1. Introduction

Juggling work and family responsibilities is a coomexperience for many employees
(Galinsky et al., 199andLee and Duxbury, 1998Although engaging in both work and
family roles can have positive effects for indivadisi (e.g. Rothbard, 200}, if workers

are unable to balance the responsibilities assmtiaith both roles, the potential for
conflict between roles increasésdne et al., 199Zreenhaus and Beutell, 1985
Greenhaus and Powell, 208BdNetemeyer et al., 1996

WFC may be exacerbated when individuals face presga have both a successful
career and a successful home IH&afhmer et al., 199&ndLundberg and
Frankenhaeuser, 199%n underlying assumption is that being strongdynmitted to a
variety of roles has negative effects on individwell-being. However, some researchers
have suggested that there are benefits to beingndted to multiple rolesBarnett and
Hyde, 2001andRuderman et al., 2003Therefore, we examined whether role
commitment idirectly related to WFC, even after controlling for jobessors, and
whether commitment moderates the relationshipsdmtvjob stressors and WFC.

One approach to understanding WFC involves a soaie$ perspective. Using this
perspective, we can view WFC in terms of typesitdrirole conflict among specific

social roles, such as worker, parent, and spd@geglman, Greenhaus, & Connally,
1983. Inter-role conflict occurs when pressures frovo toles interfere with successful
performance in each rolgopelman et al. (1983)oted that there are at least two reasons
why roles may be incompatible: (1) the requiremefitsne role may compete for a
person’s time, which results in less time for aeottole; and (2) the strain in one role
may affect a person’s performance in another kad#ng this approach to define WFC,

we will examine both time demands and job roleistaa potential contributors to

conflict between specific roles (i.e., work—spoasd work—parent).

1.1. Time-based demands

It has been well established in the literature tima¢-based demands can create conflict
between work and family roles. Not surprisinglycompatible time pressures are a major
source of WFCHKox & Dwyer, 1999. Increased number of hours worked, including
overtime, tends to be associated with higher leoEWFC (e.g.Burke et al., 1980

Judge et al., 199dndPleck et al., 1980 The amount of time spent on house- and child-
care tasks is also associated with increased co(Blohen & Viveros-Long, 1981

1.2. Job stressors

It is also interesting to examine whether non-tnelated role stressors are related to
WFC, beyond what can be explained by these timeadds For example, in addition to
thenumberof work hours, thachedulingof work may impact on WFQrone et al.
(1992)found that, in comparison to shift work, regulehedules were related to lower
amounts of conflict between work and non-work rofisnilarly, Burke (1989)ound



that police officers who worked shifts tended tpexence more WFC than police
officers who did not work shifts.

Typical job stressors, such as work-role conflitsp tend to result in inter-role conflict
(Aryee et al., 199Burke et al., 198@ndKopelman et al., 19§3Bacharach,
Bamberger, and Conley (199fund that work-role conflict was associated with
increased WFC for nurses. Job control also tendie ttrongly linked to psychosocial
health and well-beingday and Jreige, 200@nhdHurrell and McLaney, 1989and some
research suggests that it is linked to WFC. Fongte, Fox, Dwyer, and Ganster (1993)
examined nurses’ job control and found that phygjimal reactions (e.g., blood pressure)
to jobs that have high demands and low control oaagy over to home settings.
Moreover,Thomas and Ganster (1996und that after controlling for the impact of
social support, a lack of job control was a sigifit predictor of WFC. In related
research, individuals who had low perceived cordx@r their life tended to experience
more instances of work—family interference and fgwork interference than
individuals with higher perceived contr@yxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994 Most of the
studies involving stressors, however, did not adrfor the effect of time demands in
each role.

Most of the studies that have examined job stressod WFC have examined global
WFC, without examining the specific roles withirettamily domain (see, for example,
Carlson et al., 2008ndKelloway et al., 199P In one of the few studies to look at
specific rolesAryee (1992)ound that work flexibility and the number of heworked
jointly predicted job—parent conflict, but not japeuse conflict (although the individual
S weight for the number of hours worked was sigaifit). High work-role ambiguity,
work overload, and intra-role conflict were joindgsociated with increased job—spouse
and job—parent conflict for womeAiyee, 1992. These findings suggest that there may
be different predictors of conflict, depending be hature of the conflict (i.e., job—parent
or job—spouse).

