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Researchers report on a 3-sampile study that developed and validated short, self-report
scales of work—family conflict (WFC)and family-work conflict (FWC). Using concep-
tualizations consistent with the current literature, the researchers offer content domains
and definitions of the constructs. Advocated procedures were used to develop the scales
and test dimensionality and internal consistency. Estimates of construct validity are pre-
sented by relating the scales to 16 other on- and off-job constructs. Mean-level difference
tests between WFC and FWC also provide evidence of validity.

A widely studied topic in organizational behavior is the
conflict between work and family. In recent years, several
studies have advanced our understanding of how work
affects family life and vice versa ( Frone, Russell, & Coo-
per, 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; O’Driscoll, Ilgen,
& Hildreth, 1992). Of importance to the study of work—
family relations is construct measurement. Although a
conceptual distinction between work conflicting with the
family and family conflicting with work has been made,
most research has assessed only work-family conflict
(WFC). Furthermore, operationalization of WFC has
varied widely from study to study, limiting the ability to
generalize about the effects of WFC. The purpose of this
article is to develop and validate short, self-report mea-
sures of WFC and family—work conflict (FWC).

Background and Review

Two important focal points of adult life are family and
work. However, the role expectations of these two do-
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mains are not always compatible, creating conflicts be-
tween work and family life. These conflicts are related to
outcomes such as job dissatisfaction, job burnout, and
turnover (Burke, 1988; Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus,
1988; Pleck, Staines, & Lang, 1980), as well as to out-
comes related to psychological distress (e.g., depression),
and life and maritai dissatisfaction (Greenhaus & Beu-
tell, 1985; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991; Voydanoff,
1988). Given the increase in dual-earner families, single-
parent families, and families with elder-care duties, these
outcomes are likely to be even more pronounced in the
future. Furthermore, there is mounting evidence that
WFC and FWC are related to work productivity and fi-
nancial costs incurred by an organization (Cascio,
1991).

Although many studies have examined the relation-
ships between WFC and other variables, their measures
have varied widely. For example, WFC has been opera-
tionalized with single-item measures that may lack reli-
ability (Rice, Frone, & McFarlin, 1992; Voydanoff,
1988) and with lengthy measures that are possibly cum-
bersome to respondents (Burke, 1988; Burke, Weir, &
Duwors, 1979). Several studies have combined WFC and
FWC scales into a single measure, ignoring the concep-
tual distinction between the two constructs (Cooke &
Rousseau, 1984; Kopelman, Greenhaus, & Connolly,
1983; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Wiley, 1987). Other
studies have offered separate WFC and FWC measures,
but have used items that reflect potential outcomes of the
constructs rather than their content domain, that is,
items that assess somatic, physical, and mental symp-
toms that are due to WFC, FWC, or both (Bedeian,
Burke, & Moffett, 1988; O’Driscoll et al. 1992; Parasur-
aman, Greenhaus, Rabinowitz, Bedeian, & Mossholder,
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1989). Still other studies have used WFC measures that
simply have not been subjected to rigorous scale-develop-
ment procedures (Frone et al., 1992; Gutek et al., 1991;
Judge, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1994). Similar observations
hold for FWC. To better understand the interplay be-
tween these two constructs and their antecedents and out-
comes, researchers require sound measures.

WFC and FWC Defined

The conceptual approach taken in the present research
1s based on the premise that WFC and FWC are distinct
but related forms of interrole conflict (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985; Kahn, 1981; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek,
& Rosenthal, 1964; Pleck et al., 1980). Interrole conflict
has been viewed as a form of conflict in which “role pres-
sures associated with membership in one organization
are in conflict with pressures stemming from member-
ship in other groups” (Kahn et al., 1964, p. 20). From
work—family and family-work perspectives, this type of
conflict reflects the degree to which role responsibilities
from the work and family domains are incompatible, that
is, “participation in the work (family) role is made more
difficult by virtue of participation in the family (work)
role” (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77). As such, the
demands of one role make performance of the other role
more difficult (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

Although several sources of WFC and FWC have been
identified, most researchers agree that the general de-
mands of a role, the time devoted to a given role, and the
strain produced by a given role are domain elements of
WFC and FWC (Bachrach, Bamberger, & Conley, 1991;
Cooke & Rousseau, 1984; Greenhaus, 1988; Greenhaus
& Beutell, 1985; Gutek et al., 1991; Kahn & Byosiere,
1992; Kahn et al., 1964; Pleck et al., 1980; Voydanoff,
1988). The general demands of a role refer to the respon-
sibilities, requirements, expectations, duties, and com-
mitments associated with a given role. (These terms have
been used interchangeably throughout the literature.)

