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ABSTRACT 

Past research suggests that the relationship between work hours and work-family 

conflict is not as strong as expected, suggesting a need to investigate moderators of the 

relationship. This dissertation explores whether the value placed on time spent in a 

domain (subjective influence) moderates the relationship between actual time spent 

(objective influence) and subsequent work-family conflict. Value on time spent in a 

domain is operationalized as centrality, which draws upon the works of Mead (1934) and 

reflects the self-ascribed importance of a role identity (Ritzer, 1992). The concept of role-

identities originates in sociological theories of identity: Identity theory (Stryker, 1980) 

and role-identity-theory (McCall & Simons, 1978). This mediated model is tested in a 

cross-national sample consisting of participants from Sweden and the United States. 

Sweden and the United States have been chosen because they represent very different 

public policy conceptions, particularly in approaching the work-family issue. Swedish 

public policy supports the reconciliation of paid work and parenthood while the United 

States has taken the male breadwinner approach.   

Results of a field study show that the moderating effect of centrality on the 

relationship between hours spent and work-family conflict is significant only for high 

earners. Analyses were also conducted to compare Sweden and the United States with 

regards to work and family hours, work and family centrality, and work-family conflict. 

As expected, Americans work longer hours than Swedes. However, there is no significant 

difference with regard to work-family conflict. Unexpectedly, Swedes reported higher 

work centrality. Antecedents and consequences of work-family were also investigated. 
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Specifically, daycare satisfaction related negatively to work-family conflict, while work-

family conflict related negatively to turnover intentions.  
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CHAPTER 1                                                                                      

INTRODUCTION 

It seems clear by now that family and work are the most central domains for 

nearly everyone (Mortimer, Lorence, & Kumka, 1986). Traditionally, people have 

allocated their time to these two domains along gender lines. This approach allowed work 

and family to coexist without too much conflict. However, as families in which both 

spouses engage in paid work have become more common in the United States as well in 

most European countries (e.g., Bianchi & Raley, 2005; Bond, Thompson, Galinsky, & 

Prottas, 2003; Jacobs & Gerson, 2001), both women and men are faced with the realities 

of actively engaging in both work and family roles.  

The traditional approach to understanding the intersection between work and 

family is to study the conflict that often occurs when an individual combines work and 

family. Work-family conflict has been defined as “a form of interrole conflict in which 

the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some 

respect. 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). Work-family 

conflict consists of two factors: WIF (work interfering with family) and FIW (family 

interfering with work) (Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991). The amount of work-family 

conflict depends, among other things, on how valued work and family are, how many 

hours are spent on the two domains, and the national context in which individuals live.  

National context, as defined in the current research, includes “institutional 

structures, policies, and practices that shape work and family in a particular country and 
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the country’s cultural values and norms” (Wharton & Blair-Loy, 2002). As women have 

entered the workforce, creating dual-earner couples, countries have approached the 

escalating work hours and resulting work-family conflict in different ways (Blossfeld & 

Hakim, 1997; O’Reilly & Fagan, 1998).  

Sweden and the United States emphasize different strategies for how working 

parents should deal with balancing work and family. If one conceives of the existing 

approaches to ease work-family conflict for employed parents as being situated on a 

continuum, one would anchor one end of the continuum with the market solution 

(individual people and firms) and the other end with political solutions, state policies, and 

legislation (on the national level). The United States is located on the market solution end 

of the spectrum, while on the political solution end we find Sweden (e.g., Appelbaum, 

Bailey, Berg, & Kalleberg, 2002; Mayers, Gornick, & Ross, 1999).  

Most of the existing research on work-family conflict has examined objective 

characteristics of the work and family domains, such as family responsibilities and 

whether a person is married (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). These 

objective characteristics are often used as proxies for the quality of work and family roles 

(Zedeck, 1992; Zedeck & Mosier, 1990). While understanding how objective 

characteristics of the work and family domains are crucial for advancing our 

understanding of the work family interface, they are not likely to capture the entire 

intricacy of the relationship between these domains (Parker & Hall, 1992). For example, 

noting whether a person is a parent or not is often used in attempts to understand family 

role obligations (Eby et al., 2005). However, simply knowing whether a person has 
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children will not explain how much time is spent toward family obligations, or how the 

person perceives his/her family domain. As pointed out by Eby and her colleagues 

(2005), researchers have started moving beyond simple role membership to richer 

constructs such as role salience (e.g., Matsui, Ohsawa, & Onglatco, 1995), role 

involvement (e.g., Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Higgins, 

Duxbury, & Irving, 1992; Williams & Alliger, 1994), and life role values (Carlson & 

Kacmar, 2000) to understand work–family issues. Therefore, research combining 

objective characteristics with perceptions provides a better understanding of the work-

family interface.   

In the industrialized world, work hours have increased over the last 30-odd years 

(Schor, 1991). Even so, very little research has studied time as an important variable (Lee 

& Liebenau, 1999; Schriber & Gutek, 1987); the studies incorporating time often treat it 

as a control or as a peripheral variable. In the current study, I utilize both the quantitative 

and qualitative definitions of time (Thompson & Bunderson, 2001). Quantitatively, time 

spent at work sets the boundary on how many hours are left to spend on non-work 

activities. That is, time is fixed, and any changes in work or family time should result in a 

zero-sum trade-off. This zero-sum approach to time is the traditional, quantitative way of 

understanding time. Research suggests that there is an association between number of 

hours worked and level of experienced work-family conflict (Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; 

Greenhaus, Bedeian, & Mossholder, 1987; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Nielson, Carlson, 

& Lankau, 2001), suggesting this is a variable worth more investigation with regard to 

the work-family interface. We can also consider a more qualitative view of time, which 
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some researchers (Thompson & Bunderson, 2001) have started doing. In this dissertation, 

I conceive of time qualitatively in terms of psychological centrality. It is entirely possible 

that somebody working 45 hours/week will feel more conflict than somebody working 50 

hours/week. Because of differences in the extent one values work and family, or how 

important each is to one’s self-concept, psychological centrality (how central work and 

family are to a person) provides a framework for investigating the link between hours 

spent and work-family conflict.  

Purpose of the Current Study 

Investigating the work-family interface in Sweden and the United States, which 

are both Western, industrialized, first-world countries, but with differing approaches to 

work and family issues, is the general intention of this dissertation. Specifically, the 

purpose is to investigate whether the value place on activities where individuals spend 

their time (operationalized as psychological centrality regarding work and family) 

impacts the work/family hours - work-family conflict relationship. The cultural norms 

regarding acceptable working hours differ drastically between the two countries, so there 

are different expectations regarding what constitutes regular hours of work. In particular, 

since Swedes spend less time at work, they should experience work conflicting with 

family more easily than Americans. More specifically, at any given level of work hours I 

expect that Swedes will see work hours as more easily intruding on family life than 

Americans, who are more accustomed to long work hours. Conversely, at a given level of 

family hours, Americans should be more likely to experience family conflicting with 
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work than Swedes, who are offered a lot of family time thanks to generous vacation and 

parental policies.  

Hypotheses regarding gender differences can also be made. In general, I expect 

that women would report more work interfering with family, while men would report 

higher family interfering with work. While the research is not entirely consistent with 

regards to gender predictions, based on existing gender role expectations, women may 

report higher work interfering with family since they are accustomed to spend more time 

on family than work (Gutek et al., 1991). Men on the other hand typically spend more 

time and emphasis on the paid work domain, as they often provide a larger portion of the 

household income. Therefore, by being the “breadwinner” (Bernard, 1981), men can, by 

virtue of their paid work, simultaneously be a good worker and a good family provider. 

Men typically don’t need to actually spend time in the family domain to participate in it. 

Therefore, when spending time on family, men may report greater interference from the 

family domain into the work domain. 

Finally, work interfering with family is expected to be lower for anyone who 

values work highly (work is highly central), even if they work long hours. Similarly, in 

the family domain, family interfering with work is hypothesized to be lower for 

individuals high on family centrality, even if they spend more hours in the family 

domain.  
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CHAPTER 2                                                                                      

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Comparing Sweden and the United States offers some interesting and unique 

views from which to understand the work-family interface, thanks to their differing 

approaches to work and family issues. The current research aims to uncover how norms 

of time impact individual experiences with the conflict occurring between work and 

family, and to see to what extent the importance of work and family impacts these 

relationships. In this chapter, Chapter 2, I will review the relevant literature, and then in 

Chapter 3 I will offer theory and hypothesis development. The layout of this chapter is as 

follows: First, I will define work and family. Then I will provide some background on the 

social policies utilized by Sweden and the United States. Finally, I will review the 

literature on work-family conflict, cross-cultural work-family research, and the work-

family conflict research that has been conducted in Sweden.    

Definitions of Work and Family 

Defining “work” and “family” is not completely straightforward (Zedeck, 1992). 

Regarding the definition of work, the concern centers on whether the definition of work 

should include only tasks pertaining to paid employment or if it should include tasks 

external to employment but that still could be considered work, such as housework (e.g., 

Kabanoff, 1980; Kanter, 1977). Because I propose to study the interface between work 

and family, for current purposes I conceive of paid work as the instrumental activity, 

within an organizational setting, aiming to provide goods and services in support of life 

through compensation received from the employer (see Burke & Greenglass, 1987; 
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Kabanoff, 1980; Piotrkowski, Rapoport, & Rapoport, 1987); however, it is not limited to 

full-time employment (number of hours worked is part of the proposed model). While the 

act of engaging in paid work is extrinsically motivated (i.e., it provides material rewards; 

Locke & Latham, 1990), it may also be intrinsically motivating (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

For the purposes of the current study, I define family as a mother and/or father 

and/or children who assume interdependent functions working towards accomplishing 

shared goals. This is similar to the sociological definition of family, which centers on the 

idea of two or more individuals assuming interdependent functions working towards 

accomplishing shared goals (Coser, 1964; Murdock, 1949; Piotrkowski, 1978; 

Rothausen, 1999; Stephens, 1963).  

Background: Social Policy 

Different approaches have been used to study the work-family interface. They 

include the social psychological approach which focuses on interrole conflict (Kahn, 

Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) and the sociological 

perspective which focuses on the broader socioeconomic and legal contexts and is based 

mainly on institutional theory (e.g., DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). While cross-cultural 

psychology is well established (e.g., Triandis, 2000), studying work-family conflict from 

a cross-cultural perspective is a newer approach. This perspective focuses on how 

cultural, economical, and social differences impact the nature of governmental and 

organizational flexibility and how work-family policies influence the individual 

experience of work-family conflict (Poelmans, 2003). In this dissertation, I use the cross-

cultural framework.  
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A country’s social policy can be said to be a reflection of its cultural values, and 

the social policies towards parents and children in Sweden and the United States are a 

good example (Kagitcibasi, 1996). Even though both Sweden and the United States have 

high rates of dual-career couples with children, these countries have developed different 

strategies in response to working parent’s attempts at combining work and family. 

Sweden has relied heavily on political solutions, such as state policies and legislation, to 

ease the struggle of balancing work and family. The United States, on the other hand, has 

relied greatly on market solutions (e.g., Appelbaum et al., 2002; Mayers et al., 1999). 

Sainsbury (1999) has referred to Sweden’s strategy as an earner-career strategy, and the 

United States approach was named the universal breadwinner strategy. The earner-career 

strategy is based upon state policies and state legislation to reduce work-family 

interference and encourage gender equality (in both work and family domains). The 

universal breadwinner strategy is based upon women’s and men’s equal rights in the 

labor market, with a legal system governing these rights. This approach assumes that 

women will enter the male-dominated world of work, and no (or limited) concessions are 

made for those attempting to balance work and family. In the following sections, I will 

review the Swedish and American approaches in more detail. 

The Swedish Approach 

Gender equality (jämställdhet) is a goal in Sweden, and has been so officially 

since 1968, when the Swedish government passed a social policy law devised specifically 

for that goal (Haas, 1990; Sandqvist, 1992). The legal definition is that “women and men 

should have the same rights, obligations, and possibilities in all important areas of life” 
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(Nordenmark & Nyman, 2003, p. 182); these areas of life include both paid work and the 

household. In other words, there is an agreement that women should engage in paid work 

while men should participate in childcare and domestic tasks. The Swedish government 

has passed legislation to support these goals. For instance, couples where the woman 

earns about as much as her husband enjoy certain tax benefits (Antal & Izraeli, 1993). 

The Swedish support and service system is sustained with resources from the 

government, requiring very little support from private funds or insurance (Bradley & 

Blaney, 1996).   

To aid families with young children, Sweden has created a multitude of privileges 

for parents. Children are considered a public good, and thus the care of children should 

not fall solely on the parents. National benefits include a monthly child allowance of 

SEK1 9501 per child (until age 16 or when they graduate the equivalent of High School 

[gymnasiet; which is voluntary, although a majority choose to complete gymnasiet]), free 

well-baby clinics, which serve 100% of infants and toddlers in Sweden (Haas, 1993; 

Hwang & Broberg, 1992; Moen 1989; Sandqvist, 1992; Sundström, 1991), and parental 

leaves allowing parents (both mothers and fathers) to stay home after childbirth. The 

parental leaves are extensive, by any standard. The Swedish Parental Leave Act (1995) 

offers maternity, paternity, and parental leaves, and both non-paid and paid parental 

leaves are available. For non-paid leave, both fathers and mothers are entitled to take up 

to 18 months from the birth of the child, without receiving any reimbursement from the 

government. In addition, Swedes have a right to receive payment during a parental leave 

(this is financed by the national social insurance system). This leave can be divided 
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between the mother and father as they choose, with some restrictions. The mother and 

father each receive 60 days (maternity and paternity leave) which cannot be transferred to 

the other spouse (Sweden.se). The rest of the parental leave can be taken by either the 

mother or the father (Sweden.se). Single parents are allowed to take the full parental 

leave. The reimbursement for parental leave is currently at 80% of the person’s income 

(in 2003), for 390 days of the 480 days (which is the maximum). After the 390 days, 

reimbursement is fixed at SEK 60/day. Unemployed parents receive a fixed daily rate of 

SEK 150 for the first 390 days and then a flat daily rate of SEK 60 for the remaining 90 

days. These monetary benefits can be spread over time until the child’s 8th birthday in 

any way the parent(s) choose. For instance, one can stay home full-time or part-time, 

getting reimbursed accordingly. In addition, all fathers are entitled to 10 days paid leave 

when a child is born. Furthermore, parents, or any other insured person (such as the 

child’s grandmother), can take temporary paid time off work to take care of a sick child. 

This benefit is limited to 60 days per year. Finally, to ease the burden of combining work 

and family, parents of children under age 8 are at liberty to reduce their working day by 

two hours without negative consequences from the employer (such as termination) with a 

corresponding reduction in pay. 

The Swedish policy, then, has been to mandate a broad range of programs 

designed to help parents manage family responsibilities. This approach is grounded in a 

desire to achieve equality between the two genders, supporting both mothers and fathers 

as they attempt to balance work and family.   
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The American Approach 

In contrast to Sweden, the United States employs the market approach to alleviate 

the pressures stemming from the juggling of work and family. The United States has 

traditions and policies promoting norms about men as the breadwinner, individual 

responsibility for achieving work-family balance, and significantly less state support for 

parents than what is provided by Sweden or many other European countries (Aryee, 

Fields, & Luk, 1999; Brannen & Moss, 1992, 1998; Ellingsaeter, 1998; Gornick, Meyers, 

& Ross, 1998). Specifically, the American approach is to depend on the families 

themselves and, to a lesser extent, organizations, to provide necessary child-care and 

other necessities for families with children. The magazine Working Mother publishes a 

yearly list of the top 100 American companies for working mothers (Cartwright, 1999), 

illustrating the role of organizations in the American market-based solution. 

Organizations selected for this list are chosen partly because of the family-friendly 

benefit packages offered. Family-friendly policies are defined as “employer policies and 

practices [designed] to support the integration of paid work with other significant family 

demands” (Kossek, 2003, p. 3). Identified family-friendly policies include flexible 

schedules (flexible starting and ending hours with core hours some time during the day 

where employees have to be at work), part-time work options, job sharing (two 

employees sharing the same work position; salaries and benefits are often prorated), 

maternity and parental leaves (paid or unpaid), sick-child-care, various types of child-

care services, financial assistance, and work-place seminars or counseling programs 

(Galinsky, 1986).  
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Early findings about the effectiveness of family-friendly policies were mainly 

anecdotal, reporting positive employee attitudes (Greenberger, Goldberg, Hamill, 

O’Neill, & Payne, 1989). As organizations started to implement family-friendly policies, 

researchers began to empirically study their effectiveness. Positive outcomes include 

increased productivity and reduced absenteeism (Narayanan & Nath, 1982; Pierce & 

Newstrom, 1982). Employees with flexible schedules are more involved in their job, 

more satisfied with their work arrangement, and experience lower levels of stress (both 

physiological and psychological) (Maume, 1991; Pierce & Newstrom, 1982; Youngblood 

& Chambers-Cook, 1984). Together, this research on individual policies and on family-

friendly benefits overall (e.g., National Council for Jewish Women, 1987) suggests that 

family-friendly policies are beneficial for the organizations and employees that use them.  

However, not all employees are fortunate enough to work for a family-friendly 

organization, meaning that they are – to a large extent – on their own for managing work 

and family. The role of the government in aiding families to manage their responsibilities 

is limited. For instance, parental leave in the United States is much shorter than in other 

industrialized countries (Gornick & Meyers, 2003; McCaffrey & Graff, 1999; Waldfogel, 

1998), and was much slower to develop. Until fairly recently, the United States was the 

only industrialized country without a national leave policy. The major piece of legislation 

regulating time off from work after childbirth in the USA is the Family and Medical 

Leave Act (FMLA), implemented in 1993 by President Clinton. According to FMLA, 

private employers having more than 50 employees, and all public agencies, must grant an 

employee 12 work weeks (or less) of unpaid leave when a child is born or adopted. 
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However, the FMLA does not specify whether the same job, or an equivalent job, needs 

to be available upon returning to the job (see U.S. Department of Labor). After these 12 

weeks are up, caretaking of children is regarded as a private family responsibility 

(Appelbaum et al., 2002). However, many parents cannot afford to take unpaid leave, and 

others work for small organizations that do not meet the required minimum of 50 

employees. The restrictions to the FMLA make the legislation of limited support for 

parents in their quest to successfully combine work and family.  

Furthermore, the United States differs from other industrialized countries in that 

its government does not require employers to pay workers when they are on leave, nor 

does the government itself pay the employees (Gornick & Meyers, 2003; Waldfogel, 

1998). Consequently, less than half of all employed women have any paid leave for the 

first 12 weeks of their babies’ lives (Gornick & Meyers, 2003). About 7% of employers 

offer paid paternity leave (Gornick & Meyers, 2003; United States Office of Personnel 

Management, 2001). Also, many employers restrict sick leave for care of sick children, 

adding to the burden (Heymann, Boynton-Jarrett, Carter, Bond, & Galinsky, 2002). In 

sum, the American approach then, is to leave family care to the parents. The choice to 

have children is viewed as personal, and accordingly, childcare is a personal 

responsibility. Employers may or may not try to accommodate parent’s family 

obligations.  

Review of the Work-family Conflict Literature 

Why do we study work-family conflict? Extant research supports the conclusion 

that work-family conflict has important implications for the individual and the 
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organization she/he works for. Individual consequences include both physical and mental 

health problems. For instance, it has been found that WIF predicts hypertension and 

physical health complaints (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997). The same study found that 

FIW predicted greater alcohol consumption. Several studies have found that work-family 

conflict is associated with mental health problems, such as psychological distress (Burke 

& Greenglass, 1999), anxiety disorders, mood disorders, substance abuse disorders 

(Frone, 2000), depression (Frone et al., 1997) and greater stress (Kelloway, Gottlieb, & 

Barham, 1999; Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001). Other studies have found work-family 

conflict to be associated with lower life satisfaction (Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988; 

Parasuraman, Greenhaus, & Granrose, 1992; Perrewé, Hochwarter, & Kiewitz, 1999; 

Rice, Frone, & McFarlin, 1992). 

In addition to being harmful to the individual experiencing conflict, studies 

suggest that there are organizational consequences as well. Organizationally relevant 

outcomes include job satisfaction (Bedeian et al., 1988; Bruck, Allen, & Spector, 2002; 

Burke & Greenglass, 1999; Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001; Perrewé et al., 1999; Rice et 

al., 1992; Wiley, 1987), turnover intentions (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001; 

Kelloway et al., 1999), job distress (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999) and less career 

satisfaction (Martins, Eddleston, & Veiga, 2002; Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001). 

The dominant view in the area of work-family has been the role strain, or scarcity, 

perspective (Barnett, 1996; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Role theory proposes that 

responsibilities from different, separate domains compete for limited amounts of time, 

physical energy, and psychological resources, resulting in interrole conflict (Greenhaus & 



 26

Beutell, 1985; Small & Riley, 1990). Interrole conflict has been described as a result of 

the incompatible demands from both work and family domains. That is, participation in 

activities in one domain may drain valuable resources such as time and energy and create 

difficulties in performing activities in the other domain (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). 

Role theory proposes that because expectations stemming from the two domains are 

incompatible, a person’s well-being will suffer. Following this thinking, researchers have 

investigated theoretical models with antecedents, moderators/mediators, and outcomes 

(Bedeian et al., 1988; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992a; Gutek et al., 1991; Judge, 

Boudreau, & Bretz, 1994; Kelly & Voydanoff, 1985) to explore the work-family 

interface.  

Conflict between work and family can manifest itself in three ways: time-based 

conflict, strain-based conflict, and behavior-based conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). 

Time-based conflict occurs when demands from both spheres (work and family) compete 

for an individual’s time, such as when an employee who works late misses her son’s 

baseball game. Strain-based conflict is manifested when strain from one sphere interferes 

with the other; for instance, thinking about an ailing parent while trying to finish up a 

project at work. Lastly, behavior-based conflict occurs when one type of behavior is 

expected in one domain but is not suitable in the other. For example, while being 

aggressive and to the point may work well for a project manager, these same behaviors 

would not be accepted in a family situation.  

Early research on work-family conflict was unidirectional, with management 

researchers examining how family interfered with work and family scholars investigating 
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how work obstructed family life (Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Gutek et al., 1991; 

Kopelman, Greenhaus, & Connolly, 1983). More recently, studies have treated work 

interfering with family (WIF) and family interfering with work (FIW) as distinct 

dimensions of a more general construct, and the importance of the direction in which the 

conflict flows between the two domains has been emphasized (Frone et al., 1992a; Gutek 

et al., 1991; Kelloway, Gottlieb, & Barham, 1999; Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 

1996; Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, & Beutell, 1996; Williams & Alliger, 1994). 

Based on existing research it appears clear that the two domains are conceptually and 

empirically separate constructs (Duxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994; Frone, et al., 1992a; 

Gutek et al., 1991; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; O’Driscoll, Ilgen, & Hildreth, 1992; Wiley, 

1987) and evidence from different samples do indicate they are correlated (r = . 18 to . 

55; Frone et al. , 1992a; Frone et al., 1997; Gutek et al., 1991; Klitzman, House, Israel, & 

Mero, 1990; Netemeyer et al., 1996). Furthermore, it appears that the interface is 

asymmetric. That is, work has a tendency to influence family more than family influences 

work (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992b; Gutek et al., 1991; Hall & Richter, 1988; Wiley, 

1987). In view of the previous discussion, it comes as no surprise that the work and 

family domains have domain-specific antecedents (Frone et al., 1997). For example, 

Gutek and colleagues (1991) found that hours spent at work were related to WIF and 

hours spent on family activities were related to FIW.  

Cross-Cultural Work-Family Research 

While the majority of work-family research has been conducted in Anglo-Saxon 

countries (the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada) (Poelmans, 2003), work-
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family research is undertaken in other countries as well, including Sweden (Bellavia & 

Frone, 2005). However, this cross-cultural research is quite limited. The sizable 

knowledge on work and family generated in the United States and Canada will not reach 

its full potential, unless its generalizability is tested elsewhere (Poelmans, O'Driscoll, & 

Beham, 2005).  

Issues pertaining to dual engagement in work and family activities have been 

explored to a reasonable extent within individual countries, such as Sweden or the United 

States. This approach of collecting data on work-family conflict in a specific country (or 

region) using existing (North-American) conceptual models has proved fruitful, with 

studies completed in China (Yang, Chen, Choi, & Zou, 2000), Japan (Matsui et al., 

1995), Finland (Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998), Hong Kong (Aryee et al., 1999), and 

Malaysia (Ahmad, 1996). However, cross-cultural research which compares two or more 

countries in the same study (Triandis, 2000) is rarer. While testing existing models in 

different contexts is helpful in advancing our understanding of work-family issues across 

the globe, actually comparing countries in the same study should prove even more useful. 

