsibilities may lessen emotional strain aedety diminish the experience of family-to-
work conflict.

Hypothesis 2: Control over work hours and supensspport will be negatively and

directly related to family-to-work conflict.

Sex Interactions

The roles of sex and gender in work-family confaot not well established, despite a
number of studies incorporating sex as eitherectior a moderating influence on the
experience of conflict between work and family. Tagonal model of work-family conflict

predicts that men should experience more work-afaconflict than women, because men



tend to spend more time in work activities than veonJacobs & Gerson, 2000). By the same
token, women are likely to experience more famalyatork conflict than men, because
women take primary responsibility for the familydathhus spend more time in family

activities (Scott, 2001).

Empirical findings have not been altogether suppef this model. In the majority
of studies examining sex, women have been showrgerience higher levels of both work-
to-family conflict (Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 199Idafamily-to-work conflict (Duxbury,
Higgins, & Lee, 1994). This may be due to the that women have been found to spend
more total hours engaged in work and family adgagithan do men (Duxbury et al., 1994),
creating more opportunities for work and familyigties to overlap.

A handful of studies have shown sex to moderatdirtke between various work and
family variables and non-directional measures ofiksfamily conflict. Duxbury and Higgins
(1991) found that work involvement and family cactflwere stronger predictors of work-
family conflict for women than for men, and thatriidy involvement and work expectations
were stronger predictors of work-family conflict imen than for women. Having
responsibility for childcare (Buffardi, Smith, O’#en, & Erdwins, 1999) and eldercare (Neal,
Ingersoll-Dayton, & Starrels, 1997) were also fowmgredict work-family conflict more
strongly for women than for men. Because thesdestudsed non-directional measures of
work-family conflict, however, knowledge of how saftects specifically family-to-work
conflict is constrained.

Traditional gender role expectations and normsrokgg employment and help-
seeking behaviour have resulted in the associafigocial support with women, and the
association of work role expectations with men.sehgender associations, explored in the
following section, suggest that the predictive ppafeeach antecedent for family-to-work

conflict may vary between the sexes.
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Sex x Work Role Expectations

Due to the normative nature of gender roles, aividaal whose behaviour is
inconsistent with others’ gender role expectatisrsten subject to negative judgments from
others (Mueller & Yoder, 1997). Conflict betweennwand family is held to be strongest
when there are penalties, such as negative judgmeninon-compliance with role
expectations in either domain (Greenhaus & Beut&B5).Because men are subject to social
expectations that they take on a “breadwinner” tioéd involves paid employment but little
participation in family life, they have traditiotylexperienced stronger penalties than women
for their efforts to accommodate family respondiieis, and for their failure to comply with
work-role demands.

Men are often reluctant to use organization-spatsamork-family programs because
they are “afraid of retribution from their emplogéf they deviate from the traditional male
norm” (Powell, 1997: 172). Research by Allen ang$li (1999) found that men who took
parental leave of absence were less likely to bemenended for organizational rewards than
were men who did not take leave. Work role expemtatmay therefore wield greater
influence over family-to-work conflict for men théor women.

Hypothesis 3: Sex will moderate the relationshipveen work role expectations and

family-to-work conflict in such a way that the riétanship will be stronger for men

than for women.
Sex X Supervisor Support

The ability of supervisor support to influence famo-work conflict may depend on
the employee’s ability to both seek out and acsaph support. Employees who are
disinclined to ask for support from their superjanswho are not comfortable receiving
support, may experience less subsequent reducti@miily-to-work conflict. These

employees may be more likely to be men.

11



The traditional male gender role emphasizes ind#grece and invulnerability; help-
seeking behaviour can sometimes be construed astiadnwveakness (Helgeson, 2005). Men
may therefore be reluctant to seek support frorerstfButler, Giordano, & Neren, 1985).
Supervisors may also perceive that men have lexs foe work-family related support than
do women. Work-family conflict is commonly perceivas a women'’s issue (Powell, 1997),
and research has found that both men and womerideassume that men do not want or
need social support (Barbee et al., 1993). In dystonducted across five European countries,
men had a much lower sense of entitlement than wdamenake use of organizational
supports for balancing work and family respondiieisi (Lewis & Smithson, 2001). This
diminished sense of entitlement may hinder thec&dfef supervisor support in reducing
conflict for men. In contrast, women have been tbtmenjoy larger support networks and a
greater number of individual sources of suppormtimen, and both the quantity and quality of
social support have been found to exert a greatpact on the well-being of women
compared to men (Antonucci & Akiyama, 1987).