Time-based conflict occurs when the amount of time
devoted to the work (family) role interferes with per-
forming family- (work-)related responsibilities. Specifi-
cally, excessive work (family) time conflicts may make it
difficult to comply with family (work) responsibilities.
Strain-based conflict occurs when strain created by the
work (family) role interferes with performing family
(work ) responsibilities. For example, irritability and anx-
iety created by work interfere with performing family du-
ties and vice versa.

As such, we used the following definitions to guide our
scale development. WFC is a form of interrole conflict in
which the general demands of, time devoted to, and
strain created by the job interfere with performing fam-
ily-related responsibilities. FWC is a form of interrole
conflict in which the general demands of, time devoted

to, and strain created by the family interfere with per-
forming work-related responsibilities.

Relations With Other Variables
and Mean-Level Difference

Investigating the construct validity of the WFC and
FWC scales developed in this study called for a number
of predictions to be advanced. These predictions pertain
to the relationships between WFC and FWC and other
on- and off-job constructs, as well as mean-level differ-
ences between WFC and FWC scores. The following sec-
tions summarize our predictions and the rationale for our
predictions.

On-Job Constructs

Research suggests there is an inverse relationship be-
tween organizational commitment and WFC and FWC
(O’Driscoll et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985) and
between job satisfaction and WFC and FWC (Frone et
al., 1992; Rice et al., 1992). Thus, negative correlations
between the WFC and FWC scales and organizational
commitment and job satisfaction are predicted.

It has been suggested that WFC and FWC should be
positively associated with job burnout, job tension, job
role conflict, and job role ambiguity (Bedeian et al.,
1988; Frone et al., 1992; Maslach & Jackson, 1981).
Thus, positive correlations between these variables and
WFC and FWC are predicted. Prior research also indi-
cates that WFC is more strongly related to job burnout
and job tension than FWC (O’Driscoll et al., 1992; Frone
et al., 1992; Judge et al., 1994; Maslach & Jackson,
1981). Given these findings, we predict that WFC corre-
lates more strongly with job burnout and job tension than
with FWC.

Research shows that intention-to-leave-an-organiza-
tion and search-for-another-job are positively related to
WFC and FWC (Burke, 1988). Therefore, we predict
positive correlations between intention-to-leave-an-orga-
nization and search-for-another-job and the WFC and
FWC measures. Finally, the numbers of hours worked
per week should be more highly correlated with WFC
than with FWC (Gutek et al., 1991).

Because salespeople were the respondents for the third
sample in this study, the following predictions were ad-
vanced. Sales self-efficacy influences expectations about
one’s ability to perform a job successfully (Bandura,
1986). Thus, it is predicted that FWC should have a neg-
ative correlation with self-efficacy. The sales literature
also suggests an inverse relation between FWC and sales
performance (Behrman & Perreault, 1984). Thus, it is
predicted that FWC should have a negative correlation
with sales performance. To our knowledge, no empirical
research has assessed the differences in relationships be-
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tween WFC and FWC and self-efficacy and sales perfor-
mance. However, it seems reasonable to suggest that
FWC should be more strongly related to one’s perceived
ability to perform a job and one’s job performance than
WEFC. Thus, the correlations between FWC and self-
efficacy, and FWC and sales performance should be
stronger than the correlations between WFC and self-
efficacy and WFC and sales performance.

Off-Job Constructs

For the variables of life satisfaction, relationship satis-
faction, and relationship agreement, inverse relation-
ships with FWC and WFC have been suggested (Judge et
al., 1994; Parasuraman et al., 1989). As such, negative
correlations between WFC and FWC and these variables
are predicted. Because both WFC and FWC are related
to negative physical symptoms and depression (Burke,
1988; Frone et al., 1992; Kemery, Mossholder, & Be-
deian, 1987), physical symptomology and depression are
predicted to be positively correlated with WFC and
FWC. Finally, persons with more children (at home)
must adjust their demands, time, and emotions between
the work and home setting more than persons who have
few or no children. Thus, the number of children at home
should be positively correlated with WFC and FWC.

Mean-Level Difference Between WFC and FWC

Most workers report that family is more important
than work, and research indicates that WFC is greater
than FWC (Gutek, Repetti, & Silver, 1988; Gutek et al.,
1991; Judge et al., 1994). Therefore, we predict the WFC
scale should exhibit a higher mean score than the FWC
scale.

Overview of Scale Development

The procedures we used to develop the WFC and FWC
scales closely adhere to those described in the psychomet-
ric literature (Cortina, 1993; DeVillis, 1991; Robinson,
Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991; Schriesheim, Powers,
Scandura, Gardiner, & Lankau, 1993). After construct
definition, these procedures included item generation
and judging, measure purification, examination of di-
mensionality and internal consistency, measurement in-
variance testing, and construct validity assessment.

