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There were three underlying purposes to this study: 1) To
test the main effect of gender on work -> family and family ->
work conflict; 2) To re-examine the predictors of inter-role
conflict used by Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1992) (i.e., job
involvement, Jjob stress, family involvement, and family
stress); and 3) To 1investigate the importance of using
personality characteristics as predictors of how individuals
deal with inter-role conflict. A questionnaire was assembled,

consisting of: a work -> family conflict spillover scale, a



2
family -> work conflict spillover scale, a job involvement
scale, a family involvement scale, a job stressors scale, a
family stressors scale, and two sub-scales from the California
Psychological Inventory (i.e., the Managerial Potential scale
and the Work Orientation scale). Questionnaires were
completed by 134 employees of a civil service agency. Results
indicated that gender was not a significant predictor of
either work -> family or family -> work conflict. Job stress
was found to be a significant predictor of both work ->
family, and family -> work conflict. Where as family stress
was found to be a significant predictor of family -> work
conflict only. Job involvement was found to be a significant
predictor of work -> family conflict for managers only. When
all predictors were assessed simultaneously, Work Orientation
was the only variable found to be a significant predictor of
work -> family conflict. The results from this study clarify
and add to Frone, Russell, and Cooper’s (1992) study of the

work-family interface.
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INTRODUCTION
PROBLEM STATEMENT

In what has been referred to as a "classic paper on work-
family dynamics" (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 19%92a, p.3),
Pleck (1977) suggested that the permeability of the boundaries
between work roles and family roles were asymmetrical (e.g.,
conflict in one's work role may effect one's family role, but
not vice versa), and that a gender difference exists for the
directionality of the boundary penetration. In other words,
a female's family role will interfere with her role at work,
but this is less true for males. A male's work role will
interfere with his family role, but this is less true for
females.

Further investigation of these gender differences has
only recently appeared in the work-family literature. In
three recent articles (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992a, 1992b;
Hall & Richter, 1988) no significant gender differences were
discovered. However, partial support for Pleck's 1977
findings can still be found (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991).

The purpose of this study was to further investigate the
effects of gender on inter-role conflict (i.e., conflict
between an individual's work roles and family roles), while

examining alternative explanations as well (i.e., the effects
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of personality variables). Three sets of variables were
assessed for their influence on inter-role conflict: 1) an
individual's psychological/behavioral involvement and stress
in the work domain and family domain; 2) the gender of the
individual; and 3) the individual's motivation to manage and

work wvalues.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The relationship between work and family has been under
investigation for some time. Studies of this relationship
have been conducted by child and marriage specialists,
community psychologists, demographers, economists, family
sociologists, family therapists, occupational sociologists,
industrial analysts, industrial and organizational
psychologists, and vocational psychologists (Zedeck & Mosier,
1990). Work-family conflict is a form of inter-role conflict
(i.e., such conflict reflects pressures to perform one role in
an individual's life, which in turn contends with another role
that the individual feels pressure to perform). Three types
of inter-role conflict have been identified within work-family
conflict. These three conflicts have been defined as follows
(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964):

1) Time-Based Conflict 1is simply demand on an

individual's time. For example, the time required

to perform one role may not leave enough time to
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perform another role (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;
Kahn et al., 1964).

2) Strain-Based Conflict occurs when performance of one
role has caused exhaustion, anxiety, depression,
tension, irritability, and/or apathy. These effects
could hamper performances of other roles in an
individual's life (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;

Kahn et al., 1964).

3) Behavior-Based Conflict occurs when behavior in one
role 1s incompatible with expected behavior in
another role. For example, behaviors required to
perform a managerial role at work may be
inharmonious with an individual's role at home
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Kahn et al., 1964).

A review of work-family conflict literature reveals three
dominant theories which attempt to explain how these two
- domains interact.

1) The Spillover theory suggests that there 1is a
relationship between one's work domain and family domain so
that each have an effect on the other. Individuals carry
their emotions, attitudes, skills, and behaviors from one
domain to the other (Lambert, 1990). The role that an
individual adheres to in one domain will have an effect on the
manner in which roles will be played out in the other domain.

This cross-domain influence can be either positive or negative
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(Evans & Bartolome, 1984; Lambert, 1990; Piotrowski's 1978
study cited in Zedeck & Mosier, 1990). For example, if an
individual is going through a divorce in his or her family
domain, we would expect (according to the spillover theory)
that the individual's role at work may be affected. The
divorce may have a negative effect in that he or she might not
be able to think clearly while at work. On the other hand, an
individual trained in a variety of management techniques at
work may be able to apply some of these skills to his or her
parenting practices at home. This would be an example of
positive spillover.

2) The Compensatory theory asserts that there 1is an
inverse relationship between work and family (Zedeck & Mosier,
1990). For example, an individual may be forced to allocate
the largest portion of their time toward work, which in turn
detracts from the time he or she has available to spend with
family. An attempt to offset strain is yet another
characteristic of the compensatory theory. For example, an
individual that works in a fast-paced, stressful environment
may feel the need to avoid stressful situations at home (i.e.,
household chores, socializing, etc.). The underlying
characteristic of the compensatory theory 1is that an
individual will strive to achieve in one domain, that which is
missing or lacking in the other domain (Evans & Bartolome,

1984) .
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3) The Segmentation theory asserts that no relationship
exists between an individual's roles at work and his or her
roles in the family. Due to the time and distance barriers
between work and family, individuals can maintain an
independent and complete separation of the two domains (Zedeck
& Mosier, 1990).

A further review of work-family literature reveals that
the spillover theory has been the most represented and
empirically accepted theory involving the workffamily
interaction (Evans & Bartolome, 1984; Lambert, 1990; Rousseau,
1978).

In 1977, Joseph Pleck incorporated ideas of the spillover
theory into a "work-family role system." In this role system,
Pleck suggested that the boundaries between work and family
roles are asymmetrically permeable (emotions, attitudes,
skills, and behaviors from one domain penetrate the other
domain with unequal frequency). In addition, Pleck
hypothesized that a gender difference exists in the
directional flow of the spillover. For females, it was
suggested that family demands would interfere with a woman's
work role, more so than the reverse. For males, the opposite
was suggested so that work demands would commonly interfere

with a man's family‘role, more so than the reverse.



RECENT RESEARCH

As organizations are coming face to face with the
reality of "work force 2000" there is a definite need for a
better understanding of what factors potentially influence the
directionality of individuals' spillover between work and
family roles. Employers who believe that family involvement
interferes with women's careers are likely "(a) to expect
women's performance at work to decline as their family
responsibilities increase, (b) to be wary of hiring or
promoting women, and (c), perhaps, to view family-supportive
policies as having limited payoffs" (Lobel, 1991, p.507). The
demographics and values of our society and work force have
changed considerably since Pleck's (1977) study. Therefore,
it would seem reasonable to assume that the work roles and
family roles of males and females have changed as well.
Recent research has begun to reflect some contradictions that
may indicate a shift has and is occurring in traditional sex
roles.

Frone et al. (1992a) described a study conducted by Hall
& Richter (1988) which reported a number of case studies in
work-family conflict. From this information Frone et al.
(1992a) concluded that individuals consistently reported more
spillover into their family 1lives, regardless of the
reporter's gender.

Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz, and Beutell
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(1989) examined "dual-career" families for several potential
sources of work-family conflict including: demographic
information, work salience, task characteristics, work
schedules, and role stressors. Results from this study
revealed no significant gender differences in the amount of
work-family conflict an individual perceives (i.e., once
certain demographic and work role characteristics were
statistically controlled for).

Frone, Russell, and Cooper proposed a comprehensive
work-family model (Appendix A) in their 1992b study. Within
this model the variables of Job Involvement and Job Stressors
are used as predictors of Work -> Family conflict, and the
variables Family Involvement and Family Stressors are used as
predictors of Family -> Work conflict. An overall goodness-
of-fit was assessed for the model in order to test for
significant covariation among the model's variables. This was
followed by a comparison-of-fit analysis that tested the
generalizability of the model on a number of sociodemographic
variables (i.e., gender, race, job type). The results of this
evaluation brought forth an important finding, there were
no significant gender differences found in individuals'
reports on work -> family and family -> work conflict
spillover measures.

Using the same data from their initial 1992 study (i.e.,

1992b), Frone et al. (1992a) focused solely upon the fact that
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their data failed to support the gender-based directionality
hypothesis set forth by Joseph Pleck (1977). Frone et al.
(1992a) concluded that work and family spillover may function

in a similar fashion for both men and women.
GOALS OF THIS STUDY

If gender does not contribute significantly to predicting
inter-role conflict (i.e., contending pressures from a number
of different roles), then what accounts for the individual
differences noted 1in past literature? Perhaps, the
significant spillover differences that were attributed to
gender in the past, were really due to contrasting levels of
involvement (psychological and behavioral) for men and women.

The degree of psychological and behavioral involvement in
one domain has been assumed by many researchers to be one of
the best predictors of inter-role conflict within the other
domain (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Frone et al., 1992b;
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus et al. 1989; Kanungo,
1982; Sekaran, 1983; Yogev & Brett, 1985).