Hypothesis 4: Sex will moderate the relationshipveen supervisor support and

family-to-work conflict in such a way that the ritanship will be stronger for women

than for men.
Method
Sample

Participants in this study were employees of allaa¢hority in the south of England.
Surveys were distributed to 1,000 employees compasirepresentative sample of job grade
classifications in the organization. Six hundred #&fty-four surveys were returned, for a
response rate of 65%. Of these, 244 respondentspaeents of children under age 17 (with
an average of nearly 2 children each). These Xpbrelents formed the participant base for

this study, as this sub-sample is uniquely affebiethe variables under investigatidiirty-
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six surveys were excluded from the final analysgs b missing responses, yielding an
effective sample size of 208.

The majority of respondents (56%) were women. Agerage was just over 41 years,
and 85% of respondents were either married ordiviith a partner. Just over 14% of
respondents had caregiving responsibilities foeydadult dependants in addition to those
for their children.

Measures

Family-to-work conflict was measured using four items developed by Bi(ie§9,
cited in Gutek et al., 1991) and one item develdpeBohen and Viveros-Long (1981). Items
assessed the extent to which respondents expeatlienadict from the family to the work
domain (e.g., “My personal life takes up time thatike to spend at work”; “I'm often tired
at work because of the things | have to do at hgniR&rticipants were asked to indicate the
extent to which they agreed or disagreed with statements on a five-point scale ranging
from “strongly disagree” = 1 to “strongly agree’5=Cronbach’s alpha was .82.

Sex was assessed by means of a dummy variable, coftedriale and 1 for female.

Family role expectations were measured using a four-item scale developecidmke
and Rousseau (1984). ltems assessed the degrééctorespondents agreed that their friends
and families expected them to prioritize family owerk. The same five-point response scale
as that used for the dependent variable was emghl@enbach’s alpha was .82.

Parental strain was measured using two items developed by PeartirSchooler
(1978). Items assessed the degree to which chitdbehaviour was a source of concern to
respondents. The same five-point Likert responakesgas used. The reliability alpha was
.67.

Control over childcare was measured using a six-item scale developedchbyn@s and

Ganster (1995), assessing the degree of choicendspts had in relation to the quality, cost
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and scheduling of childcare arrangements. Partitgpaere asked to indicate the amount of
choice available to them in relation to each itesimg a five-point scale ranging from “hardly
any” =1 to “alot” = 5. Cronbach’s alpha was .90.

Work role expectations were measured using a four-item scale developetidoke
and Rousseau (1984). ltems assessed the degrééctorespondents agreed that their
colleagues and supervisors expected them to pzritork over family. Respondents
answered each item using a five-point response saabing from “strongly disagree” = 1 to
“strongly agree” = 5. Cronbach’s alpha was .89.

Supervisor support was measured using a nine-item scale develop&himn, Wong,
Simko, & Ortiz-Torres, (1989). The scale items assbe degree to which respondents’
supervisors had displayed emotional and practiadessions of support. The same five-point
Likert response scale was used. Reliability alpiase .73 for emotional support and .86 for
instrumental support.

Work stressors were measured with three items assessing roléoaek(i.e., having
too much to do in a given amount of time) developg®eehr, Walsh and Taber (1976) and
Rizzo, House and Lirtzman’s (1970) five-item scadsessing role conflict. The same five-
point Likert response scale was used. Cronbachlsalas .67.