Method

Item Generation and Judging

A large pool of statements (items) was generated to reflect
the WFC and FWC conceptualizations. [tems were culled from
previously published sources that we felt reflected the domains
of the constructs (Bachrach et al., 1991; Bedeian et al., 1988;
Burke et al., 1979; O’Driscoll et al., 1992; Frone et al., 1992;

Kopelman et al., 1983; Wiley, 1987). Several of these items re-
quired slight wording modifications to fit the Likert format used
in our approach, and most considered a partner to reflect non-
married or nontraditional relationships (i.e., a significant
other). We generated other items such that a total of 110 items
served as the initial pool of statements. Of these, 18 items each
were generated to reflect general demand WFC and general de-
mand FWC. Twenty and 19 items reflected time- and strain-
based WFC. Nineteen and 16 items reflected time- and strain-
based FWC. About one third of all the statements were reverse
worded.

To reduce the pool of items to a more manageable number, a
panel of four faculty members from other universities judged
the items for representativeness. These judges whose primary
area of research was organizational behavior were from depart-
ments of management at two major state universities. The
judges were given the construct definitions and were asked to
evaluate each item as very representative, somewhat representa-
tive, or not representative of the definitions. Interrater reliability
coefficients were constructed. The formula used was a variation
of Cohen’s kappa where the coefficient ranges from a low of 0
to a high of 1 (Jones, Johnson, Butler, & Main, 1983). For all
four judges simultaneously, the value of this coefficient was only
.52. However, when two judges at a time were considered, the
values were higher, ranging from .63 to .79. As a result, only
those items that all four judges classified the same and were
rated at least somewhat representative of the construct defini-
tion were retained.

Further exploratory analyses reduced the pool to 43 items for
the samples that follow (i.e., 7, 8, and 7 items for general de-
mand and time- and strain-based WFC, respectively, 22 from a
total of 22; and 8, 7, and 6 items for general demand and time-
and strain-based FWC, respectively, from a total of 21 ). Follow-
ing are descriptions of the samples and measures used in scale
development and validation.

Sample 1

Respondents and procedure. Questionnaires were sent to el-
ementary and high-school teachers and administrators in a
large southeastern city. A cover letter assured them of the con-
fidentiality and anonymity of their responses. Of the 224
mailed, 182 were returned for an effective response rate of 81%.
Of the 182 respondents, 128 were women, the median age was
43, 157 were married, and 93 had children living at home.

Measures. Sample 1 responded to the 43 WFC and FWC
items. These items were responded to along 7-point strongly dis-
agree-strongly agree response scales. Several on- and off-job
measures dealing with variables other than WFC and FWC
were also included in the questionnaire. The on-job measures
were organizational commitment, job satisfaction, job burnout,
job tension, job role conflict, job role ambiguity, intention-to-
leave-an-organization, search-for-another-job, and number of
hours worked per week.

Organizational commitment was measured by a 9-item ver-
sion of the scale developed by Mowday, Steers, and Porter
(1979). Job satisfaction was measured with five items culled
from various sources ( Price & Mueller, 1986; Staines & Pleck,
1984). Example items included, I feel fairly well satisfied with
my present job” and ““All things considered (i.e., pay, promo-
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tion, supervisors, or co-workers), how satisfied are you with
your present job?” All satisfaction items were responded to
along 7-point response scales.

Job burnout was measured with the Maslach Burnout Inven-
tory (MBI; (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Job tension was mea-
sured with seven items from the anxiety—stress scale developed
by House and Rizzo {(1972). Job role conflict and role ambigu-
ity were measured with the six- and eight-item scales developed
by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970). Intention-to-leave-an-
organization and search-for-another-job were each measured
with five-item scales used in previous research ( Bluedorn, 1982;
Hendrix, Nestor, & Troxler, 1985). Examples of intention-to-
leave items were, ““I intend to leave my position during the next
12 months” and “I intend to quit my present job.” Items used
to measure search-for-another-job included, “I have searched
for an alternative job since I joined this organization™ and “I
am actively seeking a job or role (an activity other than my pres-
ent job).” Intention-to-leave and search-for-another-job items
were responded to along 5-point strongly agree-strongly dis-
agree response scales. One single-item question, “How many
hours per week, on average, do you work on your job (whether at
the workplace or at home)?” was included in the questionnaire.

The off-job constructs of life satisfaction, relationship satis-
faction, and the level of relationship agreement on key issues
were measured as follows. Life satisfaction was measured by a
15-item scale that assesses general happiness with life {Quinn
& Staines, 1979). Relationship satisfaction and relationship
agreement were measured by 3 and 8 items, respectively, from
the Locke and Wallace (1959) Marital Adjustment Test. The
items were modified to include persons currently married and
those involved in an emotionally binding relationship (i.e., per-
sons with a significant other).