It is likely that Pleck (1977) was dealing with a more
sex-segregated job market where men were in positions that
required high levels of job involvement (and thus showed more
work->family spillover) and where women were in positions that
encouraged high levels of family involvement (thus showed more

family->work spillover). Since 1977, however, there has been
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an increased representation of females in the work force,
especially in positions that require high 1levels of job
involvement. The number of female managers rose 121% while
the number of male managers rose only 18% between 1970-1980
(Powell, Posner, & Schmidt, 1984). It would seem reasonable
to conclude that the advancements made in desegregating the
work force has, in turn, had an effect on the levels of job
and family involvement to which men and women ascribe. A
study conducted by Powell et al. (1984) demonstrates drastic
changes in job and family involvement.

Powell et al. (1984) conducted a survey of members of the
American Management Association (A.M.A). Female members of
this organization were expected to report job involvement
equal to that of male members of the A.M.A.. Overall results
of their study revealed not only an imbalance in reported job
involvement, but there was a complete contradiction of
traditional sex-role stereotypes. Female managers placed more
emphasis on their careers than they did on their families.
Male managers, on the other hand, were more willing to
sacrifice aspects of their work-role for their family.

Lambert (1990) offers a possible explanation for why
women with strong career aspirations deviate from traditional
sex-roles:

Jobs which provide meaningful work and offer
opportunities for promotion and financial

reward usually require extraordinary devotion,
which often forces workers to give their families



10

less attention than is required for building

a satisfying and involving home life. This
process is also particularly visible among women
workers. It has been observed that women must
perform better than men to be promoted, and so
when faced with the opportunity for promotion
they put more effort into their work, often

to the detriment of their personal lives
(Lambert, 1990, p.247).

It is the premise of this paper that at one time, gender
was a good predictor of how individuals would be affected by
inter-role conflict between work roles and family roles.
However, with the work force becoming less sex-segregated,
gender may no longer be as significant a predictor as it once
was. An individual's level of involvement in a given domain,
however, has consistently been a significant predictor of
inter-role conflict and the direction of spillover.

The different socialization processes that individuals go
through may account for a large extent of the individual
differences detected in research. Socialization processes
help shape an individual's personality, which in turn, lays
the groundwork for what roles an individual will perform in
life. Thus, an understanding of certain individual
personality characteristics (i.e., motivations and values) may
help us predict to which domain (work or family) an individual
will ascribe the greatest degree of commitment, which in turn
will help us to predict how that individual will experience

work-family inter-role conflict.
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Although many personality characteristics may have an
effect on the level of an individual's involvement in a given
domain, two personality constructs were examined in the
present study: 1) values associated with the Protestant Work
Ethic (e.g., the work orientation scale, of the California
Psychological Inventory), and 2) the motivation to be a
manager (e.g., the managerial potential scale of the
California Psychological Inventory).

The personality construct of work orientation is "the
sense of commitment and obligation to work that one finds in
persons of exceptionally conscientious, dependable, and self-
disciplined temperament" (Gough, 1985, p.505). On the other
hand, Managerial potential is a personality construct that is
made up of these characteristics: "self-confidence, cognitive
clarity, and goal orientation" (Gough, 1984, p.233).
Possession of these personality characteristics have been
shown to be important for positions requiring high Jjob
involvement (e.g., management). It was the presumption of
this study that both of these personality constructs would be
indicative of the level of work -> family conflict to which an

individual ascribes.
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RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

A synopsis of the literature and discussion presented
here reveals seven possible predictors of how an individual
will experience inter-role conflict (i.e., between family &
work). These are: 1) an individual's gender; 2) personality
constructs related to the motivation to work (work orientation
and managerial potential); and 3) the predictor variables used
in Frone et al.'s (1992b) model of the work-family interface
(e.g., job involvement, family involvement, job stressors, and
family stressors; see Appendix A). In order to examine the
predictive strength of these seven variables, the following

hypotheses were addressed:

Hypothesis 1

Job stressors and job involvement will have a significant
positive relationship with Work -> Family conflict. In past
research job stressors (Frone et al. 1992b; Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus et al. 1989) and job involvement
(Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Frone et al., 1992b; Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus et al. 1989; Kanungo, 1982; Sekaran,
1983; Yogev & Brett, 1985) have been shown to be significant
predictors of ‘“strain-based" and “time based" conflict

generating from an individual's work domain.
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Hyvpothesis 2

Family stressors and family involvement will have a
significant positive relationship with Family -> Work
conflict. The positive relationship between family
involvement and family generated role conflict has been
demonstrated and discussed in a number of studies (Duxbury &
Higgins, 1991; Frone et al., 1992b; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;
Greenhaus et al. 1989; Kanungo, 1982; Sekaran, 1983; Yogev &
Brett, 1985). The specificity of studying the relationship
between family stressors and Family -> Work conflict was first
examined by Frone et al. (1992b) where a significant positive

relationship was found.

Hypothesis 3

There will be no significant gender difference in
reported inter-role conflict (Work -> Family & Family ->
Work). This reflects recent studies' findings (Frone et al.,
1992a; Greenhaus et al., 1989; and Hall & Richter, 1988) and
runs contrary to the hypothesis set forth by Joseph Pleck in
1977.

H thesis 4
The relationship of managerial potential (the motivation
to manage), work orientation (work values) and Work -> Family

conflict will be such that:
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- There will be a positive and significant
relationship between each of these personality
constructs and the degree of Work -> Family
conflict an individual experiences.

- There will be a negative and significant
relationship between each of these personality
constructs and the degree of Family -> Work
conflict an individual experiences.

In other words, the more individuals value work and are
motivated to manage, the more Work -> Family conflict those
individuals will experience. On the other hand, individuals
possessing strong work values and who are motivated to manage
will also report 1less Family -> Work conflict. This
hypothesis seeks to determine whether or not an individual's
personality characteristics predict his or her 1level of
reported role conflict. Similarly to the gender hypothesis,

simple main effects are predicted.

Hypothesis 5

Frone et al. (1992b) demonstrated that job involvement
and job stress have a significant positive relationship with
Work -> Family conflict. Pleck (1977) believed that gender
had a significant main effect on Work -> Family conflict. The
premise of this study is that Managerial Potential and Work

Orientation will each have a significant positive relationship
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with Work -> Family conflict. Therefore, Hypothesis #5 will

assess all of these variables (with the addition of Family
Involvement and Family Stressors) simultaneously in order to
detect which variables have the strongest positive
relationships with Work -> Family conflict (see Appendix B).

Specifically, Hypothesis #5 predicts that the strongest
relationships with Work -> Family Conflict will involve the
variables of 3job stress, managerial potential, and work

orientation.



METHODS

SUBJECTS

Subjects for the proposed study consisted of employees
from a department of a civil service agency. A letter briefly
describing the voluntary nature of the study was sent out two
weeks prior to the actual study. Questionnaires with cover
letters (describing the purpose of the study and guaranteeing
anonymity) were sent out to all 300 individual employees via
the company's internal mail system.

The goal of this study was to obtain a 50% return rate
and thus a final sample of approximately 150 individuals. The
final sample consisted of 134 individuals (a return rate of

45%) .

INSTRUMENTS

A questionnaire was used in the present study which
assessed the following areas: demographic information, the
direction of inter-role conflict (work -> family, family ->
work), job and family stressors, job and family involvement,
Managerial Potential and Work Orientation (see Appendix C).
All scales utilized in this study were identical to those used

in Frone et al., (1992a&b), with the exception of the



17

Managerial Potential scale and the Work Orientation scale.

Directional scale for work-familv conflict

The direction and degree of spillover were assessed by
four questions developed by Frone, Russell, & Cooper (1992).
The first two questions assessed the degree to which an
individual's work interferes with his or her family life (W--
>F; the coefficient alpha reported was .76). The two
questions were: "How often does your job or career interfere
with your responsibilities at home, such as yard work,
cooking, cleaning, repairs, shopping, paying the bills, or
child care?" and "How often does your job or career keep you
from spending the amount of time you would like to spend with
your family?" (see items 1-2 of the questionnaire contained in
Appendix C).

The second set of questions assessed the degree to which
an individual's family life interferes with his or her work
life (F-->W; alpha = .56). These two questions were: "How
often does your home life interfere with your responsibilities
at work, such as getting to work on time, accomplishing daily
tasks, or working overtime?" and "How often does your home
life keep you from spending the amount of time you would like
to spend on job or career-related activities?"(see items 3-4,
Appendix C).

For each item a five-point response scale was provided
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(l=almost never, 2=occasionally, 3=about half the time,
d=frequently, 5=almost always).

In Frone et al.'s (1992b) study these four questions were

examined via a principle component analysis. The analysis

revealed two factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and

small cross-factor loadings.

Job Tnvolvemen

Job involvement is a measure of how central an
individual's career or work is to his or her self-image or
self-concept (Kanungo, 1982). The Lodahl & Kejnerfs (1965)
scale of job involvement is generally the most widely used job
involvement scale, but a study conducted by Blau (1985)
established that the revised Kanungo (1982) job involvement
scale is superior in its assessment of a uni-dimensional
construct (i.e., the Kanungo job involvement scale does a
better job of eliminating confounding constructs and thus
results in a purer measure of job involvement).