Work-to-family conflict was measured using four items developed by Kopelma
Greenhaus, & Connolly (1983), and two items devedbipy Bohen and Viveros-Long (1981).
Items assessed the extent to which respondentsiexped conflict from the work to the
family domain (e.g., “My work takes up time thad like to spend with family/friends”;

“After work, | come home too tired to do some of things I'd like to do”). The same five-
point response scale was used. Cronbach’s alphaBvas

Control over work hours was measured using an eight-item scale developed b

Thomas and Ganster (1995), assessing the degobeiot respondents had in relation to the
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scheduling of work activities. Participants werkeakto indicate the amount of choice
available to them in relation to each item usirity@-point scale ranging from “hardly any” =
1 to “alot” = 5. Cronbach’s alpha was .79.

Analysis

Hierarchical regression analysis was used to besimpact of the independent
variables (work domain variables, work-to-familynfiact, and sex) in predicting the
dependent variable (family-to-work conflict). TestéHypotheses 1 and 2, home domain
variables were entered in step 1 of the equataovied by work domain variables in step 2.
Entering the work domain variables in this subsatjgtep enabled examination of the
incremental effects of the work domain predictaggdnd the effects of the home domain
predictors on variance in family-to-work confliti. the third step, work-to-family conflict
was entered.

To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, the interaction tesas X work role expectations, and
sex X supervisor support) were entered in the fmaith step, permitting the significance of
the interactions to be determined after controlfmgthe main effects of the independent
variables. The predictor variables were centredredorming interaction terms, in order to
reduce the multicollinearity often associated wégression equations containing interaction
terms (Aiken and West, 1991). Changes fmRre used to evaluate the ability of the
interaction terms to explain variance beyond tieabanted for by the main effects in the
equation.

Significant interactions were probed using proceduecommended by Aiken and
West (1991). The regression equation was restredtiar represent the regression of family-
to-work conflict on the independent variables (waoole expectations, and supervisor

support) for the two different sexes. Two separatgession equations were calculated, one
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for men and one for women. T-tests were then pexdron simple slopes of the equations to
determine if they differed from zero.

One of the aims of this study was to investigatetiver opposite-domain predictors
have a direct effect on family-to-work conflict, whether the effect is mediated through
work-to-family conflict. To test for mediation, throcedure recommended by Baron and
Kenny (1986) was used. In this procedure, threeessipn models are investigated. First, the
mediator (work-to-family conflict) is regressed thre independent variables (work domain
variables); second, the dependent variable (fatoHyork conflict) is regressed on the
independent variables (work domain variables); taird, the dependent variable (family-to-
work conflict) is regressed simultaneously on tidependent (work domain variables) and
mediator (work-to-family conflict) variables.

Mediation is present if the following conditionsltidrue: the independent variable
affects the mediator in the first equation; thesjpeindent variable affects the dependent
variable in the second equation; and the medidtecta the dependent variable in the third
equation. The effect of the independent variabléherdependent variable must be less in the
third equation than in the second. Full mediatioaurs if the independent variable has no
significant effect when the mediator is in the dorg and partial mediation occurs if the
effect of the independent variable is smaller ligi§icant when the mediator is in the
equation.

Results
Factor Analysis

The factoring method used for all scales was poaicaxis. Ford, MacCallum, and
Tait (1986) recommend this common factoring metimoolace of the principal components
method of analysis, which mixes common, specific] andom error variances. Varimax

orthogonal rotation was used for all scales in etamace with Hinkin’s (1998)
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recommendation, as the intent was to develop stadé¢svere reasonably independent of one
another.

Two items were dropped from the family role expBotes scale following principal
axis analysis, as one loaded highly on more thanfactor, and the other loaded onto the
same factor as the parental strain items. Two iteoms the control over work hours scale
loaded on different factors from the remainderhef items, and were therefore dropped.

Items from the supervisor support scale dealinggmrenantly with work-family
related emotional support (e.g., “My supervisor slagwn resentment of my needs as a
working parent”) loaded onto a separate factor fimms concerning instrumental
demonstrations of support (e.g., “My supervisor joggled tasks or duties to accommodate
my responsibilities at home”). The three attitudlyxdased items were therefore combined to
create an “Emotional support” subscale, while #maaining six items formed the
“Instrumental support” subscale.