Based on these findings, it may be incorrectly amithat conflict between work and
family is inevitable for all employees. However, aviifaced with the same stressors,
employees do not necessarily experience the samaks lef WFC. One reason for this
incongruence may be employees’ commitment to vargameial roles (i.e., parent, spouse,
and work).Carlson and Kacmar (2008jgued that when individuals are more committed
to a role, conflict increases because of the ir@@dime demands and potential stressors
experienced. An alternative explanation is thaividldials who are committed to a role
may experience decreased conflict because theamasmportant to thenHplahan &
Gilbert, 1979, and thus, have positive effeag&.eenhaus and Beutell (1985)
recommended that research in the area of WFC slatarifly whether role commitment

is associated with decreased or increased WFC.

1.3. Role commitment

Role commitment or salience is defined as the perdemportance of a social role, and
may involve an emotional investment in the r@eer, 1982AndSuper et al., 1996




Similarly, Morrow, Eastman, and McElroy (199défined job commitment as the degree
to which an individual isbsorbedby his or her work. Some research has examined the
direct relationship between commitment and ovah4HC, but the results have been
contradictory. Although most researchers have fabhatlincreased role commitment
tends to lead to increased general WFC (Beutell and O’Hare, 198 Tarlson and
Kacmar, 2000Evans and Bartolome, 1984rone et al., 199andHammer et al., 1997
some researchers have found that increased rolmitorant tends to lead to decreased
WFC (e.g.Holahan & Gilbert, 197p

Research has shown that roles may be associategaesgitive outcomes, such as
increased life satisfaction and self-esteem (Ergpne, 2003Greenhaus and
Parasuraman, 19%hdRuderman et al., 2003However, it is important to examine not
only the number of roles, but also one’s commitnterihose roles. Related constructs,
such as role engagement, have been associatedasitive individual outcomes, such as
mood (e.g.Rothbard, 2001

Aryee (1992)ound both positive and negative effects of committ on conflict,
depending on the roles involved. Occupational aadtal commitment accounted for a
significant amount of variance in job—spouse catiffitnd occupational commitment and
parental commitment accounted for a significanpprton of the variance in job—parent
conflict (Aryee, 1992. It is interesting that when examining the zerdews correlations,
job—spouse confliavas associated wittlecreaseaccupational, parental, and marital
commitment. Converselypb—parent confliovas associated witihcreasedoccupational
commitment, but was unrelated to spouse and paceninitment. Therefore, to better
understand the relationships between role commitieneth WFC, the first and second
goals of this study are to investigate whether colmmitment is related to WFC, even
after controlling for the effects of job stressarsl time spent on work, home, and child-
care tasks. It is expected that job and spouse donemt will be associated with
decreased conflict, whereas parent commitmentbeithssociated with increased
conflict.

In addition to the direct impact of commitment ofr®/ commitment may moderate the
relationship of time and strain pressures with WB&enhaus & Beutell, 1985Despite
the findings regarding the direct impact of rolentnitment on work—family conflict,
however, little research has examined the modeyatifects of role commitment.

In one of the few studies that considered the naidwy effects of role involvemerEpx

and Dwyer (1999jound that both family and work involvement modecdhthe
relationships between family stressors and fanutyork conflict and between work
stressors and work-to-family conflict. Work involaent also moderated the relationships
between work stressors and work-to-family conthistl between family stressors and
family-to-work conflict. OverallFox and Dwyer (1999%pund that the stressor—conflict
relationships were exacerbated for those who wene imvolved in their family and

work roles. These findings provide preliminary sogigghat both commitment to family
and work can act as moderators between work stieeasd work—family conflictfox &
Dwyer, 1999. It is unknown, however, whether commitment tesfic parent and