The Job Involvement scale used in this study consisted of
eight questions based on Kanungo's 1982 work (internal
consistency = .87; test-retest = .85). Each item provided a

six-point agree/disagree response scale (see items 21-28).
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Job Stressors

The Job Stressors scale measured an individual's level of
stress at work. This strain-based conflict has been
demonstrated in the past to be a good indicator of work
conflict, work -> family conflict, and overall work-family
conflict (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Frone et al, 1992b;
Greenhaus & Beutell 1985; Greenhaus et al., 1989; Shamir,
1983).

The Job Stressor scale contained 20 items taken from a
scale used in Frone et al.'s 1992(a) study (see items 29-48).
Three dimensions of job stress were assessed: lack of autonomy
(6 items), role ambiguity (6 items), and work pressure (8
items; Frone et al., 1992b).

Job Stressor items were responded to on a four-point
response scale (reporting frequencies). Responses to all

items were combined for an overall job stressor score.

Family Involvement

Family involvement is a measure of how central an
individual's family is to his or her selffimage or self-
concept. For this measure, the wording of five items from the
Kanungo (1985) Job Involvement scale were adapted so that they
would apply to issues of family involvement, rather than job
involvement.

For example, the Job Involvement item "I am very much
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personally involved in my job" was modified to read "I am very
much involved personally with my child(ren)." This procedure
was cited as being successful in previous work-family research
(Frone et al., 1992b).

The Family Involvement scale measured two realms of
family involvement: 1) Parental involvement (see items 49-53);
and 2) Marital involvement (see items 54-58).

Response scales were designed in the same manner as those
for the Job Involvement scale (six-point agree/disagree
response scale).

Family involvement scores were calculated as follows:
1) Overall Family involvement scores were an average of all

ten items for individuals who were both married and
parents (items 49-58).

2) Overall Family involvement scores were an average of the
five "Parental involvement" items for individuals who
were not married, but had children (items 49-53 only).

3) Overall Family involvement scores were an average of the
five "Marital involvement" for individuals who were
married, but had no children (items 53-58 only).

Mean scores for this scale were computed only for items
that were relevant to the individual (i.e., in accordance with
the demographic information provided). Items of the scale
that did not apply to the individual were considered not

applicable (see instructions for each portion of the Family

Involvement scale).
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Family Stressors

The Family Stressor scale measured stress generated from
within that individual's family domain. Family stress has
been demonstrated in the past to be an indicator of family
conflict, family -> work conflict, and overall work-family
conflict (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Frone et al, 1992b;
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

The Family Stressor scale contained a total of eight
items also used in Frone et al.'s 1992(a) study. The eight
items focused upon two family dimensions: 1) Parental
stressors (4 items); and 2) Marital stressors (4 items).

All four Parental stressor items (see items 59-62) and
the first three items of the Marital stressor scale (see items
63-65) were responded to on four-point response scales
(reporting frequencies). The final item on the Marital
stressor scale (see item 66) was responded to on a five-point
scale (reporting frequencies). Overall family stressor scores
were calculated as follows:

- An average of all eight items for respondents who
' were both married and have children.

- An average of the four marital stressor items for
respondents who were married, but had no children
(i.e., all items applicable to this portion of the
sample) .

- An average of the four parental stressor items for
respondents who had children, but were not married
(i.e., all items applicable to this portion of the
sample) .

Mean scores for this scale were computed only for items
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that were relevant to the individual (i.e., in accordance with
the demographic information provided). Items of the scale
that did not apply to the individual were considered not
applicable (see instructions for each portion of the Family

Stressors scale).

Managerial Potential

Managerial Potential (Mp) is a sub-scale measure, derived
from the California Psychological Inventory (CPI), that
represents managerial competence and interests (Gough, 1987).
In a review of previous attempts at Managerial Potential
scales, Gough (1984) isolated 34 items from the CPI that
correlated significantly with managerial competence and
interest. These 34 items now make up the Managerial Potential
scale (items 67-136 are intermixed and assess both Managerial
Potential and Work Orientation).

Gough (1984) described the Managerial Potential scale as
being “"diagnostic of behavioral effectiveness, self-
confidence, cognitive clarity, and goal orientation, for both
sexes, with no implications for self-centeredness or
exploitative tendencies (p.233)."

Individuals' responses to Mp items were made by
indicating whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement
provided. Subjects were given one point for every item they

responded to correctly, according to an Mp answer key (Gough,
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1984).

wor rientation

In 1982 Kanungo made a point of distinguishing work
orientation from job involvement. According to Kanungo, an
individual with a high work orientation (sometimes referred to
as the Protestant Work Ethic) does not necessarily experience
high job involvement (the reverse being true as well).

Work Orientation (Wo) is another sub-scale derived from
the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) (Gough, 1987).
The Work Orientation scale seeks to measure "the sense of
commitment and obligation to work that one finds in persons of
exceptionally conscientious, dependable, and self-disciplined
temperament" (Gough, 1985, p.505).

The 40 item Wo scale was derived by correlating CPI items
with measures‘of job performance and scores obtained from an
Adjective Check List (Gough, 1985). Reliability estimates for
these measures reported were: alpha = .75; and test-retest =
.70.

Individual's responses to the Wo scale were made by
indicating whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement
provided. Like the Managerial Potential scale, subjects were
given one point for each correct response (according to a

keyed Wo answer sheet).



24

Demographic Information
Demographic information collected from the survey
included: gender, age, marital status, number of children, age
of <youngest child, Jjob status, authority within the
organization, and job tenure. Except for gender, all

demographic items were used for exploratory analyses.

PROCEDURE

Initial contact with potential subjects was made via a
memo sent from their supervisor. The memo consisted of a
brief explanation of the study to be conducted, and stressed
the fact that the study was voluntary and anonymous.

The survey was mailed through the office mail system to
each employee in the department. Included with the
questionnaire was a cover letter providing instructions and
again briefly describing the study and its voluntary and
anonymous aspects. Also included with each questionnaire was
a pre-stamped envelope addressed to the Department of

Psychology at Portland State University.

ANALYSES

Hypothesis 1 stated that scores on the Job Stressors
scale and the Job Involvement scale will have a significant

positive relationship with the Work-Family conflict scale



25
measuring work -> family conflict spillover. A multiple
linear regression equation was utilized to assess the
relationship between Job Stressors, Job Involvement, and Work
-> Family conflict. The independent variable entered in the
first step was Family -> Work conflict (i.e., to account for

the reciprocal relationship between Family -> Work and Work ->

Family conflict). Independent variables entered on the second
step were as follows: X(l1l) = Job Stressors, X(2) = Job
Involvement, X(3) = Family Stressors, and X(4) = Family

Involvement. The dependent variable (Y) in this equation was
Work -> Family conflict. Hypothesis #1 would be supported if
semi-partial correlation coefficients are significant for both
Job Stressors and Job Involvement.

Hypothesis 2 stated that scores on the Family Stressors
scale and the Family Involvement scale will have a significant
positive relationship with the Work-family conflict scale
measuring Family -> Work conflict spillover. Again, a
multiple linear regression equation was utilized to assess the
relationship between Family Stressors, Family Involvement, and
Family -> Work conflict. The first step entered Work ->
Family conflict (i.e., to account for any covariance between
Work -> Family and Family -> Work conflict). Independent
variables in the second step of the equation were as follows:
X(1l) = Family Stressors, X(2) = Family Involvement, X(3) = Job

Stressors, and X(4) = Job Involvement. The dependent variable
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(Y) in this equation was Family -> Work conflict. Hypothesis
#2 would be supported if semi-partial correlation coefficients
are significant for both Family Stressors and Family
Involvement.

Hypothesis 3 stated that there will be no significant
gender difference in reported inter-role conflict (Work ->
Family & Family -> Work). A multiple linear regression
equation was utilized to assess hypothesis #3. The dependent
variable for the first equation was Work -> Family conflict.
The first step entered Family -> Work conflict in order to
account for the shared variance between the Work -> Family and
Family -> Work Conflict measures. The second step entered
gender (i.e., dummy coded males = 0, and females = 1). A
second regression equation was computed using the same
procedure as above, but the dependent variable was Family ->
Work conflict. Hypothesis #3 would be supported if Gender
failed to contribute significantly to both Work -> Family
conflict and Family -> Work conflict.

Hypothesis 4 stated that each of the personality measures
(i.e., Managerial Potential and Work Orientation) will have a
positive relationship with scores on the Work -> Family
conflict scale. Hypothesis 4 also stated that each of the
personality measures (i.e., Managerial Potential and Work
Orientation) will have a negative relationship with scores on

the Family -> Work conflict scale.
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Zero-order correlation coefficients were computed to
assess the relationships between Managerial Potential, Work
Orientation, and Work -> Family conflict. Zero-order
correlation coefficients wefe also computed to assess the
relationships between Managerial Potential, Work Orientation,
and Family -> Work conflict.

Hypothesis #4 would be supported if <correlation
coefficients, for the given relationships, are 1in the
predicted direction and significant.

Hypothesis 5 stated that three variables (i.e., Job
Stressors, Managerial Potential, and Work Orientation) wili
have positive relationships with Work -> Family conflict.