Sample 2

Respondents and procedure. Questionnaires were sent to
small business owners in a large southeastern city. A cover letter
assured them of the confidentiality and anonymity of their re-
sponses. Of the 298 questionnaires mailed, 162 were returned
for a response rate of 54%. The median age of respondents was
45 years, 96 were men, 130 were married, and 65 had children
living at home.

Measures. With the exception of the role conflict, role am-
biguity, and organizational commitment scales, Sample 2 re-
sponded to the same measures as Sample 1. Two new measures,
physical symptomology and depression, were added to the ques-
tionnaire sent to Sample 2. Physical symptomology was as-
sessed with the 55-item checklist derived from a scale developed
by Pennebaker (1982). Respondents were asked to indicate the
frequency with which each negative physical symptom had
been experienced ( never experiencedto experience it more than
once a week) in the past 6 months. The Automatic Thoughts
Questionnaire (ATQ) was also included. The ATQ is a 30-item
scale used as a measure of depressive thoughts and behaviors
(Hollon & Kendall, 1980).

Sample 3

Respondents and procedure. Questionnaires and postage-
paid return envelopes were mailed to real estate salespeople in

a large southeastern city. A cover letter assured the salespeople
of the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses. Of the
700 questionnaires mailed, 186 were completed for a response
rate of 27%. The median age of respondents was 48 years, 142
were women, 148 were married, and 60 had children living at
home. ]

Measures. Sample 3 responded to the same measures as
Sample 2. In addition, two new measures, sales self-efficacy and
sales performance, were added. The self-eflicacy measure con-
tained eight items adapted from Bandura’s (1986) view of self-
efficacy and a salesperson measure of self-efficacy (Sujan,
Weitz, & Kumar, 1994). Example items included, ““I feel I am
very capable at the task of selling” and “Overall, I am confident
in my ability to perform this job well.” Self-rated sales perfor-
mance was composed of five items rated on 7-point scales of
among the worst in the company to among the best in the com-
pany (Brown & Peterson, 1994). Example items included,
“How do you rate yourself in terms of the quantity of work (e.g.,
sales) you achieve?” and “How do you rate yourself in terms of
the quality of your performance in regard to customer re-
lations?” For all samples, scores on measures dealing with vari-
ables other than WFC and FWC were summed to form indices
for each construct.

Results
Measure Purification

Using an iterative confirmatory procedure with LIS-
REL VII (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989), we derived the fi-
nal forms of the WFC and FWC scales. For the first iter-
ation, there was a common pool of 43 items relating to
WFC and FWC. These items were specified to a corre-
lated two-factor confirmatory model for each of the three
samples—the two factors reflecting a 22-item WFC fac-
tor and a 2 1-item FWC factor.

On the basis of a number of heuristics suggested in the
scale development literature (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; De-
Villis, 1991), items were deleted that (a) through inspec-
tion of modification indices and expected change values
did not load higher on their intended factor (e.g., WFC)
than the other factor (FWC); (b) consistently resulted in
within-factor correlated measurement error, across-fac-
tor correlated measurement error, or both  e.g., exhibited
a large number of standardized residuals >2.58 with
other items); (c¢) had completely standardized factor
loadings <.50; (d) were highly redundant in terms of
wording with other items; and (e) had extremely high
completely standardized factor loadings (i.e., >.90). In
general, items with extremely high factor loadings were
redundant in terms of item wording and resulted in
within-factor correlated measurement error as well
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). These heuristics were applied
while maintaining the general demand and time- and
strain-based conceptualization. That is, general demand
and time- and strain-based items were carried over from
iteration to iteration given that they met the heuristic Jev-
els set for item retention.
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Table 1
Estimates of Fit Indices

Model x? df GFI AGFI CFI TLI

Sample 1 (n = 182)

2 Factor 76.24%* 34 92 .87 .96 94
1 Factor 369.37** 35 .60 .37 .65 .55
Sample 2 (n = 162)

2 Factor 85.47** 34 .90 .84 93 91
1 Factor 288.66** 35 .68 .49 .66 .55
Sample 3 (n = 186)

2 Factor 70.03** 34 93 .88 97 .96
1 Factor 410.72%* 35 .61 .38 .65 .54

Note. GFI = goodness-of-fit index; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit
index; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index.
**p < 0l.

After the first iteration, 13 WFC and 11 FWC items
were retained for the next iteration, and a slightly differ-
ent set of heuristics was applied. Items were deleted that
(a) still exhibited correlated measurement errors, (b)
had across-factor loadings relatively equal to within-fac-
tor loadings, (¢) had completely standardized factor
loadings <.60, and (d) reflected redundancy in terms of
wording with other items. After the second iteration, 7
WEFC and 6 FWC items were retained for the nest itera-
tion. The third iteration resulted in the deletion of 3 more
items (on the basis of author judgment in terms of redun-
dancy of item wording). The final five-item forms of the
scales are displayed in the Appendix.