spouse roles can moderate conflict among specdi&yvspouse, and parent roles, and
whether their moderating effects for the differesies behave similarly. Therefore, the
third goal of this study is to determine whethemoaitment to specific roles moderates
the relationship between job stressors and confotre specifically, based on past
research on the direct effects of commitment atatee constructs (e.gAryee et al.,
1999 Rothbard, 200bndRuderman et al., 2003we expect that the relationships
between job stressors and conflict wouldobéferedby job commitment and spouse
commitment, buexacerbatedy parent commitment. That is, the negative effetjob
stressors on conflict would be somewhat allevidtgtigh job and spouse commitment,
but aggravated by high parent commitment.

2. Summary and research goals

The present study was designed to examine thet dinecindirect impact of role
commitment on WFC. In keeping with a social-rolenfiework, commitment was
assessed for each of the worker, spouse, and patest Moreover, WFC was assessed
using two inter-role conflict measures: work—spocseflict and work—parent conflict.
Although the majority of past studies used scdles assess general WH&pne and

Rice (1987)advised avoiding the use of this type of generades because they “hide
important antecedents or consequences of...interemoiéicts involving the different
family roles (e.g., parent/spouse)” (p. 51).

Therefore, we examined commitment in each of thiese roles in terms of: (1) the
direct relationship of commitment with work—spowasel work—parent conflict; (2) the
incremental validity of commitment to predict caaf] after controlling for job stressors
and time spent on work, home, and child-care taamkd;(3) the moderating impact of
commitment on the relationship between job stressand conflict.

2.1. Method
2.1.1. Participants

Questionnaires were sent to 1200 female nurseamada and 1200 female police
officers across the United States and Canada. Adfingome research has not found
gender differences in aspects of WFC (é&@gle et al., 199@ndFrone et al., 1992

other research has shown that gender differencesidbin the antecedents,
consequences, and overall experience of WFC gethson, 2002Duxbury et al., 1994
andGreenglass et al., 198 herefore, the present study constrained itafdao women.
These occupations of policing and nursing were ehdar this study because both
professions involve considerable potential jobsstoes, and because they represent both
traditional and non-traditional female occupations.

Respondents consisted of 253 female nurses antetre police officers (for a
response rate of 19%). The average police respomaen37 years old, with a university
degree or a college diploma, had worked in heretuifjob for 5 years, and had been in
policing for 13 years. Police respondents wereclhy working general policing and



patrol duties in an urban setting. The averageengspondent was 41 years old, with a
university degree or a college diploma, had workeger current job for 10 years, and
had been in nursing for 18 years. Nurse responaests typically working with direct
patient care in an urban hospital.

For the purpose of this paper, “spouse” was defagebegin married, living together, or
having a long-term partner. “Parent” was definethdssiduals with children under the
age of 20 years, living in the same residence eéhé¢he time (i.e., “full-time” children)
or had shared custody for part of the year (igasttime” children). Of the 449
respondents, 13 were deleted because of randomingdata. Of these remaining 436
respondents, 406 of them had a spouse, and 318t skt one child (237 respondents
had one or two “full-time” children; 48 had threernore “full-time” children, and 57 of
them had one to three “part-time” children). Regjents had an average of 1.66
(SD=.89) “full-time” children and an average of .&D = .63) “part-time” children, and
the age of the children ranged from 1 to 20 yedseover, the majority of the sample
(i.e., 275 respondents) was defined as both a spand a parent. The majority of
spouses (i.e., 381) was employed, working an aeeoédg0.00 D= 14.63) hours per
week. Over 90% of the spouses worked more thanBt veek.