Multiple linear regression was applied to assess these
relationships. In the first step Family -> Work conflict was

entered. Independent variables entered on the second step

were as follows: X(1l) = Job Stressors, X(2) = Job Involvement,
X(3) = Gender, X(4) = Managerial Potential, X(5) = Work
Orientation, X(6) = Family Stressors, and X(7) = Family

Involvement. The dependent variable in this equation was Y (1)
= Work -> Family conflict. Independent variables entered in
the second step were blocked and entered simultaneously.
Hypothesis #5 would be supported if Managerial Potential,
Work Orientation, and Job Stressors are significant semi-

partials.



RESULTS
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

The sample used for this study consisted of 134
participants with a mean age of 44 years. Subjects were 56%
male, with 76% reporting to be "married or living as married."
65% of the sample reported having children. Ages of the
children ranged from 1 to 39, with a mean age of 15 years.
Approximately 70% of the subject pool works 40 hours or more
a week, while another 28% works between 30-40 hours a week.
Managerial levels were well distributed with 66% of the sample
being non-management (N = 89), 23% first-level managers (i.e.
supervisory responsibilities, but subordinates are not
managers) (N = 31), and 9% second-level managers (i.e.
supervisory responsibilities and subordinates are managers as
well) (N = 12). The mean number of years employed within this
organization was approximately 11.

Table I is a comparison of descriptive statistics for the
scales that were used both in this study and the Frone et al.
1992b study. The largest difference exists between the two
Job Involvement scores. Subjects in this study tended to
report lower levels of job involvement than did subjects in

Frone et al.'s study (1992b).
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TABLE I

A COMPARISON OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SCALES
USED IN THIS STUDY AND FRONE ET AL.’S 1992b STUDY

M SD
WARD:
Work -> Family Conflict* 2.53 1.08
Family -> Work Conflict=* 1.57 0.63
Job Involvement* 2.62 1.05
Job Stressors** 2.18 0.38
Family Involvement*** 4.94 0.77
Family Stressors*** 1.89 0.46
FRONE et al. (1992b):
Work -> Family Conflict 2.21 1.07
Family -> Work Conflict 1.39 0.61
Job Involvement 3.92 1.18
Job Stressors 2.05 0.36
Family Involvement 5.14 0.79
Family Stressors 1.83 0.49

* N =134 ** N = 133 *** N = 120

Table II reports the reliability estimates for the scales
used in this study. Alpha coefficients reported for the same
scales in Frone et al. (1992b) are also listed for comparison.
Both the Family Stressor and Job Stressor Scales demonstrated
lower alpha coefficients than did the Frone et al. (1992b)
results. All other scales showed equal or greater reliability
compared to the Frone et al. (1992b) sample.

Table III summarizes the intercorrelations between the
scales used in this study. The intercorrelations found in

this study are similar to those found in Frone et al. 1992b.
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A COMPARISON OF RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR SCALES USED IN

THIS STUDY AND FRONE ET AL.'S 1992b STUDY

Scales Alpha Coefficients
N= WARD FRONE et al.
Work -> Family Conflict 132 .85 .76
Family -> Work Conflict 134 .64 .56
Job Involvement 131 .87 .88
Job Stressors 130 .68 .72
Family Involvement 77 .88 .88
Family Stressors 77 .54 .66
TABLE III

INTERCORRELATION MATRIX FOR SCALES

Scales 1 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. W->F Conf. 1.0

2. F->W Conf. .30 1.0

3. Job Invol. .15 .17 1.0

4. Job Stress. .28* 33** (08 1.0

5. Fam. Invol. .04 -.22 -.07 ~-.08 1.0

6. Fam. Stress. .24* .41** 18 .18 -.30* 1.0

7. Work Orient.-.27* -.11 -.09 -.30** 11 -.24* 1.0

8. Mgr. Potent.-.12 -.12 -.07 -.23 -.03 -.18 .57**1.0
2-tailed significance: * .01 ** 001 N = 119

Hypothesis 1

TESTS OF HYPOTHESES

Hypothesis 1 predicted that scores on the Job Involvement

and Job Stressors

scales

would be

significant

positive

predictors of Work -> Family conflict as measured by the Frone
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et al. (1992b) scale. Table IV summarizes the multiple
regression equation used for Hypothesis 1. The Multiple R was
.41 and the equation accounted for 16% of the variance in Work
-> Family Conflict, F (5, 113)= 4.445, p<.001. Hypothesis 1
was only partially supported. Job Involvement scores were not
significant predictors of Work -> Family conflict (Beta =
.080), however, Job Stressor scores were significant. It is
interesting to note that the covariation between the Work ->
Family and Family -> Work scales did not reach the
significance level of p<.05. The presence of job stress was
the best single predictor in the equation and had a beta of

.191, p<.05.

TABLE IV

REGRESSION EQUATION FOR HYPOTHESIS 1: PREDICTING REPORTS OF
WORK -> FAMILY CONFLICT

Equation:
Multiple R .405
R Square .164
Adjusted R Square .127
F = 4.445 p < .001
Variables in the Egquation:
A in R
B Beta T Square
F->W Conflict .317 .184 1.857 L0877 **x*
Job Involvement .085 .080 .911 .078%*
Fam. Involvement .208 .147 1.627
Job Stressors .551 .191 2.097*
Fam. Stressors .391 .165 1.693

*p < .05 *** p < .001
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In an attempt to explain the mixed results for Hypothesis

1, a follow-up analysis was performed. Individuals for this
equation were dummy coded as either working in a managerial
role (including first and second-level, coded as = 1), or not
(non-management coded as = 0). The resulting variable was
simply called Management. Four interaction terms were also
created: Job Involvement x Management, Job Stressors X
Management, Work Orientation x Management, and Managerial
Potential x Management. The dependent measure for the
regression egquation was Work -> Family Conflict. The
covariation between the Work -> Family and Family -> Work
Conflict scales was accounted for by entering Family -> Work
Conflict on the first step. The main effects for each of the
variables were accounted for by entering the predictor
variables (Job Involvement, Job Stressors, Work Orientation,
and Managerial Potential) on the second step. The third step
of the equation entered the interaction terms defined above.
The Multiple R was .47 and the equation accounted for 22% of
the variance in Work -> Family Conflict, E (10,120)= 3.418,
p<.001 (see Table V). The most significant predictor was the
main effect of Job Stressors with a beta of .252, p< .01. The
variables of Work Orientation (beta of -.229) and Family ->
Work Conflict (beta of .208) were also found to be significant
(p < .05). The interaction term of Job Involvement x

Management, with a beta of .540, p< .05, was the only
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interaction term in the model that was found to be
significant. The results of these analyses indicate that job
involvement was indeed a significant predictor of Work ->
Family Conflict for first and second-level managers, but not

for non-management.

TABLE V

REGRESSION EQUATION FOR FOLLOW-UP ANALYSIS
OF JOB INVOLVEMENT

D.V. = Work -> Family Conflict

Equation #1 Model Including Job Involvement X Management

Multiple R .471
R Square .222
Adjusted R Square .157

F= 3.418 p < .001

Variables in the Equation:

A in R

B Beta T Square
Family -> Work Confl. .350 .208 2.441%* .065**
Job Involvement -.071 -.070 -.697 .098*
Job Stressors .710 .252 2.596**
Work Orientation -.059 -.229 -1.971*
Managerial Potential .002 .006 .053
Management -3.411 -1.506 -1.377
Job Inv. X Management .423 .567 2.379* .059
Job Stress. X Management -.336 -.330 -.588
Work Orient. X Management .039 .559 .646
Mgmt. Potent. x Management .069 .746 1.057

* p< .05 ** p< .01
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Hypothesis 2

-

Hypothesis 2 predicted that scores on the Family
Involvement and Family Stressors scales would have a
significant positive relationship with the dependent variable
of Family -> Work Conflict. Table VI summarizes the findings
from the multiple regression equation used to assess
Hypothesis 2. The Multiple R was .52 and the equation
accounted for 27% of the variance in Family -> Work Conflict,
F(5,113)= 8.294, p<.001. Hypothesis 2 received partial
support as once again, involvement (i.e., family involvement)
was not a significant predictor (Beta = -.117), but stress
(i.e., family stress) was a significant predictor of Family ->
Work Conflict with a beta of .281, p<.0l. An unanticipated
finding was the fact that the Job Stressors scale was also a
significant predictor of Family -> Work Conflict, with a beta
of .219, p<.0l1l. The covariation between the Family -> Work
and Work -> Family scales, again, did not reach significance

at the p<.05 level.