To date, only a few studies have employed a cross-cultural perspective, collecting data in 

two (e.g., Aryee et al., 1999; Yang et al., 2000) or more countries (e.g., Hill, Yang, 

Hawkins, & Ferris, 2004) 

Work-family Conflict Research in Sweden 

As mentioned, most work-family cross-cultural studies test existing models in 

single countries (Poelmans et al., 2005), rather than compare different countries in the 

same study. One exception is the study by Hill and colleagues (Hill et al., 2004) 
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conducted in one organization (IBM) with offices in 48 countries. The 48 countries were 

categorized as 1) East, 2) West-developing, 3) West-affluent (including Sweden), and 4) 

West- United States. These authors found that the model fit the global data as well as the 

four categories of countries. That is, while the magnitudes of the paths differed, the 

general directions of the relationships were as expected: Family characteristics (such as 

responsibility for children) impacted FIW while job characteristics (such as workload) 

impacted WIF. WIF and FIW in turn were related to work-family fit (an overall 

evaluation of how well an employee has been able to mesh his/her paid work with the 

family; Hill et al., 2004), which was related to job satisfaction. A limitation of this study 

was that not all questions were asked in all participating countries (due to cultural and 

legal reasons). For example, work hours were not measured in Europe.  

Swedish researchers have also started investigating the work-family interface. 

One such study, by Härenstam and Bejerot (2001), looked at 1,764 university graduates 

who held jobs and had children at home. Results indicated that engagement in multiple 

roles promoted health among both the participating women and men in the study, 

supporting the work-family expansion model. However, it was also found that the women 

who held a job similar in demands to their spouses, and who did most of the domestic 

work, experienced fatigue, supporting a work-family conflict approach. Women also 

tended to worry more than the men, who reportedly were content with the arrangement. 

Nordenmark (2002) found gender differences in his study of preferred number of 

working hours and psychological distress. In particular, he found that women 
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experienced more stress than men and expressed a wish to reduce hours spent on paid 

work, in support of the role stress (role conflict) perspective. 

Chapter Summary 

 I started this chapter by defining work and family. Next, I provided some 

background on the existing social policies in Sweden and the United States and the 

differing views of these two countries with regard to how the problem of work-family 

conflict should be solved. While Sweden utilizes social policies to a large extent to 

support working parents, the United States has chosen the free market solution, where 

individuals (and organizations, to a lesser degree) are responsible for their own 

management of work and family. Third, I moved on to reviewing the work-family 

literature, including cross-cultural research and research specific to Sweden. The next 

chapter, Chapter 3, will build on the literature in this chapter as well as introduce the 

literatures of time norms (quantitative view of time) and psychological centrality 

(qualitative view of time) to develop hypotheses.  
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CHAPTER 3                                                                                     

THEORY DEVELOPMENT AND HYPOTHESES 

 

Norms of Time 

Where one chooses to spend time is an important consideration, as time is finite 

and once an hour has passed, it will not come back. Therefore, time spent at work sets the 

boundary on how many hours are left to spend on non-work activities. That is, time is 

fixed, and any changes in work or family time should result in a zero-sum trade-off 

(Jacobs & Gerson, 2001). Understanding the impacts of time is crucial, since it affects 

organizations, their actions, and efficacy (Lee & Liebenau, 1999). Next, I will review the 

literatures on work and family hours in Sweden and the United States.   

Work Hours 

 In the United States, a culture of long work hours is more or less expected. Face-

time has become important to organizations as they take this as a measure of commitment 

and proof that work is important to their employees (Fried, 1998; Kanter, 1977; Schor, 

1991) and the workplace has become gradually more competitive, such that workers 

invest more energy and time at work to in order to be successful (Allred, Snow, & Miles, 

1996). Furthermore, to get at productivity, an important work outcome which is generally 

hard to measure, work hours may be used as a proxy. This emphasis on hours spent at 

work creates an “overtime culture” (Fried, 1998; p. 39) where the more hours one spends 

at work, the better of an employee one is considered to be. This pressure to spend time at 
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work has real consequences, and it has been reported that about 1/3 of employees 

working overtime feel pressured by their employers to do so (Golden & Jorgensen, 

2001). Along the same lines, part-time work is looked down-upon and part-time workers 

are often considered “time deviants” (Epstein, Seron, Oglensky, & Saute, 1999). In 

addition, working less than full-time is often harmful to professional advancement 

(Barnett & Gareis, 2000; Raabe, 1998). 

This overtime culture seems to be an American phenomenon, to a large extent, as 

scholars have found that long work hours is customary in the United States, but not 

necessarily in Europe and other industrialized nations (Jacobs & Gerson, 1997; Schor, 

1991). Employees in the United States clock in about 70 more hours per year than 

workers in Japan and 350 hours more than workers in Europe, on average (Dawson, 

Heitmann, & Kerin, 2005). Men in the United States work the longest weeks; about 25% 

of all employed men spend 50 or more hours per week on the job compared to 7.3% of 

Swedish men who work 50 hours or more per week (Barnett, 2003). The American men 

are not alone in the workplace: American women also work longer work weeks than 

women in other parts of the world. About 8% of American women spend more than fifty 

hours a week at work compared to 2.1% of women in Sweden (Barnett, 2003). Long 

work hours are particularly common among those with higher education, such as 

professional and managerial employees (Barnett, 2003; Jacobs & Gerson, 1997).  

These long hours are typically due to, in addition to the longer work weeks, fewer weeks 

of vacation; American workers take about 11 vacation days per year while the average 

vacation in Europe is around 4-5 weeks (Barnett, 2003; Dawson et al., 2005). In Sweden, 
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five weeks of vacation annually is mandated by law. Second jobs also add to the regular 

work week in the United States (Dawson et al., 2005).  

 While number of hours spent at work is expected to differ significantly between 

the United States and Sweden, norms of hours spent on the family domain is not as clear-

cut. Next, I will review family hours.     

Family Hours 

Following a gender equality approach, Sweden emphasizes the necessity for both 

genders to participate in both paid work and the household. Swedes agree with this 

approach: 78% of men and 83% of women feel that providing for the family should be 

shared by both partners. Similarly, 77% of men and 86% of women feel that 

household/family work should be shared by both partners (Roman & Vogler, 1999). 

While attitudes are informative, they do not correlate perfectly with behavior. As more 

women have entered the workforce, changing the family structure from breadwinner/ 

housewife to dual-earner parents, men’s roles have not changed as rapidly. Research 

suggests that women still bear the brunt of household work and care giving for children, 

both in Sweden and the United States (e.g., Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990; Nieva & 

Gutek, 1981, p.46), although husbands with employed wives participate more in family 

work than do husbands married to housewives (Barnett & Baruch, 1987) and Swedes 

have a more equal sharing of household tasks than Americans (Haas, 1981; Kalleberg & 

Rosenfeld, 1990; Wright, Shire, Hwang, Dolan, & Baxter, 1992).  

While it would be too strong of a statement to say that Sweden has a norm of 

family time, time with family is accepted and expected to a greater degree than in the 
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United States. There are a few reasons for this. First, family time in Sweden is given high 

priority and is allowed more room thanks to the flexible employment arrangement offered 

(parental leaves etc) (Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990). Second, the emphasis on equality 

between the genders, including the home domain, has encouraged men to partake in 

household activities (Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990), albeit not to the extent as women. It 

has been found that Swedes share household tasks more equally than Americans (Haas, 

1981; Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990; Wright et al., 1992).  

Hours and Conflict 

Research on work hours and work-family conflict suggests that individuals who 

are investing greater number of hours in work will experience conflict. Specifically, it has 

been found that WIF is higher for those working many hours or longer days (Carlson & 

Perrewé, 1999; Greenhaus et al., 1987; Gutek et al., 1991; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; 

Nielson et al., 2001). In a similar vein, it has been found that part-time work relates to 

less work interfering with family (Higgins, Duxbury, & Johnson, 2000). While no 

research has investigated the relationship between work hours and work-family conflict 

in Sweden, research has shown that the number of working hours per week is relevant for 

job satisfaction and well-being (Järvholm, 1996; Karasek & Theorell, 1990). Since 

research has shown WIF to be negatively related to job satisfaction and well-being 

(Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), this suggests that one could expect a positive relationship for 

working hours and WIF for Swedes as well. Similar to the findings that hours spent at 

work will increase WIF are the findings that those who have greater time demands from 

family (Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001; Yang et al., 2000) will 
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experience higher conflict. Gutek and colleagues (1991) also found that hours spent in 

family work was strongly related to FIW.   

In light of the above discussion on hours and norms in the United States and 

Sweden, the norm of long work hours in the United States suggests that Americans, more 

so than Swedes, expect to spend more hours at work. It then follows that Americans 

would experience less work interference with family, at a given number of hours, than 

would Swedes who would be more likely to resent the intrusion of added work hours on 

their family responsibilities. Similarly, given the focus on time with family in Sweden 

overriding time spent at work, the expectation would be that Americans would 

experience family time as intruding on work to a larger extent than Swedes. Accordingly 

I propose:  

Hypothesis 1a: Controlling for hours worked, WIF will be greater for Swedes 

than for Americans. 

Hypothesis 1b: Controlling for hours spent on family, FIW will be greater for 

Americans than for Swedes. 

Gender Differences 

While research has produced mixed evidence for gender differences and work-

family conflict (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Eagle, Miles, & Icenogle, 1997), it appears 

that most studies find that women generally report a higher level of work-family conflict 

(Behson, 2002; Gutek et al., 1991; Loerch, Russell, & Rush, 1989; Nielson et al., 2001; 

Wallace, 1999). Regarding predictors of work-family conflict, it has been found that 

work involvement is related to conflict for women while family involvement mattered 
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more for men’s experience of work-family conflict (Duxbury and Higgins, 1991), 

consistent with gender role expectations (Gutek et al., 1991). This suggests that: 

Hypothesis 2a: Women will report more WIF than men.  

Hypothesis 2b: Men will report more FIW than women.  

While number of hours spent towards a domain typically should result in 

experienced conflict, the importance one attributes to the domain may matter. That is, I 

propose that psychological centrality (regarding work and family) would impact this 

relationship. In the next section, I will first describe psychological centrality and then 

work and family centrality before offering two descriptive hypotheses with regard to 

centrality. I will then propose how centrality can moderate the hours-conflict relationship.  

Psychological Centrality as a Moderator 

The concept of psychological centrality draws upon the works of Mead (1934) 

and reflects the self-ascribed importance of a role identity (Ritzer, 1992). The concept of 

role-identities originates in sociological theories of identity: Identity theory (Stryker, 

1980) and role-identity-theory (McCall & Simons, 1978). Identity theory attempts to 

explain how individuals relate to the society in which they live. Identity theory assumes 

that individuals are reflective and able to view themselves as objects. The self is made up 

of multiple identities, which aids in shaping behavior, such as when there is a choice to 

be made between two competing behaviors. The thesis behind these identities (or, role 

identities) is that each individual occupies a number of different social roles. These roles 

prescribe behavioral expectations and regulate interactions among different individuals. 

Thus, roles are not conceived of as a purely psychological concept, but rather as tied to 
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positions within the existing social structure (e.g., father, employee). When the 

expectations associated with a certain role are internalized, the role becomes part of the 

self-concept; it becomes an identity. Identity is described, broadly, as “self-meanings in a 

role.” One’s identity has two important functions. First, it answers the question “Who am 

I?” That is, identities provide meaning and allow individuals to label themselves based on 

their different identities (e.g., I am a father, I am a doctor). Second, identities provide 

behavioral guidance; thus they also reduce uncertainties and buffer against stress and 

anxiety. 

Psychological centrality centers on the idea of “the self as an object,” being the 

result of the reflective nature of individuals (Ritzer, 1992, p. 214). Thus, a person 

evaluates the self as an object similarly to the way he/she evaluates any other object. 

While an individual may evaluate other objects, the self is “usually the most important 

object in the world” (Rosenberg, 1979, p. 24). The concept of psychological centrality 

assumes that individuals assign different degrees of importance of their different 

identities (Stryker, 1980; Stryker & Serpe, 1994), and the self is built through continued 

perception and reflection. The self-concept is thus “a picture of the self,” as opposed to a 

“real self” (Rosenberg, 1979, p. 7). Similar to identity salience and prominence, identities 

differ in centrality so that some “are central, others are peripheral; some congeal into 

larger wholes, others are detached, standing in splendid isolation. It is not just the parts, 

but also the relationship among the parts, that constitutes the whole” (p. 17).  

Psychological centrality then, deals with the relative importance of identities (as 

opposed to for example identity salience where each identity’s importance is assessed in 



 38

the absolute, see Stryker & Serpe, 1994). While Swedes and Americans may rank family 

and work similarly in absolute terms, in relative importance the emphasis on work and 

family may show more of a difference between the countries. This will be expanded upon 

later. The next section reviews the literature that has investigated centrality with regard to 

work (mostly) and family (less so) specifically.  

Work and Family Centrality 

Work centrality has been defined as the degree of general importance work has in 

one’s life at any given time (MOW-International Research Team, 1987). Hirschfeld and 

Field (2000) proposed that “people who consider work as a central life interest have a 

strong identification with work in the sense that they believe the work role to be an 

important and central part of their lives” (p. 790).  

Researchers have examined the centrality of various domains for different groups, 

such as industrial workers, clerical workers, age groups, and cultures; furthermore, 

professionals and managers tend to view work as central in their lives (Dubin, 1956; 

Dubin, Champoux & Porter, 1975a; Vecchio, 1980; Whitely & England, 1977). Work 

centrality has been shown to have a positive relationship to important organizational 

variables, such as job satisfaction (Dubin & Champoux, 1977) and organizational 

commitment (Dubin, Champoux & Porter, 1975b). 

There are two aspects of work centrality: Absolute and relative work centrality. 

The first aspect, absolute work centrality, involves a value orientation toward work as a 

central life role (Snir & Harpaz, 2002). The second aspect, relative work centrality, 

involves a decision orientation about different life domains. Relative work centrality is 
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more applicable in the current research context considering that when studying work 

centrality across different cultural settings, it has been found that work plays an essential 

role for individuals in most industrialized countries (Brief & Nord, 1990; England & 

Mitsumi, 1986; Mannheim, Baruch, & Tal, 1997), suggesting that both Swedes and 

Americans would endorse work as a central part of their lives if asked about it in absolute 

terms. After all, more people hope to have both an interesting career in addition to a 

meaningful life away from work, causing them to seek both (Branch, 1997; Pleck, 1999; 

Young, 1996). However, in relative terms, Swedes should rank work lower in centrality 

than Americans. Swedes are more apt to see work as the means to an end, such that it is a 

vehicle that allows one to provide for one’s family (Hofstede, 1980). Conversely, 

Americans are more apt to see work as important in its own right, emphasizing how the 

job can promote individual achievement (Aryee et al., 1999; Bailyn, 1993; Hofstede, 

1980).  

In terms of relative status, work has been found to be more important than leisure, 

community, and religion, but not as important as family (Harding & Hikspoors, 1995; 

MOW-International Research Team, 1987). Sweden and the United States should differ 

in family centrality, considering the differing gender ideologies in the two countries. In 

the United States, men are expected to be assertive and focused on material success to a 

larger extent than women (Hofstede, 1980). Women, on the other hand, are expected to 

be nurturing and concerned with the quality of life. Conversely, Sweden has relatively 

overlapping gender roles for the two sexes. What is viewed to be more appropriate 

behaviors for women, in a traditional sense, are in Sweden more prominent for both 



 40

genders. That is, both men and women are supposed to be, for instance, nurturing and 

concerned with quality of life (Hofstede, 1980). There is no need for either men or 

women to be ambitious or competitive. Both men and women may choose to pursue 

quality of life different than what one would get with material success only (Hofstede, 

1980).  Based on the above discussion, I propose: 

Hypothesis 3a: Americans will report higher relative work centrality than Swedes. 

Hypothesis 3b: Swedes will report higher relative family centrality than 

Americans. 

 Above, I have discussed centrality and offered descriptive hypotheses regarding 

work and family centrality. I now turn to the moderating relationship between hours spent 

and work-family conflict.  

Greenhaus and Beutell (1985), in their theoretical piece, proposed that conflict 

between the work and family domains would be intensified when either work or family 

roles are central to the person's self-concept. These authors suggested that the more 

important one domain is to an individual, the more time and energy he or she will invest 

in it, allowing less time and energy for other roles and thus causing conflict. This would 

also be true for individuals interested in advancing their careers. As reviewed in the 

previous section, the idea that number of hours spent on work (and on family, to a lesser 

extent) will automatically cause conflict is popular among scholars. Facts such as 

increasing work hours, the norm for face-time, and the reluctance of managers of letting 

employees work flexible schedules or telecommute (thereby reducing commuting time) 

favors this idea. 
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However, while research has found that there is a strong relationship between 

work/family hours and WIF/FIW, the relationship is not perfect. In fact, it is not even as 

strong as one would perhaps expect (see Gutek et al., 1991). One explanation for such 

equivocal findings is the existence of moderating variables. This is supported by the 

notion that when one thinks about the activities that occupy someone’s time, one can 

reflect on their significance (Epstein & Kalleberg, 2001) and what they mean to the 

person. Thompson and Bunderson (2001) suggest that whether or not work-family 

conflict is experienced will depend on how individuals think about themselves. Similarly, 

researchers have proposed that when individuals partake in activities that affirm who they 

are, they should experience less conflict. That is, if domain activities are perceived to be 

in accordance with the person one wants to be, less conflict should result (Crosby, 1987, 

1991; Epstein, 1987). Therefore, hours spent cannot alone explain why individuals 

experience conflict. To understand the relationship between hours spent and work-family 

conflict then, we need to understand how people feel about the domain where they are 

spending part of their day. That is, we can understand a piece of the puzzle by studying 

work and family centrality, as defined above. Specifically, for each sample, I propose: 

Hypothesis 4a: The relationship between hours spent at work and WIF will be 

moderated by work centrality, such that there will be a stronger relationship 

between hours worked and WIF for those who perceive their work identity low in 

centrality (across the samples).   

Hypothesis 4b: The relationship between hours spent on family and FIW will be 

moderated by family centrality, such that there will be a stronger relationship 
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between hours spent on family and FIW for those who perceive their family 

identity low in centrality (across the samples).   

Work-family Conflict and Withdrawal Intentions 

We study work-family conflict because it has serious consequences for the 

individual employee as well as for the employing organization. As reviewed above, 

individual consequences include both physical and mental health problems (e.g., Frone et 

al., 1997; Burke & Greenglass, 1999; Frone, 2000) while organizational consequences 

include job satisfaction (Bedeian et al., 1988; Bruck, Allen, & Spector, 2002; Burke & 

Greenglass, 1999; Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001; Perrewé et al., 1999; Rice et al., 1992; 

Wiley, 1987) and job distress (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). Organizational outcomes 

that have received relatively little attention from work-family scholars, although having 

significant economic and psychological implications for the organization, are withdrawal 

behaviors and intentions (Boyar, Maertz, Pearson, & Keough, 2003). Three types of 

withdrawal behaviors and intentions are often delineated: Absenteeism, turnover 

intentions, and tardiness (or lateness).  

When employees experience conflict between their work and family domains, 

they may be likely to withdraw from work to reduce or eliminate the conflict (Greenhaus, 

Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001). Prior research suggests that dissatisfaction with work or 

family relates to thoughts of quitting (Greenhaus et al., 2001). Therefore, if work 

interferes with family, leaving work would remove the conflict (Boyar et al., 2003) as 

suggested by the idea of domain-specific antecedents (Frone et al., 1992a). That is, work-

related stressors would lead to work interfering with family. Similarly, if family interferes 
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with work, leaving work will reduce conflict because the conflicted individual will have 

more time for the family (Boyar et al., 2003), which is generally considered more 

important than work (e.g., Harding & Hikspoors, 1995). Accordingly, individuals who 

experience work-family conflict tend to be absent from work (Barling, MacEwan, 

Kelloway, & Higginbottom, 1994; Gignac, Kelloway, & Gottlieb, 1996; Goff, Mount, & 

Jamison, 1990). Based on this I propose: 

Hypothesis 5a: WIF and FIW will show positive, significant relationships to 

absenteeism.   

In addition to studying work-family conflict and absenteeism, scholars have 

investigated the relationship between work-family conflict and turnover intentions. The 

intent to turnover, or to leave one’s current position, has been found to result from 

interrole conflict (Burke, 1988; Good et al., 1996). That is, the more work-family conflict 

one experiences, the higher are the turnover intentions. However, extant research may be 

limited in its generalizability (Boyar et al., 2003) as a global measure of work-family 

conflict has been used (Burke, 1988; Good et al., 1996), failing to distinguish between the 

two directions of work-family conflict (WIF and FIW, Gutek et al., 1991). Other 

researchers have used correlations (Netemeyer et al., 1996) or focused on professional 

withdrawal (Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, & Parasuraman, 1997; Greenhaus et al., 2001; 

Kelloway et al., 1999), as opposed to withdrawal from a position. Taken together, 

existing research and theoretical work suggest the following: 

Hypothesis 5b: WIF and FIW will show positive, significant relationships to 

turnover intentions. 
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The final withdrawal behavior to be considered is tardiness (or lateness). While 

the practitioner literature has discussed the importance on preventing and reducing 

tardiness (e.g., Kempen, 1982; Kennedy, 1984), the concept has not received as much 

attention empirically as absenteeism and turnover among work-family scholars (Beehr & 

Gupta, 1978; Blau, 1995). In relation to work-family conflict, tardiness has been 

theoretically (Koslowsky, 2000) and empirically linked to individual tardiness, such that 

individuals who experience conflict are more likely to be late for work (Blau, 1995). It 

has also been found that individuals who never show tardiness behavior are less likely to 

have children (Blau, 1994) and the age of the youngest child has also been shown to 

relate to tardiness (Dishon-Berkovits & Koslowsky, 2002). Based on this I propose: 

Hypothesis 5c: WIF and FIW will be show positive, significant relationships to 

tardiness.   

Daycare Arrangements and Work-family Conflict 

The American public seems to demonstrate a conflict when it comes to non-

maternal care. With more women in the workforce, there is a need for daycare services, 

but at the same time the perspective of children needing to be cared for by the mother is 

prevailing. These viewpoints oppose government intrusion with what is viewed as a 

private family matter (Lamb, Sternberg, & Ketterlinus, 1992; Zigler & Finn-Stevenson, 

1995). There has been some progress in the area of childcare with the policies created in 

the 1990s, taking a step from what was viewed as a charity function in the early 1900s to 

interventions in the 1960s (Stegelin, 1992). While a need for early childcare programs 

has been established, federal government support has not addressed these gaps (Lamb et 
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al., 1992). Accordingly, the child-care system in the USA consists of private daycare 

(open to the public for a fee, which explains why they are often called “public”) or in the 

private home of relatives or friends. This unorganized system of daycare produces large 

differences in accessibility, affordability, and quality (Urias Levy & Michel, 2002); over 

half of available infant care in the United States is only poor to fair, based on data from 

the Family Policy Database (Gornick & Meyers, 2003). This database contains data on 

family policies from 14 countries, related to family leave, childcare, and school 

schedules, which originates from secondary sources and were checked by country 

experts.  

While some progress has been made in terms of childcare arrangements, the 

American perspective is that children are the individual family’s responsibility 

(Kamerman, 2000; Shearn & Todd, 2000). Accordingly, only about 55% American 

children ages 3 to 5 spend some time in daycare (Evertsson & Nermo, 2004), despite the 

fact that about 70% of mothers of children ages 3-5 are employed.  

In contrast to the American perspective, in Sweden the care of children is seen as 

a cooperative responsibility (Hwang & Broberg, 1992; Kamerman, 2000), and 90% of 

children ages 3 to 5 spend some time in daycare (Statistics Sweden, 2003). The goal of 

Swedish daycare services is not only to enable parents to combine being parents with 

employment (or studies), but to support and encourage children’s development and 

learning. For about 30 years now, childcare has been a top priority for the state. The goal 

is to provide quality childcare, with access for everybody needing it. The childcare 

centers are run locally and financed out of the public purse (with Swedish parents paying 
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only about 15% of the actual cost of daycare), making it affordable for all who wish to 

utilize daycare services. The overriding objectives have been consideration for the 

children’s well-being, as well as a desire for creating greater equality between the sexes. 

Since WIF is thought to originate in the work domain while FIW is caused by 

family factors (Frone et al., 1992a), the availability of inexpensive, high-quality daycare 

should matter more for work interfering with family than for family interfering with 

work. However, having one’s child(ren) in a high-quality arrangement may also lessen 

one’s family interfering with work. Children are in the family domain, and the less stress 

originating from worrying or spending time making sure the children are all right, the less 

impact would these family characteristics have on the work situation. Considering how 

important good daycare arrangements are for ease of mind, I propose that these 

arrangements may lessen both work interfering with family and family interfering with 

work. 

Hypothesis 6: There will be a significant negative relationship between 

individuals' satisfaction with their daycare arrangement and (a) WIF, and (b) FIW, 

across both samples. 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter laid out the hypotheses of this dissertation. I started the chapter by 

discussing norms of time, and how work and family hours and expectations differ 

between the two countries. I hypothesized that Americans would spend more hours at 

work than would Swedes, in accordance with extant literature. I also hypothesized work 

hours would positively relate to work interfering with family, and that this relationship 
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would be stronger for Swedes than Americans. Conversely, family hours should be 

positively related to family interfering with work, and this relationship should be stronger 

for Americans than for Swedes. I then introduced the construct of psychological 

centrality. For the descriptive hypotheses, I expect Americans to report higher work 

centrality while Swedes should report higher family centrality. I then proposed that 

centrality should work as a moderator, and the hypothesis is that the relationship between 

work/family hours and work-family conflict should be stronger for those individuals who 

are low in work/family centrality. Finally, I proposed that daycare satisfaction would 

correlate negatively with work-family conflict. In the next chapter, Chapter 4, I will 

discuss research methodology, measures, and data analyses.  
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CHAPTER 4                                                                                     

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

Method 

 The literature review resulted in six hypotheses being formulated regarding hours 

spent on work/family, work-family conflict, centrality, and daycare satisfaction. To test 

these hypotheses, a survey study was undertaken. Below I will discuss the population and 

samples, research measures, and data analyses. 