2.1.2. Measures
Respondents completed a work—family conflict surwelyich included:

Work-spouse and work—parent inter-role conflictiesalwo 13-item scales, based on
items from other general WFC scales (ekmppelman et al., 19§3were developed.
Based on definitions of general conflict and wodmily conflict, we defined inter-role
conflict as an individual's perception of competmgncompatible demands from two
roles Kopelman et al., 1988ndWeiten, 1997. Following guidelines for ensuring
content validity, the items were written to be egEntative of the domaitlgnnally &
Bernstein, 1994 Because both perception and incompatible demarelemphasized in
our definition, directionality (i.e., work interfieig with spouse and parent, or spouse and
parent interfering with work) was not a focus of study. That is, conflict requires
demands fronbothroles in order to be “incompatible.” Thereforeg items were
screened and rewritten in order to ensure thaticomfould be measuredithout
confounds of directionality. Furthermore, conflict defined asxperiencedonflict
should not measuintecedentsf conflict, such as time or role strain factaesy(, “I
experience WFC because | have too many work timeadeés”). Thus, we developed
itemswithoutthese confounds. Using a 7-point Likert scalepoasgents indicated the
extent to which they experienced conflict betwdeirtwork and spouse roles and
between their work and parent roles (e.g., “I ofesl that | am divided between work
and spousal responsibilities;” It is hard to batanty roles as a [nurse/police officer] and
as a spouse;” “I balance my work and parent respiitiss without problems” [reverse
scored]; “I feel that my roles as [nurse/policeadf] and parent interfere with each
other”).




Because most past research has utilized gener&faonily measures, we conducted an
exploratory principal components analysis to examwihether work—spouse and work—
parent conflicts were distinct constructs. The sgiet clearly indicated the presence of
two factors, which accounted for 58.89% of the aacke. All of the work—parent conflict
items loaded on the first factor (loadings rangednf.57 to .87) and all of the work—
spouse conflict items loaded on the second fatdadi{ngs ranged from .67 to .85).
There were no complex loadings: All of the loadiegsthe non-dominant factor ranged
from (-.07 to .18). Cronbachwswas .94 for work—spouse conflict and .93 for work—
parent conflict.

Time demandsRespondents indicated the number of regular &adime hours they
worked per week. They also indicated the numbdioofs they spent on child-care tasks
and activities with children, and on home-care sask

Job stressorsRespondents indicated the regularity of theirkngdrift (higher numbers
indicate longer shifts and more irregular work sithies). Respondents also completed
theWork Conflict Scaléeight itemsRizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 19J0Becausdeliefin
control, and not necessarily tagerciseof control, decreases the stress felt in demanding
situations Fox et al., 199&andGanster and Fusilier, 1989ve utilizedDwyer and
Ganster’s (1991)ob Control Scal¢22 items), which assesgasrceivedob control.
Cronbach’sys for these scales were high= .85 for intra-role work conflict; and = .89

for job control).

Role commitmenSeveral items from the commitment subscalesei ifie Role Salience
ScalegAmatea, Cross, Clarke, & Bobby, 198ere included in the questionnaire to
assess role commitment. Using a 5-point ratinges@ak Disagree; 5 = Agree),
respondents were asked to indicate the extent tchvthey agreed or disagreed with four
items regarding their commitment to their job r@@ey., “I devote whatever time and
energy it takes to move up in my job/career fieldSur items assessing their spouse role
(e.g., “I put a lot of time and effort into buildjrand maintaining a relationship”), and
three items assessing their parent role (e.gm“vary involved in the day-to-day matters
of rearing my children”). Cronbachis were .80 for job commitment, .81 for parent
commitment, and .79 for spouse commitment.

2.2. Results
2.2.1. Work, spouse, and parent commitment

Correlations were calculated among the commitmariables, job stressor variables, and
the work—family conflict measures (s€able 1. Of the control variables, work hours

and home-care hours were related to work—spoudéatdn = .15,p < .01;r = .12,

p < .05, respectively), but none of them was reléegork—parent conflict. Moreover,
work hours were only related to job commitmert(.14,p < .01), home-care hours were
positively related to parent commitmentH.14,p < .05), and child-care hours were
negatively related to job- and spouse-commitmenst<€.16,p < .001;r = -.12,p < .05,
respectively), but positively related to parent aatment ¢ = .29,p < .001).




Table 1.

Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations,refidbilities of conflict, job stressors, and conmeént

variables
M SD |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12
1. Work— 14
spouse 3.58 3' (.94)
conflict
2. Work— *
.63
parent 4.28 é'4 (.93)
. ¥ ¥
conflict?
3.Work | 42.0 .15%
hour$ 4 90 | 4 05 | —
4. Home |, 40124 | 45% | 05 |-01 |—
hours 9
5. Child- 5.6 -15 | S8
care hours| 41° | g 05 104 1 ., . o
i &l
6. Work | 5 o5 | g9 |20 | 167 | 04| 07 |00 |—
schedule * % #
7. Job -.26 | -.28 -0 -.48
control 281163 | yun | aun |09 |1 =02 | L yu | (89
8. Work # % * _
role 390 |13 |27 12T 1190 o5 | o1 |06 | 22| (85
. 4 * ** *% ®wE | )
conflict
9. Job * *

. -.16 | .14 -16 | -.12 | .24
commitme | 3.16 | .93 | -.05 .00 .00 (:80
nt * 4 * £kE |k $ )

10. Spouse -16 | -.16 -

! . . -0 12 -.0 (.79
ﬁ?mmnme 3.83 | .89 wwn | e .02 5 N -.09 | .08 6 .06 )
11. Parent ® a-

A A4 | .2 - -
commitme | 3.37 | 51 | .04 *6 03 | - *f ~01 | .00 2'0 ot | o8 (81
nt )

Reliabilities (Cronbach’s) are in parentheses along the diagonal.
%N = 406 for analyses involving spouse role.
® N = 310 for analyses involving parent role.
N = 436 for analyses involving work role.

*p<.05.
* Pp < .01.

**¥ p<.001.




All of the job stressors were significantly corteld with both work—spouse and work—
parent conflict (s ranged from = -.28 to .27, @lk .001). Spouse commitment was
negatively related to work—spouse conflict=(-.16,p < .001), and job and spouse
commitment were negatively related to work—paremiflect (bothrs = -.16p < .01).
Conversely, parent commitment was associated witeased work—parent conflict
(r=.16,p<.01).

2.2.2. Commitment interactions

In order to test the hypotheses involving the wawkrces of conflict, and their respective
moderators, the procedure for performing modereggtessions outlined byisken and
West (1991 )was used. Two moderated regression analyses wedeicted (i.e., one for
work—spouse conflict and one for work—parent catjfliin each analysis, the predictor
variables were standardized in order to overcoragthblem of scale invariance and to
help to reduce the problem of multicollinearityweén the interactions terms and their
component partsAjken and West, 199andNeter et al., 1989 The variables were
entered into the equation in four steps: (1) tiramdnds of work hours, home-care hours,
and child-care hours; (2) job stressors, (3) comnmeiitt variables on the third step, and (4)
interactions.

2.2.3. Commitment and work—spouse conflict

The control variables accounted to 4% of the vagan work—spouse conflicp< .01),
with both work hours and home-care hours uniquehtributing to the equation (see
Table 3. The job stressors accounted for an addition& §i< .001) of the variance in
work—spouse conflict when entered in the seconul ait¢he equation. Intra-role conflict
(6 =.27,p<.001) and job controp(= —.27,p < .001) uniquely predicted work—spouse
conflict. The commitment variables accounted for @4#he variance in work—spouse
conflict (p < .05), and thg associated with spouse commitment was significant

(6 =-.17,p<.01). The interactions terms accounted for aiB@ant increase in variance
(AR? = .03,p < .05), and two interactions were significant. dommitment moderated
the relationship between work schedules and wordusp conflict: Individuals with high
job commitment reported moderate levels of confiigiardless of work schedule.
Conversely, individuals with low job commitment wenore affected by schedule
irregularity: That is, conflict was highest for imaluals who worked irregular work
schedules and had low job commitment (Bee 1). Job commitment also moderated the
relationship between control and work—spouse atinfh that the relationship between
job control and conflict was strongest for indivadisiwith high commitment. Highly
committed individuals who had high job control espece little conflict, whereas highly
committed individuals who had low control experierégh conflict. Conversely,
individuals with low job commitment were unaffectegthe amount of job control (see

Table 2.