Hypothesis 3

The purpose of.Hypothesis 3 was to assess the main effect
that Gender has on the dependent measures of Work -> Family
and Family -> Work Conflict spillover. Specifically,
Hypothesis 3 predicted that Gender would not have a

significant main effect on the inter-role conflict measures.
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TABLE VI

REGRESSION EQUATION FOR HYPOTHESIS 2: PREDICTING REPORTS OF
FAMILY -> WORK CONFLICT

Equation:
Multiple R .518
R Square .269
Adjusted R Square .236
F= 8.294 p < .001
Variables in the Equation:
A in R
B Beta T Square
W->F Conflict .093 161 1.857 .087***
Fam. Involvement -.096 -.117 -1.380 .182**x%
Job Involvement .042 .067 .818
Job Stressors .366 .219 2.588*«*
Fam. Stressors .386 .281 3.170**
**p < .01 ***p < .001

Table VII summarizes the multiple regression equations
used to assess this Hypothesis. In the first regression
equation the dependent variable was Work -> Family Conflict.
The Multiple R was .26 and accounted for 7% of the variance in
Work -> Family Conflict (F(2,130)=4.789, p<.0l). The second
regression equation used Family -> Work Conflict as the
dependent variable. The Multiple R was .24 and the equation
accounted for 6% of the variance in Family -> Work Conflict
(E(2,130)=3.935, p<.05). In each case the significance levels
of the equations were due entirely to the shared variance
between the Family -> Work and Work -> Family measures, with

betas = .234 & .236, respectively (p<.0l). Gender did not



36
have a significant main effect in either equation, therefore,

Hypothesis 3 is accepted.

TABLE VII

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR HYPOTHESIS 3: TESTS OF GENDER AS A
PREDICTOR OF INTER-ROLE CONFLICT

Equation #1 D.V.= W -> F Conflict:

Multiple R.262
R Square.069
Adjusted R Square.(054
F= 4.789 p < .01

Variables in the Equation:
A in R
B Beta T Square
F -> W Conflict .397 .234 2.756%* Q57**

Gender .235 .109 1.283 .012

Equation #2 D.V.= F -> W Conflict:

Multiple R.239
R Square.057
Adjusted R Square.(043
F= 3.935 p < .05

Variables in the Equation:
A in R
B Beta T Square
W -> F Conflict .139 .236 2.756%*% 057**

Gender .021 .017 .1%4 .000

**p < .01

Hypothesis 4

The purpose of Hypothesis 4 was to assess the relationship of
two personality measures (i.e. Work Orientation and Managerial

Potential) with the dependent measures of Family -> Work and



37
Work -> Family Conflict spillover. More specifically,
Hypothesis 4 predicted that there would be a significant
positive relationship between scores on the Managerial
Potential scale, the Work Orientation scale and scores on the
Work -> Family Conflict scale. In addition, it was
hypothesized that there will be a significant negative
relationship between scores on the Managerial Potential scale,
the Work Orientation scale and scores on the Family -> Work
Conflict scale. Table VIII shows the zero-order correlations
between these measures. These results indicate that
regardless of the dependent measure (i.e., W -> F or F -> W
conflict) the correlation coefficients are negative, and only
the relationship between the Work Orientation scale and Work -
> Family Conflict is significant. Therefore, all of the

predicted relationships in Hypothesis 4 are rejected.

TABLE VIII

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS FOR HYPOTHESIS 4: TESTING THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MOTIVATIONAL VARIABLES AND
INTER-ROLE CONFLICT

Work->Family Family->Work
Mgr. Potential -.116 -.108
Work Orientation -.253* -.082

2-Tailed Significance: * < .01 N = 133
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Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 5 assessed the contribution of seven variables
(i.e., Work Orientation, Managerial Potential, Gender, Job
Involvement, Job Stressors, Family Involvement, and Family
Stressors) to the prediction of Work -> Family Conflict.
Specifically, Hypothesis 5 predicted that Managerial
potential, Work orientation, and Job stressors will all be
significant predictors of Work -> Family conflict, when all
variables are entered into the equation simultaneously. Table
IX summarizes the regression equation used to test Hypothesis
5. ‘The Multiple R was .453, and accounted for 21% of the
variance in Work -> Family Conflict. Therefore, adding the
individual difference variables (i.e., Work Orientation and
Managerial Potential) to the model used in Hypothesis 1
resulted in a modest increase in the amount of explained
variance within Work -> Family conflict (c.f., Multiple R =
.405, R sqgquare = .16, from Table IV). Work orientation was
the only predictor among the seven variables that was
significant (Beta = -.215, p<.05), however, it should be noted
that the observed relationship between Work Orientation and
the dependent variable was negative (i.e., the higher an
individual’s Work Orientation, the less likely he or she is to
report work interfering with family). Again, Gender did not
make a significant contribution as a main effect. Due to the

fact that Managerial Potential (Beta = .106) and Job Stressors
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(Beta = .164) were non-significant, Hypothesis 5 only receives

partial support with Work Orientation being significant.

TABLE IX

REGRESSION EQUATION FOR HYPOTHESIS 5: A TEST OF MOTIVATIONAL
VARIABLES AS PREDICTORS OF WORK -> FAMILY CONFLICT

Equation:
Multiple R .453
R Square .205
Adjusted R Square .147

F= 3.522 p < .001

Variables in the Equation:

A in R

B Beta T Square
F -> W Conflict .321 .187 1.881 .084**
Gender .192 .088 .994 121+
Mgr. Potential .032 .106 1.001
Job Involvement .073 .069 .783
Fam. Involvement .217 .155 1.691
Job Stressors .470 .164 . 1.722
Family Stressors .351 .149 1.502
Work Orientation -.057 -.215 -1.945~*

*p < .05 **p < .01



DISCUSSION

The present study has been guided by three underlying
purposes: 1) To test how well involvement (i.e., Jjob
involvement and family involvement) and stress (i.e., job
stressors and family stressors) predict inter-role conflict
(i.e., work -> family & family -> work conflict); 2) To test
whether or not gender has a significant main effect on the
measures of Work -> Family and Family -> Work Conflict; and 3)
To assess the potential of using individual difference factors
(i.e., work motivations) as predictor variables of Work ->

Family and Family -> Work conflict.

DISCUSSION OF HYPOTHESES

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 stated that 3job involvement and job
stressors would be significant predictors of work -> family
conflict. The results reported in Table IV indicate that this
hypothesis was only partially supported. Responses on the Job
Stressors scale were shown to have been significant predictors
of Work -> Family Conflict; such that individuals reporting
high amounts of stress from their job, are more likely to
report higher levels of work interfering with their family.

This finding lends further support to the notion set forth in
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previous literature (Ffone et al., 1992b; Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985; Greenhaus et al., 1989; Kanungo, 1982; Sekaran' 1983;
Yogev & Brett, 1985) that job stress often leads to inter-role
conflict (reflected in this study by the Work -> Family
Conflict scale).

A somewhat surprising result, however, was the fact that
job involvement was not a significant predictor of Work ->
Family conflict. The same finding was reported by Frone et
al. (1992b). In conducting several follow-up analyses, Frone
et al. (1992b) discovered that job involvement was indeed a
significant predictor of work -> family conflict for white-
collar workers, but not for blue-collar workers. The sample
for the present study was made up entirely of white-collar
workers, and thus (based upon the follow-up analyses of Frone
et al.'s 1992b study) the hypothesized relationship was a
significant positive one.

Follow-up assessments were also conducted in the present
study to help explain the non-significance of job involvement,
but rather than grouping individuals as white or blue-collar,
the present study dummy coded individuals as non-management
(dummy code = 0) or management (including both first and
second-level managers, dummy code = 1). The results of these

analyses indicated that job involvement was 1indeed a
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significant predictor of Work -> Family Conflict for first and

-
second-level managers, but not for non-management (see Figure

1).

+0.5 -
Standardized
Score for
Work -> 0 -
Family
Conflict

-0.5 - I

-1.0 0 +1 .0
Standardized Score for
Job Involvement

Management = ———— Non-Management = —————-

Figure 1. The Relationship Between Management and

Job Involvement.

These results are similar to those found in Frone et
al.'s (1992b) study, but one important clarification has been
made. Frone et al.'s findings indicated that the significance
of the relationship between job involvement and Work -> Family
Conflict is dependant upon whether an individual is a white or
blue-collar worker. The present study has found that the
distinction between white and blue-collar needs to be further

differentiated in order for job involvement to be found
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significant in predicting Work -> Family Conflict. The
differentiation utilized in the present study was whether or
not an individual held a managerial position, which lead to
the results mentioned above and portrayed in figure 1.

Another note to be made in regards to Job Involvement is
that individuals in the present study's sample reported lower
levels of Job Involvement than those in Frone et al.'s (1992b)
study (see Table I). A possible explanation for the lower
levels of job involvement could be the fact that individuals
in this sample have a high degree of job security in working
for a federal agency (further supported by the mean tenure at
this organization of 11 years). It is possible that
individuals feeling secure in their Jjobs, may involve
themselves less than individuals who must continually prove

their worth to an organization in fear of being replaced.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 stated that family involvement and family
stressors would be significant predictors of Family -> Work
Conflict. The results reported in Table V indicate that
Hypothesis 2 received partial support. The predictor variable
of Family Involvement had a negative relationship with Family
-> Work Conflict and was not significant. This finding runs
contrary to traditional findings in work-family literature

(Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Frone et al., 1992b; Greenhaus &
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Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus et al., 1989; Kanungo, 1982; Sekaran,
1983; Yogev & Brett, 1985). In these previous works, family
involvement has consistently been found to have a positive
relationship with family -> work conflict. In comparing the
Family Involvement scale results obtained in this study, to
those found in Frone et al.'s (1992b) study (see Tables I & II
of this study) it is difficult to find an explanation for such
a vast difference in results. Demographic information (i.e.,
in regards to age and family make-up) is similar as well, thus
this finding may be worthy of further investigation in the
future.