Dimensionality and Internal Consistency

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess scale
dimensionality, discriminant validity, and internal con-
sistency of the final form of the scales (Anderson & Gerb-
ing, 1988; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Two models were
estimated: (a) a two-factor model (i.e., two correlated
first-order factors) representing the hypothesized WFC-
FWC structure in which the individual items were per-
mitted to load only on their hypothesized factors, with no
cross-loadings or correlated measurement errors, and (b)
a one-factor model in which all WFC and FWC items
were specified to a single factor. The latter model was
used for comparison purposes.

The top half of Table 1 presents fit statistics for the two
models. Taken as a whole, the fit statistics suggest ade-
quate fit for the two-factor model. Across samples, the
goodness-of-fit index (GFI) ranged from .90 to .93, and
the adjusted-goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) ranged from
.84 to .88. Because it has been suggested that GFI and
AGFI may suffer from inconsistencies from sampling
characteristics ( Bollen, 1989; Hoyle & Panter, 1994 ), we

also report two fit indices that have been viewed as robust
to sampling characteristics: the Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) and Bentler’s (1990) comparative fit index (CFI).
Values in the .90 range have been noted as designating
adequate fit for these indices. Table 1 shows that the two-
factor model exhibited values above .90 across the
samples.

Evidence of internal consistency is provided by con-
struct reliability, coefficient alpha, and average variance
extracted estimates (see Table 2). Construct reliability
is a LISREI -generated estimate of internal consistency
analogous to coeflicient alpha (Fornell & Larcker, 1981,
Equation 10). As Table 2 shows, the two alpha estimates
ranged from .82 to .90. Average variance extracted esti-
mates assessed the amount of variance captured by a con-
struct’s measure relative to random measurement error.
Average variance extracted estimates of .50 or above pro-
vide further evidence of internal consistency for a con-
struct’s measure (Fornell & Larcker, 1981, Equation 11).
All but one average variance extracted estimate achieved
this criterion. In addition, the completely standardized
within-factor item loadings ranged from .60 to .89 across
the samples. An examination of the modification indices
for the two-factor models revealed only two significant
estimated changes for cross-loading items (i.e., a value of
.50 for a FWC item in Sample 1 and a value of .30 for
a WFC item in Sample 3). All other across-factor item
loadings were below .30 across the samples.

Tests of discriminant validity were also performed.
First, the ¢ estimates (i.e., the completely standardized
correlations between WFC and FWC) were .48, .33, and
.42 for Samples 1, 2, and 3, respectively. It has been sug-
gested that if the square of the parameter estimate be-
tween two constructs (¢?2) is less than the average vari-
ance extracted between the two constructs, discriminant
validity is supported (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). This cri-
terion was met by all of the samples in the study.

Also, the one-factor model was compared with the hy-
pothesized two-factor model. If the chi-square fit of the
two-factor model is better than the fit of the one-factor
model, evidence of discriminant validity among factors
exists (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). For Sample 1, the fit
of the two-factor model was better than the fit of the one-
factor model, x2(1, N = 182) = 293.13, p < .01. For
Sample 2, the fit of the two-factor model was better than
the fit of the one-factor model, x2(1, N = 162) = 203.19,
p < .01. For Sample 3, the fit of the two-factor model was
better than the fit of the one-factor model, x2(1, N =
186) = 340.69, p < .01.

Measurement Invariance Tests

Multiple-group measurement invariance tests with LI-
SREL VII were performed on the WFC and FWC scales.
When parallel data exist across groups, multiple-group
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Internal Consistency Estimates for Work-Family Conflict (WFC)

and Family—Work Conflict (FWC)

WFC FWC
Sample Construct o Coefficient o Average Construct a Coeflicient o Average
1 .88 .88 .60 - .87 .86 .58
.89 .89 .60 .82 .83 48
3 .88 .88 .59 .90 .89 .64

Note.

analysis offers a powerful test of the equivalence of factor
solutions across samples because it rigorously assesses
measurement properties (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Bollen,
1989; Marsh, 1995; Marsh & Hocevar, 1985).

In general, models of invariance are tested hierarchi-
cally, where the hierarchy begins with the most restrictive
model—a pattern of fixed and nonfixed parameters in-
variant across groups. If this model shows reasonable fit,
it is used as a baseline for comparison with subsequent
models in the hierarchy. Although there is no consensus
on the ordering of the subsequent models of invariance,
researchers recommend the following hierarchy for mea-
surement models: (a) a model specifying invariant factor
loadings across groups; (b) a model specifying invariant
factor loadings and invariant factor correlations across
groups; and (c) a model specifying invariant factor load-
ings, invariant factor correlations, and invariant factor
variances across groups (Marsh, 1995; Marsh & Hocevar,
1985).