Population and Samples 

Existing work-family research has been conducted as mostly field studies (see 

Eby et al., 2005). However, most of these participants in any one study come from a 

single organization. That means that while the organizational characteristics are constant, 

family characteristics vary. In an organizational setting, employees’ age range is wide 

and some have no children while others have infants and young children, and still others 

have teenagers, or adult children no longer living at home. Furthermore, the different life 

and career stages often coincide such that individuals are starting their careers at about 

the same time they are starting their families, causing employees with young children to 

experience the greatest squeeze with respect to work and family commitments, whereas 

more established, older employees have fewer family commitments. In fact, workers with 

children have reported more interrole conflict than other workers (Pleck, Staines, & 

Lang, 1980). By surveying parents with children in about the same age-range, there is 
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less variability in the family situation but greater variability in the work situation, which 

is what I am interested in. A daycare setting will allow for this.  

Another benefit with using a daycare setting is that people may feel more 

comfortable answering questions about their work setting. When one approaches 

employees at their place of work, they may be reluctant to be honest about their work 

experiences even if they are guaranteed confidentiality. Making contact at the daycare 

center where they have their children increases their confidentiality; there is no way I can 

know where they work.  

Recruitment in Sweden 

The daycare system in Sweden is run by local branches of the government. I 

contacted the daycare supervisor for the city of Nykvarn (120 kilometers southwest of 

Stockholm), which has seven daycare centers. The daycare supervisor agreed to the study 

and allowed me access to all the parents in the seven daycares. However, logistically I 

was not able to distribute the surveys myself, as each daycare has a separate entrance for 

each group of children; a typical Swedish daycare center has four different entrances. On 

the suggestion of the daycare supervisor, the daycare director for each daycare distributed 

the surveys by placing a survey by each child’s locker. A cover letter was attached, 

explaining the voluntary nature of the study and the directions for how to fill the survey 

out and return it (the surveys were mailed to my sister’s house in Nykvarn). The same 

survey distribution method was used for two daycare centers in the city of Eskilstuna, 

resulting in a total of nine daycare centers.  
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Recruitment in the United States 

I sent a letter to the daycare director, briefly explaining who I am and that I was 

conducting a survey on daycare and work/family issues (a cover letter is included in 

Appendix A; the entire survey is included in Appendix B [note that the survey includes 

items not used in the current research]). About a week later, I followed up with a phone 

call to the director, asking whether I would be able to come to his/her daycare to 

distribute surveys. I sent letters and subsequently called eleven daycare centers; ten 

center directors agreed to let me conduct the survey, one declined. In terms of distributing 

the surveys, the center directors could choose whether they wanted me to distribute the 

surveys in the morning or in the evening. Five directors preferred the evening, four 

directors preferred the morning, and one director preferred that I leave the surveys with 

the daycare for the parents to take them if they so chose. At the daycare center, I would 

introduce myself to each parent as they entered or exited the daycare, briefly explaining 

what the study was about and asking them whether they were interested in participating. 

At this point I also answered any questions they had. Individuals who agreed to the study 

were given a research packet (see section on Survey Distribution and Research Measures 

for further detail).  

In the USA, the research setting consisted of ten daycare centers located in one 

metropolitan area in the Southwest. In Sweden, nine daycare centers located in two cities 

(one small sized of about 25,000 inhabitants and one moderately sized of about 150,000 

inhabitants) outside of Stockholm were used.  
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Response Rates 

To increase response rate, I offered a monetary gift ($20 for each 10 returned 

surveys) to each daycare center, which was paid directly to every daycare director. The 

gift was intended to be used for a purchase to benefit the children, but ultimately, the 

daycare director decides how to spend the money. In Sweden, 250 surveys were 

distributed; 99 of them were returned (response rate: 39.6%). In the United States, 274 

surveys were distributed and 97 were returned (response rate: 35.4%). The response rates 

for both countries were slightly higher than the typical response rate (i.e. 30%) for survey 

studies in the field (e.g., Rosenfeld, Edwards, & Thomas, 1993). The difference in 

number of surveys given out is due to the number of daycare centers agreeing to 

participate, and the number of parents at each center. 

Sample Characteristics 

 Table 4.1 summarizes the demographics of the two independent samples. In the 

American sample of 97 participants, 88 were women and 8 were men (1 did not report 

gender). A breakdown of participants’ ethnicities for those reporting ethnicity (n = 92) 

showed a majority being White/Non-Hispanic (61) or Hispanic Latino (24). Categorizing 

individuals as being a minority or not produced a dichotomous variable with 31 minority 

respondents and 61 non-minority respondents. Age ranged from 19 to 58 with a mean of 

31.95 (SD = 7.1). Most participants reported having one (61) or two (32) children under 

the age of six. Only one person reported having three children and one person had four 

children under the age of six. A majority were married (53) or in a committed 

relationship (17), but quite a few were single (20). Seventy-six individuals reported being 
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in a dual-earner family, with their spouse or partner holding a paid job outside the 

household. 

In the Swedish sample of 99 participants, there were fewer women (75) and more 

men (24) than in the American sample. A breakdown of participants’ ethnicities showed 

that virtually all were White/Non-Hispanic (94). The other ethnicities, with only one 

participant in each category, were Hispanic Latino, Middle Easterner, and other. One 

person did not report ethnicity. Age ranged from 23 to 52 with a mean of 34.92 (SD = 

4.9). Most participants reported having one (52) or two (41) children under the age of six. 

Six participants reported having three children. A majority were married (48) or in a 

committed relationship (45). Very few were single (4). Ninety-two participants reported 

being in a dual-earner family, with their spouse/partner working.  
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TABLE 4.1 
 
Frequencies of Demographic Characteristics of the Two Independent Samples  

  
U.S. 

frequency 

 
U.S. 

percentages

 
Sweden 

frequency 

 
Sweden 

percentages
 
Gender 
     Male/ Female 
     No response 

 
 

8/ 88 
1 

 
 

8.2/90.7% 
1% 

 
 

24/ 75 
0  

 
 

24.3/75.7% 
0% 

 
Age (Years) 
     Range 
     Mean (SD) 

 
 

19 – 58 
31.95 (7.1) 

 
 

--- 

 
 

23 – 52 
34.92 (4.9) 

 
 

--- 

 
Family Structures 
    Married 
    Committed 
    Single, Other 
    No response 
 
    Dual-Earner Family 
     

 
 

53 
17 
24 
3 
 

68 

 
 

54.6% 
17.5% 
20.6% 
4.1% 

 
    97%a 

 
 

48 
45 
6 
0 
 

91 

 
 

48.5% 
45.5% 

6% 
0% 

 
98%a 

 
Number of Children 
    1 child 
    2 children 
    3-5 children 
    No response 

 
61 
32 
2 
2 
 

 
62.9% 
33% 
2% 

2.1% 

 
52 
41 
6 
0 

 
52.5% 
41.4% 
6.1% 
0% 

Ethnicity 
    Hispanic/Latino 
    White 
    Other/No response  

 
24 
61 
12 

 
24.7% 
62.9% 
12.4% 

 
1 
94 
4 

 
1% 

94.9% 
1% 

 
Education 
    HS/Some college 
    Bachelors degree 
    Masters/PhD 
    Other/No response 

 
 

61 
12 
16 
8 

 
 

62.9% 
12.4% 
16.5% 
8.2% 

 
 

66 
20 
12 
1 
 

 
 

66.7% 
20.2% 
12.1% 

1% 

a Percentage of individuals who are married or in a committed relationship.  
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To test for between-country differences on the demographic variables, 

independent-samples t-tests and Pearson’s chi-square tests were run. T-tests were 

employed for the continuous dependent variables while chi-square tests were employed 

for the categorical dependent variables. All the demographic variables, except number of 

children and education, showed significant differences on the means (see Table 4.2). 

Specifically, the percentage of participants that were women did differ by country, χ2(1, 

N = 195) = 9.92, p < .01, indicating that a significantly larger percentage of respondents 

were women in the U.S. than in Sweden. Using a dichotomous variable (minority = 0; 

non-minority = 1) due to some empty cells of the categorical variable, we see that the 

Swedish sample was significantly less ethnically diverse χ2(1, N = 190) = 27.69, p < 

.001. Swedes were significantly more likely to be married or living as married, χ2(1, N = 

193) = 13.95, p < .001. Age was significant, t(160) = 3.34, p < .01, indicating that 

Americans were younger on average than Swedes. There were no significant differences 

for number of children or education. As a result of these significant differences, I will 

control for gender, age, ethnicity, and whether a person is in a committed relationship or 

not in the subsequent analyses. 
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TABLE 4.2 

Result for Difference of Means Tests for Demographic Variables 

 
 

  
N 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
χ2 

 
df 

 
p 

 
Gender (Proportion Male) 
                                               

 
SW 
USA 

 
99 
96 

 
.25 
.08 

 
.44 
.28 

 
9.92 

 
 1 

 
.01 

 
Ethnicity (Proportion Non-
minority) 

 
SW 
USA 

 
98 
92 

 
.96 
.66 

 
.19 
.48 

 
27.68 

 
1 

 
.001 

 
Committed relationship 
(Proportion Committed) 

 
SW 
USA 

 
99 
94 

 
.94 
.75 

 
.24 
.44 

 
13.95 

 
1 

 
.001 

        
Education (Proportion 
College Graduate)                 
         

SW 
USA 

98 
93 

.33 

.30 
.47 
.46 

.14 1 ns 

 
 

  
N 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
t 

 
df 

 
p 

 
Children                                 

 
SW 
USA 

 
99 
95 
 

 
1.54 
1.39 

 
.61 
.57 

 
1.72 

 
192 

 
.088 

Age SW 
USA 

 

99 
92 

34.93 
31.95 

4.90 
7.13 

3.38 189 .001 
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Survey Distribution and Research Measures 

Cross-cultural studies are commonly criticized for utilizing culturally insensitive 

measurement techniques (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 2002). This would result in 

questionable between-group comparisons. To minimize the problems, the current study 

used a process of back-translation of the measures from English to Swedish (Brislin, 

1980). That is, each measure was translated from English into Swedish by a bilingual 

speaker, and a second bilingual speaker then translated the Swedish version back into 

English2. This back-translated version was cross-checked against the original English 

version by the author. To ensure that the Swedish version was comparable to the English 

version, necessary adjustments to the measures was made to the Swedish version to 

ensure that it matched the English version.  

Consistent with prior research on work and family (e.g., Thomas & Ganster, 

1995), I employed a survey methodology to collect the cross-sectional data. The research 

packet included a cover letter thanking participants for their willingness to participate in 

the study and explaining the pertinent information regarding their participation, including 

basic information for their informed consent. The packet also included the survey itself 

and a stamped, pre-addressed envelope for returning the survey to the researcher.  

 One concern for using self-report surveys for data collection is the potential for 

common method/common source variance. To reduce the likelihood of common method 

variance, one could use observable data to assess some or all of the variables of interest. 

However, this becomes complex when the variables are inherent to the person (in this 

study: work/family centrality and work-family conflict) and do not result from a 
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demographic or objective characteristic or some outwardly visible activity (Duxbury & 

Higgins, 1991). Furthermore, it is appropriate to measure subjective data by self-report. 

However, the proposed model also incorporates hours worked and hours spent on family. 

While number of hours is self-reported, they are not purely a perception, reducing the 

likelihood of common method/common source variance. Next, I will describe the 

measures. All the items are given in Table 4.3.  
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TABLE 4.3 

Survey Items in English 

 
Construct  

 
Survey items  

  

 
Daycare 
satisfaction 

This daycare is just what my child(ren) need(s) 

 I feel good about this daycare for my child(ren) 

 This has been a good experience for my children  

 If I had to do it over, I would choose this daycare again  

 My children have proper supervision at this daycare  

 The daycare has appropriate activities  

 The daycare provides a safe environment  

 The daycare has hours of operation that work for me  

 I feel that the daycare personnel listen to my opinions  

 I receive all the information I need about the child(ren)’s day 
at daycare 

  

Work hours How many hours per week do you spend on the following 
paid work activities on average (here paid work refers to 
your job, whether or not you get paid for all the hours you 
work; include phone calls, checking email in the evenings 
etc). Fill in a number for each blank: 
 

_____ Hours physically at work, working on work activities, 
Monday – Friday 
 

_____ Hours physically at work, working on work activities, 
Saturday/Sunday 
 

_____ Hours physically at home (or elsewhere, away from 
your place of work), working on work activities, Monday – 
Friday 
 

_____ Hours physically at home (or elsewhere, away from 
your place of work), working on work activities, 
Saturday/Sunday 
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TABLE 4.3, cont. 

Survey Items in English 

  
 

Family hours How many hours per week do you spend on the following 
family activities on average (fill in a number for each blank): 
 
_____ Hours on household chores (e.g., cooking, cleaning, 
laundry) 
 
_____ Hours on household maintenance (e.g., household 
repairs) 
 
_____ Hours on child care (child care at home, taking 
to/from daycare, etc) 
 
_____ Hours on shopping (e.g., grocery shopping, shopping 
for children’s clothes) 
 
_____ Hours on other house-hold related activities (not listed 
here). Please, in the open space below, explain what these 
activities would be: 

  
 

Tardiness Overall, what is the total number of days that you have 
arrived for work late in the past 12 months? ___ days 

Absenteeism   Overall, what is the total number of days that you have 
been absent in the past 12 months?____________ days 
 

During the past 12 months, how many times have you been 
absent? (Please count two or more consecutive days as one 
time. For example, if you missed three consecutive days, 
count this as one time): ____________ times 

Turnover 
intentions 

I intend to leave this organization [the organization I work 
for] within the next year 
 

I would leave my job if a position were available in another 
organization 
 

I intend to remain with this organization [the organization I 
work for] indefinitely [R] 

     
 



 60

TABLE 4.3, cont. 

Survey Items in English 

 
Work and family 
centrality 

 
Assign a total of 100 points to indicate how important 
the following areas are in your life at the present time: 
   _____ Leisure 
   _____ Community 
   _____ Paid Work 
   _____ Religion 
   _____ Family 
   100 points 

  

Work-family  
Conflict 

I’m often too tired at work because of the things I have to 
do at home 

  
My personal demands are so great that they take away 
from my work 

  
My superiors and peers dislike how often I am 
preoccupied with my personal life while at work 

  
My personal life takes up time that I’d like to spend at 
work 

  
After work, I come home too tired to do some of the 
things I’d like to do 

  
On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away 
from my personal interests 

  
My family/friends dislike how often I am preoccupied 
with my work while I am at home 

  
My work takes up time that I’d like to spend with 
family/friends 
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TABLE 4.3, cont. 

Survey Items in English 

  

Organizational 
work-family culture 

There is an unwritten rule at my place of employment 
that you can’t take care of family needs on company 
time 
 

 At my place of employment, employees who put their 
family or personal needs ahead of their jobs are not 
looked on favorably 

  

If you have a problem managing your work and family 
responsibilities, the attitude at my place of employment 
is: “You made the bed, now lie in it” 

  

At my place of employment, employees have to choose 
between advancing in their jobs or devoting attention to 
their family or personal lives     

Supportive 
supervision with 
regard to work-
family balance 

My supervisor understands my family demands 
 

My supervisor listens when I talk about my family 
 

My supervisor acknowledges that I have obligations as 
a family member 
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Work Hours and Family Hours 

 Hours spent in paid work were measured with items written for this study, based 

on measures from Gutek et al. (1991). These items asked about paid work at the person’s 

workplace as well as away from it (during a regular workweek and during weekends), for 

an average week. Time spent on paid work will be calculated by adding these different 

measures together as well as the commute time between home and work. 

Time spent on family and household activities work was also measured with items 

based on Gutek et al. (1991). Specifically, family time is the sum of the following (per 

week): Household chores (e.g., cooking, cleaning, laundry), household maintenance (e.g., 

household repairs), child care, shopping (e.g., grocery shopping, shopping for children’s 

clothes), and “other” (Gutek et al., 1991). 

Work Centrality and Family Centrality 

 How central work and family are to an individual's life, relative to other life 

roles, was initially investigated by England and his colleagues when exploring the value 

systems of managers (Whitley & England, 1977). The respondents were asked to 

distribute 100 points into five categories: Leisure, community, work, religion, and family 

(MOW-International Research Team, 1987). Specifically, they were asked to distribute 

the points according to how these domains are represented in their lives at the time of 

filling out the survey. The points given to the work domain are used to determine the 

relative level of work centrality; the points given to the family domain are used to 

determine the relative level of family centrality. 

Work-family Conflict 
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 I measured work-interference-with-family and family-interference-with-work 

using Gutek et al.’s (1991) eight-item scale, with four items for WIF and FIW 

respectively. Answers were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale with endpoints (1) 

strongly disagree and (5) strongly agree. Reliability estimates of .81 - .85 have been 

reported for WIF and .79 - 84 for FIW in prior studies (Gutek et al., 1991; Perrewé et al., 

1999). Coefficient alphas for WIF in the present study were .79 and .75 for the Swedish 

and the American samples respectively. Coefficient alphas for FIW were .67 and .74 for 

the Swedish and the American samples respectively.   

Withdrawal Behaviors and Intentions 

 In the current study I included three types of withdrawal behaviors and intentions: 

Absenteeism, turnover intentions, and tardiness. 

Absenteeism. Absenteeism was measured with two items (from Cropanzano), 

asking respondents to list the total number of days they had been absent in the past 12 

months, as well as how many times they had been absent (counting two or more 

consecutive days as one time).  

Turnover Intentions. Turnover intentions were measured with three items from 

Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, and Toth, (1997), who reported a reliability of .79. In the 

current study, coefficient alphas in were .83 and .80 for the Swedish and the American 

samples respectively. 

Tardiness. Tardiness was measured with one question (from Cropanzano), asking 

respondents to write in the total number of days for which they had arrived for work late 

in the past 12 months.  



 64

Daycare Satisfaction 

 Satisfaction with daycare was measured with four items from Neal and 

Hammer’s (forthcoming) “National Survey of Dual-Earner Couples in the Sandwiched 

Generation.” Since I felt that these four items may not adequately capture a parent’s 

experience with the daycare center (since statements only referred to experience, such as 

“I feel good about this daycare for my child”), I created 6 additional items asking about 

the operation of the daycare center (such as “the daycare has appropriate activities”). 

These six items were based on an article by Fuqua and Labensohn (1986) where they 

surveyed parents regarding their daycare experiences.  

Since this is a new measure, I performed factor analysis with principal 

components extraction and varimax rotation for the 10 daycare satisfaction items in the 

American sample and a confirmatory factor analysis in the Swedish sample. As expected, 

the daycare satisfaction items loaded on one factor (only one component was extracted) 

with an eigenvalue of 6.07. The one-factor structure is supported both by the scree plot 

and by the Kaiser rule by which factors with eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater are retained. 

This factor accounted for 60.74% of the variance in the items. 

The confirmatory factor analysis in the Swedish sample produced only adequate 

goodness-of-fit indices (CFI = .88, RMSEA = .12) considering the conventional cut-offs. 

It is often recommended that the comparative fit index be greater than .9, and a RMSEA 

(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) of .06 or less generally is though to indicate 

a good fit. Coefficient alpha for the ten items were .87 for the Swedish sample and .92 for 

the American sample. Alpha would not have been improved by more than .004 (Swedish 
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sample) or .003 (American sample) if any item would have been dropped. Since the items 

reliably hang together, they will be kept together for subsequent analyses, even though 

the comparative fit indices could be improved. Future research should validate this 

measure. 

Demographic Variables 

 The study participants were asked to provide the standard demographic 

characteristics. They indicated their age (in years), gender (0 = female, 1 = male), 

ethnicity (0=minority; 1=non-minority), committed or not in a relationship (single/other = 

0, married/committed relationship = 1), and education (not college graduate = 0, college 

graduate = 1). I also inquired about number of children (by age). 

Research Measures Included for Exploratory Purposes 

 In addition to the proposed hypotheses, I was interested in exploring some 

additional relationships. For that purpose, I included three measures for exploratory 

purposes. These measures are described below. 

 Family-friendly benefits. To ease work-family conflict (and to meet other 

organizational goals, such as to increase productivity or reduce job stress), some 

organizations offer family-friendly benefits, such as flexible schedules or telecommuting. 

For the United States survey, I included a question asking about the availability of certain 

benefits and whether the participant ever used them, and if so, how often they used the 

benefit. The instructions asked the respondents to “please circle how often you use any of 

these programs, if your employer offers them (if not offered, circle the “0”). The response 

options were 1 = Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = About as often as not, 4 = Often, 5 = Very 
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often, and 0 = My employer doesn’t offer [a family-friendly policy]. While there are 

some problems using frequency words as answer options (see Hakel, 1968, for how 

imprecisely they are used), the literature on family-friendly benefits have moved toward 

trying to assess frequency of use. While still limited in usefulness, this provides more 

information than merely establishing whether an organization has a certain policy on their 

books or not, which is oftentimes what research on family-friendly benefits establish (see 

for instance Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2006, who asked “Have you used any company 

policies to support your personal or family needs? If yes, which policy or policies have 

you used?” p. 356). The list of benefits included job sharing (where two colleagues share 

one position), paid personal leave (e.g. sick days, vacation days, other paid leave), unpaid 

personal leave, paid parental leave (for the mother/father), unpaid parental leave (for the 

mother/father), child care info/referrals, subsidized local child care, child-care center on-

site, flexible schedule, flexible starting/ending hours, telecommuting (working from 

home, some/all the time), part-time work, and compressed work week (working longer 

but fewer days). 

Work-family Culture. Despite their popularity, family-friendly benefits may not 

be as important or helpful as intended. For instance, if an organization provides these 

benefits formally, but the informal norms prevent employees from using them, they will 

have limited usefulness. This is why it is essential to also assess how supportive the 

organizational culture is toward work-life balance (Allen, 2001; Thompson, Beauvais, & 

Lyness, 1999). 
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Work-family culture is a relatively new concept in the work-family literature 

(e.g., Clark, 2001; Kinnunen, Mauno, Geurts, & Dikkers, 2005; Lewis & Smithson, 2001; 

Thompson et al., 1999). Broadly speaking, work-family culture is assessed as the extent 

to which an organization is perceived as supportive or responsive towards employees’ 

efforts to balance work and family. It has been recognized that work-family culture 

matters for several positive well-being outcomes (see Kinnunen et al., 2005, for a 

review). However, the process by which work-family culture influences outcome 

variables is less clear. Considering the view of work–family conflict as a process variable 

– an intervening pathway through which work conditions impact the quality of family life 

and vice versa (Frone et al., 1992b), I suggest that work-family conflict would carry some 

of these effects, as it has been found that there are direct relationships between work-

family culture and work-family conflict (r = -.47, Allen, 2001). Therefore, the first 

research question asks whether work-family conflict will mediate the relationship 

between work-family culture and turnover intentions. In the current study, work-family 

culture was measured with four items from Voydanoff (2004), who reported an alpha of 

.74; the alpha for both the Swedish and American samples was .85.  

Supportive supervision. While the organization may be perceived as having an 

overall supportive culture, each individual supervisor may or may not be in support of 

his/her employees’ efforts to balance work and family. For their sample of healthcare 

professionals, Thomas and Ganster (1995) found that reporting to a supervisor supportive 

of work-family balance was associated with less work-family conflict (r = -35), which in 

turn was associated with such outcome variables as job satisfaction (r = -.46). Allen 
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(2001) found negative correlations between work-family conflict and supervisor support 

(r = -.30). My second research question asks whether work-family conflict will mediate 

the relationship between supportive supervision and turnover intentions. In the current 

study, supportive supervision was measured with three items from Clark (2000) who 

reported an alpha of .86. For the Swedish sample, alpha was .82 and .94 for the American 

sample.   

To make meaningful comparisons of the inferences about relationships between 

variables across cultures, it is important to show equality of the structures. Therefore, I 

tested the equality of the Cronbach’s alphas for the Swedish and American samples using 

the F statistic, which is reported in Table 4.4. Upon inspection of Table 4.4, we see that 

all the reported F statistics are smaller than the critical F ratio of 1.28 at p = .05 (two-

tailed), suggesting that there are no significant sample differences in reliabilities for these 

variables. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for all measures are reported 

in Tables 4.4 (Sweden), 4.5 (USA), and 4.6 (Combined).   
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TABLE 4.4 

Equality of Reliabilities (Cronbach’s Alpha) Across the Samples  

 
 

 
Number 
of items 

 
Alpha: 
USA 

 
Alpha: 
Sweden 

 
 

F 

 
 
p 

Alpha: 
Combined 

sample 
 
FIW 

 
4 

 
.75 

 

 
.67 

 
.76 

 
p > .05 

 
.72 

WIF 
                                    

4 .74 
 

.79 1.24 p > .05 .77 

Daycare Satisfaction 10 .92 
 

.87 .54 p > .05 .90 

Turnover Intentions 3 .80 .83 
 

.74 p > .05 .81 

WF Culture 
 

4 .85 .85 1.0 p > .05 .84 

Supportive 
Supervisor 
 

3 .94 .82 .33 p > .05 .90 
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TABLE 4.5 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for the 

Swedish Sample 

 
 
M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 

 
5.  