Descriptive Satistics
INSERT TABLE | HERE

The means, standard deviations, correlations, @lrability alphas for each of the
study variables are shown in Tables 1 and 2. Thlsleows that there are sex differences in
family and work domain variables; specifically, meported working an average of nearly
41 hours per week, while women worked just oveh@drs (= 8.56,p < .001), and men
experienced significantly higher levels of workea@xpectations than did women=(3.09,p
<.01).

Surprisingly, men also reported significantly higlevels of family role expectations
than did the women in this study=2.56,p < .05). One explanation could lie in changing
patterns and societal expectations of men’s famiglvement. While women generally

remain the primary caregivers for children, meniaceeasingly taking responsibility for care
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and becoming more involved (Levine & Pittinsky, I99%specially as their wives or partners
enter the workforce in ever-greater numbers. Bamaccustomed to this increased level of
participation in family roles, perhaps men aretagierceive family role expectations as more
salient than do women, who have borne the respidibsibnger.
There were no significant differences between nmehveomen’s average levels of
family-to-work conflict or work-to-family conflict.
INSERT TABLE Il HERE
Main and Moderating Effects
The results of the hierarchical regression analgsegresented in Table 3.
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were not supported, with workalo variables failing to predict family-
to-work conflict at a significant level once theédraction terms were entered into the
equation.
INSERT TABLE Il HERE
The interaction between sex and work role expeaxtatvas a significant predictor of
family-to-work conflict (3= -.18,p < .05), providing support for Hypothesis 3. Simglepes
and t-tests for this interaction are featured ibl&a. Contrary to Hypothesis 4, no significant
interaction was found between sex and supervigguat in predicting family-to-work
conflict.
INSERT TABLE IV HERE
As shown in Table 3, when work domain variablesengtered in a subsequent step
to the family domain variables and work-to-famibyndlict, the incremental variance
explained in family-to-work conflict was significiiyincreased AR? = .07,p < .05). This
suggests that work domain variables are capalpeeaficting family-to-work conflict
directly, rather than only indirectly via work-tashily conflict. Surprisingly, the relationship

between hours worked weekly and family-to-work ¢ichfand that between instrumental
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supervisor support and family-to-work conflict, wen the opposite directions to those
expected.
Mediating Effects

The results of the mediation analyses are presemfédble 3. The first condition of
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) test for mediation was; et independent variables (work
domain variables) were significantly related to pneposed mediator, work-to-family conflict
(8 =.25,p < .001 for hours worked weekl§,= .24,p < .001 for work role expectations= -
.18,p < .01 for control over work hourg,= .13,p < .05, angt = .11,p < .001 for work
stressors.

The second condition requires that the independimbles (work domain variables)
be significantly related to the dependent varidftaeily-to-work conflict). As Table 3 shows,
one work domain variable — instrumental supervigport — was significantly related to
family-to-work conflict § = .23,p <.05).

The third condition stipulates that the proposedliater (work-to-family conflict)
must be related to the dependent variable (farobyork conflict), and when work-to-family
conflict and work domain variables are entered tlogjein the equation, the effect of the work
domain variables on family-to-work conflict must less when work-to-family conflict is in
the equation than when it is not. The results imdichat no mediation effects exist in the
relationship between work domain variables and fiatorwork conflict.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was twofold. The firgechve was to investigate the
effects of work domain variables on family-to-wardnflict. The second goal was to examine
hitherto unexplored differences between men and evoim the predictors of family-to-work

conflict.
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Work Domain Antecedents of Family-to-Work Conflict

As can be seen in Table Ill, same-domain predictas variables originating in the
family domain, explained the preponderance of vaan family-to-work conflict. The
degree of parental strain respondents experienoedged as a significant predictor of
family-to-work conflict. Dependant care responsilas have long been established as
contributors to family-to-work conflict (e.g., Witims & Alliger, 1994), providing as they do
increased opportunities for family responsibilitiespill over from home to work.
Augmenting those responsibilities, through the migtviour of children demanding extra
attention and involvement, serves to intensifyah@unt to which family is perceived to
interfere with work.