Each sample’s parameter specifications were com-
pared simultaneously. Table 3 presents the fit estimates
for the models in the invariance hierarchy. The baseline
model shows adequate fit as the indices (GFI, CFI, and
TLI) are in the .90 range and above. Thus, the model
constraining the factor loadings to be invariant across
groups was estimated. The difference in fit between this
model and the baseline model was x2(20, N = 530) =

Construct « = construct reliability; average = average variance extracted estimate.

58.52, p < .01, indicating that there is some nonchance
lack of invariance. However, it is important to note that
statistical tests of invariance have the same limitations as
statistical tests for any other confirmatory model. That
is, “invariance constraints are a priori false when applied
to real data with a sufficiently large sample size” (Marsh,
1995, p. 12). Thus, fit indices should also be used to as-
sess invariance. If the fit indices are adequate, reasonable
evidence of parameter invariance exists (Marsh, 1995;
Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). As Table 3 indicates, adequate
fit was found for the factor loadings invariant model
across indices.

The next model estimated was the model that con-
strained the factor loadings and factor correlations in-
variant across groups. The difference in fit between this
model and the baseline model was x2(22, N = 530) =
64.19, p < .01. However, levels of fit for the factor load-
ings and factor correlations invariant model were ade-
quate. The last model estimated was the model that con-
strained the factor loadings, factor correlations, and fac-
tor variances invariant across groups. This model was
compared with the baseline model. The difference in fit
between the two models was x 2(42, N = 530) = 158.03,
p < .01. Although this chi-square difference was relatively
large, invariant factor variances are considered the least
important in testing measurement property invariance
across groups (Bollen, 1989; Marsh, 1995). Further-

Table 3
Tests of Measurement Invariance
Model X (N=530) df xiin® diss® GFI CFl TLI

No constraints (baseline model) 231.74** 102 93 .95 94
Factor loadings invariant 290.26** 122 58.52** 20 90 94 93
Factor loadings and factor correlations

invariant 295.93*+ 124 64.19** 22 .92 94 93
Factor loadings, factor correlations,

and factor variances invariant 389.77** 144  158.03%* 42 90 92 91

Note.
= Tucker-Lewis Index; diff = difference.

2 Difference in the chi-square statistic between a given model and the baseline model.

Empty cells indicate no calculation. GFI = goodness-of-fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI

b Difference in

degrees of freedom between a given model and the baseline model.

** p < 01,
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Table 4
Correlations With Other Variables
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Sample | (n = 182)

Sample 2 (n = 162) Sample 3 (n = 186)

Measure Coefficient«  ~ WFC FWC  Coefficienta  WFC FWC  Coefficienta  WFC FwWC
Organizational commitment .89 —.20* —.25%*
Job satisfaction .94 —.36%*  —30** 93 —~21* —.16* 97 —2T7F - 20%*
MBI .82 56%* 38 .86 47 .19* -
Job tension .84 58%* 32%* .82 43 23* .82 55 38
Role conflict .84 40** 33%*
Role ambiguity .85 39%* 35w
Intention-to-leave-an-organization .98 25%* 23 .94 .14 .02 94 28%* 17*
Search-for-another-job .88 12 .18* 91 .19%* .04 92 A7* (19
Life satisfaction .87 —.33%% 44w .87 —41% 3% .89 —.53%  —35%
Relationship satisfaction .94 —.01 —.16* .96 =30 —206% 95 =27 - 20%
Relationship agreement .86 —.14* —.29%* .87 —.24* —.20*
Number of hours worked 35 A2 A4%* — 14 28%* 13
Sales self-efficacy .79 —.15* —.35%*
Sales performance 79 .00 —.38**
Physical symptomology .92 34% .19* .89 42%* 37
ATQ 95 20%* 23* 95 38** 40
Number of children living at home 21* 35 A1 .18* .07 19*

Note.

WFC = work—family conflict; FWC = family-work conflict. Empty cells indicate that the measure was not included for a given sample. MBI

= Maslach Burnout Inventory; ATQ = Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire, a scale used to evaluate depression.

*p<.05. *p< Ol

more, the fit indices for this model were again adequate.
In summary, some evidence of measurement invariance
is apparent across the samples, further establishing the
structure of the WFC and FWC scales.

Validity Assessment

Correlations. Table 4 presents the zero-order corre-
lations between WFC and FWC and measures dealing
with variables other than WFC and FWC. Negative cor-
relations were predicted between organizational commit-
ment and job satisfaction and WFC and FWC. Across
the samples, all of these correlations were significant. We
predicted that MBI, job tension, role conflict, role ambi-
guity, intention-to-leave-an organization, and search-for-
another-job would be positively correlated with the WFC
and FWC scales. Across the samples, 22 of the 26 corre-
lations pertaining to these predictions were significant.
Three of the 4 correlations between WFC and FWC and
self-efficacy and sales performance were negative and sig-
nificant, as predicted.