 
6. 

 
1. FIW 2.07 .60 --      

2. WIF 2.48 .82 .54** --     

3. Daycare Sat. 4.24 .53 -.31** -.37** --    

4. Turnover Int. 2.38 1.10 .26** .32** -.07 --   

5. Family Centrality 54.70 17.09 -.06 -.24* .08 .02 --  

6. Work Centrality 27.19 13.31 .18 .29** -.09 -.03 -.77** -- 

7. Family Hours 39.07 19.05 .21* .17 -.17 -.05 .10 -.02 

8. Work Hours 39.65 18.80 .00 .34** -.20 .03 -.25* .29** 

9. Days Absent 20.64 26.27 .12 .04 -.10 .12 -.02 .05 

10. Times Absent 5.62 4.77 .04 -.01 .03 .00 -.01 .05 

11. Tardiness 15.58 29.79 .06 .13 .01 .02 -.30** .25* 

12. Children 1.54 .61 .03 .11 -.05 .11 .04 -.07 

13. WF Culture 3.89 .81 -.41** -.33** .46** -.22* -.08 -.08 

14. Sup. Supp. 4.17 .67 -.27** -.40** .40** -.34** .03 .03 
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TABLE 4.5, cont. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for the 

Swedish Sample 

 
7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 

 
13. 

 
1. FIW        

2. WIF        

3. Daycare Sat.        

4. Turnover Int.        

5. Family Centrality        

6. Work Centrality        

7. Family Hours --       

8. Work Hours .24* --      

9. Days Absent .14 -.10 --     

10. Times Absent .02 -.12 .24* --    

11. Tardiness -.01 .01 .09 .19 --   

12. Children .17 .05 .09 -.22* -.11 --  

13. WF Culture -.24* -.05 -.18 -.03 -.05 -.06 -- 

14. Sup. Supp. -.11 -.16 -.16 .26* .17 -.09 .45** 
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TABLE 4.6 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for the 

American Sample 

 
 
M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 

 
5.  

 
6. 

 
1. FIW 2.17 .66 --      

2. WIF 2.76 .84 .45** --     

3. Daycare Sat. 4.16 .60 -.22* -.17 --    

4. Turnover Int. 2.59 1.08 .26* .14 -.05 --   

5. Family Centrality 50.00 19.80 .06 .14 -.20 .01 --  

6. Work Centrality 24.21 14.20 .12 -.03 -.09 .01 -.51** -- 

7. Family Hours 43.40 25.40 .14 .16 .10 .10 .13 .05 

8. Work Hours 46.62 23.80 .03 .08 -.20 .19 -.06 .11 

9. Days Absent 10.02 17.10 -.14 -.09 .16 -.06 -.10 -.12 

10. Times Absent 4.11 7.70 .01 .00 .13 -.09 -.04 -.12 

11. Tardiness 19.59 56.90 -.04 .15 .02 .00 -.06 .00 

12. Children 1.39 .57 .03 -.15 .07 -.05 .21* -.23* 

13. WF Culture 3.77 .92 -.38** -.22* .29** -.10 -.01 -.05 

14. Sup. Supp. 4.10 .87 -.13 -.11 .34** -.18 .09 -.18 
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TABLE 4.6, cont. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for the 

American Sample 

 
7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 

 
13. 

 
1. FIW        

2. WIF        

3. Daycare Sat.        

4. Turnover Int.        

5. Family Centrality        

6. Work Centrality        

7. Family Hours --       

8. Work Hours .04 --      

9. Days Absent -.01 .10 --     

10. Times Absent -.01 -.04 .48** --    

11. Tardiness .00 -.02 .22* .16 --   

12. Children .07 -.04 .03 -.19 -.06 --  

13. WF Culture -.09 -.11 -.23* .02 .22* .04 -- 

14. Sup. Supp. .10 -.18 .11 .18 .14 .02 .51** 
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TABLE 4.7 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for the 

Combined Sample, Sweden and the USA 

 
 
M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

 
1. FIW 2.12 .63 --      

2. WIF 2.62 .84 .50** --     

3. Daycare Sat. 4.20 .57 -.27** -.27** --    

4. Turnover Int. 2.48 1.10 .27** .24** -.06 --   

5. Family Centrality 52.41 18.60 -.13 -.04 .16* .00 --  

6. Work Centrality 25.74 13.80 .09 .08 -.06 -.02 -.61** -- 

7. Family Hours 40.12 15.20 .17* .17* -.01 .04 .10 .01 

8. Work Hours 42.93 21.60 .03 .19** -.20** .14 -.15* .13 

9. Days Absent 15.39 22.77 .00 -.05 .02 .03 -.02 .01 

10. Times Absent 4.92 6.35 .01 -.02 .10 -.06 -.01 -.04 

11. Tardiness  17.55 45.10 .00 .14 .01 .01 -.14 .08 

12. Children 1.46 .59 .02 -.03 .02 .02 .14 -.07 

13. WF Culture 3.83 .87 -.39** -.28** .37** -.16* .03 -.06 

14. Sup. Supp. 4.13 .77 -.19** -.24** .37** -.25** .04 -.09 
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TABLE 4.7, cont. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for Combined 

Sample, Sweden and the USA 

 
7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 

 
12. 

 
13. 

 
1. FIW      

  

2. WIF        

3. Daycare Sat.        

4. Turnover Int.        

5. Family Centrality        

6. Work Centrality        

7. Family Hours --       

8. Work Hours .12 --      

9. Days Absent .05 -.06 --     

10. Times Absent -.02 -.10 .35** --    

11. Tardiness .00 .00 .12 .16* --   

12. Children .11 -.04 .08 -.18* -.08 --  

13. WF Culture -.05 -.10 .00 .01 .13 
 

.00 -- 
14. Sup. Supp. .01 -.18* -.03 .21 .14 -.03 .49** 
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CHAPTER 5                                                                                     

RESULTS 

 In this chapter, I discuss how I analyzed the data and report my findings. A total 

number of 97 working parents from the United States and 99 working parents from 

Sweden participated in this study. After cleaning the data and creating aggregate 

measures, I tested the proposed hypotheses using t-test, ANCOVA, correlations, and 

regression. Additional analyses (non-hypothesized relationships) were made; those 

related to a hypothesis are discussed in that section. Analyses with non-hypothesized 

variables are discussed separately, after the discussion on hypothesis testing.  

Preparing the Data 

As for missing values, there is no simple decision rule for how to treat them. One 

can either leave data as is, drop cases, or do value replacement. Since the number of cases 

with missing values in this dataset is small (< 5%), it is customary to drop the cases 

(using the default setting in SPSS) rather than to replace them (Kalton & Kasprzyk, 

1986), which is what I did.  

I also inspected the descriptive statistics for outliers. For instance, there are only 

168 hours in a week, so any participant reporting spending more than 168 hours a week 

on either work or family appears to have made an error in reporting. For this I created a 

second variable where I deleted the outliers in order to get the most honest estimate of 

population parameters possible (Barnett & Lewis, 1994; Judd & McClelland, 1989). 

These numbers represent data collection errors (Osborne & Overbay, 2004). After 

inspecting each variable (work hours and family hours) separately, I added up work time 
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and family time to ensure that weekly hours were not overestimated. The new variable 

“total weekly time” showed that some respondents had overestimated their hours, as 

evidenced by the fact that the hours totaled more than 168 hours (the number of hours in 

a week). As a result of these overestimates, I reduced the data set on the variable total 

weekly hours from 192 to 186 by excluding these data points (the variables of work hours 

or family hours may show different n, as some respondent filled in one but not the other). 

The mean reduced from 83.4 total hours/week (SD = 32.11) to 80.4 total hours/week (SD 

= 27.6) 

I created aggregate variables by taking the average of the items for each of the 

continuous scales. In SPSS, I used the MEAN function instead of adding the items and 

dividing by the number of items. This way, even those participants with one missing data 

point gets an average created and fewer data are lost. Having prepared the data, I ran 

descriptive statistics and analyzed the hypotheses.  

Descriptive Results 

 Participants reported experiencing relatively low FIW (M = 2.12 on a 1-5 scale), 

but slightly higher levels of WIF (M = 2.62 on a 1-5 scale), as would be expected (Gutek 

et al., 1991). Participants were generally very satisfied with their daycare arrangements 

(M = 4.20 on a 1-5 scale) and were about as likely as not to indicate that they were 

thinking about leaving their employer in the near future (M = 2.48 on a 1-5 scale). A 

fairly high level of family centrality was reported (M = 52.41 on a 1-100 scale), while a 

fairly low level of work centrality was reported (M = 25.75 on a 1-100 scale). Country 

differences on these variables will be discussed in the section on hypotheses testing. 
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Before reporting the results from the hypothesis testing, I will discuss a few highlights 

from the correlation tables. 

Demographic Variables 

 For the demographic variables, only some were related to work-family conflict. 

For the American sample, both types of conflict related significantly to whether the 

respondent was married/ in a committed relationship or not (rWIF = -.23, p < .05; rFIW = -

.31, p < .01), suggesting that those respondents without a spouse or partner feel more 

conflict. There were no significant relations between marriage status and conflict in the 

Swedish sample, most likely because of the small number of single respondents in the 

sample. No other demographic variables correlated significantly with conflict, in either of 

the samples.  

 Across the samples, gender was negatively related to relative family centrality (r 

= -.17, p < .05), showing that on average women consider family more central than men. 

Conversely, there was a positive correlation between gender and relative work centrality 

(r = .24, p < .01); men rated work as more central than women. However, when looking 

at these correlations by independent sample, these significant correlations are only found 

for the Swedes, suggesting that this is what is driving the findings for the overall sample. 

Gender and work-family conflict will be discussed in the section on hypothesis testing.  

Work and Family Centrality 

 Very few correlations for work-family conflict and work/family centrality showed 

significance. In fact, for the American sample, there were no significant relationships. In 

comparison, in the Swedish sample some of these relationships were significant. 
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Unexpectedly, family centrality was related to WIF (r = -.24, p < .05) but not FIW. This 

correlation was negative, suggesting that individuals who value family more report less 

work-interference-with-family. Work centrality was significantly related to WIF (r = .29, 

p < .01), but not to FIW (r = .18, p = .07). 

Work and Family Hours 

 For the American sample, again, no significant correlations were found between 

conflict and hours spent on work or on family. For the Swedish data, a few correlations 

are significant. As would be expected, family hours significantly related to FIW (r = .20, 

p = .05) while work hours significantly related to WIF (r = .38, p < .001). 

 National studies suggest that Americans, on average, work longer hours than 

Swedes. So while not proposed, an independent samples t-test was conducted to see 

whether this holds for the current sample. The independent samples t-test was significant, 

t(179) = -3.12, p < .01, indicating that the Americans in this sample work significantly 

longer hours than the Swedes. There was no significant difference in the means for hours 

spent on family for the two countries. 

Measures Included for Exploratory Purposes 

  While not proposed, I was interested in investigating how family-friendly 

benefits, work-family culture, and supervisor support relate to work-family conflict. 

Work-family culture and supervisor support were measured in both samples, while the 

questions regarding use of family-friendly benefits were included in the American survey 

only (under the assumption that since such policies are mandated by the government in 



 80

Sweden, organizations would have no [or very few] benefits over and beyond what the 

government mandates).   

 Family-friendly policies. While a number of different family-friendly policies 

were included in the survey, as can be seen in Table 5.1 very few of the respondents had 

ever used a family-friendly policy offered by their employer, or their employer did not 

offer any policies. To ascertain how many respondents had ever used a given family-

friendly policy, I added up those who had answered “N/A” or “never” (coded as 0) and 

the rest, who had used the benefit at least “sometimes” (coded as 1). For job sharing, only 

22 indicated they had ever used it. A few more had utilized different versions of leave 

policies: paid personal leave (57 users), unpaid personal leave (34 users), paid parental 

leave (23 users), and unpaid parental leave (19 users). Relatively few respondents had 

received any sort of assistance with childcare: 26 respondents had received information 

regarding childcare, or a referral, 16 reported obtaining subsidies for local childcare, 

while 7 said they used childcare services on-site (at their place of work). More common 

types of family-friendly benefits were policies that allow more flexibility when it comes 

to when and where work is done. Sixty-three respondents reported using a flexible 

schedule and 18 reported that they at times telecommute, by working away from the 

office. Twenty-eight respondents reported using part-time work and almost as many (27) 

used a compressed workweek, where they work longer but fewer days.   
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TABLE 5.1 

Use of Family-friendly Policies (in Percentages)  

 
 

 
 

Na 

My emp. 
does not 

offer 

 
 

Never 

 
Some-
times 

About as 
often as 

not 

 
 

Often 

 
Very 
often 

 
Job sharing 
 

 
84 

 
28.6 

 
45.2 

 
8.3 

 
7.1 

 
3.6 

 
7.1 

Paid personal 
leave 
 

83 15.7 15.7 20.5 8.4 12.0 27.7 

Unpaid personal 
leave 
                         

83 12.0 47.0 20.5 3.6 9.6 7.2 

Paid parental 
leave 
 

83 33.7 38.6 9.6 4.8 6.0 7.2 

Unpaid parental 
leave 
 

82 25.6 51.2 9.8 4.9 1.2 7.3 

Childcare info/ 
referrals 
 

82 37.8 30.5 15.9 6.1 7.3 2.4 

Subsidized local 
childcare 
 

82 42.7 37.8 8.5 1.2 1.2 8.5 

On-site childcare 
 

81 56.8 34.6 2.5 0 2.5 3.7 

Flexible schedule 
 

82 11.0 12.2 17.1 4.9 24.4 30.5 

Telecommuting 
 

83 38.6 39.8 6.0 4.8 4.8 6.0 

Part-time work 
 

83 16.9 49.4 7.2 1.2 7.2 18.1 

Compressed work 
week 

82 28.0 39.0 14.6 0 4.9 13.4 

        
a American sample only. 
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Work-family culture. Work-family culture correlated significantly with both types 

of conflict for both the Swedish (rWIF = -.33, p < .01; rFIW = -.41, p < .001) and the 

American samples (rWIF = -.22, p < .05; rFIW = -.38, p < .001). The negative correlations 

indicate that individuals who perceive the culture of their organization as being 

supportive of work-family issues report lower levels of work-family conflict.  

 Supervisor support. While having a supportive supervisor reduced conflict for the 

Swedes (rWIF = -.40, p < .001; rFIW = -.27, p < .01), no relations were found for the 

Americans (rWIF = -.11, p = 28; rFIW = -.13, p = .22). Supervisor support correlated 

significantly with work-family support in both samples (rUSA = .51, p < .001; rSweden = .45, 

p < .001), indicating that those who report having a more supportive supervisor also who 

perceive a more supportive work-family culture.   

Hypothesis Testing 

Results for Hypotheses 1a and 1b 

Hypothesis 1a states that controlling for hours worked, WIF will be greater for 

Swedes than for Americans, other things being equal. A one-way analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA) was performed with WIF entered as the dependent variable. The 

independent variable, country, was entered as a fixed factor. To control for hours worked, 

this variable was entered as a covariate. I also entered gender, age, ethnicity, and 

committed or not as covariates, as these were significantly different between the 

countries. As seen in Table 5.2, results of the analysis show that there was not a 

significant country difference at the .05 probability level on the dependent variable. Thus, 

hypothesis 1a was not supported. Without the control variables, country predicted WIF, 
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F(1, 193) = 5.67, p < .05, such that Americans experienced greater WIF than Swedes. 

The control variables committed or not and work hours were significantly related to WIF, 

such that those without a spouse or partner reported higher levels of WIF, as did those 

who work longer hours.  

Hypothesis 1b states that controlling for hours spent on family, FIW will be 

greater for Americans than for Swedes. Again, an ANCOVA was performed. FIW was 

entered as the dependent variable, country was entered as a fixed factor, and as covariates 

I entered hours spent on family, gender, age, ethnicity, and marriage status. As can be 

seen in Table 5.2, like hypothesis 1a, hypothesis 1b was not supported. Country did not 

predict FIW without the control variables either. The control variables committed and 

family hours significantly predicted FIW, such that single people reported higher levels 

of FIW, as did those who spent more hours on family tasks. 
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TABLE 5.2  

Analysis of Covariance for WIF (N = 182) and FIW (N = 179) 

 
 

 
F 

 
η2 

 
Source  

 
FIW 

 
WIF 

 
FIW 

 
WIF 

     

Gender .58 .88 .00 .01 

Age .13 .65 .00 .00 

Ethnicity  .31 .32 .00 .00 

Committed     7.41**  3.78* .04 .02 

Work hours --   5.14** -- .03 

Family hours   6.25** -- .04 -- 

Country  .16 1.87 .00 .01 
 
Note. df =1. * = p < .05; ** = p < .01. 

 

Results for Hypotheses 2a and 2b 

 Hypothesis 2a states that women will report more WIF than men, while 

hypothesis 2b states that men will report more FIW than women. Due to the very small 

portion of males in the American sample, these hypotheses were only tested in the 

Swedish sample, where a quarter of the sample consists of men.  

For each of the dependent variables, an ANCOVA was conducted, using hours 

spent on family and work hours as covariates. Swedish men reported experiencing 

significantly more FIW, F(1, 93) = 4.48, p < .05, η2 = .047, than Swedish women (MMen = 

2.25, SD = .59; MWomen = 2.00, SD = .59). There was no significant difference in WIF, 
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F(1, 95) = 2.37, p = .13, η2 = .025. Thus, hypothesis 2b was supported, while hypothesis 

2a was not. 

Results for Hypotheses 3a and 3b 

 Hypothesis 3a states that Americans will report higher work centrality than 

Swedes, while Hypothesis 3b states that Swedes will report higher family centrality than 

Americans. An independent samples t-test was conducted for each hypothesis. The test 

for Hypothesis 3a was nonsignificant, t(187) = -1.5, p = .14, indicating that there is no 

difference in work centrality between the two samples. However, considering the idea 

that those who value work higher spend more time at work, I reran the analysis using 

work hours as a control variable. The test was significant, β = -.16, t(182) = -2.07, p < 

.05, showing that Swedes consider work more central than Americans, contrary to the 

hypothesis. Explanations for this will be offered in the discussion section. The test for 

Hypothesis 3b did not reach significance, t(187) = 1.75, p = .08; controlling for family 

hours did not change the relationship, t(180) = -1.3, p = .08. 

Results for Hypotheses 4a and 4b 

Hypothesis 4a predicts that the relationship between hours spent at work and WIF 

will be moderated by work centrality, such that there will be a stronger relationship 

between hours worked and WIF for those who perceive their work identity low in 

centrality across both samples. Since hours spent at work is significantly correlated with 

WIF, we can go ahead and test for moderation. Test for the moderating effects of work 

centrality was performed using moderated multiple regression (Stone & Hollenbeck, 

1984). I first entered all the control variables into the equation (age, gender, ethnicity, 
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committed or not). In the second step, the independent variables were entered, and the 

two-way interaction term was entered in the final and third step. WIF was entered as the 

dependent variable. Table 5.3 summarizes the results of the regression analysis. From the 

table, we see that the interaction term was not significant, (β = .025, p = .92). Thus, 

hypothesis 4a was not supported. 

Some research that has been done on job involvement (which is similar to work 

centrality) suggests that only individuals high in job involvement would experience 

conflict (Frone et al., 1992a). In a post-hoc moderated regression analysis, I reduced the 

sample by removing all low earning individuals (< $50,000). I then reran the analysis 

with work centrality as a moderator, finding a significant interaction term (β = .93, p < 

.05), which is depicted in Figure 5.1. Upon inspection of the graph, we see that the 

interaction is not in the predicted direction. That is, while it was predicted that among 

those working long hours, those with high work centrality would report less WIF than 

those with low work centrality. However, it is the respondents with low work centrality 

who report lower levels of WIF at the higher number of work hours. Possible 

explanations for this will be elaborated upon in the discussion section.  
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TABLE 5.3 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting WIF, Using Work 

Centrality as a Moderator 

 
 
Source  

 
B 

 
SE B 

 
Β 

 
p 

 
Step 1: Control variables 

    

   Age  
   Gender 
   Ethnicity 
   Committed or not 

.00 

.15 

.01 
-.38 

.01 

.17 

.17 

.18 

.02 

.07 

.01 
-.17 

.80 

.36 

.95 

.04 
 
Step 2: Predictors 
   Total work hours 
   Work centrality 

 
 

.01 

.00 

 
 

.00 

.01 

 
 

.19 

.06 

 
 

.01 

.42 
     
Step 3: Interaction 
   Total work hours 
   Work centrality (WC) 
   Tot. Work hours X WC 

 
.01 
.01 
.00 

 
.01 
.01 
.00 

 
.21 
.09 
-.04 

 
.18 
.65 
.88 

    
Note: N = 184. R2 = .03 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .04 for Step 2; ΔR2 = .00 for Step 3. 
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Figure 5.1 

Interaction between Work Hours and Work Centrality on WIF 
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Hypothesis 4b proposes that the relationship between hours spent on family and 

FIW will be moderated by relative family centrality, such that there will be a stronger 

relationship between hours spent on family and FIW for those who perceive their family 

identity low in centrality, across both samples. Since family hours and FIW are 

significantly related, I can go ahead and test for a moderation effect. 

In the first step I entered all the control variables into the equation (age, gender, 

ethnicity, committed or not). In the second step, the independent variables were entered 

(family centrality and hours spent on family). The two-way interaction term was entered 

in the final and third step. FIW was entered as the dependent variable. Table 5.4 

summarizes the results of the regression analysis. From the table, we see that the 
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interaction term was not significant, (β = -.27, p = .32). Thus, hypothesis 4b was not 

supported.  

Using the reduced sample, as explained for hypothesis 4a, I reran the analysis 

with family centrality as a moderator, finding that family centrality is a significant 

moderator for the relationship between family hours and family-interference-with-work 

(β = -.89, p < .05) over and above the control variables. However, upon inspection of the 

graph (Figure 5.2) we see that it is individuals with high family centrality who experience 

increased levels of FIW when they spend more hours on family work; not the individuals 

with low family centrality, as predicted. I will elaborate on possible reasons for this in the 

discussion section.  
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FIGURE 5.2 

Interaction between Family Hours and Family Centrality on FIW 
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TABLE 5.4 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting FIW, Using 

Family Centrality as a Moderator  

 
 
Source  

 
B 

 
SE B 

 
β 

 
p 

 
Step 1: Control variables 

    

   Age  
   Gender 
   Ethnicity 
   Committed or not 

.00 

.05 
-.03 
-.36 

.01 

.13 

.13 

.13 

-.01 
.03 
-.02 
-.21 

.87 

.69 

.81 

.01 
 
Step 2: Predictors 
   Total family hours 
   Family centrality 

 
 

.01 

.00 

 
 

.00 

.00 

 
 

.18 

.02 

 
 

.02 

.80 
     
Step 3: Interaction 
   Total family hours 
   Family centrality (FC) 
   Tot. family hours X FC 

 
.01 
.00 
.00 

 
.01 
.01 
.00 

 
.30 
.09 
-.15 

 
.54 
.19 
.57 

     
Note: N = 177. R2 = .03 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .03 for Step 2; ΔR2 = .00 for Step 3.  
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Results for Hypotheses 5a, 5b, and 5c 

 Hypothesis 5a predicts that WIF and FIW will show positive, significant 

relationships to absenteeism, across both samples. Table 4.7 reveals that there are no 

significant relationships between any kinds of conflict and absenteeism (p values range 

between .47 and .96). Tables 4.5 and 4.6 reveal that this is true for the independent 

samples as well. Hypothesis 5a is not supported. 

Hypothesis 5b predicts that WIF and FIW will show positive, significant 

relationships to turnover intentions. As we see in Table 4.7, there are significant, positive 

relationships between both types of conflict and turnover intentions (p < .01). Since the 

correlations are significant, I conducted two linear regression analyses to evaluate 

whether conflict explains variance in the dependent variables over and above the control 

variables. For each regression, I entered all the control variables (age, gender, ethnicity, 

and committed or not) in the first step, and the experienced conflict (WIF or FIW) in the 

second step. Turnover intentions was entered as the dependent variable. Results show that 

FIW significantly predicted turnover intentions, taking the control variables into account: 

ΔR2 = .05, β = .24, t(182) = 3.25, p < .01. WIF also significantly predicted turnover 

intentions, ΔR2 = .06, β = .24, t(182) = 3.35, p < .01 over and beyond the control 

variables. Thus, hypothesis 5b was supported.  