Nevertheless, the findings do indicate that oppeddmain predictors play an
important part in contributing to family-to-work eflict. Work domain variables explained
significant additional variance in family-to-workiflict beyond the effects of family domain
variables, and were not mediated by work-to-faradwflict as is generally assumed in the
literature. These results suggest that work demaratte by organizations may have more
influence over the degree to which their employg@essonal or family lives interfere with
their work than has previously been assumed. Inbomation with the fact that work-family
research consistently finds employees reportingenaanrk-to-family conflict than family-to-
work conflict (e.g., Burke & Greenglass, 1999; Guee al., 1991), the results of the present
study indicate that much of the conflict betweernrkneind family experienced by employees -
and the stress, lost productivity, and other nggatpercussions of such conflict - is
attributable to organizational factors. In partasylexpectations for employees to work long
hours and prioritize the work role over the faniibje appears to increase the extent to which
employees find their family lives interfering withe performance of their jobs. This raises

implications for organizations with regard to theasponsibility in providing assistance with
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work-family conflict. In the face of evidence tr@afanizations are causing the very
phenomenon that hurts them, the responsibility ¢difg their demands on employees and
reduce levels of conflict is enhanced.

Of the work domain variables under investigatiooyis worked weekly and
supervisor support emerged as the strongest catdrgboto family-to-work conflict. As
predicted, sympathy and encouragement offered pgrsisors was related to lower levels of
family-to-work conflict, presumably by diminishiregnotional strain. The relationship
between instrumental support and family-to-workftioip however, was in the opposite
direction from that predicted. The more instruméewark-family support provided by
respondents’ supervisors, the more family-to-warkftict those respondents reported. While
this finding seems counter-intuitive, the rationlaédind it may be rooted in direction of
causality. Employees experiencing high levels afifgto-work conflict may simply elicit
more supportive behaviours from their supervisbantdo employees without discernible
concerns regarding the conflict with work of familly personal responsibilities.

An alternative explanation may be that a “revetsgffering effect is taking place.
Some researchers (e.g., Fenlason & Beehr, 1994)foand instances in which greater levels
of social support resulted in decreased individuell-being, and suggested that this effect
may be due to negative communications received frmse offering the social support. For
example, if an employee facing family-to-work cactfrequires the assistance of a manager
to change his or her work schedule in order to rrnodate family responsibilities, and the
manager reiterates how difficult it is to raiseamfly and pursue a career simultaneously, the
employee may exit the situation feeling worse thafore having received the instrumental
support. The message conveyed by the supervigbisimstance may reinforce the
employee’s psychological tension derived from cotimgerole demands, and result in

increased levels of family-to-work conflict.
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The more hours respondents spent in work actiyitiesless family-to-work conflict
they reported. This finding runs counter to theuangnt that more time in the work domain
necessarily results in less time spent in the hdomeain, thus creating increased
opportunities for family responsibilities to intridipon the workplace. A possible explanation
may lie in traditional gender role expectations.cAs be seen in Table 2, there is a strong
association between hours worked weekly and sex.nién participating in this study
reported an average working week of nearly ten sitrger than that of the female
respondents. If men’s primary domain is traditibnaéen to be that of work, and if their
traditional role as “breadwinner” is seen as pringdor the upkeep of the family unit, then
those working the longest hours may also have eetiulfilling traditional gender roles by
assuming primary responsibility for the home ansueimg family demands do not intrude

upon the “breadwinner™s work responsibilities. Pbsc analyses revealed a significant
inverse correlation between respondents’ work handstheir partners’ incomes, suggesting
that the partners of long-hours respondents ettherot work outside the home, or are
employed in low-level or reduced-hours jobs.
Sex Differences