The variable of Family Stressors was found to have been
a significant predictor of Family -> Work Conflict. The
relationship between these variables was first examined by
Frone et al. (1992b), where a positive relationship was
established. A positive relationship was also found in the
present study, which further confirms Frone et al.'s (1992b)
finding.

In addition to Family Stressors, Job Stressors were also
found to be significant predictors of Family -> Work Conflict.
This was an unexpected result that perhaps further
demonstrates the reciprocity between Family -> Work and Work -
> Family conflicts. The separation of these measures (i.e.,
as opposed to one universal construct of a combined work-

family conflict) is indeed important for further insight into
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the dynamics between work and family, however, one must always
keep in mind the intercorrelation between these two domains.
However, if the reciprocity between work -> family and family
-> work 1is wused to help explain why Job Stressors are
significant, we must wonder why Family Stressors were not
significant predictors of Work -> Family Conflict. Some light
may be shed upon this question when we consider the degree to
which work interferes with family. When work -> family and
family -> work spillover have been measured in past
literature, it has been shown that individuals tend to report
more spillover from work -> family. Therefore, the
significance of Job Stressors as predictors of family -> work
conflict may simply be a reflection of this higher degree of

interference from work.

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 stated that Gender would not be a
significant predictor of Work -> Family and Family -> Work
Conflict. The results reported in Table VI clearly indicate
that there was no significant gender difference found,
therefore, Hypothesis 3 was accepted. Gender<iifferenceé in
Work -> Family and Family -> Work Conflict were directly
tested via a simple t-test as well. There were no significant
gender differences found for either Work -> Family or Family -

> Work Conflict (£ = -1.37 and £ = -.51, respectively). These
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findings further confirm what several researchers (Frone et
al., 1992a&b; Greenhaus et al., 1989; Hall & Richter, 1988)
have been discovering, the fact that gender appears not to be
a significant predictor of inter-role conflict (i.e., work ->
family or family -> work). This finding also adds further
evidence against Joseph Pleck's 1977 hypothesis, that gender
itself has a significant main effect on work -> family and
family -> work conflict spillover. Much of the transition in
gender's significance level is probably attributable to the
progress organizations have made in breaking down the sex-

segregated job-market that has existed for so many years.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 set out to investigate the relationships
between the two motivational measures (i.e., Work Orientation
& Managerial Potential) and the two types of inter-role
conflict (i.e., Work -> Family & Family -> Work Conflict).
Hypothesis 4 predicted that there would be a significant
positive relationship between the two motivational measures
and Work -> Family Conflict, and that there would be a
significant negative relationship between the two motivational
measures and Family -> Work Conflict. The results of Table
VII indicate that Hypothesis 4 was only partially supported
since all of the relationships were negative, and only the

relationship between Work Orientation and Work -> Family
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Conflict was significant. As expected, individuals with high
levels of work motivation and individuals with a high
motivation to manage were more likely to report low levels of
family interfering with work, but these same individuals also
tended to report lower levels of work interfering with their
family. It was thought that individuals ranking highly on
these motivational measures would go to great strides to avoid
having their family lives interfere with their work. At the
same time, it was thought that their motivation to get ahead
in the organization could possibly result in their allowing
work related issues to interfere with their family lives.
However, these findings suggest that perhaps individuals
ranking high on these motivational measures are better able to
balance the demands of both a career and family, and thus

report lower levels of conflict spillover.

Hvpothesis 5

The goal of Hypothesis 5 was to assess how well each of
the seven predictor variables (Gender, Job Involvement, Family
Involvement, Job Stress, Family Stress, Managerial Potential
and Work Orientation) predicts Work -> Family Conflict.
Hypothesis 5 stated specifically that the variables expected
to be found significant would be Job Stress, Work Orientation,
and Managerial Potential. The results in Table VIII indicate

that only partial support of Hypothesis 5 was obtained. Work
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Orientation was the only variable found to be a significant
predictor of Work -> Family Conflict, however, this
relationship was found to be a negative one. In other words,
individuals with a strong work ethic or high work motivation
were less likely to report that their work interferes with
their family 1lives. Although non-significant, the
intercorrelation between work -> family and family -> work
conflict was the second largest predictive variable. Job
stress, while also non-significant, accounted for the third
largest segment of the explained variance in Work -> Family
Conflict. The most significant findings from this portion of
the study comes from the fact that the addition of the
motivation variables created a modest increase in the amount
of explained variance in work -> family conflict and that one
of these measures (i.e., Work Orientation) was the only
predictor variable to reach the p < .05 level of significance.
These findings indicate that recognition of individual
differences can indeed influence the predictive strength of
other variables and help account for some of the variation in
inter-role conflict.
In considering the sex-segregated job market of the late
70's it 1is not at all unreasonable to suggest that perhaps
males and females held different values in that males placed
a greater emphasis on work and females placed more emphasis on

family. And perhaps these individual differences in work
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motives and values have changed as the job-market has become
less sex-segregated. Perhaps as more women moved into the
higher levels of organizations their socialization of work
values changed as well so that females today are not
significantly different from males in how they deal with the
conflicting role pressures between work and family. Of course
this is only one possible explanation and there is no way of
knowing just how accurate this explanation is (i.e., since the
Managerial Potential & Work Orientation scales were not
developed until the mid 80's). However, the present study

does tend to add strength to this argument.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

The present study assessed the significance of several
variables in predicting work -> family and family -> work
conflict spillover. The variables concerning involvement
(i.e., Jjob & family) and stress (i.e., job & family) were
derived from a conceptual model of the dynamics between work
and family, proposed by Frone et al. (1992b). The present
study, by no means, refutes the findings in Frone et al.
(1992b), however, there were findings in the present study
that have theoretical implications. The results from
Hypothesis 1 and 2 in the present study indicate that job

involvement and family involvement are not strong indicators
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of inter-role conflict. In the present study Job involvement
was found to be a significant predictor of Work -> Family
Conflict for managers only. This finding is similar to that
of Frone et al. (1992b) where Job Involvement was found to be
a significant predictor of Work -> Family Conflict for white-
collar workers only. These findings, together, clearly have
theoretical implications.

Based upon the theoretical work presented in previous
work-family literature, there seems to be a clear relationship
between job involvement and work -> family conflict spillover.
However, based on the present study and Frone et al. ‘'s
(1992b) findings this relationship was not demonstrated for
blue-collar or non-managenent individuals. Therefore, we must
assume one of two things: 1) either the current scales being
utilized to measure job involvement are failing to detect
involvement for blue-collar/non-management individuals; or 2)
the theoretical relationship between job involvement and work
-> family conflict does not hold true for blue-collar/non-
management individuals. The first assumption would imply that
work-family researchers need to either develop new measures of
job involvement or improve upon the current measures of job
involvement so that involvement of blue-collar/non-management
workers can be examined as well. The second assumption would
imply that future theoretical models portraying the

relationship between job involvement and work -> family
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conflict may need to consider the possibility that a
moderating variable exists. This moderator should somehow
reflect the characteristics of individuals in white-collar
positions or perhaps even as specific as individuals in
managerial positions.

Based upon the results from the present study and those
from Frone et al.'s (1992b) it appears that the most
significant predictors used in Frone et al.'s theoretical
model are job and family stressors. Another result from the
present study that could be theoretically important is the
fact that Job Stressors were found to be significant
predictors of Family -> Work Conflict, as well as Work ->
Family Conflict. This finding implies that predictors of
conflict in one domain may also be predictors of conflict in
other domains, especially true for work -> family related
predictors. Thus, theoretical models in work-family
literature attempting to portray a holistic understanding of
the work-family interface may need to include indirect
predictors of conflict as well.

Another predictor variable studied here was Gender.
Based on results in the literature (Frone et al., 1992a&b;
Greenhaus et al., 1989; and Hall & Richter, 1988) and the
results of Hypothesis 3 in the present study, it appears that
there is no gender difference in work -> family and family ->

work conflict spillover. Pleck's hypothesis (1977) based upon
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this gender difference appears to be no longer valid.

The final set of predictor variables assessed in the
present study dealt with individual difference factors and
included the Managerial Potential scale and the Work
Orientation scale. The use of these variables resulted in a
modest increase in the explained variance of work -> family
and family -> work conflict, and Work Orientation was
determined to be the only significant predictor of Work ->
Family Conflict. These findings indicate that there are
potential benefits in using individual difference féctors.
As previously mentioned the addition of these wvariables
increased the explained variance, which in turn, could result
in even a better understanding of the predictors of inter-role

conflict.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Aside from adding to our understanding of the work-family
interface, the present study has laid the groundwork for a
whole new arena of investigation within the domain of work-
family research. Discovering personality types and values
systems that are significant predictors of work -> family
and/or family -> work conflict would carry with it practical
implications, as well as the theoretical implications

mentioned above. In practical terms, individuals may be able
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to predict, based upon their personality profiles, whether or
not they show a susceptibility to inter-role conflict. This
information, in turn, could be used to help prevent future
role conflict. Organizations could benefit as well by
identifying those individuals that may be more prone to inter-
role conflict. This information, in turn, could assist the
organization in determining which individuals show the
greatest need for assistance and a preventative plan could be
implemented.