Hypothesis 5c suggested that WIF and FIW will show positive, significant 

relationships to tardiness. Inspecting Tables 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 we see that there are no 

significant correlations between conflict and tardiness for either sample or the combined 

sample. However, one can only be late for work if there is a set starting time, so if one is 
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on a flexible schedule, one is not “late” for work. To investigate whether there is a 

relationship between conflict and tardiness controlling for schedule flexibility, I 

conducted two regression analyses. In the first regression analysis, tardiness was entered 

as the dependent variable, schedule flexibility was entered as the control variable in the 

first step, and WIF was entered as the independent variable in the second step. Results 

show that tardiness is indeed positively related to WIF when schedule flexibility is 

controlled for, R2 = .06, β = .16, t(172) = 2.17, p < .05. However, results from the second 

regression analysis reveal that there was no significant relationship between FIW and 

tardiness controlling for schedule flexibility, t(172) = .25, p = ns. 

Results for Hypotheses 6a and 6b 

Hypothesis 6 predicts that there will be a significant negative relationship 

between individuals' satisfaction with their daycare arrangement and (a) WIF, and (b) 

FIW, across the two samples. Results from the regression analysis show that daycare 

satisfaction does indeed predict WIF over and above the control variables (age, gender, 

ethnicity, committed or not), ΔR2 = .07, β = -.26, t(178) = -3.64, p < .001. Similarly, 

daycare satisfaction predicts FIW over and above the control variables (age, gender, 

ethnicity, committed or not), ΔR2 = .05, β = -.23, t(178) = -3.15, p < .01. Hypothesis 6 

was supported. 

Additional Analyses 

 Given the findings of the present study, a number of additional analyses were 

conducted. Greater detail regarding the need to conduct the following analyses is given in 

the discussion section.  
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Recall that three additional measures were included for exploratory purposes: Use 

of family-friendly policies, work-family culture, and supervisor support. Since these 

analyses were not proposed prior to data collection, I do not offer formal hypotheses, but 

rather I will treat them as exploratory. These analyses are described next.  

Family-friendly policies. While the survey asked about a number of different 

family-friendly policies, I will focus on two of the policies: telecommuting and 

subsidized childcare. These two policies address two of the most central work-family 

issues in organizations, namely scheduling and dependent care (Arthur, 2003; Goff et al., 

1990; Osterman, 1995).  

Telecommuting as a human resource policy is offered for a variety of reasons, and 

to help employees balance work with family needs is one of them. Telecommuting occurs 

when an individual uses communication technologies to work away from the place of 

work, some or all of the time. Although telecommuting can save time and offer a flexible 

schedule, working from home can also disrupt a person’s family life (Galinsky & Kim, 

2000; Kurland & Bailey, 1999), creating an increased sense of WIF. Conversely, working 

at home offers an opportunity for family to intrude on work, creating a sense of FIW, as 

work is taking place within the family domain (Lapierre & Allen, 2006). 

To test whether individuals using telecommuting as a policy would experience 

more WIF and FIW than would non-telecommuters, I dichotomized the telecommuting 

variable into those who never telecommute (coded as 0) and those who telecommute at 

least some of the time (coded as 1). T-tests indicate that telecommuters do indeed 

experience more WIF, t(81) = -4.29, p < .001 as well as more FIW t(81) = -2.20, p < .05. 
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The second family-friendly policy is subsidized childcare, meaning that the 

employer to some extent helps out financially with childcare, although they do not 

provide onsite childcare. While childcare has not been studied much by work-family 

conflict scholars, it becomes an important topic to investigate when one considers the 

impact of lacking or poor childcare. Specifically, failure to find adequate childcare is the 

primary reason why women leave their employment (Rosin & Korabik, 1990) and both 

women and men have reported being unproductive at work for as much as half of their 

work time due to problems with childcare (Fernandez, 1986). Considering that children 

are located in the family domain, having childcare subsidized should reduce family 

interference with work, but not work interference with family. Thus, I would expect that 

those respondents with subsidized childcare would report less FIW than those 

respondents without subsidized childcare. While there was a significant difference in 

FIW, t(80) = -3.32, p < .01, it was in the opposite direction. That is, those with subsidized 

childcare reported higher FIW (M = 2.64, SD = .97) than those without (M = 2.06, SD = 

.51). The reason could be the higher variance associated with the smaller n for those with 

subsidized childcare (n = 16) versus those without (n = 66). 

Work-family culture. As discussed, the first research question suggested that a 

supportive work-family culture is crucial for employees in order for them to experience 

lower levels of work-family conflict, and subsequently, other organizational outcomes, 

such as turnover intentions. As described in Baron and Kenny (1986), several steps are 

necessary to demonstrate mediation. First, the independent variable must significantly 

predict the dependent variable. As work-family culture was significantly correlated with 
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turnover intentions (r = -.16, p < .05), it satisfies the first mediational requirement. 

Second, the independent variable needs to significantly predict the mediator; work-family 

culture was significantly correlated with global work-family conflict (r = -38, p < .01 

[while significantly related to all types of conflict, I am restricting the analyses to global 

work-family conflict to reduce the number of statistical analyses]). Third, the mediating 

variable must affect the dependent variable when controlling for the independent 

variable, with the relationship between the independent and dependent variable becoming 

negligible or significantly reduced when controlling for the mediator (Baron & Kenny, 

1986; Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998). Regarding the third requirement for mediation, 

turnover intentions was regressed on work-family conflict and work-family culture. 

Work-family conflict significantly affected turnover intentions when controlling for 

work-family culture (β = .27, p < .01), satisfying the third requirement for mediation. 

After controlling for work-family conflict, the variance in turnover intentions accounted 

for by work-family culture was reduced from 3% to 0%. This reduction was significant 

by Sobel's (1982) test, Z = -3.0, p < .01. However, it is also interesting to know whether 

the mediated model is supported in the Swedish and American samples, respectively. 

Thus, I ran the regression analyses in both samples. Work-family conflict did not 

significantly affect turnover intentions when controlling for work-family culture in either 

sample (βSweden = -.10, p = ns; βUSA = -.02, p = ns), probably due to the reduced sample 

size.  
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FIGURE 5.3 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for the Relationship between Work-family Culture 

and Turnover Intentions as Mediated by Work-family Conflict for the Combined Sample 

 

Note. The standardized regression coefficient between work-family culture and turnover 
intentions controlling for work-family conflict is in parentheses. 
** = p < .01       
  

Supervisor support. Since there were no significant correlations for USA among 

supervisor support, work-family conflict, and turnover intentions, the proposed mediated 

model for these three variables is conducted on Swedish sample only. For the Swedish 

sample, supervisor support was significantly correlated with turnover intentions (r = -.34, 

p < .01) and work-family conflict (r = -.39, p < .01), satisfying the first and second 

requirements for mediation. Regarding the third requirement for mediation, turnover 

intentions was regressed on supervisor support and work-family culture. Work-family 

conflict significantly affected turnover intentions when controlling for supervisor support 

(β = .24, p < .05), satisfying the third requirement for mediation. After controlling for 
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work-family conflict, the variance in turnover intentions accounted for by work-family 

culture was reduced from 12% to 5%. This reduction was significant by Sobel's (1982) 

test, Z = -2.0, p <.05. See Figure 5.4.  

 

FIGURE 5.4 

Standardized Regression Coefficients for the Relationship between Supervisor Support 

and Turnover Intentions as Mediated by Work-family Conflict for the Swedish Sample  

 

 

Note. The standardized regression coefficient between supervisor support and turnover 
intentions controlling for work-family conflict is in parentheses. 
** = p < .01       
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Chapter Summary 

 In summary, the objectives of this dissertation were three-fold. First, I 

investigated work-family conflict in Sweden. Work-family conflict has been investigated 

in several individual countries, such as China (Yang et al, 2000) or Finland (Kinnunen & 

Mauno, 1998), but not in Sweden. While some Swedish researchers have investigated 

closely related concepts, such as the multiplicity of roles and subsequent stress, work-

family conflict as operationalized here (as WIF and FIW) has not previously been 

investigated.  

 Secondly, I compared Sweden and the United States with regards to work and 

family hours, work and family centrality, and work-family conflict. Since the comparison 

of hours is less interesting (in the sense that time allocation has been investigated by 

other researchers), the expected differences in hours spent at work and family were not 

formally hypothesized. While I did find a significant difference in work hours (with 

Americans working more hours, as expected), there was no significant difference in hours 

spent on family. I did expect some interesting country differences for work and family 

centrality and work-family conflict. These hypotheses were not supported.  

The final contribution is perhaps the most interesting one. This contribution was 

to test a model of hours (objective time), centrality (subjective time), and conflict in the 

two countries: Sweden and the United States. Similar to the study by Hill et al. (2004) (in 

idea, but not in scope) where a model of work-family was tested in four culturally related 

groups of countries, I tested a model in two different countries. The study by Hill et al. 

(2004) provides preliminary support for the idea that the concept of a work-family 
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interface is applicable in countries where individuals engage in both work and family 

activities, rather than supporting a culturally specific view of the work-family interface. 

That is, we can expect that the relationships should hold in both countries. Unfortunately, 

the proposed interaction (of hours and centrality) did not explain any variance in work-

family conflict for the entire sample; only when reducing the sample to high-income 

individuals did the models work.   

Finally, I tested the relationships of work-family conflict to withdrawal behaviors/ 

intentions and daycare satisfaction. There was support for a positive relationship between 

work-family conflict and turnover intentions, such that the more conflict individuals feel, 

the more likely they are to turn over. In addition, there was a negative relationship 

between conflict and daycare satisfaction. Respondents who felt satisfied with their 

daycare arrangements also reported less conflict. A summary of support for the proposed 

hypotheses is offered in Table 5.5.  

In sum, primary and secondary findings of this dissertation provide two avenues 

for future theoretical and empirical research: One being a continuation of cross-national 

research on the work-family interface, and the other on further refinement of the impact 

of time (subjectively and objectively) on work-family conflict. An additional avenue of 

research relates to the post-hoc analyses on family-friendly benefits, work-family culture, 

and supervisor support. A summary of support for the exploratory analyses is offered in 

Table 5.6. These ideas for future research will be discussed in the next chapter, Chapter 

6.  
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TABLE 5.5 

Summary of Support of Hypotheses 

 

 
Hypothesis  
 

 
Supported? 
 

H1a:  Controlling for hours worked, WIF will be 
greater for Swedes. 
 

 
No (with control 
variables). 
Yes (without any 
control variables), 
but in opposite 
direction. 
 

H1b: Controlling for hours spent on family, FIW 
will be greater for Americans. 
 

 
No (with or without 
control variables). 
 

H2a: Women will report more WIF than men. 
 

 
No. 
 

H2b: Men will report more FIW than women.  
 

 
Yes. 
 

H3a: Americans will report higher relative work 
centrality than Swedes. 
 

 
No. 
Yes (if control for 
hours worked), but 
in opposite direction. 

H3b: Swedes will report higher relative family 
centrality than Americans. 
 

 
No (with or without 
controlling for hours 
on family). 
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TABLE 5.5, cont. 

Summary of Support of Hypotheses 
 

 

 
Hypothesis  
 

 
Supported? 
 

 
H4a: The relationship between hours spent at work 
and WIF will be moderated by work centrality, such 
that there will be a stronger relationship between 
hours worked and WIF for those who perceive their 
work identity low in centrality (across both 
samples). 

 
No. 
Yes (when reducing 
sample to high-
earners), but in 
opposite direction. 
 

H4b: The relationship between hours spent on 
family and FIW will be moderated by family 
centrality, such that there will be a stronger 
relationship between hours spent on family and FIW 
for those who perceive their family identity low in 
centrality (across both samples). 

 
No. 
Yes (when reducing 
sample to high-
earners), but in 
opposite direction. 
 

H5a: WIF and FIW will show positive, significant 
relationships to absenteeism. 

 
No (not even with 
controls). 

H5b: WIF and FIW will show positive, significant 
relationships to turnover intentions. 

 
Yes (over and 
beyond control 
variables). 

H5c: WIF and FIW will be show positive, 
significant relationships to tardiness. 

 
Yes for WIF 
(controlling for 
flexible schedule);  
No for FIW (with or 
without controls). 

H6: There will be a significant negative relationship 
between individuals' satisfaction with their daycare 
arrangement and (a) WIF (b) FIW 

 
Yes (over and 
beyond control 
variables). 
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TABLE 5.6 

Summary of Support for Exploratory Analyses 

 

 
Exploratory Analysis 

 
Supported? 
 

Telecommuters should experience more WIF 
and FIW than non-telecommuters 
 

 
Yes. 
 

Individuals with subsidized daycare should 
experience less FIW than those receiving no 
help with daycare. 
 

 
Yes, but in opposite 
direction. 
 

Work-family conflict should mediate the 
relationship between work-family culture and 
turnover intentions. 
 

 
Yes (for the 
combined sample). 
No (for either 
Sweden or USA 
separately). 

 
Work-family conflict should mediate the 
relationship between supervisor support and 
turnover intentions. 
 
 

 
Yes (only tested in 
Sweden). 
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CHAPTER 6                                                                                     

DISCUSSION 

 The primary purpose of this dissertation was to test certain theoretical 

assumptions about time and its relation to work-family conflict. Some early work-family 

conflict researchers proposed, and found, that hours spent in a domain was significantly 

positively associated with conflict in that domain (e.g., Gutek et al., 1991). However, 

time alone may not explain experienced interrole conflict, but rather, how a person thinks 

about that time may impact how the experience is perceived. 

Building on previous empirical work on hours and conflict (Gutek et al., 1991) I 

conducted a cross-national survey study on time’s objective and subjective influence on 

work-family conflict. In brief, while the proposed hypotheses were not supported, I 

unexpectedly found that the moderated model of the impact of time’s objective and 

subjective on work-family conflict holds for individuals earning an annual salary of 

$50,000 or more. Below I discuss the major finding from this dissertation. For hypotheses 

where no support was found, I offer plausible explanations.  

Findings 

Country Differences 

While not proposed, I expected Americans to spend more hours at work, which 

they did. The number of hours spent in a week for Swedes and Americans are consistent 

with national data on work hours, suggesting that my samples are relatively 

representative on that dimension.  
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I proposed that there would be significant differences in work-family conflict 

between Sweden and the United States. Specifically, controlling for hours worked, I 

expected WIF to be greater for Swedes, considering the norm of long work hours in the 

United States (Fried, 1998) which suggests that Americans expect to spend more hours at 

work than Swedes. On the contrary, I expected FIW to be greater for Americans 

(controlling for hours spent on family) given the focus on time with family in Sweden 

overriding time spent at work, in part due to the flexible employment arrangement 

offered (parental leaves etc) in Sweden (Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990). 

However, after controlling for hours, as well as demographic variables, no 

significant differences were found between the countries, for either WIF or FIW. I did 

find a significant difference in WIF when the control variables were excluded from the 

analysis. While I had proposed that Swedes should experience higher levels of WIF, it 

was Americans that reported these higher levels. This suggests that while a culture of 

longer hours is expected in the USA, it does not prevent individuals from experiencing 

WIF. There was no significant difference in FIW even when excluding control variables 

from the analysis. 

The hypothesis suggesting that Americans will report higher work centrality than 

Swedes was not supported. However, when including hours worked as a control variable, 

there was a significant difference between the countries. But it was in the opposite 

direction, such that when study participants rated work centrality relative to their other 

life domains, Swedes rated work significantly higher than Americans. This finding 

suggests that work centrality is not strictly a US value. However, the finding would have 
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to be replicated before any firm conclusions can be drawn. Finally, there was no support 

for the hypothesis that Swedes would report higher family centrality than Americans, 

although it approached significance at p = .08 (with and without family hours as a control 

variable).  

The general lack of country differences may be due to the fact that Sweden and 

the United States are not that dissimilar after all. Per Hofstede’s (1980) framework, the 

only dimension Sweden and the United States differ on is masculinity/femininity (or, as 

conceived of in this research, gender equality). Sweden and the United States do not 

differ (much) on the other dimensions. This may suggest that instead of using a country 

or culture difference perspective, one should look at the policies employed by the 

different countries. That is, Sweden has legislated policies directed at helping parents 

with their work-family balance, while the United States has utilized a market approach. 

Future research should employ a differing-policy perspective instead of the differing-

culture perspective, as a differing-policy perspective may lend more insight into the 

differences and similarities between Sweden and the United States.  

Gender Differences 

The hypotheses regarding gender differences could only be tested in the Swedish 

sample, due to the small number of men in the American sample. Based on the traditional 

gender role framework, it was hypothesized that women will report more WIF than men, 

while men will report more FIW than women. Swedish men did indeed report 

experiencing significantly more FIW than Swedish women. However, there was no 
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significant difference in WIF, consistent with some prior research (e.g., Duxbury & 

Higgins, 1991; Eagle et al., 1997).  

Time and Work-family Conflict 

The main purpose of this dissertation was to test a three-variable moderated 

model with objective and subjective time, and work-family conflict. This model was 

tested for the work domain, where I hypothesized that the relationship between hours 

spent at work and WIF would be moderated by work centrality. The thought was that 

those who were more negative about spending time at work – they perceived their work 

identity low in centrality – would experience increased levels of conflict. The same 

prediction was made for the family domain. However, when conducting these analyses, 

per my hypotheses, the proposed interactions were not significant. Subsequently, as an 

exploratory analysis, suggested by previous research findings (e.g., Frone et al., 1992a), I 

reduced my sample to only include high earners ($50,000 or more in annual salary). 

Frone et al. (1992a) found that job involvement (which is similar to work centrality) was 

positively related to work-to-family conflict among white-collar workers. However, these 

two variables were unrelated among blue-collar workers. When retesting the models 

using only the high-earner part of the sample, both the work domain and family domain 

models were significant at p < .05, although the interactions were not in the proposed 

direction. That is, while I had proposed that individuals high in work (family) centrality 

who were working long hours (spending long hours on family responsibilities) would 

report lower levels of WIF (FIW), they instead reported higher levels of WIF (FIW) 

while the individuals low in work (family) centrality reported lower levels of WIF (FIW) 
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when working long hours. Perhaps these individuals, who do not consider work to be 

such a central part of their lives, are better at leaving work “at work” and do not bring it 

home with them, keeping work and family segmented (Clark, 2000). Admittedly post-

hoc, these findings provide qualified support for a moderating effect of work (family) 

centrality on the relationship between work (family) hours and WIF (FIW). 

As Frone and colleagues (1992a) point out, work-family research on values (such 

as centrality, involvement, priorities, etc) has mainly been done with white-collar workers 

(Beutell & O'Hare, 1987; Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Frone & Rice, 1987; Greenhaus & 

Kopelman, 1981; Greenhaus et al, 1989; Wiley, 1987). The fact that the moderation in 

the current study worked for the high earners but not the low earners may reflect 

differences in how their jobs are structured (Frone et al., 1992a). In the Frone et al. study, 

the premise was that individuals with high job involvement would chose to spend more 

time at work, or bring work home, as well as thinking about work-related matters at 

home. In addition, high earning individuals are also more likely to have invested time and 

energy in their education.  

Withdrawal Behaviors and Intentions 

This study included three measures of withdrawal behaviors and intentions: 

Absenteeism, turnover intentions, and tardiness. It was predicted that WIF and FIW 

would show positive, significant relationships to each of the measures. There were no 

significant relationships between any type of conflict and absenteeism (even when 

excluding control variables from the analyses). Looking retrospectively, I believe the 

measure was not specific enough. The two items were “[o]verall, what is the total number 
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of days that you have been absent in the past 12 months?” and ”[d]uring the past 12 

months, how many times have you been absent?” Specifically, the items did not ask the 

respondents to differentiate between excused and unexcused absences or even being 

absent for part of the day versus the whole day’s work. Thus, it is very likely that 

respondents counted any absence when answering the questions, including excused 

absences such as vacation or parental leaves. Of course, while a negative relationship 

would be expected for unexcused absences (more conflict would cause individuals to not 

show up to work), excused absences should not be determined by the level of conflict 

experienced. Of course, this is harder to measure for white collar workers who may not 

have either excused or unexcused absences, i.e., their work hours are so flexible that they 

choose when to be absent or present at work. 

 Both directions of work-family conflict were strongly and positively related to 

turnover intentions for both samples (over and beyond control variables), as expected. 

That is, individuals experiencing higher levels of conflict indicate that they are thinking 

about leaving their organizations. While the WIF – turnover intentions finding is not too 

controversial, the significant FIW – turnover intentions correlation is interesting because 

some prior research has reported no association between FIW and turnover intentions 

(e.g., Anderson et al., 2002; Frone, 2003; Greenhaus et al., 2001).  

The hypothesis predicting that WIF and FIW will be positively and significantly 

related to tardiness was partially supported, with WIF significantly associated to tardiness 

when controlling for schedule flexibility. FIW was not significantly related to tardiness.   

Daycare Satisfaction and Work-family Conflict 
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The findings that individuals' satisfaction with their daycare arrangement is 

negatively associated with WIF and FIW are not too surprising. Leaving one’s children in 

somebody else’s care may be stressful, reinforcing how important it is to be satisfied with 

one’s daycare arrangements. Studies by Ross and Mirowsky (1988) and Galinsky (1994) 

showing that difficulties with child care reduced psychological wellbeing suggest the 

same thing.  

The Utility of WIF/FIW versus WFC 

This last finding points to an issue worth discussing, although not initially a part 

of this dissertation: the utility of using the sub-constructs of FIW and WIF versus the 

global work-family construct. In the current study, they are correlated (rCombined = .50, p = 

< .01; rSweden = .54, p = < .01; rUSA = .45, p = < .01) and for several of the hypotheses both 

of the directions were significantly related to the construct of interest. While recent 

theoretical and empirical work suggests that these constructs should be investigated 

separately (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), early researchers treated work-family as a 

global construct. However, while researchers nowadays seem convinced that work-family 

conflict is made up of two distinct constructs, this may not be reflected in the measures 

used. While measures are written to assess direction, since an individual has limited 

amounts of time and energy, conflict in one direction is likely to be correlated with 

conflict in the opposite direction (Frone et al., 1992). However, individual studies report 

varying correlations. For instance, Gutek et al. found a nonsignificant correlation between 

WIF and FIW (r = .10), while other researchers find significant correlations (e.g., r = .50, 

p = < .05, Grzywacz & Bass, 2003). This question of whether the overlap between the 
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constructs is so substantial that the distinction is not warranted was the question of a 

recent meta-analysis (Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005). Mesmer-Magnus and 

Viswesvaran found that although there was some overlap between the directions, their 

conclusion was that they have enough unique variance to call for independent 

investigations of WIF and FIW.  

One of their more interesting findings was that the difference of overlap between 

the two work-family conflict directions was different for different measures. The overlap 

was greater for the measures used by Frone and colleagues (1992a) and Netemeyer and 

colleagues (1996) than for the measures used by Gutek et al. (1991), prompting Mesmer-

Magnus and Viswesvaran to suggest that the Gutek et al. scale is preferable for 

minimizing overlap between WIF and FIW.  

The reason for the larger overlap between WIF and FIW in the current study 

(which used the Gutek et al. measures) can perhaps be found in the sample. Work-family 

researchers do not typically limit their samples to working parents, but the current study 

only included working individuals with children under the age of six – the prime 

candidates for interrole conflict (Pleck et al., 1980). However, considering the limited 

number of studies employing measures of both directions of conflict, future research 

should continue to measure WIF and FIW separately so the constructs can be continually 

refined (Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005).  

Findings from Additional Analyses 

The additional analyses on family-friendly policies included telecommuting and 

subsidized childcare. I found that telecommuting significantly relates to work-family 
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conflict, but why would that be? Intuitively, one may think that telecommuting should 

reduce the level of conflict. Well, if individuals do not make concerned efforts to 

structure their work in space and time, home will easily turn into a workplace, and family 

demands are likely to interfere with work. For instance, taking a personal phone call or 

starting dinner are not activities that would normally occur during a person’s workday. 

Suggestions for clarifying a work-home boundary often include things such as having a 

separate room for working in and having a work schedule one adheres to (Galinsky & 

Kim, 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996). 

 In the current study, recipients of subsidized childcare reported higher levels of 

FIW, but not WIF. This was contrary to the proposed relation; that those with subsidized 

childcare would report lower levels of FIW, as the stresses with childcare would be less, 

thus reducing the sensation of family intruding on work. An explanation of this finding 

could be that a majority of the respondents receiving subsidized childcare has a 

preference for segmentation between work and family. Some researchers (see for instance 

Rothbard, Phillips, and Dumas, 2005) have recently suggested that individuals have 

different preferences for whether they prefer to have their work and family domains 

integrated or segmented. Then, family-friendly policies should be chosen according to 

preference. Since subsidized childcare is situated toward the integrating end of the 

continuum (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000; Kossek, Noe, & DeMarr, 1999; Rau & 

Hyland, 2002), this may not be the ultimate family-friendly policy for individuals 

desiring greater segmentation. As this cannot be tested with the current data, future 

research should investigate this issue. 
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While the implementation of family-friendly policies initially was thought to 

reduce work-family conflict, more research suggests that the policies by themselves are 

not enough to reduce work-family conflict (Goff et al., 1990). Rather, the organization 

needs to foster a family-friendly culture, and the supervisors need to be supportive of 

their employees, for the organization to be able to reduce conflict experienced by their 

employees (Allen, 2001; Thompson et al., 1999). Said differently, research suggests that 

organizations actually need to be family-friendly, not simply adopt policies. Therefore, I 

conducted two mediation models as exploratory analyses. The first research question 

posited that work-family culture would lead to turnover intentions, but that work-family 

conflict would mediate this relationship. This was supported for the sample as a whole, 

but not for the two samples individually, suggesting a lack of power. However, future 

research should further examine whether these findings are simply an abnormality of the 

sample, or whether there is a lack of power. 