Life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, and rela-
tionship agreement were predicted to be negatively re-
lated to the WFC and FWC scales. Of 16 correlations
pertaining to these predictions, 15 were significant across
the samples. All positive correlations pertaining to the
predictions between WFC and FWC and physical symp-
tomology and ATQ-Depression score were significant,
and 4 of the 6 correlations of WFC and FWC with the
number of children living at home were significant.

Correlational tests. We also predicted that WFC
would be more highly correlated with MBI, job tension,

and the number of hours worked than FWC. To test these
predictions, we performed ¢ tests between dependent cor-
relations (Cohen & Cohen, 1983, pp. 56-57). The WFC-
MBI correlation was compared with the FWC-MBI cor-
relation, the WFC-job tension correlation was compared
with the FWC-job tension correlation, and the WFC-
number of hours worked correlation was compared with
the FWC-number of hours worked correlation.

For Sample 1, WFC was more highly correlated with
MBI than was FWC, ¢(179) = 2.96, p < .01; WFC was
more highly correlated with job tension than was FWC,
t(179) = 4.19, p < .01; and WFC was more highly corre-
lated with the number of hours worked than was FWC,
t(179) = 4.05, p < .01. For Sample 2, WFC was more
highly correlated with MBI than was FWC, ¢(154) =
4.24, p < .01; WFC was more highly correlated with job
tension than was FWC, t(154) = 2.77, p < .01; and FWC
was more highly correlated with the number of hours
worked than was FWC, 1(154) = 7.62, p < .01. For Sam-
ple 3, WFC was more highly correlated with job tension,
t(182) = 2.64, p < .01, and the number of hours worked,
t(182)=6.35, p < .01, than was FWC.

For Sample 3, we predicted that FWC would be more
highly correlated with self-efficacy and sales performance
than WFC. These predictions were supported. FWC was
more highly correlated with self-efficacy than was WFC,
1(182) = 3.09, p < .01, and FWC was more highly corre-
lated with sales performance than was WFC, #(182) =
5.85,p < .0l.

Mean-level difference tests between WFC and FWC.
To test the prediction that the WFC scale has a higher
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mean score than the FWC scale, we summed scores
across scale items, and paired ¢ tests between WFC and
FWC were performed. For Sample 1, the mean for WFC
(M = 15.42, SD = 6.66) was greater than the mean for
FWC (M = 9.99, SD = 4.93), t(178) = 11.33, p < .01.
For Sample 2, the mean for WFC (M = 17.16, SD =
8.14) was greater than the mean for FWC (M = 10.30,
SD = 5.23), t(154) = 10.32, p < .01. For Sample 3, the
mean for WFC (M = 17.49, SD = 6.94) was again greater
than the mean for FWC (M = 11.75, 8D = 6.90), t(182)
=10.20, p < .01.

Discussion
Summary

This article has presented a study designed to develop
and validate short, self-report measures of WFC and
FWC. To this end, five-item scales of WFC and FWC
were developed. The scales showed adequate levels of in-
ternal consistency, dimensionality, and discriminant va-
lidity across three samples. Also, for numerous on-job
and off-job variables, significant correlations with the
WFC and FWC scales were found as evidence of con-
struct validity. Several tests assessing differences between
correlations supported construct validity, as did mean-
level differences tests between WFC and FWC.

As stated previously, existing measures of WFC and
FWC have varied widely in terms of reliability and valid-
ity, potentially affecting the predictive validity of these
constructs. We feel that the measures developed in the
present study have some distinct advantages over WFC
and FWC measures used in previous research.

First, some studies have used single-item measures of
the constructs (Rice et al., 1992; Voydanoff, 1988). It is
widely held that single-item measures suffer from ran-
dom measurement error and may not adequately assess
the domain of the construct (Nunnally, 1988; Schries-
heim et al., 1993). The measures we have developed are
multi-item, exhibit adequate levels of internal consis-
tency, and assess the domain of some commonly agreed
on aspects of WFC and FWC.