Another practical implication that can be drawn from the
present study involves the finding that there was a
significant positive relationship between job stress and
family -> work conflict spillover. This finding suggests that
lowering the levels of job stress for employees would not only
benefit the individuals involved, but it may also benefit the
organization by lowering the amount of family -> work conflict

spillover.

FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS

The present study has several methodological limitations.
The sample represented in the present study was from one
department of one organization, which happened to be a civil
service agency. Although the demographics appeared to be

representative, the differences between public and private
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industry tends to limit the generalizability of these results
to private industry. Causal relationships can not be
determined from the data presented in this study because this
study utilized cross-sectional, correlational data. The data
in the present study were based on self-reports, which may
reflect common source biases. However, this effect should be
constant across all measured relationships.

Future research on the work-family interface should focus

on several areas:

1) Continual assessment and improvement should be made in
the construct scales used in work-family research.
Current scales reliability and validity could be
improved. For example, the directional scale for work-
family conflict (Frone et al., 1992b) consists of four
items. Two items assess work -> family conflict and two
items assess family -> work conflict. The addition of
more items to this scale may result in better reliability
coefficients and better reliability.

2) Recent studies all seem to indicate that a Gender
difference no longer exists for inter-role conflict
spillover, thus attention should begin to be turned
elsewhere in discovering other predictors of how
individuals will deal with their conflicting roles
between work and family. Perhaps looking at individual

differences, such as personality profiles and value
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systems, will result in new predictors (i.e., such as
Managerial Potential & Work Orientation).

3) Theoretically one would suspect that an individual's
involvement in his or her job would be a significant
indicator of work -> family conflict or perhaps even
family -> work conflict, but this wasn't found to be the
case in Frone et al. (1992b) or in the present study.
Thus, future research should both re-evaluate the Job
Involvement scale developed by Kanungo (1982) and re-

assess the theoretical relationship represented above.
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FRONE, RUSSELL, AND COOPER'S (1992b) CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF THE
WORK-FAMILY INTERFACE
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Frone, Russell, & Cooper’s (1992a) Conceptual Model

Of The Work-Family Interface

Job Stressors Job Distress

Work -> Family

Conflict

Job Involvement

Depression

Family Involvement

Family -> Work

Conflict

Family Stressors Family Distress

+ = Positive Relationship - = Negative Relationship



APPENDIX B

MODEL ILLUSTRATING TEST OF EACH PREDICTOR
FOR WORK -> FAMILY CONFLICT



MODEL ILLUSTRATING PROPOSED TEST OF

EACH PREDICTOR FOR WORK

-> FAMILY CONFLICT

Job Stressors

Job Involvement

Gender

Managerial Potential

Work Orientation

Family Stressors

Family Involvement

Work -> Family Conflict
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Empiovee Survev

ALMCST ABOUT HALS ALMOST
NEVER  OCCASIONALLY — THETIME  FREQUENTLY  ALWAYS
1) Zcw often dces ~our ST Cr cireer ntertere with vour responsibiiities at . 5 3 " 5
a0De, such as AT ~STX. fooking, deanung, cepairs, shopping, paving he
2uls. or chiid zare?

2) How often does wowr =X ST career Keer vou fom spending the amount of i z 5 * 3
=me vou wowd ke = spend with vour ‘amiiy? :

3) How often does o ~cue life interrere with your responsibilities at work, 1 2 3 4 5
suct as gemmag = WCIX ot tme, acsompiishing daily tasks, or working
sverzme?

4} Hcw often does iz mcTte iife keep vou Tom spending the amounc of ame i 1 3 4 H
vou wouid like = sTenz on job or career-ceiated activiges?

STRONGLY  INCLINED 7O NETHER AGREE INCUNED STRONGLY
DISAGREZ SISAGREE NOR CISAGREE  TO AGRES AGREZ

5) My work :kes = T—2 ac [ wouid like © spend on my famiiy/personat , 5 N 4 5
iife. ) - ’

8} My work schecuia o7 condics with my famiiy/personal life, 1 2z 3 4 5

7) My ‘amily disiikas 2w tten [ am preoccupied with my work whiie [ am 1 2 3 4 5
at home.

8) Afrer work, [ =me mc=e w0 tred 0 do some of the things [ would like o 1 2 3 L3 5
do.

9) Cn dhejob [have sc ==ch work to do that it akes away from my personal 1 2 3 4 5
nirerests.

10) Because my wcrX s zmanding, at imes [ am urimble at home. 1 2 3 4 5

11) The demands &% =7 =5 make it more difficult 'o be relaxed at home. 1 2 3 4 5

12) My job makas :: ==cuit w be Hie dnd of parmer/spouse or parent [ ! 2 3 4 5
wouid like © Te.

13} My family/ verscnial Ze akes up ame Sar i wouid like © spend doing my 1 2 3 4 5
work.

14) My famiiy/zerscrai e often congdics with my work schedule, 1 2 3 4 5

15 \Av co-worxess ::r.m _how often [ am orecccupied with my 1 2 3 4 s
family/perscnia: 2 wniie [ am ar work.

16) When I go ¢ wo= [ am 00 ared to co some of the things [ wouid like to 1 2 3 4 5

co.

PLIASE TURN THE PAGE



STRONCLY INCINED O NETHER ACRZT  INCLINED STRONCLY

OBACRES SISACREZ  VORDISACRE 70 AGREE ACREZ

17 Ac tome. { have 50 —anyv resconsidiiines hat it mkes away Tom my B N 3 : H
Sersonai nteress.

18} 3ecause mv fAamuv’ Tersonai life 15 demanding, at ames [ am ummoie at ! z 3 4 bl
‘~Orx.

'2) The Zemands cf =¥ —amiiy/Dersonai life makes it more difficuit o be i z 5 3 3
reiaxed whniie at wCTX

250 Mv -amiiy/persorar e Tmakes it difficuit wo oe the ind of worker [ wouid 1 z k] 4 5

ike o oe.

For “oliswing s=ements:(Guestons
r:disagree:ta:thicse saements:

STRONGLY MODERATZLY SUGHTLY  SUCHTLY MOOERATZLY STRONCLY

DISACRET  JSACREZ  OSAGREE  AGRE AGREZ AGREZ

..} The mostimpormn: :‘::jgs Dnat hacpen 1 me invoive my presenr;co. 1 2 k] 4 H 5

2 fam very much zerscraily nvoived with my job. 1 2 3 4 3 5
3) [live, 2at and oreaze =v ‘ob. 1 2 3 4 5 6
24) Most of my interescs s2ner around my joo. i z 3 4 H 8
5) 1 nave very strong z2s s my Tresent joo which wouid e very 1 2 3 1 5 5

it © oreak.

253) Most of my personai e goais are job-onented. 1 : 3 4 3 3
) lconsider my joo 0 Se verv centi to my existence. 1 1 3 4 5 6
28) [ like w be absorsec - =V iob most of the Gme. 1 kd 3 4 5 5

ALMOST ALMOST

NEVER SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS
29 Do vou have o muz: worx ® do? 1 5 3 "
z ¢
30 Are vou unsure iccuT wrat Deovie expect of you? ! 2 3 1
31) Do vou teei that vou 2re ~abdle © inrluence vour supervisor's decisions ~ 1 2 3 4

2ven wnen they azect ~ou?

52) Do vou feei that you ~ave a lot of ~esponsibiiity for the work or others? 1 2 3 4
33) Do you work verv mat= - zicher dnvsicaily of menmily? 1 hd 3 +
34) Can vou use your —wm Tzauve © do things? 1 z 3 4
35) Are vou under cressic® D <eep up with the new ways of domng ungs? 1 b 3 3

JLIASE TURN THE PACE
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ALMOST

OMETIMES OFTE) ALWVAYS
. . . . . . - z 3 3
38) Do vcu have 0 decza Tunzs where Tus@mkes couid be quire costdy? . )
37) Do veu work 0o manw nouzs? 1 z 3 4
38) Co vcu have 100 ltz2 neS o aguipment 20 get Qe job done weil? M z 3 )
39) Does vour supervisar <z== : zisse warch on you? M : 5 4
40) Do vou have impor=n: eeTonsioilides? . z 5 +
41) Are vcu conrused accus sxIuv what You are sucposed to do? B : 3 4
42) Are vcu Jven a iot St TzE2cm o decide how T do vour work? . Z 3 4
43) Do clear. sianned gzais 1=z :Ilecmves adist Jor rour job? . N 3 <
43} Do vou nave the freecc= = z2 as you ike on vour job? B : i B
<3} Are vou clear abour 'wn3: mzacs 0 Ce <cne on vour job? . z 3 4
#6) Are vou enccuragec = Ti<a vOUr Own Zecsions? ‘. 2 3 4
+7) Lo vou know exaczty “wnz: 5 axpected ot rou!? : z 3 4
+8) Do vou feei certmin iZcur =sw much cr aow lictte authonty vou have? i z 3 4

STRONGLY  MOCZRATELY SLUGHTLY  SUCHTLY MODERATELY STRONGLY

OISAGREZ  OISAGREET  OISAGREE  AGREE AGREE AGREE
49) The most impormant =mgs Ti2c happenr  me invoive my chiid(ren). 1 H 3 4 5 8
30) [am very much cerscraly mvoived with my d'.;id(m). 1 2 b} 3 S 6
51) Most of my interests are c==terved around my cuid(ren). 1 2 3 4 5 &
32) To me. Jeng a (fachers =c=ar! is a very large cart of who [ am. 1 H 3 + 5 8
§3) My chiid(ren) (is/are: a ve~ porwant zare of My life. 1 2 3 4 5 6

e

STRONGLY MOCERATELY SLICHTLY  SLGHTLY MODERATELY STRONGLY

OISACREE  OISAGREE  OISAGREZ  AGREE AGREE ACREE
- . . . - - a
34) The most impormn: ==gs ‘hat hapcen ' me. invoive my i < E 4 B 2
(husband/wifes parmer:.
35) Most of my interests cae==r 2:cund my Tusband, wife/parmer). 1 I 3 4 5 8

TURN THE PAGE
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To me, zeing 1 .auscans, wifés SarTier) s a very large part or wino
{am.