The second research question stated that the effects of supervisor support on 

turnover intentions will be mediated by work-family conflict. Since there were no 

significant correlations for the American sample among the variables of supervisor 

support, work-family conflict, and turnover intentions, the proposed mediated model was 

conducted on Swedish sample only. The mediated model was supported, indicating that 

conflict carries some of the effect of a supportive supervisor to turnover intentions. That 

is, Swedes with a supportive supervisor do experience less conflict, which is important to 

retain them. In the next section, I will discuss the practical implications of these and other 

findings.  
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Practical Implications 

 The results regarding a supportive work-family culture and supportive supervision 

have implications for organizations, which should improve their culture in terms of 

support for work-family issues and ensure that the supervisors are aware and able to deal 

with said issues to achieve an overall supportive culture. This is true even for Sweden, 

where much of the work-family support is mandated by the government. While 

organizations in the United States are starting to implement family-friendly policies (such 

as flexible schedules or telecommuting), these policies are not being used by employees 

who oftentimes feel discouraged from using the policies, or feel that they would be 

punished if they were used (e.g., Hochschild, 1997). In order to move away from that, 

especially for organizations with formal policies, training and consultation could be 

provided for supervisors and managers. At a minimum, supervisors and managers should 

be given information about the family-friendly policies; who is eligible for use, what are 

the terms, what are the performance measures for individuals using these policies, etc. 

For organizations desiring to change their culture to be more supportive, expectations 

need to change. These expectations include things such as long working hours or less 

career advancement for users of family-friendly policies. Changing expectations should 

be communicated from the top down, to emphasize the importance of the issue.  

 While work-family culture and supervisor support are discretionary on the part of 

the organization, mandated government policies are not. While not as extensive as in 

Sweden, the United States has some policies related to work-family conflict. The FMLA 

(Family and Medical Leave Act passed in 1993) is most applicable in this area. Some 
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states, such as California and Massachusetts, have been even more progressive on these 

issues, requiring for instance paid leave when having/adopting a child. However, it is 

unclear what sort of effect this type of legislation would have on organizations. By 

looking at other countries which have implemented similar policies (such as Sweden and 

other countries in Western Europe), we gain a better understanding of the effects of 

legislation.   

Findings also suggested that those satisfied with their daycare arrangement 

experienced less conflict. As it has been suggested that daycare can act as a coping 

mechanism (Aryee & Luk, 1996), allowing employees to focus on work, organizations 

may take note of how important childcare is. While hardly all employees can or want to 

offer onsite care, they can help in other ways. For instance, providing childcare location 

services, starting collaboration with a good-quality childcare center, or provide vouchers 

so that employees are able to afford the more expensive options (which also offer better 

quality) are some ways through which organizations can support their employees. 

Study Limitations and Future Research  

While noting the limitations of this dissertation, I will also discuss avenues of 

future research. First, although the model (as well as other relationships) was 

conceptualized in terms of supposed causes and effects, all data were collected via self-

report surveys at one point in time. As such, it is not possible to draw causal conclusions 

for most analyses. In addition, common method variance may have impacted the result. 

That is, the completion of paper-and-pencil instruments may have inflated or overstated 

some relationships due to common method variance. Although I cannot rule out such a 



 116

possibility, considering the general lack of findings, this seems unlikely. However, since 

common-method variance tends to dampen interaction effects, this could be likely 

considering the nonsignificant findings for the proposed moderated model. However, new 

theory allowed me to control the interaction effect by one variable and the results went 

from nonsignificant to significant, suggesting that this is not a major problem. It is, of 

course, difficult and time-consuming, to conduct data at multiple times, which no doubt 

explains why so much of the research in this area is cross-sectional rather than 

longitudinal. Future research may, nevertheless, seek to collect data using different data 

collection methods, or at different time intervals to reduce the potential for such bias. 

These methods can also be applied to ensure proper interpretation of the results, as any 

cause and effect conclusions are void due to the cross-sectional nature of the current 

research.  

An additional limitation is the fact that some scales used in this research failed to 

meet the criterion of alpha of at least .80 (Nunnally & Burnstein, 1994). This most likely 

affected the relationships (or lack thereof) among variables.  

Furthermore, a key construct in this study is work and family centrality, which 

aim at tapping the quality of a life role; specifically, how a person views his or her time 

commitment to a life role. Survey questions with predetermined answers may only 

capture part of this rich construct. Therefore, in-depth open-ended interviews may be 

helpful to further explore how individuals view their engagement in certain life domains.  

The current dissertation aimed at satisfying the voiced need of considering not 

only objective time as a primary cause for conflict (Barnett, 1998; Friedman & 
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Greenhaus, 2000) but also a person’s subjective evaluation of time. However, other 

variables (than the subjective evaluation of time) could have as easily been considered. 

For instance, work-family border theory (Clark, 2000) provides a framework in which 

time and conflict could be considered. Work-family border theory posits that individuals 

vary in their preferences and need for integrated or segmented roles. So hours spent on 

work and family per se may not mean much, but whether a domain’s hours are spent 

within that domain only, or whether these hours can be spent outside the domain as well. 

A person who prefers her domain segmented is likely to feel more WIF if she is asked to 

bring work home, than somebody who does not mind integrating work and family.  

One of the few hypothesized relationships that was supported was the one 

between work-family conflict (both WIF and FIW) and turnover intentions. While actual 

behavior would be a more ideal measure, past research (e.g., Hanisch & Hulin, 1990, 

1991) has suggested that behavioral intentions are a reasonable substitute for behaviors if 

measuring behavior is impossible. Since the current study sampled across organizations, 

getting organizational records was not possible. Nonetheless, the measure limits the 

ability to generalize the current findings. In the future, researchers may measure actual 

voluntary turnover, although that would require a very large sample. However, on the 

positive side, respondents should have felt free to express their true opinions since there 

was no way anyone in their organization would see their answers.  

The exploratory analyses on family-friendly policies were limited to a few 

policies due to little significant relations between individual policies and work-family 

conflict. Since the data were collected via daycare centers and not an organization 
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targeted specifically for their availability of family-friendly policies, few respondents 

were actually using some sort of policies. An organization with certain policies on the 

books would prove a better research setting for issues related to formal family-friendly 

policies. However, this is an important finding in and of itself, as it suggests that while 

there is a lot of press regarding “family-friendly” policies, in actuality there may be very 

little that organizations do to be accommodating towards their working parents in the US. 

This reasoning is consistent with prior research suggesting that those employees most 

likely to be in need of policies directed at alleviating work-family conflict do no have 

access to the policies. Oftentimes policies are accessible to employees not likely to make 

use of them (middle-aged males with high incomes; Budd & Mumford, 2006), creating 

an appearance of family-friendliness (“the organization has polices on the books”) but 

with very little real access. This is consistent with Osterman’s (1995) argument that 

family-friendly policies are not necessarily used to reduce conflict, but to recruit highly 

skilled workers. 

With data on family-friendly policies, a mediated model such as the two using 

work-family culture and supervisor support as independent variables, work-family 

conflict as mediator, and an organizationally relevant outcome (here, turnover intentions) 

could be tested. In addition, as work-family conflict is inherently intertwined with 

gender, it would be interesting to study how gender and gender roles interact with family-

friendly policies. For instance, do egalitarian women need more formal support from their 

organization, since they are most likely spending more time in both domains (work and 

family) than traditional women (who are probably spending more time at home)? This 
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suggests that formal policies, as well as informal policies, would be more important for 

egalitarian women. Even so, which type of family-friendly policies preferred by 

egalitarian and traditional individuals should also differ. Egalitarian women would 

probably prefer work-directed support (such as flexible schedules) while traditional 

women would prefer family-directed support (such as on-site childcare or 

telecommuting).  

The current findings of work-family culture and supervisor support are limited by 

the fact that they were not formally proposed as hypotheses in the dissertation proposal. 

Future research should specify a priori predications to see whether these results replicate, 

especially in Sweden where this research is the first to investigate these constructs. A 

future study could also expand the notion of a family-friendly organization, to spell out 

specific dimension of a supportive work-family culture. Dimensions to investigate 

includes how the culture as matched with, or at odds with, the norm of working hours, 

career development (especially for parents or others with significant nonwork 

responsibilities), or top management (versus the immediate supervisor).  

Findings also suggested that those satisfied with their daycare arrangement experienced 

less conflict. While this study did not measure on-site child-care, future studies certainly 

should. While daycare arrangements may not seem as a natural topic of research for 

management scholars, the great impact that childcare arrangements have on employees 

warrant further research. For instance, Fernandez (1986) reported that both women and 

men (48% and 25%) have been unproductive at work because of childcare problems. It is 

very stressful having to deal with the breakdown of childcare arrangements (Love, 
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Galinsky, & Hughes, 1987). It has thus been suggested that daycare satisfaction can be 

seen as a coping device (Aryee & Luk, 1996), as it allows parents to concentrate at work.  

This section has discussed the limitations of this dissertation, and suggested 

avenues for future research. I would like to end this dissertation with providing some 

qualitative data and some additional avenues for future research. 

Future Research as Suggested by the Final Open-ended Question 

 The final question in this dissertation survey asked the participants whether there 

was anything else they would like to add. Answers included comments such as ”thank 

you for doing this research, I think it is very important,” “good luck with your research, if 

you have questions - I can be reached at 123-4567. I would love to see results of your 

research,” and “the survey took longer to complete than the 15-20 minutes quoted on the 

cover page.” A few of the answers suggested work-family issues which my survey had 

not covered. These comments and suggestions for research based on these comments are 

below, starting with comments from the Swedish sample. 

Quotations from the Swedish Sample 

 The first quotation illustrates issues of gender equality in Sweden: 

“When one wants to be as egalitarian as possible in the relationship when 
it comes to family responsibilities, one has to work hard at it, considering 
what is viewed as normal for a woman versus for a man. For instance, 
people pointed out that I was a bad mother when I started working 1 
day/week when my daughter was 7 months old. When she was 1 year old, 
I started working fulltime. We arranged it this way so that my cohabiting 
partner [the child’s father] could stay home for half of the parental leave. 
My boss thought I had unusually healthy children since I did not use the 
”sick-child  days” when the truth was that we split those days between us 
[the mother and the father split the days]. When my cohabiting partner 
wanted to take advantage of half of the parental leave, his colleagues 
asked him if he doesn’t have a wife!” 
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 As the literature review in this dissertation points out, gender equality (meaning 

that men should take on more responsibility in the home domain to allow women 

opportunity to participate in the work domain) has been a goal in Sweden since the early 

1970s. As this quote, as well as research on Sweden (e.g., Haas & Hwang, 1995), makes 

clear, this goal is has not quite yet been realized. Future research should investigate why 

this is the case. What are the barriers keeping Sweden from becoming a truly egalitarian 

country, considering the extent of government support and money that is being directed 

towards gender equality? One reason could be the culture of the organizations; if the 

culture is not supportive, fathers may not choose to stay at home with their children 

(beyond the initial 10 days). This seems like a likely cause, considering the findings that 

a work-family culture and supportive supervision was important for the Swedes. In 

addition, Swedes rated work centrality highly. So if work is important, and the culture is 

not supportive of work-family balance, Swedish fathers (mainly, but also mothers of 

course) may not choose to utilize the offered parental leaves.  

 While some Swedes select the traditional route of not utilizing provided parental 

services, others wish there could be more. The following quote points out the sense of 

entitlement that exists in certain countries, such as Sweden, when it comes to 

governmental support for services.   

“I would like to have the option to stay at home until the child is 3 years 
old. Before that age, they are too small for being in daycare.” 
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Currently, paid parental leave is 480 days and parents can also elect to take additional 

unpaid leave of 18 months. 

An expectation for institutional support (from the organization and/or the 

government) when it comes to work-family issues can lead to failed expectations and 

increased sense of conflict, especially if the employing organization does not subscribe to 

the work-family approach of the government. This is manifested in, among other things, a 

less supportive organizational culture and roadblocks for taking leaves, or punishments in 

terms of career advancement. While there should be less of these unmet expectations in 

Sweden, they can become a larger issue for organizations in the United States, if it would 

move towards more family-friendly legislation. For instance, California has been 

particularly progressive on these issues and has recently enacted legislation such as the 

California FMLA (CAFMLA) where all employees receive up to ½ their pay for up to six 

weeks, regardless of how long they have been employed or whether the organization 

employs more or less than 50 employees (which are current requirements for FMLA). 

These benefits came into effect on July 1, 2004, making California the first state to 

mandate paid family leave. As expected, this legislation was opposed by most employer 

groups. Especially small business owners have opposed this, since the cost and 

administration of paid leave for all employees can very likely be prohibitive for running 

of the business.  

Of course, measures such as the CAFMLA will change the sense of entitlement, 

over time, when it comes to access to family-friendly policies. If there is a mismatch 

between availability of policies and sense of entitlement, we would expect negative 
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individual and organizational outcomes, making this a prosperous field of study for future 

research. Research can be done both by looking at societies where this has already been 

done (as in Sweden), and in California as organizations are going through changes.  

Quotations from the American Sample 

The following comments are from the American sample, where the first one 

illustrates what work-family researchers have started to acknowledge: That leisure time is 

important, both for parents and maybe more important for nonparents.   

“You asked about how important work is. I work hard at my job and 
career but try to keep a balance. Work/family and time to me. You never 
asked about personal time, I ski/scuba dive/am a pilot, and have to juggle 
these along with art and music and theater. I believe I can be a better mom 
and better manager if I also get time out for my interests. I do mix it (i.e. 
my 5 year old has theater season tickets and enjoys art galleries). Life is a 
balance.” 

 

 Expanding studies to cover work-life conflicts, as opposed to the narrower work-

family conflict, opens up a multitude of new research avenues. Since Kanter’s (1977) 

monograph, researchers have viewed work as separate from family. However, leisure has 

not been getting much attention (Eby et al., 2005), even though employees most certainly 

have leisure time outside. Almost 15 years ago researchers noted that industrial-

organizational/organizational-behavior scholars fell short of satisfactorily considering the 

totality of a person’s life (Parker & Hall, 1992), although the issue has been examined in 

other fields (such as economics, see for instance Schor, 1991). This becomes especially 

pressing considering the notion that multiple role membership can buffer stress and 

enhance quality of life (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 

2002). While some researchers have looked at leisure (and even work-leisure conflict, see 
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Rice et al., 1992), they have treated family and leisure as independent, while in reality 

they should be viewed as interrelated or coextensive. 

 In this dissertation, leisure was one of the five domains respondents were asked to 

distribute points to for the relative centrality scale. An independent-samples t-test 

indicates that Swedes consider leisure more central than Americans (MSweden = 13.10, 

MUSA = 10.42), t(188) = 2.21, p < .05, which is perhaps not surprising in view of the fact 

that Swedes have more time off from work (vacations, parental leaves, etc) allowing for 

more leisure time. Examining outcomes of different patterns of centrality or 

commitments to these different domains – including leisure – for Swedes and Americans 

would be an interesting next study. This would be especially interesting if we consider 

the fact that a majority of women in Sweden tend to work part-time, which has oftentimes 

been suggested as a solution to extensive work-family conflict. However, some research 

from Britain suggests that part-time workers are the least financially secure and less 

satisfied with their social lives (in terms of leisure) (Warren, 2004).  

Work-family researchers would benefit from considering the work-life system as 

a multi-dimensional system, as opposed to the two-dimension system that is currently 

dominating the research. By considering an employee’s life in totality, our understanding 

of the benefits and disadvantages that comes with balancing work and life would be 

enriched. The final comments concerns viewing work-family as a process versus 

something that is achieved (and thus, stable).  

“My situation is a little strange, some survey answers aren’t exactly right 
for me. Going through a contested divorce, seeking child support, coming 
back to the workforce after being a self employed stay-at-home mom for 
3+ years, PhD student, multiple part-time jobs, etc. Hope this helps.” 
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“Pressures of work and home increase greatly with 
divorce/separation/death of spouse/partner; married couples have very 
little stress in comparison. FYI I've experienced both.” 
 

 Most work-family research assumes that work-family conflict is stable, by the 

way it is measured (i.e., by asking about it at one point in time, which is what the 

overwhelming majority of work-family researchers do). However, as is evidenced by 

these quotes, this conflict will vary in magnitude over time, depending on a person’s life 

events. Work-family researchers have acknowledged that work-family balance should be 

thought of as a process (e.g., Edmondson & Detert, 2005), by suggesting that we measure 

conflict over the past three months, for instance. The lack of research taking this 

approach is not due to ignorance by the researchers, but rather by practical considerations 

in data collection. Getting this sort of data poses the same problems as emotion 

researchers run into, such as continuously measuring emotions over days and weeks 

(MAP 580a class with Cropanzano, Spring 2003). By broadening the set of data 

collection methods used, the work-family field would benefit greatly; particularly by 

studying some of these issues longitudinally.  

Despite the limitations noted, the current dissertation takes an important first step 

toward building on our understanding about the antecedents and outcomes of work-

family conflict in different cultural contexts. More specifically, this research stream will 

contribute to the work-family literature by developing an understanding of how time, 

however it is conceived, affects individuals’ work-family conflict (and subsequent 

outcomes). To my knowledge, this is the first study to systematically examine the 
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relations between objective and subjective time and work-family conflict, taking a cross-

cultural perspective.   
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Chapter Summary 

 In summary, this dissertation contains a cross-national survey study investigating 

time’s objective and subjective influence on work-family conflict. Despite limitations in 

this study, it offers a foundation for future work on cross-national research on Sweden 

and the United States. Multiple avenues for theoretical and empirical research on conflict, 

time, policies, support and cross-national issues are offered.  
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1 SEK1 ≈ $0.1292 (on 9/30/2005).  
 
2 The first translator is Johan Gester. While Johan is Swedish, his entire education has 
been in English. Victoria Forsberg, a Swede who received her B.S. from Arizona State 
University, is the second translator.  
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Date 
 
Daycare center address 
 
Dear Daycare Director, 
 

My name is Jessica Bagger and I am a graduate student at the University of Arizona. For 
my dissertation, I plan to study the importance of daycare to working parents and am 
interested in finding out how daycare can help parents cope with potential conflict 
between work and family. 

 
I am requesting your cooperation in the conduct of this study. I would like to hand out 
surveys to parents who have a child 6 years old or younger at your daycare center. The 
survey is of course voluntary, and only those parents who wish to participate will be 
given a survey. If you agree to this study, I will come to your daycare center and hand out 
survey packets to the parents who choose to participate. The parents will then mail the 
survey back directly to me. 
 
Once the study is completed, I would be more than happy to share my findings with you, 
as well as with the parents. In addition, as a “Thank You” to the daycare and the parents, 
I would like to offer $20 for every 10 returned surveys to go towards the purchase of 
something that will benefit the children.  
 
I will contact you by phone within a week. If you have any questions in the meantime, 
please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jessica Bagger  
xxx-xxx-xxxx (cell) 
baggerj@email.arizona.edu 
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APPENDIX B                                                                                    

SURVEY 
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A Study of Work and Family 
conducted by 

Jessica Bagger and Dr. Barbara Gutek 
University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona 

 
Here are some statements about daycare, work and family. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with each statement by circling the appropriate number. 
 

The first few questions ask about daycare. If you have more than 
one child and they are in different daycare centers, please answer 
these questions for the child who spends the most time at 
daycare. 

 
 

Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
 

Disagree 

 
 
 

Neutral 

 
 
 

Agree 

 
 

Strongly 
agree 

This daycare is just what my child(ren) need(s) 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel good about this daycare for my child(ren) 1 2 3 4 5 

Daycare has been a good experience for my children 1 2 3 4 5 

If I had to do it over, I would choose this daycare again 1 2 3 4 5 

My children has proper supervision at this daycare 1 2 3 4 5 

The daycare has appropriate activities 1 2 3 4 5 

The daycare provides a safe environment 1 2 3 4 5 

The daycare has hours of operation that work for me 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that the daycare personnel listen to my opinions 1 2 3 4 5 

I receive all the information I need about the child(ren)’s day at daycare 1 2 3 4 5 

The following questions are general work and family questions     

My supervisor understands my family demands 1 2 3 4 5 

My supervisor listens when I talk about my family 1 2 3 4 5 

My supervisor acknowledges that I have obligations as a family member 1 2 3 4 5 

I intend to leave the organization I work for within the next year 1 2 3 4 5 

I would leave my job if a position were available in another organization 1 2 3 4 5 
I intend to remain with the organization I work for indefinitely 1 2 3 4 5 

Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my family 1 2 3 4 5 

I am generally satisfied with the family situation I have 1 2 3 4 5 

I frequently think I would like to change my family situation 1 2 3 4 5 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job 1 2 3 4 5 

In general, I like working at the organization I currently work at 1 2 3 4 5 

In general, I do not like my job 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
each statement by circling the appropriate number.

Strongly 
disagree

 
Disagree

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly  
agree

I’m often too tired at work because of the things I have to do at home 1 2 3 4 5 

My personal demands are so great that they take away from my work 1 2 3 4 5 

My superiors and peers dislike how often I am preoccupied with my 
personal life while at work 1 2 3 4 5 

My personal life takes up time that I’d like to spend at work 1 2 3 4 5 

After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I’d like to 
do 1 2 3 4 5 

On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away from my 
personal interests 1 2 3 4 5 

My family/friends dislike how often I am preoccupied with my work 
while I am at home 1 2 3 4 5 

My work takes up time that I’d like to spend with family/friends 1 2 3 4 5 

My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like 1 2 3 4 5 

The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating equally 
in household responsibilities and activities 1 2 3 4 5 

I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend 
on work responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 

The time I spend on family responsibilities often interfere with my 
work responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 

The time I spend with my family often causes me not to spend time in 
activities at work that could be helpful to my career 1 2 3 4 5 

I have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend 
on family responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 

When I get home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in 
family activities/responsibilities  1 2 3 4 5 

I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it 
prevents me from contributing to my family 1 2 3 4 5 

Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am 
too stressed to do the things I enjoy 1 2 3 4 5 

Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with family matters at 
work 1 2 3 4 5 

Because I am often stressed from family responsibilities, I have a hard 
time concentrating on my work 1 2 3 4 5 

Tension and anxiety from my family life often weakens my ability to 
do my job 1 2 3 4 5 

The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in 
resolving problems at home 1 2 3 4 5 

Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be 
counterproductive at home 1 2 3 4 5 

The behaviors I perform that make me effective at work do not help 
me to be a better parent and spouse 1 2 3 4 5 

The behaviors that work for me at home do not seem to be effective at 
work 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
each statement by circling the appropriate number.

Strongly 
disagree

 
Disagree

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
agree

Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at home would be 
counterproductive at work 1 2 3 4 5 

The problem-solving behavior that work for me at home does not 
seem to be as useful at work 1 2 3 4 5 

There is an unwritten rule at my place of employment that you can’t 
take care of family needs on company time  1 2 3 4 5 

At my place of employment, employees who put their family or 
personal needs ahead of their jobs are not looked on favorably 1 2 3 4 5 

If you have a problem managing your work and family 
responsibilities, the attitude at my place of employment is: “You made 1 2 3 4 5 

At my place of employment, employees have to choose between 
advancing in their jobs or devoting attention to their family or 1 2 3 4 5 

My supervisor switches schedules (hours, overtime hours, vacation) to 
accommodate my family responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 

My supervisor is critical of my efforts to combine work and family 1 2 3 4 5 

My supervisor juggles tasks or duties to accommodate my family 
responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 

My supervisor shows resentment of my needs as a working parent 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Here are four questions about hours and expectations for work and home 

 
1. Different people have different expectations regarding how many hours it takes to do a “good job,” either at work 

or at home. We are interested in your expectations as well as those of others. Fill in a number for each blank:  
_____ Hours/week you believe is your boss’s expectation regarding what is needed to do a good job at work. 
_____ Hours/week which is your own expectation regarding what is needed to do a good job at work. 
_____ Hours/week you believe is your spouse’s expectation regarding what is needed to do a good job at home.  
_____ Hours/week which is your own expectation regarding what is needed to do a good job at home. 

 
2. How many hours per week do you spend on the following paid work activities on average (paid work refers to 

your job, whether or not you get paid for all the hours you work. Include phone calls, checking email in the 
evenings etc). Fill in a number for each blank: 
_____ Hours physically at work, working on work activities, Monday - Friday 
_____ Hours physically at work, working on work activities, Saturday/Sunday 
_____ Hours physically at home (or elsewhere, away from your place of work), working on work activities, Monday - 
Friday 
_____ Hours physically at home (or elsewhere, away from your place of work), working on work activities, 
Saturday/Sunday 
 

3. How many hours per week do you spend on the following (fill in a number for each blank): 
_____ Hours on household chores (e.g., cooking, cleaning, laundry)  
_____ Hours on household maintenance (e.g., household repairs)  
_____ Hours on child care (child care at home, taking to/from daycare, etc) 
_____ Hours on shopping (e.g., grocery shopping, shopping for children’s clothes)  
_____ Hours on other home related activities, not listed here. What are these activities? 
 