Second, some studies have operationalized the con-
structs with long measures. Such measures can be cum-
bersome for a respondent and do not enhance psycho-
metric properties. For example, 39 items have been used
to assess WFC (Burke, 1988; Burke et al., 1979). Al-
though these items sampled the effect of job demands on
nine areas of personal, home, and family life, the scores
on these items were summed to form an overall compos-
ite, ignoring dimensionality. Furthermore, although the
reliability of this 39-item measure was high (i.e., a =
.92), measures with several items will yield higher co-
efficient alpha estimates than measures with fewer items,
other things being equal. For example, Cortina (1993)

and Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994) noted the impor-
tance of taking the number of scale items into consider-
ation when evaluating what constitutes adequate levels of
coeflicient alpha. They concluded that scales with fewer
items are preferable to scales with many items, given
comparable coefficient alpha and construct validity esti-
mates. Our five-item scales had coefficient alpha levels
ranging from .83 to .89, with an average alpha of .88 for
WFC, and of .86 for FWC across the samples. Thus, we
feel our scales have the potential for high internal consis-
tency and pose a lesser burden to respondents.

Third, several studies have combined WFC and FWC
scales into one measure, ignoring the conceptual distinc-
tion between the two constructs (Cooke & Rousseau,
1984; Kopelman et al., 1983; Thomas & Ganster, 1995,
Wiley, 1987). As recent literature suggests, WFC and
FWC are distinct constructs. The approach taken in the
present study acknowledged this conceptual distinction
and provided empirical evidence demonstrating discrim-
inant validity between our WFC and FWC scales.

Fourth, studies that have offered separate WFC and
FWC measures have used items that reflect potential out-
comes of the constructs rather than their content domain,
that is, items that assess somatic, physical, and mental
symptoms such as being unable to sleep because of WFC,
FWC, or both (Bedeian et al., 1988; O’Driscoll et al.,
1992; Parasuraman et al., 1989; e.g., “I can’t sleep be-
cause of thinking about things at work that I have to get
done”; O’Driscoll et al., 1992, p. 279). We feel that the
content domains of our WFC and FWC scales reflect only
aspects of work interfering with performing family-re-
lated duties and vice versa.

Fifth, other studies have used measures that have not
been subjected to rigorous scale development (Frone et
al., 1992; Gutek et al., 1991; Judge et al., 1994). Al-
though these measures do seem to possess adequate
content validity and internal consistency, they have not
been scrutinized as rigorously with respect to construct
validity as have our WFC and FWC measures. Further-
more, the coeflicient alpha estimates of these other WFC
and FWC measures were generally lower than the co-
efficient alpha estimates of our measures. For example,
Gutek et al. (1991) reported alpha estimates of .81 and
.83, and .79 and .83 for four-item measures of WFC and
FWC: Judge et al. (1994 ) reported alpha estimates of .82
and .76 for four-item measures of WFC and FWC. As
stated above, we report an average coefficient alpha of .88
for WFC, and of .86 for FWC.

Finally, we examined several studies that used some
type of multiple-item measures of WFC and FWC as sep-
arate constructs (Bedeian et al., 1988; Cooke & Rous-
seau, 1984; Frone et al., 1992; Gutek et al., 1991; Judge
et al., 1994; O’Driscoll et al., 1992; Parasuraman et al.,
1989; Wiley, 1987) and compared the average corre-
lations they reported to those we report. Our WFC and
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FWC measures consistently showed stronger correlations
with job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job
tension, and life satisfaction in our study than did the cor-
responding measures of WFC and FWC used in the pre-
viously described studies. These stronger correlations, we
feel, added strength to the potential predictive validity of
our scales.

Limitations and Future Research

The study presented here is not without limitations.
First and foremost, the scales derived in this study are not
as useful as scales that use a multidimensional approach
to the measurement of WFC and FWC. Although our
scales assess a general demand and time- and strain-based
conceptualization, some researchers advocate multi-item
scales assessing separate dimensions of general demand
and time- and strain-based WFC and FWC (e.g,
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This approach could pro-
vide valuable insight into how separate WFC and FWC
aspects relate to on- and off-job attitudes and behaviors.
Thus, future studies may want to attempt to expand the
measurement of WFC and FWC with a multidimen-
sional approach.

Second, all measures relating to variables other than
WFC and FWC in our study were of a self-report nature,
and our study was nonexperimental in design. Because
only experiments can offer evidence of causality, all that
can be concluded from our study is that the WFC and
FWC scales were related to on- and off-job constructs at
one point in time.

Finally, though three different samples were repre-
sented in the present article, validation of the scales
across numerous occupations is needed. It is hoped that
further validations will lend confidence to the use of the
scales, as well as add to the generalizability of WFC and
FWC research.
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Appendix

Items on the Scales

Work-Family Conflict Scale

The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life.

The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family responsibilities.
Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job puts on me.
My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfill family duties.

Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family activities.

SNk wN =

Family-Work Conflict Scale

The demands of my family or spouse / partner interfere with work-related activities.

I have to put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home.

Things I want to do at work don’t get done because of the demands of my family or spouse/partner.

My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work such as getting to work on time, accomplishing daily tasks, and working
overtime.

5. Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform job-related duties.
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