As displayed in Table 1V, the findings of this syuddicate that there are sex-based
differences in how some work domain variables eelatfamily-to-work conflict. Work role
expectations interacted with sex to predict lee¢lamily-to-work conflict, such that the
relationship between these two variables was séoftg men than for women. This finding
falls in line with Greenhaus and Beutell's (198&soning that conflict between work and
home domains is highest when negative sanctiorss ®xifailure to comply with role
expectations. Having traditionally experienced rsfyer sanctions than women for non-

compliance with work role demands, the relationdigfween work role expectations and

conflict would be expected to be stronger for mi@mxbury and Higgins (1991) obtained a
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similar result using a non-directional measure ofkafamily conflict, but it has now become
evident that work role expectations have a dineftiénce on family-to-work conflict.
Interruptions from the home domain may assume rsalience for the individual who
perceives expectations from his co-workers andrsigmes to prioritize the work role above
all others. In this study, men experienced sigaiiity higher levels of work role expectations
than did women, which may also have played a pastrengthening the relationship between
expectations and conflict; according to Duxbury &hggins (1991), men may have difficulty
balancing work and family demands due to greatgamizational expectations that men will
subordinate their family needs to the job.

Practical implications

The findings of this study demonstrate that fandywork conflict increases when
employees perceive that their co-workers, superard the organization in general expect
them to put in long hours and assign priority takvover home in order to progress in their
careers. Particularly for men, management of supleaations is an area in which
organizations can and should play a key role. bwirg) awareness of unreasonable
expectations among supervisors, role modelling ehes such as leaving on time and
valuing activities outside of work among upper ngeraent, improving access to work-
family programs for male employees, and addregfiagotentially negative consequences of
using these programs could all contribute to a siivorkplace culture to acknowledge the
importance of men’s family roles.

In order to be effective, these types of initiatmast be supported and encouraged by
management. Previous research has shown that mehagasitivity to work-family issues
varies wildly and is often contingent upon the ngara own personal circumstances. For
instance, female managers and those with greatenga@responsibilities have been shown to

be more flexible in helping employees meet theirkattome needs than have male managers
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and those with less parental responsibility (Pa&®@dlen, 2001), and female managers have
also been found to grant more subordinate reqimstiexible working arrangements than
have male managers (Powell & Mainiero, 1999). Assent of managers’ work-family
awareness and effectiveness in rendering assistaratfcted employees could be
incorporated into the performance appraisal pro@sa means of strengthening management
incentive to work with employees towards a solutiothe problem of work-family conflict.
Increased managerial support for work-family issmay then have a “top-down” effect on
improving staff attitudes towards employees takinge off for personal or family reasons.
This culture change is overdue and entirely necgsteuld organizations wish to reduce
levels of work-family conflict amongst their empkmss.
Limitations

This study bears some limitations. Because thewlata collected through the use of
a single survey at a single point in time, the itessmay be influenced by common method
bias. Most noticeably, the cross-sectional desfghestudy does not allow for firm
conclusions regarding causality. When investigatiregeffects of variables such as the
presence and number of adult dependants, detegiviection of causality is not
problematic, but longitudinal research is necesganddress issues of directionality with
regard to other variables such as work role expecs
Conclusions and Future Research

The aims of this study were to investigate theafiegfects of work domain variables
on family-to-work conflict, an approach unprece@ehin the work-family literature, and to
determine whether these work pressures similafgcaboth men’s and women'’s experience
of family-to-work conflict. Testing this oppositehain perspective reveals that work
domain variables do exert a significant effect amify-to-work conflict above and beyond

the effects of family domain variables, and indejet of work-to-family conflict. This
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indicates that organizational work demands andpodssures may have more influence over
the degree to which employees’ family lives integfevith their work than has previously
been assumed, especially for men. The relationsttyween work role expectations and
family-to-work conflict was found to be significaystronger for men than for women.
Current norms still appear to require men to lehed family obligations at home (Wiley,
1991) and assign priority to the work domain, remdemore salient any family interruptions
with work.

Further research investigating men’s changinguakii$ toward involvement in family
life and orientation toward work roles may helgtmvince organizational policy makers of
the need to adjust current norms to create a mumgostive work-family climate for
employees of both sexes. In order to ensure thatand women are equally able to balance
the competing responsibilities of work and homeatgr gender equity with regard to
organizational work-family climate needs to be klsaed. Understanding the rationale
behind prevailing managerial attitudes toward m@amwslvement in work and family roles

may help in developing strategies to enact suchtyequ
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Table |