4. Assign a total of 100 points to indicate how important the following areas are in your life at the present time: 
__________ Leisure  
__________ Community  
__________ Paid Work 
__________ Religion 
__________ Family 

100 points 
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This section contains some general work and family statements 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement 
below by circling the appropriate number: 
 

 
 

Strongly 
disagree 

  
 
 

Disagree 

  
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

  
 
 

Agree  

  
 

Strongly 
agree 

Work should only be a small part of one’s life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

In my view, and individual’s personal life goals 
should be work oriented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Life is worth living only when people get 
absorbed in work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

The major satisfaction in my life comes from my 
work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

The most important things that happen to me 
involve my work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

I have other activities more important than my 
work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Work should be considered central to life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

I would probably keep working even if I didn’t 
need the money 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To me, my work is only a small part of who I am 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Most things in life are more important than work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

If the unemployment benefit was really high, I 
would still prefer to work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Overall, I consider work to be very central to my 
existence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Family should only be a small part of one’s life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

In my view, and individual’s personal life goals 
should be family oriented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Life is worth living only when people get 
absorbed in family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

The major satisfaction in my life comes from my 
family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

The most important things that happen to me 
involve my family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

I have other activities more important than my 
family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Family should be considered central to life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To me, my family is only a small part of who I 
am 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Most things in life are more important than 
family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Overall, I consider family to be very central to 
my existence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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We are now going to ask you some questions about your family and work situations 
 
1. Would you prefer to work more, fewer, or the same number of hours than you currently work?  

More _______; Fewer _______; Same _______ 
 

2. Usually, do the number of hours you work: Stay nearly the same _______; Vary a lot _______ 
 

3. What time do you typically start your workday? __________ and end your workday? __________ 
 

4. Do you hold more than one paid position? Yes _______; No _______ 
 

5. What is your primary occupation? ____________________________________________________ 
 

6. How many years have you worked for your most recent employer? ______ years, ______  N/A I am self-employed 
 

7. What is your best estimate of the number of employees who work at the site where you work most often?  _________ 
 

8. What is your best estimate of the number of employees who work for your organization/employer overall? _________ 
 

9. In total, how many years have you been employed:  Part-time? ______ years AND/OR  Full-time? ______ years 
 

10. What is your gross yearly income? About ___________________ 
 

11. How much flexibility do you have in your work schedule to handle family responsibilities (check one)? 
□ No flexibility at all; I can never change my schedule 
□ Hardly any flexibility; I can change my schedule once or twice/year if I really have to 
□ Some flexibility; I can change my schedule every other month if I need to 
□ A lot of flexibility; I can change my schedule on a weekly basis if I need to 
 

12. How do you get paid (check one)? 
□ Monthly salary 
□ Salary + commission 
□ Hourly/daily wages  
□ Piece rate 
□ Other 

If other, please explain: ___________________________________________________________________                                            
 

13. In this open space below, tell us a little about what your long-term career plans are:  
 
 

14. How many promotions have you received over the last three years, if any? ____________________ 
 

15. How many individuals do you currently supervise, if any? ____________________ 
 

16. What gender is your supervisor/boss? Male _______ Female _______ 
 

17. Overall, what is the total number of days that you have arrived for work late in the past 12 months?____________ days 
 

18. Overall, what is the total number of days that you have been absent in the past 12 months?____________ days  
 

19. During the past 12 months, how many times have you been absent? (Please count two or more consecutive days as one 
time. For example, if you missed three consecutive days, count this as one time):____________ times 
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Please list the ages and relationships to you of everybody living with you 3 or more days/week who are under the age 18.  
Also, if any of the child(ren) is/are in daycare, please list how many hours/week they spend in daycare: 
 

 Age Relationship In daycare ___ hours/ week Has been in daycare ___ months total 
1  

 
   

2  
 

   

3  
 

   

4  
 

   

5  
 

   

 
1. Do you plan to have any more children in the future (check one)? Yes _______  No _______  Don’t know_______ 
 
2. Do you have any children with special needs? Yes _______  No _______   

Please explain:  
 

 
3. Have you used other arrangements than daycare for care of your children (check one)? Yes _______  No _______ 

If yes, what kind of arrangements? Please describe briefly: 
 

4. How much do you pay for daycare services per child? $__________________________ /hour /day/ week (circle one)  
 

5. About how many minutes from your residence is the daycare located? About _______________ minutes 
 

6. About how many minutes from your residence is your employment located? About _______________ minutes 
 

7. About how many minutes from your employment is the daycare located? About _______________ minutes 
 

8. Would you say that (check one):  
□ You are the person who takes most responsibility for caring of the children in your household 
□ You and your spouse/partner share this responsibility equally 
□ Your spouse or partner takes on the most responsibility 
 

9. What is your family status (check one)?  
□ Married                                                                     
□ Committed relationship (not married)                   
□ Single      
□ Other (please specify): ____________________                 
 

10. If you have a spouse/partner, do you live with him/her? ____ Yes ____No 
11. Does your spouse/partner hold a paying job? ____ Yes ____No 

a. About how many hours per week does your spouse/partner work?________ hours/week 
b. What is your spouse/partner’s primary occupation?______________________________  
c. How much flexibility does your spouse/partner have in his/her work schedule to handle family responsibilities? 

□ No flexibility at all 
□ About half the flexibility I have 
□ About the same flexibility I have 
□ About twice as much the flexibility I have 

 
12. Your age in years: ________ years 
 
13. Your gender (check one): _______ Male _______Female 

 
14. Your ethnicity (check one): 

□ African-American           □     Asian American/Pacific Islander 
□ Hispanic/Latino   □     Native American Indian/Alaskan Native 
□ White (Non-Hispanic)  □     Other (please specify): ______________________________ 
□ Middle Easterner 
 

15. Highest level of education you have completed to date (check one): 
□ Some High School  □     Bachelor’s Degree 
□ High School   □     Master’s / Doctoral Degree 
□ Some College □     Other (please specify): ________________________________ 
□ Associate’s Degree 
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This section asks about some of the benefits your employer may offer and how often you use them 
 
 

 
Please circle how often you use any of these 
programs, if your employer offers them (if not 
offered, circle the “0”) 

 
Never 

 
 
 

Sometimes

 
 
 

About as 
often as 

not Often 

 
Very 
often 

 
My 

employer 
doesn’t 
offer/  

Job sharing 
You and a colleague share one position  
 

1 2 3 4 5 0 

Paid personal leave 
(e.g. sick days, vacation days, other paid leave) 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Unpaid personal leave 
(e.g. sick days, vacation days, other unpaid 
leave) 

1 2 3 4 5 0 

Paid parental leave  
for the mother/father 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Unpaid parental leave  
for the mother/father 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Child care info / referrals  1 2 3 4 5 0 

Subsidized local child care 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Child-care center on-site  
 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Flexible schedule 
Flexible starting, ending hours 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Telecommuting 
Work from home, some/all the time 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Part-time work 1 2 3 4 5 0 

Compressed work week 
Longer but fewer days 1 2 3 4 5 0 

 
 

Is there anything else you would like to add? 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
PLEASE RETURN THIS SURVEY IN THE STAMPED, ADDRESSED ENVELOPE  

PROVIDED IN YOUR RESEARCH PACKET 
 

 



 139

REFERENCES 
 

Ahmad, A. (1996). Work-family conflict among married professional women in 
Malaysia. Journal of Social Psychology, 136, 663-665. 

 
Allen, T. D. (2001). Family-supportive work environments: The role of organizational 

perceptions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58, 414-435.  
 
Allred, B. B., Snow, C. C., & Miles, R. E. (1996). Characteristics of managerial careers 

in the 21st century. Academy of Management Executive, 10, 17-27. 
 
Antal, A. B., & Izraeli, D. N. (1993). A global comparison of women in management: 

Women managers in their homelands and as expatriates. In E. A. Fagenson (Ed.), 
Women in management: Trends, issues, and challenges in managerial diversity 
(pp. 52-96). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Appelbaum, E., Bailey, T., Berg, P., & Kalleberg, A. L. (2002). Shared work, valued 

care: New norms for organizing market work and unpaid care work. Washington, 
DC: Economic Policy Institute. 

 
Arthur, M. M. (2003). Share price reactions to work-family initiatives: An institutional 

perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 497-505. 
 
Aryee, S., Fields, D., & Luk, V. (1999). A cross-cultural test of a model of the work-

family interface. Journal of Management, 25, 491-511.  
   
Aryee, S., & Luk, V. (1996). Work and nonwork influences on the career satisfaction of 

dual-earner couples. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 49, 38-52. 
 
Ashforth, B. E., Kreiner, G. E., & Fugate, M. (2000). All in a day's work: Boundaries and 

micro role transitions. Academy of Management Review, 25, 472-491. 
 
Bailyn, L. (1993). Patterned chaos in human resource management. Sloan Management 

Review, 34, 77-83. 
 
Barling, J., MacEwen, K. E., Kelloway, E. K., & Higginbottom, S. F. (1994). Predictors 

and outcomes of eldercare-based interrole conflict. Psychology and Aging, 9, 391-
397. 

 
Barnett, R. (2003, April 11 and 12). Does Cutting Back at Work Improve the Quality of 

Marriages for Women? Research briefing prepared for the Council on 
Contemporary Families, Fordham University, New York. 

 



 140

Barnett, R. C. (1996). Toward a review of the work/family literature: Work in progress. 
Boston, MA: Wellesley College Center for Research on Women. 

 
Barnett, R. C. (1998). Toward a review and reconceptualization of the work/family 

literature. Genetic, Social and General Psychology Monographs, 124(2), 125-182.  
 
Barnett, R., & Baruch, G. K. (1987). Determinants of fathers' participation in family 

work. Journal of Marriage & Family, 49, 29-40. 
 
Barnett, R., & Gareis, K. C. (2000). Reduced-hours job-role quality and life satisfaction 

among married women physicians with children. Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, 24, 358-364. 

 
Barnett, R. C., & Hyde, J. S. (2001). Women, men, work and family: An expansionist 

theory. The American Psychologist, 56, 781-796.  
 
Barnett, V., & Lewis, T. (1994). Outliers in statistical data (3rd ed.). Chichester: John 

Wiley & Sons. 
 
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in 

social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and statistical considerations. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173-1182. 

 
Bedeian, A. G., Burke, B. G., & Moffett, R. G. (1988). Outcomes of work-family conflict 

among married male and female professionals. Journal of Management, 14, 475-
491. 

 
Beehr, T., & Gupta, N. (1978). A note on the structure of employee withdrawal. 

Organizational Behavior & Human Performance, 21, 73-79. 
 
Behson, S. J. (2002). Coping with family-to-work conflict: The role of informal work 

accommodations to family. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7, 324-
341. 

 
Bellavia, G. M., & Frone, M. R. (2005). Work-family conflict. In J. Barling, E. K. 

Kelloway & M. R. Frone (Eds.), Handbook of Work Stress (pp. 113-147). 
London: Thousand Oaks. 

 
Bernard, J. (1981). The good-provider role: Its rise and fall. American Psychologist, 36, 

1-12. 
 
Berry, J. W., Poortinga, Y. H., Segall, M. H., & Dasen, P. R. (2002). Cross-cultural 

psychology: Research and applications. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 



 141

Beutell, N. J., & O'Hare, M. M. (1987). Work–nonwork conflict among MBAs: Sex 
differences in role stressors and life satisfaction. Work and Stress, 1, 35-41. 

 
Bianchi, S. M., & Raley, S. (2005). Time allocation in working families. In S. M. 

Bianchi, L. M. Casper & R. B. King (Eds.), Work, Family, Health and Well-
Being. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Blau, G. (1994). Developing and testing a taxonomy of lateness behavior. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 79, 959-970. 
 
Blau, G. (1995). Influence of group lateness on individual lateness: A cross-level 

examination. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 1483-1496. 
 
Blossfeld, H.-P., & Hakim, C. (1997). Between Equalization and Marginalization. 

Women Working Part-time in Europe and the United States of America. Oxford, 
England: Oxford University Press. 

 
Bond, J. T., Thompson, C., Galinsky, E., & Prottas, D. (2003). Highlights of the 2002 

national study of the changing workforce (No. 3). New York: Families and Work 
Institute.  

 
Boyar, S. L., Maertz Jr, C. P., Pearson, A. W., & Keough, S. (2003). Work-family 

conflict: A model of linkages between work and family domain variables and 
turnover intentions. Journal of Managerial Issues, 15, 175-190. 

 
Bradley, V. J., & Blaney, B. (1996). Decentralizing services in three Scandinavian 

countries. In G. H. S. Singer & L. E. Powers (Eds.), Redefining family support: 
Innovations in public-private partnerships (pp. 333-356). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. 
Brookes Publishing Cox. 

 
Branch, S. (1997). MBAs are hot again-and they know it. Fortune, 134, 155-157. 
 
Brannen, J., & Moss, P. (1992). British households after maternity leave. In S. Lewis & 

D. N. Izraeli (Eds.), Dual-earner families: International perspectives (pp. 109-
126). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Brannen, J., & Moss, P. (1998). The polarization and intensification of parental 

employment in Britain: Consequences for children, families, and the community. 
Community, Work & Family, 1, 229-247. 

 
Brief, A., & Nord, W. (1990). Work and meaning: Definitions and interpretations. In A. 

Brief & W. Nord (Eds.), The meaning of occupational work. Lexington, MA: 
Lexington. 

 



 142

Brislin, R. W. (1980). Translation and content analysis of oral and written materials. In 
H. C. Triandis & J. W. Berry (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural psychology (Vol. 
2, pp. 389–444). Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

 
Bruck, C.S., Allen, T.D. and Spector, P.E., (2002). The relation between work–family 

conflict and job satisfaction: A finer-grained analysis. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 60, 336–353.  

 
Budd, J. W., & Mumford, K. A. (2006). Family-friendly work practices in Britain: 

Availability and perceived accessibility. Human Resource Management, 45, 23-
42.  

 
Burke, R. J. (1988). Some antecedents and consequences of work-family conflict. 

Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 3, 287-302. 
 
Burke, R. J., & Greenglass, E. (1987). Work and family. In C. L. Cooper & I. T. 

Robertson (Eds.), International review of industrial and organizational 
psychology (pp. 273-320). New York: Wiley. 

 
Burke, R. J., & Greenglass, E. R. (1999). Work–Family Conflict, Spouse Support, and 

Nursing Staff Well-Being During Organizational Restructuring. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 327-336. 

 
Carlson, D. S., & Kacmar, K. M. (2000). Work-family conflict in the organization: Do 

life role values make a difference? Journal of Management, 26, 1031-1054. 
 
Carlson, D. S., & Perrewé, P. L. (1999). The role of social support in the stressor-strain 

relationship: An examination of work-family conflict. Journal of Management, 
25, 513-533. 

 
Cartwright, C. (1999). 100 best companies for working mothers. Working Mother, 26-

116.  
 
Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/family balance. 

Human Relations, 53, 747-770.  
 
Clark, S. C. (2001). Work cultures and work/family balance. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 58, 348-365. 
 
Coser, R. L. (1964). The family: Its structures and functions. New York: St. Martin's 

Press. 
 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6WMN-4BRPK6M-1&_user=56761&_handle=B-WA-A-W-E-MsSAYWA-UUA-AAAUDUAZAV-AAUYWYWVAV-EAVZVUWWY-E-U&_fmt=full&_coverDate=02%2F28%2F2005&_rdoc=7&_orig=browse&_srch=%23toc%236939%232005%23999339998%23529606%21&_cdi=6939&view=c&_acct=C000059541&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=56761&md5=ac43069ecd062f16fc253c743c954a9f#bbib29


 143

Cropanzano, R., Howes, J. C., Grandey, A. A., & Toth, P. (1997).  The relationship of 
organizational politics and support to work behaviors, attitudes, and stress.  
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18, 159-180. 

 
Crosby, F. J. (1987). Spouse, parent, worker: On gender and multiple roles. New Haven, 

CT: Yale University Press. 
 
Crosby, F. J. (1991). Juggling: The unexpected advantages of balancing career and home 

for women and their families. New York: The Free Press. 
 
Dawson, T., Heitmann, A., & Kerin, A. (2005). Industry Trends, Costs and Management 

of Long Working Hours, NIOSH Safety and Health Topic: Work Schedules: Shift 
Work and Long Work Hours. 

 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 

behavior. New York: Plenum. 
 
DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited:  Institutional 

isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American 
Sociological Review, 48, 147-160. 

 
Dishon-Berkovits, M., & Koslowsky, M. (2002). Determinants of employee punctuality. 

Journal of Social Psychology, 142, 723-739. 
 
Dubin, R. (1956). Industrial workers' worlds: A study of the central interests of industrial 

workers. Social Problems, 3, 131-142. 
 
Dubin, R., & Champoux, J. E. (1977). Central life interests and job satisfaction. 

Organizational Behavior & Human Performance, 18, 366-377.  
 
Dubin, R., Champoux, J. E., & Porter, L. W. (1975a). Workers’ central life interests and 

personality characteristics. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 6, 165–174. 
 
Dubin, R., Champoux, J. E., & Porter, L. W. (1975b). Central life interests and 

organizational commitment of blue-collar and clerical workers. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 20, 411-421. 

 
Duxbury, L. E., & Higgins, C. A. (1991). Gender differences in work-family conflict. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 60-73. 
 
Duxbury, L., Higgins, C., & Lee, C. (1994). Work-family conflict: A comparison by 

gender, family type, and perceived control. Journal of Family Issues, 15, 449-466. 
 



 144

Eagle, B. W., Miles, E. W., & Icenogle, M. L. (1997). Interrole conflicts and the 
permeability of work and family domains: Are there gender differences? Journal 
of Vocational Behavior, 50, 168-184.  

 
Eby, L. T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C., & Brinley, A. (2005). Work and 

family research in IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (1980-
2002). Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66, 124-197.  

 
Edmondson, A. C., & Detert, J. R. (2005). The role of speaking up in work-life 

balancing. In E. E. Kossek & S. J. Lambert (Eds.), Work and life integration: 
Organizational, cultural, and individual perspectives (pp. 401-428). Mahwah, 
New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Ellingsaeter, A. L. (1998). Dual breadwinner societies: Provider models in the 

Scandinavian welfare states. Acta Sociologica, 41, 59-73. 
 
England, G., & Mitsumi, J. (1986). Work Centrality in Japan and the United States. 

Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 17, 399-416. 
 
Epstein, C. F. (1987). Multiple demands and multiple roles: The conditions of successful 

management. In F. J. Crosby (Ed.), Spouse, parent, worker: On gender and 
multiple roles (pp. 23-35). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

 
Epstein, C. F., & Kalleberg, A. L. (2001). Fighting for Time: Shifting Boundaries of 

Work and Social Life. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.  
 
Epstein, C. F., Seron, C., Oglensky, B., & Sauté, R. (1999). The part-time paradox:  Time 

norms, professional life, family, and gender. New York: Routledge. 
 
Evertsson, M., & Nermo, M. (2004). Dependence within families and the division of 

labor: Comparing Sweden and the United States. Journal of Marriage and 
Family, 66, 1272-1286.  

 
Fernandez, J. P. (1986). Child care and corporate productivity. Lexington, MA: D. C. 

Heath. 
 
Fried, M. (1998). Taking time: Parental leave policy and corporate culture. Philadelphia: 

Temple University Press.  
 
Friedman, S. D., & Greenhaus, J. H. (2000). Work and family—allies or enemies? What 

happens when business professionals confront life choices. New York: Oxford 
University Press.  

 



 145

Frone, M. R. (2000). Work-family conflict and employee psychiatric disorders: The 
national comorbidity survey. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 888-895. 

 
Frone, M. R. (2003). Work-family balance. In J. C. Quick & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.), 

Handbook of occupational health psychology (pp. 143-162). Washington, DC, 
US: American Psychological Association. 

 
Frone, M. R., & Rice, R. W. (1987). Work–family conflict: The effect of job and family 

involvement. Journal of Occupational Behaviour, 8, 45-53. 
 
Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992a). Antecedents and outcomes of work-

family conflict: Testing a model of the work-family interface. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 77, 65-78.  

 
Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992b). Prevalence of work-family conflict: 

Are work and family boundaries asymmetrically permeable? Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 13, 723-729. 

 
Frone, M. R., Yardley, J. K., & Markel, K. S. (1997). Developing and testing an 

integrative model of the work-family interface. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
50, 145-167. 

 
Fuqua, R. W., & Labensohn, D. (1986). Parents as consumers of child care. Family 

Relations: Journal of Applied Family & Child Studies, 35, 295-303.  
 

Galinsky, E. (1986). Family life and corporate policies. In M. W. Yogman & T. B. 
Brazelton (Eds.), In support of families (pp. 109-145). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press.  

 
Galinsky, E. (1994). Families and work: The importance of the quality of the work 

environment. In S. L. Kagan & B. Weissbourd (Eds.), Putting families first: 
America's family support movement and the challenge of change (pp. 112-136). 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 
Galinsky, E., & Kim, S. (2000). Navigating work and parenting by working at home: 

Perspectives of workers and children whose parents work at home. U. S. 
Department of Labor Web Site, Telework and the New Workplace of the 21st 
Century, http://www.dl.gov/asp/telework/p3_4.htm. 

 
Gignac, M. A., Kelloway, E. K., & Gottlieb, B. H. (1996). The impact of caregiving on 

employment: A mediational model of work-family conflict. Canadian Journal on 
Aging, 15, 525-542.  

 



 146

Good, L. K., Page, T. J. J., & Young, C. E. (1996). Assessing hierarchical differences in 
job-related attitudes and turnover among retail managers. Journal of the Academy 
of Marketing Science, 24, 148-156. 

 
Goff, S. J., Mount, M. K., & Jamison, R. L. (1990). Employer supported child care, 

work/family conflict, and absenteeism: A field study. Personnel Psychology, 43, 
793-809. 

 
Golden, J., & Jorgensen, H. (2001). Time after time: Mandatory overtime in the U.S. 

economy (Briefing Paper). Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute. 
 
Gornick, J. C., & Meyers, M. K. (2003). Families That Work: Policies for Reconciling 

Parenthood and Employment. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.  
 
Gornick, J. C., Meyers, M. K., & Ross, K. (1998). Public Policies and the Employment of 

Mothers: A Cross-national Study. Social Science Quarterly, 79, 35-54. 
 
Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The Conservation of Resources model applied 

to work-family conflict and strain. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54, 350-370. 
 
Greenberger, E., Goldberg, W., Hamill, S., O'Neill, R., & Payne, C. (1989). 

Contributions of a supportive work environment to parents' well-being and 
orientation to work. American Journal of Community Psychology, 17, 755-783. 

 
Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources and conflict between work and family 

roles. Academy of Management Review, 10, 76-88. 
 
Greenhaus, J. H., Bedeian, A. G., & Mossholder, K. W. (1987). Work experiences, job 

performance, and feelings of personal and family well-being. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 31, 200-215. 

 
Greenhaus, J. H., Collins, K. M., Singh, R., & Parasuraman, S. (1997). Work and family 

influences on departure from public accounting. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
50, 249-270. 

 
Greenhaus, J.H., Parasuraman, S. & Collins, K.M., (2001). Career involvement and 

family involvement as moderators of relationships between work–family conflict 
and withdrawal from a profession. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 6, 
91–100.  

 
Greenhaus, J. H., Parasuraman, S., Granrose, C. S., Rabinowitz, S., & Beutell, N. J. 

(1989). Sources of work–family conflict among two–career couples. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 34, 133-153. 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6WMN-4BRPK6M-1&_user=56761&_handle=B-WA-A-W-E-MsSAYWA-UUA-AAAUDUAZAV-AAUYWYWVAV-EAVZVUWWY-E-U&_fmt=full&_coverDate=02%2F28%2F2005&_rdoc=7&_orig=browse&_srch=%23toc%236939%232005%23999339998%23529606%21&_cdi=6939&view=c&_acct=C000059541&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=56761&md5=ac43069ecd062f16fc253c743c954a9f#bbib77


 147

Greenhaus, J. H., & Kopelman, R. E. (1981). Conflict between work and nonwork roles: 
Implications for the career planning process. Human Resource Planning, 4, 1-10. 

 
Grzywacz, J. G., & Bass, B. L. (2003). Work, family, and mental health: Testing different 

models of work–family fit. Journal of Marriage and Family, 65, 248–262. 
 
Grzywacz, J. G., & Marks, N. F. (2000). Reconceptualizing the work-family interface: 

An ecological perspective on the correlates of positive and negative spillover 
between work and family. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5, 111-
126. 

 
Gutek, B. A., Searle, S., & Klepa, L. (1991). Rational versus gender role explanations for 

work-family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 560-568. 
 
Haas, L. (1981). Domestic role sharing in Sweden. Journal of Marriage & Family, 43, 

957-967. 
 