Regression of work—spouse conflict and work—pagenflict on job stressors, commitment variablesl an
job stressors by commitment interactions

Step Work-spouse conflict Work—parent conflict
Total Total
B AR? R? B AR? R?
1. Time demands 04%*% | 04** .01 .01
Work hours A15F* .06
Home-care hours .10* .06
Child-care hours .04 .03
A% | 15FF A2%% | a3ttt
2. Job stressors 5 8
* * * *
Work schedule irregularity 14 .06
Intra-role conflict 270 1
-27 % -.30%*
Job control
* ¥
% & L
3. Commitment variables 02" '*17 .03** '*16
Job commitment -.02 -.13
Spouse commitment -17F —
Parent commitment — 21FF
. 20° % 227
4. Interaction ternfs 03" . .03 )
Job commitment x Work schedule -.26"" .
irregularity *
Job commitment x Job control -17" —
Parent commitment x Work schedule o o3t ¥
irregularity '




2 Only the uniquely significant interactions aregmated.
.

- p<.05.

T P < .01.

**% p<.001.

= e —
.,_:_.h“m.-'.h. (lZK)

Fig. 1. Interaction of job commitment and work sihle on work—spouse conflict.

i (14K)

Fig. 2. Interaction of job commitment and job cohtvn work—spouse conflict.

2.2.4. Commitment and work—parent conflict

In the second set of analyses, the control varsathieg not account for a significant
amount of variance in work—parent confliati¢ = .01,p = ns; sed@able 3, but the job
stressors accounted for an additional 1p% (001) of the variance. Intra-role conflict
(8 =.28,p<.001) and job contropf(= —.30,p < .001) uniquely predicted conflict. The
addition of the block of role commitment variabtesulted in a 3% increase in work—
parent conflict § < .05), with parent commitment uniquely predictingrk—parent
conflict (6 =.21,p < .01). The block of interactions explained anitoldal 3% of the
variance in work—parent conflict (ns). All of thegariables accounted for 22% € .001)
of the variance in conflict. Because of the difftgdinding significant interactions
overall Evans, 198p and because the interaction terms accountethéosame amount
of variance as in the work—spouse analysis (%), 3ve examined the individuAs for

the interactions. One interaction term was sigarfic parent commitment moderated the
relationship between work schedule irregularity amdk—parent conflict. When
respondents worked regular work schedules, thegresqqced moderate work—parent
conflict, regardless of their level of parent cortment. However, when they worked
irregular schedules, individuals who had high cotmment had the highest amount of
conflict, whereas individuals who had low commitrhkad the lowest amount of conflict

(seeFiqg. 3.
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Fig. 3. Interaction of parent commitment and warkexule on work-parent conflict.

2.3. Discussion

The present study had three goals: (1) to examirethver work, spouse, and parent
commitment were directly related to work—spousewaatk—parent conflict; (2) to
examine the incremental variance explained in adrifly commitment, after controlling
for job stressors and hours spent on work, hone chitd-care tasks; and (3) to examine
the moderating impact of commitment on the relatiop between job stressors and
WEFC.

Work, spouse, and parent commitment exhibited ihfferelationships with conflict.

More specificallyincreasedob and spouse commitment were associateddethheased
work—parent conflict, whereascreasedoarent commitment was associated with
increasedvork—parent conflict, providing mixed support féreenhaus and Beutell's
(1985)prediction that commitment to work and spouse wdnd associated with
increased conflict. We also found thatreasedspouse commitment was associated with
decreasedvork—spouse conflict, supportidgyee’s (1992¥indings. Parent and job
commitment, however, were not significantly asslavith work—spouse conflict.

After controlling for time demands and stressopguse commitment still was associated
with decreased work—spouse conflict, and parentabment still was associated with
increased work—parent conflict, suggesting thatradment may be more than simply a
function of time and job stressors.