Means, Sandard Deviations, and T-tests

Men (n=91)
Scale Mean SD
Family-to-work conflict 2.22 0.66
Number of young children 2.13 1.02
Number of adult dependents 0.23 0.58
Hours worked weekly 41.02 6.92
Family role expectations 3.13 0.81
Control over childcare 2.97 1.10
Parental strain 3.09 1.06
Work role expectations 2.96 0.92
Control over work hours 3.45 0.96
Supervisor support — emotional 412 0.66
Supervisor support — instrumental 3.19 0.83
Work stressors 3.16 0.61
Work-to-family conflict 3.31 0.83

Women (n=117)

Mean

2.32

1.69

0.20

31.05

2.81

2.68

2.90

2.55

3.42

4.03

3.32

2.90

3.10

SD t(206)
0.68 113
071  3.85*
0.53 0.44

9.85 8.56***

0.95 2.56*
1.11 1.65
1.11 1.26

0.97 3.09**

0.97 0.24
0.92 0.82
890. -1.12

0.59 3.45%**

0.98 1.61

Note. N = 208.
p<.05.
* p<.0l.

*k < 001.
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Table Il

Intercorrelations among Family-to-Work Conflict, Family Domain and Work Domain Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Family-to-work conflict (.82)
2. Sex .08 -
3. Number of adult .06 -.02 -
dependants
4. Number of young children  -.02 =20 -.06 -
5. Family role expectations 29%* 19 01 .05 (B2
6. Control over childcare =23 -13 -09 .16* -13 .90
7. Parental strain 34x% - 09 .07 -01  .32%* - 20** (.67)
8. Hours worked weekly -.13* -50** .07 .09 .02 .03 15* -
9. Work role expectations 9% L 25% 02 .03 32k 0% 22%%  26%*  (.89)
10. Control over work hours -24%% .01 -05 .08 - 28%  42%x L 1T7* -.06 -34% % ((79)
11. Supervisor support -19** .01 .03 -04  -23%*  16* -18**  -01 =42  AB¥* - ((73)
(emotional)
12. Supervisor support .09 A1 -05 -04 -05 14 -.02 -.10 -20% 38 *** 35%**  (,86)
(instrumental)
13. Work stressors 21%x L 22%x 00 .04 33FkE Q0% D@Fkk DhRkk AQRRx Q¥R L AZRrx 3T (67 )
14. Work-to-family conflict 34k .12 .07 .02 28%kx 36%FF 34k 3Orkk ARk 30k 30%x - 14 53***  (.85)
Note. N = 208.
* p<.05.
** p<.01.
*** p<.001.

The main diagonal contains Cronbach’s internal sb@scy reliability estimates.
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Table Il

Hierarchical Regression Results Predicting Family-to-Work Conflict

Work-to- Family-to-work conflict
family

conflict
Independent variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Sex - A2 .04 .01 .04
Number of young children - -.02 -.03 -.04 -.02
Number of adult dependants - A3 13 A1 12
Family role expectations - .18* 13 A2 12
Control over childcare - -14 -.12 -.10 -11
Parental strain - 28**F* 22%* 21* 22%*
Hours worked weekly 25%x* 14 -20% -.15
Work role expectations 24 xx* .06 .02 -.04
Control over work hours -.18** .01 .04 .04
Supervisor support -.08 -.15 -.15 -.14
(emotional)
Supervisor support A3* 23* .20% A7
(instrumental)
Work stressors I Rl 15 A1 A3
Work-to-family conflict - 19* 19*
Sex x Work role expectations - -.15*
Sex x Supervisor support - -14
(instrumental)
F 24.86***  6.86*** 4.74%** A TT7**  4.75%*
AF - 6.86***  2.25* 3.96* 3.43*
AR? N Rl 23Frx .07* .02* .03*
Adjusted R - QR 4%k Dhkkx Dk
Note. N = 208.
"p<.10.
* p<.05.
** p<.01.
*** p<.001.
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Table IV

Test of Smple Sopes of Regression for Interactions between Sex and Work Role Expectations

in Predicting Family-to-Work Conflict

Sex Simple Slope _ SE 1(205)
Male .26 .10 2.73**
Female 21 .09 2.47*
Note. N = 208.

** p<.01.

*** p<.001.
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