Haas, L. (1990). Gender equality and social policy: Implications of a study of parental 

leave in Sweden. Journal of Family Issues, 11, 401-423. 
 
Haas, L. (1993). Nurturing fathers and working mothers: Changing gender roles in 

Sweden. In J. C. Hood (Ed.), Men, work, and family (pp. 238-261). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Haas, L., & Hwang, P. (1995). Company culture and men's usage of family leave benefits 

in Sweden. Family Relations: Journal of Applied Family & Child Studies, 44, 28-
36.  

 
Hakel, M. D. (1968). How often is often? American Psychologist, 23, 533-534. 
 
Hall, D. T. & Richter, J. (1988). Balancing work life and home life: What can 

organizations do to help? Academy of Management Executive, 2, 213-223. 
 
Hanisch, K. A., & Hulin, C. L. (1990). Job attitudes and organizational withdrawal: An 

examination of retirement and other voluntary withdrawal behaviors. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 37, 60-78.  

 
Hanisch, K. A., & Hulin, C. L. (1991). General attitudes and organizational withdrawal: 

An evaluation of a causal model. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 39, 110-128. 
 
Harding, S., & Hikspoors, F. (1995). New Work Values: In Theory and in Practice. 

International Social Science Journal, 47, 441-455. 
 



 148

Härenstam, A., & Bejerot, E. (2001). Combining professional work with family 
responsibilities - a burden or a blessing? International Journal of Social Welfare, 
10, 202-214. 

 
Heymann, J., Boynton-Jarrett, R., Carter, P., Bond, J. T., & Galinsky, E. (2002). Work-

family issues and low-income families: Economy That Works.  
 
Higgins, C. A., Duxbury, L. E., & Irving, R. H. (1992). Work-family conflict in the dual-

career family. Organizational Behavior & Human Performance, 51, 51-75. 
 
Higgins, G., Duxbury, L., & Johnson, K. L. (2000). Part-time work for women: Does it 

really help balance work and family? Human Resource Management, 39, 17-32. 
 
Hill, E. J., Yang, C., Hawkins, A. J., & Ferris, M. (2004). A Cross-Cultural Test of the 

Work-Family Interface in 48 Countries. Journal of Marriage & Family, 66, 1300-
1316. 

 
Hirschfeld, R. R., & Field, H. S. (2000). Work centrality and work alienation: Distinct 

aspects of a general commitment to work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
21, 789-800. 

 
Hochschild, A. R. (1997). The time bind: When work becomes home and home becomes 

work. New York: Metropolitan Books. 
 
Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture's consequences: International differences in work-related 

values. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Hwang, C. P., & Broberg, A. G. (1992). The historical and social context of child care in 

Sweden. In M. J. Lamb, K. J. Sternberg, C. P. Lamb & A. G. Broberg (Eds.), 
Child care in context: Cross-cultural perspectives (pp. 27-53). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Erlbaum.  

 
Jacobs, J. A., & Gerson, K. (2001). Overworked individuals or overworked families? 

Explaining trends in work, leisure, and family time. Work & Occupations, 28, 40-
63. 

 
Jacobs, J.A., & Gerson, K. (1997). The endless day or flexible office? Working hours, 

work-family conflict, and gender equity in the modern workplace. Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania. 

 
Järvholm, B. (1996). Arbetsliv och hälsa-en kartläggning. Stockholm: 

Arbetslivsinstitutet. 
 



 149

Judd, C. M., & McClelland, G. H. (1989). Data analysis: A model comparison approach. 
New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

 
Judge, T. A., Boudreau, J. W., & Bretz, R. D. (1994). Job and life attitudes of male 

executives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 767-782.  
 
Kabanoff, B. (1980). Work and nonwork: A review of models, methods, and findings. 

Psychological Bulletin, 88, 60-77. 
 
Kagitcibasi, C. (1996). Family and human development across cultures: A view from the 

other side. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.  
 
Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R., Snoek, J. D., & Rosenthal, R. A. (1964). 

Organizational stress. New York: Wiley. 
 
Kalleberg, A. L., & Rosenfeld, R. A. (1990). Work in the family and in the labor market: 

A cross-national, reciprocal analysis. Journal of Marriage & the Family, 52, 331-
346. 

 
Kalton, G., & Kasprzyk, D. (1986). The Treatment of Missing Survey Data. Survey 

Methodology, 12, 1-16. 
 
Kamerman, S. B. (2000). Early childhood intervention policies: An international 

perspective. In J. P. Shonkoff & S. J. Meisels (Eds.), Handbook of early 
childhood intervention (2nd ed., pp. 613-629). New York: Cambridge University 
Press.  

 
Kanter, R. M. (1977). Work and family in the United States: A critical review and agenda 

for research and policy. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
 
Kanungo, R. B. (1982). Work alienation: An integrated approach. New York: Praeger. 
 
Karasek, R., & Theorell, T. (1990). Healthy work: Stress, productivity and the 

reconstruction of working life. New York: Basic Books.  
 
Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations. New York: John 

Wiley and Sons. 
 
Kelloway, E. K., Gottlieb, B. H., & Barham, L. (1999). The source, nature, and direction 

of work and family conflict: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 337-346. 

 
Kelly, R. F., & Voydanoff, P. (1985). Work/family role strain among employed parents. 

Family Relations, 34, 367-374.  



 150

 
Kempen, R. (1982). Absenteeism and tardiness. In L. Fredriksen (Ed.), Handbook of 

organizational behavior and management (pp. 39-61). New York: Wiley. 
 
Kennedy, D. (1984). A counseling approach to chronic tardiness. Supervisor 

Management, 29, 25-29. 
 
Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D., & Bolger, N. (1998). Data analysis in social psychology. In D. 

Gilbert, S. Fiske & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (4th ed., 
pp. 233-265). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 
Kinnunen, U., & Mauno, S. (1998). Antecedents and outcomes of work-family conflict 

among employed women and men in Finland. Human Relations, 51, 157-177. 
 
Kinnunen, U., Mauno, S., Geurts, S., & Dikkers, J. (2005). Work-family culture in 

organizations: Theoretical and empirical approaches. In S. A. Y. Poelmans (Ed.), 
Work and family: An international research perspective (pp. 87-120). Mahwah, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers. 

 
Klitzman, S., House, J. S., Israel, B. A., & Mero, R. P. (1990). Work stress, nonwork 

stress, and health. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 13, 221-243. 
 
Kopelman, R.E., Greenhaus, J.H. and Connolly, T.F. (1983). A model of work, family, 

and interrole conflict: A construct validation study. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 32, 198–215.  

 
Koslowsky, M. (2000). A new perspective on employee lateness. Applied Psychology: An 

International Review, 49, 390-407. 
 
Kossek, E. E. (2003). Workplace policies and practices to support work and families: 

Gaps in implementation and linkages to individual and organizational 
effectiveness. Michigan State University. 

 
Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Work-family conflict, policies, and the job-life 

satisfaction relationship: A review and directions for organizational behavior-
human resources research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 139-149. 

 
Kossek, E. E., Lautsch, B. A., & Eaton, S. C. (2006). Telecommuting, control, and 

boundary management: Correlates of policy use and practice, job control, and 
work-family effectiveness. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 347-367. 

 
Kossek, E. E., Noe, R. A., & DeMarr, B. J. (1999). Work-family role synthesis: 

Individual and organizational determinants. International Journal of Conflict 
Management, 10, 102-129. 



 151

 
Kurland, N. B., & Bailey, D. E. (1999). Telework: The advantages and challenges of 

working here, there, anywhere, and anytime. Organizational Dynamics, 28, 53-
68. 

 
Lamb, M. E., Sternberg, K. J., & Ketterlinus, R. (1992). Child care in the United States. 

In M. E. Lamb, K. Sternberg, C. P. Hwang & A. G. Broberg (Eds.), Child Care in 
Context. Hillside, NJ: Erlbaum. 

 
Lapierre, L. M., & Allen, T. D. (2006). Work-supportive family, family-supportive 

supervision, use of organizational Benefits, and problem-focused coping: 
implications for work-family conflict and employee well-being. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 11, 169-181. 

 
Lee, H., & Liebenau, J. (1999). Time in organizational studies: Towards a new research 

direction. Organization Studies, 20, 1035-1058. 
 
Lewis, S., & Smithson, J. (2001). Sense of entitlement to support for the reconciliation of 

employment and family life. Human Relations, 54, 1455-1481. 
 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting and task performance. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
 
Loerch, K.J., Russell, J.E. and Rush, M.C., (1989). The relationships among family 

domain variables and work–family conflict for men and women. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior 35, 288–308. 

 
Love, M., Galinsky, E., & Hughes, D. (1987). Work and family: Research findings and 

models for change. Industrial and Labor Relations Report, 25, 13-20. 
  
Mannheim, B., Baruch, Y., & Tal, J. (1997). Alternative models for antecedents and 

outcomes of work centrality and job satisfaction of hi-tech personnel. Human 
Relations, 50, 1537-1562. 

 
Martins, L.L., Eddleston, K.A. and Veiga, J.F., (2002). Moderators of the relationship 

between work–family conflict and career satisfaction. Academy of Management 
Journal, 45, 399–409.  

 
Matsui, T., Ohsawa, T., & Onglatco, M. (1995). Work-family conflict and the stress-

buffering effects of husband support and coping behavior among Japanese 
married women. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 47, 178-192. 

 
Maume, D. J., Jr. (1991). Child-care expenditures and women's employment turnover. 

Social Forces, 70, 495-508. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6WMN-4BRPK6M-1&_user=56761&_handle=B-WA-A-W-E-MsSAYWA-UUA-AAAUDUAZAV-AAUYWYWVAV-EAVZVUWWY-E-U&_fmt=full&_coverDate=02%2F28%2F2005&_rdoc=7&_orig=browse&_srch=%23toc%236939%232005%23999339998%23529606%21&_cdi=6939&view=c&_acct=C000059541&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=56761&md5=ac43069ecd062f16fc253c743c954a9f#bbib113
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6WMN-4BRPK6M-1&_user=56761&_handle=B-WA-A-W-E-MsSAYWA-UUA-AAAUDUAZAV-AAUYWYWVAV-EAVZVUWWY-E-U&_fmt=full&_coverDate=02%2F28%2F2005&_rdoc=7&_orig=browse&_srch=%23toc%236939%232005%23999339998%23529606%21&_cdi=6939&view=c&_acct=C000059541&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=56761&md5=ac43069ecd062f16fc253c743c954a9f#bbib119


 152

 
Mayers, M. K., Gornick, J. C., & Ross, K. E. (1999). Public childcare, parental leave, and 

employment. In D. Sainsbury (Ed.), Gender and the welfare state regimes. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 

 
McCaffrey, C. A., & Graff, A. (1999). European Union directive on parental leave: Will 

the European Union face the same problems as those faced by the United States 
under the 1993 Family and Medical Leave Act? Hofstra Labor & Employment 
Law Journal, 17, 229.  

 
McCall, G. H., & Simmons, J. L. (1978). Identities and interaction: An examination of 

human associations in everyday life. New York: Free Press. 
 
Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, Self, and Society from the Standpoint of a Social Behaviorist. 

Chicago, Il: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Viswesvaran, C. (2005). Convergence between measures of 

work-to-family and family-to-work conflict: A meta-analytic examination. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 67, 215-232. 

 
Moen, P. (1989). Working parents: Transformations in gender roles and public policies 

in Sweden. Madison, WI University of Wisconsin Press. 
 
Mortimer, J. T., Lorence, J., & Kumka, D. S. (1986). Work, family, and personality: 

Transition to adulthood. Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 
 
MOW-International Research Team (1987). The meaning of work. London: Harcourt 

Brace Jovanovich. 
 
Murdock, G. P. (1949). Social structure. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company. 
 
Narayanan, V. K., & Nath, R. (1982). A field test of some attitudinal and behavioral 

consequences of flexitime. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67, 214-218. 
 
National Council for Jewish Women. (1987). Accommodating pregnancy in the 

workplace (NCJW Center for the Child Report). New York: Author. 
 
Neal, M. B., & Hammer, L. B. (Forthcoming). Working couples caring for children and 

aging parents: Effects on Work and well-being. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum 
Associates.  

 
Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development and validation of 

work-family conflict and family-work conflict scales. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 81, 400-410. 



 153

 
Nielson, T. R., Carlson, D. S., & Lankau, M. J. (2001). The supportive mentor as a means 

of reducing work–family conflict. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 59, 364–381. 
 
Nieva, V. F., & Gutek, B. A. (1981). Women and work: A psychological perspective. 

New York: Praeger. 
 
Nippert-Eng, C. (1996). Home and work. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  
 
Nordenmark, M. (2002). Multiple social roles--a resource or a burden: Is it possible for 

men and women to combine paid work with family life in a satisfactory way? 
Gender, Work & Organization, 9, 125-145.  

 
Nordenmark, M., & Nyman, C. (2003). Fair or unfair? Perceived fairness of household 

division of labour and gender equality among women and men. European Journal 
of Women's Studies, 10, 181-209. 

 
Nunnally, J., & Bernstein, I. (1994). Psychometric Theory (3rd ed.). New York: 

McGraw-Hill.  
 
O'Driscoll, M. P., Ilgen, D. R., & Hildreth, K. (1992). Time devoted to job and off-job 

activities, interrole conflict, and affective experiences. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 77, 272-279. 

 
O'Reilly, J., & Fagan, C. (1998). Part-time Prospects: International comparisons of part-

time work in Europe, North America and the Pacific Rim. London and New York: 
Routledge. 

 
Osborne, J. W. & Overbay, A. (2004). The power of outliers (and why researchers should 

always check for them). Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 9, 
Retrieved June 22, 2006 from http://PAREonline.net/getvn.asp?v=9&n=6. 

 
Osterman, P. (1995). Work/Family Programs and the Employment Relationship. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 40, 681-700. 
 
Parasuraman, S., & Simmers, C. (2001). Type of employment, work-family conflict and 

well-being: A comparative study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22, 551-
568.  

 
Parasuraman, S., Greenhaus, J.H. and Granrose, C.S., (1992). Role stressors, social 

support, and well-being among two-career couples. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior 13, 339–356. 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6WMN-4BRPK6M-1&_user=56761&_handle=B-WA-A-W-E-MsSAYWA-UUA-AAAUDUAZAV-AAUYWYWVAV-EAVZVUWWY-E-U&_fmt=full&_coverDate=02%2F28%2F2005&_rdoc=7&_orig=browse&_srch=%23toc%236939%232005%23999339998%23529606%21&_cdi=6939&view=c&_acct=C000059541&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=56761&md5=ac43069ecd062f16fc253c743c954a9f#bbib132


 154

Parasuraman, S., Purohit, Y. S., Godshalk, V. M., & Beutell, N. J. (1996). Work and 
family variables, entrepreneurial career success, and psychological well-being. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 48, 275-300. 

 
Parker, V. A., & Hall, D. T. (1992). Conclusion: Expanding the domain of family and 

work issues. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), Work, families and organizations. San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey Bass. 

 
Perrewé, P.L., Hochwarter, W.A. & Kiewitz, C. (1999). Value attainment: An 

explanation of the negative effects of work–family conflict on job and life 
satisfaction. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 318–326. 

 
Pierce, J. L., & Newstrom, J. W. (1982). Employee responses to flexible work schedules: 

An interorganization, inter-system comparison. Journal of Management, 8, 9-25. 
 
Piotrkowski, C. S. (1978). Work and the family system: A naturalistic study of working-

class and lower-class families. New York: Free Press. 
 
Piotrkowski, C. S., Rapoport, R. N., & Rapoport, R. (1987). Families and work. In M. B. 

Sussman & S. K. Steinmetz (Eds.), Handbook of marriage and the family (pp. 
251-283). New York: Plenum Press. 

 
Pleck, J. H. (1999). Balancing work and family. Scientific American, 10, 38-43.  
 
Pleck, J. H., Staines, G. L., & Lang, L. (1980). Conflicts between work and family life. 

Monthly Labor Review, 103, 29-32. 
 
Poelmans, S. (2003). Editorial: The multi-level “fit” model of work and family. 

International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 3, 267-274. 
 
Poelmans, S., O'Driscoll, M., & Beham, B. (2005). An overview of international research 

on the work-family interface. In S. Poelmans (Ed.), Work and family: An 
international research perspective (pp. 3-46). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates. 

 
Raabe, P. H. (1998). Women, work, and family in the Czech Republic--and some 

comparisons with the West. Community, Work & Family, 1, 51-63. 
 
Rice, R.W., Frone, M.R. and McFarlin, D.B., (1992). Work–nonwork conflict and the 

perceived quality of life. Journal of Organizational Behavior 13, 155–168 
 
Ritzer, G. (1992). Contemporary sociological theory (3rd Ed.). New York: McGraw Hill. 
 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6WMN-4BRPK6M-1&_user=56761&_handle=B-WA-A-W-E-MsSAYWA-UUA-AAAUDUAZAV-AAUYWYWVAV-EAVZVUWWY-E-U&_fmt=full&_coverDate=02%2F28%2F2005&_rdoc=7&_orig=browse&_srch=%23toc%236939%232005%23999339998%23529606%21&_cdi=6939&view=c&_acct=C000059541&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=56761&md5=ac43069ecd062f16fc253c743c954a9f#bbib144


 155

Roman, V., & Vogler, C. (1999). Managing money in British and Swedish households. 
European Societies, 1, 419-456.  

 
Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conceiving the self. New York: Basic Books.  
 
Rosenfeld, P., Edwards, J. E., & Thomas, M. D. (1993). Improving Organizational 

Surveys: New Directions, Methods, and Applications. Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Rosin, H. M., & Korabik, K. (1990). Marital and family correlates of women managers' 

attrition from organizations. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 37, 104-120. 
 
Ross, C. E., & Mirowsky, J. (1988). Child care and emotional adjustment to wives' 

employment. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 29, 127-138. 
 
Rothausen, T. J. (1999). 'Family' in organizational research: A review and comparison of 

definitions and measures. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 817-836. 
 
Rothbard, N. P., Phillips, K. W., & Dumas, T. L. (2005). Managing Multiple Roles: 

Work-Family Policies and Individuals' Desires for Segmentation. Organization 
Science, 16, 243-258. 

 
Ruderman, M. N., Ohlott, P. J., Panzer, K., & King, S. N. (2002). Benefits of multiple 

roles for managerial women. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 369-386. 
 
Sainsbury, D. (1999). Gender, Policy Regimes, and Politics. In D. Sainsbury (Ed.), 

Gender and Welfare State Regimes (pp. 245-275). Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.  

 
Sandqvist, K. (1992). Sweden's sex-role scheme and commitment to gender equality. In 

S. Lewis & D. N. Izraeli (Eds.), Dual-earner families: International perspectives 
(pp. 80-98). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Schor, J. B. (1991). The Overworked American:  The Unexpected Decline of Leisure. 

New York: Basic Books. 
 
Schriber, J. B., & Gutek, B. A. (1987). Some time dimensions of work: Measurement of 

an underlying aspect of organization culture. Journal of Applied Psychology, 72, 
642-650. 

 
Shearn, J., & Todd, S. (2000). Maternal employment and family responsibilities: The 

perspectives of mothers of children with intellectual disabilities. Journal of 
Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities, 13, 109-131.  

 



 156

Small, S. A., & Riley, D. (1990). Toward a multidimensional assessment of work 
spillover into family life. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 51-61. 

 
Snir, R., & Harpaz, I. (2002). Work-leisure relations: Leisure orientation and the meaning 

of work. Journal of Leisure Research, 34, 178-203. 
 
Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural 

equation models. In S. Leinhardt (Ed.), Sociological Methodology (pp. 290-312). 
Washington DC: American Sociological Association. 

 
Statistics Sweden. (2003). Barn och deras familjer 2001. Del 1: Tabeller [Children and 

their families 2001. Part 1: Tables]. Stockholm: Statistics Sweden.  
 
Stegelin, D. (1992). Early Childhood Education: Policy Issues for the 1990's. Norwood, 

CA: Ablex Publishing Corporation.  
 
Stephens, W. N. (1963). The family in cross-cultural perspective. New York: Holt 

Rinehart and Winston. 
 
Stone, E. F., & Hollenbeck, J. R. (1984). Some issues associated with the use of 

moderated regression. Organizational Behavior & Human Performance, 34, 195-
213. 

 
Stryker, S. (1980). Symbolic Interactionism: A social structural version. Menlo Park: 

Benjamin/Cummings. 
 
Stryker, S., & Serpe, R.T. (1994). Identity salience and psychological centrality: 

Equivalent, overlapping, or complementary concepts? Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 57, 16-36. 

 
Sundström, M. (1991). Sweden: Supporting work, family, and gender equality. In S. B. 

Kamerman & A. J. Kahn (Eds.), Child care, parental leave, and the under 3s: 
Policy innovation in Europe (pp. 171-199). New York; England: Auburn House 
Publishing Co. 

 
Sweden.se 
 
Swedish Parental Leave Act (1995). From: 

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/employment/gems/eeo/law/sweden/l_plas.htm 
 
Hwang, C. P., & Broberg, A. G. (1992). The historical and social context of child care in 

Sweden. In M. J. Lamb, K. J. Sternberg, C. P. Lamb & A. G. Broberg (Eds.), 
Child care in context: Cross-cultural perspectives (pp. 27-53). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Erlbaum. 



 157

 
Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on 

work-family conflict and strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied 
Behavioral Science, 80, 6-15. 

 
Thompson, J. A., & Bunderson, J. S. (2001). Work/nonwork conflict and the 

phenomenology of time: Beyond the balance metaphor. Work & Occupations, 28, 
17-39. 

 
Thompson, C. A., Beauvais, L. L., & Lyness, K. S. (1999). When work–family benefits 

are not enough: The influence of work–family culture on benefit utilization, 
organizational attachment, and work–family conflict. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 54, 392–415. 

 
Triandis, H. C. (2000). Cross-cultural psychology: History of the Field. In A. E. Kazdin 

(Ed.), Encyclopedia of psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 361-364). Washington, DC, US: 
American Psychological Association. 

 
United States Office of Personnel Management. (2001). Paid parental leave, from 

http://www.opm.gov/oca/leave/HTML/ParentalReport.htm  
 
Urias Levy, D., & Michel, S. (2002). More can be less: Child care and welfare reform in 

the United States. In S. Michel & R. Mahon (Eds.), Child care policy at the 
crossroads: Gender and welfare state restructuring (pp. 239-263). New York: 
Routledge.  

 
Vecchio, R. P. (1980). The function and meaning of work and the job: Morse and Weiss 

(1955) revisited. Academy of Management Journal, 23, 361-367. 
 
Voydanoff, P. (2004). The effects of work demands and resources on work-to-family 

conflict and facilitation. Journal of Marriage and Family, 66, 398-412. 
 
Waldfogel, J. (1998). Understanding the "family gap" in pay for women with children. 

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 12, 137-156.  
 
Wallace, J. E. (1999). Work-to-nonwork conflict among married male and female 

lawyers. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 797-816. 
 
Warren, T. (2004). Working part-time: Achieving a successful 'work-life' balance? 

British Journal of Sociology, 55, 99-122. 
 
Wharton, A. S., & Blair-Loy., M. (2002). The ‘Overtime Culture’ in a Global 

Corporation: A Cross National Study of Finance Professionals' Interest in 
Working Part-Time. Work & Occupations, 29, 32-63. 



 158

 
Whitely, W., & England, G. W. (1977). Managerial values as a reflection of culture and 

the process of industrialization. Academy of Management Journal, 20, 439-453. 
 
Wiley, D. L. (1987). The relationship between work/nonwork role conflict and job-

related outcomes: Some unanticipated findings. Journal of Management, 13, 467-
472.  

 
Williams, K. J., & Alliger, G. M. (1994). Role stressors, mood spillover, and perceptions 

of work-family conflict in employed parents. Academy of Management Journal, 
37, 837-868. 

 
Wright, E. O., Shire, K., Hwang, S. L., Dolan, M., & Baxter, J. (1992). The non-effects 

of class on the gender division of labor in the home: A comparative study of 
Sweden and the United States. Gender and Society, 6, 252-282. 

 
Yang, N., Chen, C. C., Choi, J., & Zou, Y. (2000). Sources of work-family conflict: A 

Sino-U.S. comparison of the effects of work and family demands. Academy of 
Management Journal, 43, 113-123. 

 
Young, M. B. (1996). Career issues for single adults without dependent children. In D. T. 

Hall (Ed.), The career is dead: Long live the career (pp. 196-222). San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass.  

 
Youngblood, S. A., & Chambers-Cook, K. (1984). Child care assistance can improve 

employee attitudes and behavior. Personnel Administrator, 29, 45-52. 
 
Zedeck, S. (1992). Introduction: Exploring the domain of work and family concerns. In S. 

Zedeck (Ed.), Work, families and organizations (pp. 1–32). San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

 
Zedeck, S., & Mosier, K. L. (1990). Work in the family and employing organization. 

American Psychologist, 45, 240-251. 
 
Zigler, E. F., & Finn-Stevenson, M. (1995). The child care crisis: Implications for the 

growth and development of the nation's children. Journal of Social Issues, 51, 
215-231. 


	A TEST OF TIME’S OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE INFLUENCE ON WORK
	 