[ am very =uzn perscnaily involved with mv
(husoand/wres sarmen.

My (husbanc/ vifes 2rTer) is a “ery Umporant part of mv life.

1

2 3 4 3 8
. - . < .
- B b 3 Q
z 3 + 3 8

-

Pacpie somernmes fe2 Tat thev Rava Lo iittle cme 1 svend by themseives
Secause of ewr uizireny. How siten do vou feei this way?

How orten 2o Tu =zt thac your did(rem) (is/are} making w©o many
demards on veu? c

=ow orten (co/dces: “Tur chiic!ren disobey you or do hings vou don’t
iporove or?

Zow often (Co/<cae; Tur chiid(Ten) o things-that cause vou orotiems ot
hassies?

ALMCST ALMCST
NEVER SOMETTMES OQFTEN ALWAYS
1 * 3 4
i : 3 +
{ : 3 4
1 z 3 4

o
9

How much can vew Zacend on (him/ Rer) to be there wien vou reaily need
him/her)?

How much concarn <ses (he/she! show for your feeiings and oroblems?

How much ‘emsion is ‘there Derween you and your
(husband / wite/ par=en?

‘Nouid vou say 7ou == vour (huscand/ wife/parmer) have an unpieasant
Zisagreemens: Cnic2 2 wesx or more, 2 3T J kmes a monm, InNc2 a mond, or
less orten?

NOT AT ALL ONLY A LTRZ SOMEWHAT ACREATIEAL
1 I 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

LSS ABOUTONCS  10R3 TIMES QNTA WEK

NEVER OFTD AMONTH  AMONTH  ORMORE
1 2 3 4 3

TLIASE TURN THE 7AC2



68

For me-following (==
. gss@rementy, Orrfees TAri

57) [have nad verv sec:iiar ind swange exveriences. TRUE FALSE
38) In most ways, a zzc: T2rson is berrer off chan a rich one. RUE FALSE

5%) {t'sa gggd fung T <Sw Seovie in e nght places so you can TRUE FALSE
ger Taffic nekers. :n2 sUST MUngs, Aken care of.

73 Mcst cegpie wowz =2 3 e if thev couid gain by it TRLE FALSE

71) It:s very hard ‘o =z = =i anyone about myseif. TRUE FALSE

72} When I get corec  lka =T sar up some exctement. TRUE FALSE

73) [weuid do aimes: :nvTung on a dare. TRUE FALSE

T4 ' aka 2 rather s2nous irafude oward adhical and moral IRLE FALSE
issuas.

73 [have no dreac =7 zo=z @ a rcom 2V myseif where other TRCE FALsE
seccie nave aireacy ;2=mered and are aiking.

76) [ gar zreety disccuzzz2c someames. TRCE FALSE

) l<den't blame peczie T =ving 1© gxab ail they an gerin this TRUE FALSE
woric.

78) [do not dread sees=tz 2 Zoctor about a sickness or injury. TRUE FALSE

7) [ ’eei 2s good ncw 2s [ 2ver have. TRUE FALSE

80) [ wake up fresn anic r2sted most JODUNGS. TRUE FALSE

81) Itis Rard for me ~ust = sic sdil and reiax. TRUE FALSE

82) Most ceovie wiil s2 scmewiat unrair means to gmn profitor TRUE FALSE
an advanmage racier I O lose it

33) [ have strange anc racuiiar thoughss. TRUE FALSE

84) [ Tequendy noms2 =y hand shakes when [ ky o do TRUE FALSZ
someening.

35) Ico not mind aing cr<ers and being ioid what o do. TRUE FALSE

36) Teachers orten axgecs =0 much work Tom students. TRUE FALSE

37) [ ofren act on e sTwx of the moment without stopping to TRUE FALSE
unx.

38) My way of doing ===:¢ is 3ot 'o be misunderstood by others. TRUE FALSE

39) [am cerminiy lacenz = seif<onsidence. . TRUE FALSE

30) My arents have enerzily lec me make my own decisions. TRUE FALSE

31) [ have had more —an =y share of dings to worry about. TRUE FALSE
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w30

102)
93

24)

95

06)
67
108)
09)
210

1l

T

< eaf
173
i3
[o8)

3

{am quie orren act == s e gossip and alk of e group [
seiong .

Criy 1 fooi wouid 2ver TCre to incTeasa his own txes.

When [ meet 1 sganger [ often funx ac Re or she is berter
Hhan { am.

[ iike © keep ceocie riassmg wnat 'n going 'o do next

f zven the chanca  "vc=id make 3 good leader of peopie.
Mcst ceople are ncnest suerdy through fear of beng caughe
Scmenmes [ feei —a: . z= aoout 0 g0 O pieces.

Peopie don’t neec = wer=7 about ohers i only they ook after
nemseives.

foom dime © ae [ ka2 3 ger compierely away from work
and anyting -at "eTImas me Of i

{ am often zotheres =¥ -:saiess houghes which keep running
firough My munc.

Most of the dme { 22 =3ppy.
[ somenmes ‘eei =2: 1 2 a burcen T others.

‘Vhen orices are ~xz= ~Tu can’t viame people for getting ail
Hey an while e gz==3 is gooc.

{ cen feei as @cug= . have done something wrong or
wicked.

[ usuaily fee thac e is worthwhiie

Lawbreakers are aiost 2iways caught and punished.
{ think most peotie vcwid lie o get anead.

Tam a berter waiker=a= 3 listener.

U'n prenty sure [ ‘cw =ow we can sertia the intemadonal
oroplems we face =cav.

[ havae very few gmarress with members of my family.

like © read aboux scnca.
{tis hard ‘or me = == ~acurai when [ am with new peaple.
[ must admit thae J a2 2 high-soumg person.

[ ieei that { have citem Seen purusied without Qusa.

116) [ don't seem 0 care wrac happens o me.

0

[have been afraic =% ==1g3 or pecpie dhat [ knew couid not
hurt me.

223} I must admit [ 57 = see what others think berore [ take a

sand.

TRLUE
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9)

120)

1249

125)

120

133)

136)

{ Rave never 2cne inT teavy Grinking.

Some of my faruiy “ave nabis Hat tother and annov me
verv much.

No cne seems © carsand me.
{ @ink [ am usuaiiv : Jaader in my group.
[ never seem w© gec niigTY.

{ amoy pianning mmgs. and decding what each person
shouid da.

Suczess is a marrer of vl power.

i nave not iivec me =zn: kind of iifa.

i cavdream verv miz

Life usuaily hanas e 2 srenty raw ceai.

[ have a good acTent=.

People orten @ik abcu: me pehind My vack.

[ feei like giving =z cwxXiy when fungs go wrong.
My sikin seems 0 e :usually sensicve to touch.

[f fe pay was night I wouid like © wavel with a circus or
carmvai.

Pecvie seem narurzily = wum to me when dedsions have to
Se made.

My sleep is figui anc <isturbed.

It seems that pecoie =sed ' have more fun than they do
now.
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Age {(vears}):

Sex: Maie

Ternae

Manai Srarus (seiect sz
Marzec cr lving as marnied

Nc: =2==ed (i.e., never married, widowed, separated, divorced)

Numper of children corenzy lving with vou:

Age of youngest chiid:

How many HOURS 2 weex 20 vou usuaily spend doing job-related acdvides (select one)?

CRETZ2 han 40 hours

BE. VE=N 3040 hours

3ET M ==N 20-30 hours

BET V==N 10-20 hours

L=SS =an 10 hours

How would vou ciassiy vour position within the company you work for (select one)?
Nen-taragement

Sist—eve management (i.e., supervisory responsibilities, but subordinates are not managers)

Seccnc-evel management (i.e., supervisory responsibilities and subordinates are managers)

How many empiovees <= vou supervise at work?

How long have you “een working for vour current empioyer?

In the past year, how =any cays have you been absent from work for reasons other than holidays or vacagon?
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