The findings of the present study may explain tieonsistencies in past research
involving commitment and conflict. Although commigmt variables explained only a
low amount of variance in conflict (i.e., 2—3%) r@asults suggest that utilizing separate
measures of individual role commitment and confhiatesearch is warranted. One
possible explanation for the differential impacicommitment on conflict is that there
are substantive differences in what commitmenhéodifferent roles entails, as well as
differences in the experience of conflict betwepectic roles. Therefore, one’s level of
conflict may not be as much dependent on theid lelveommitment, as it is on the
natureof their commitment. It may be possible that dispisimilar level of
commitment to each role, there are specific stressoresponsibilities associated with
different types of commitment.

The present study also examined how commitmenbidvgspouse, and parent roles
moderated the relationship between job stressarsvank—spouse conflict and work—
parent conflict. Two interactions involving work-egpse conflict were significant. Job



commitment moderated the relationship between wohledules and work—spouse
conflict. The level of conflict for individuals withigh job commitment was not
significantly influenced by the irregularity of tihevork schedules. Conversely, the level
of conflict for individuals with low job commitmentas more influenced by irregular
work schedules: As expected, conflict was highdstmindividuals had irregular work
schedules and were not committed to their job. &mesults suggest that individuals who
are committed to their job may not be as negatiwdlyenced by working irregular or
rotating shift work. Highly committed individualerid to be absorbed by their work, and
may, therefore, accept irregular shifts as beiragssgary for their work, whereas
individuals who are not as committed to their jo@aynsee irregular shifts as an
inconvenience, and as limiting their time, and it/ky to schedule time, in other roles.

Job commitment also moderated the relationship é@tvob control and conflict.
Interestingly, compared to individuals with low joommitment, individuals with high

job commitment were more negatively influenced bbgck of job control: A lack of
control was associated with high conflict, and higintrol was associated with low
conflict among the highly committed individualsdiniduals who are highly committed

to their job may tend to seek control over theirkyand they may be more sensitive to a
lack of control, thus experiencing greater conflitten they do not have it. Conversely,
individuals with low job commitment may not seekrexXlexibility or control over how
they do their job, because they are not as investtteir job.

As expected, when predicting work—parent confhegh parent commitment exacerbated
the relationship between work schedules and wonlerpaonflict. That is, when

working regular shifts, there was no differencéhia level of work—parent conflict of

high commitment and low commitment individuals. kKatividuals working irregular
shifts, however, employees with high parent comraitthad higher levels of work—
parent conflict than employees who were less cotathib the parenting role. This
increased conflict may be because these individueails their work schedule as limiting
their time in the parent role, and their flexilyiltb schedule time in their parent role. For
example, highly committed mothers with rotatingftshinay have to have a variety of
child-care arrangements, depending on the shijt éine working that week, which would
be perceived as creating conflict. For individuale® may be less invested in the parental
role, irregular work schedules are not perceivesoamcompatible. These interactions
highlight the different relationships that exist@mg the types of commitment, stressors,
and conflict, and emphasize the need to examinétiiers within the context of specific
roles. Our results exteriébx and Dwyer’s (1999%esearch on the moderating impact of
involvement.

3. Limitations and future research

The present study has addressed many of the queséigarding commitment and role
conflict. However, there are some limitations atstudy. Because the present study
constrained its focus to women in two specific gations (policing and nursing), more
research needs to be conducted to determine whétheglationships found in the
present study are applicable to men and to empoyeether occupations. In addition,



because the present study was correlational imreyataution must be taken with any
assumptions of causality that may be made withenctintext of this research. Future
research should examine the causality assumptlong ¢éhe relationship between these
antecedents and work—family conflict. Furthermdine,data in this study were obtained
using self-report measures, which raised the pibggithat our results were
contaminated by monomethod bias. However, the ssgre analyses indicate that this
bias is not a primary concern because the reldtipasvere still significant after
controlling for the effects of time demands and $tiessors. Finally, future research
should applyMeyer and Allen’s (1991iodel of organizational commitment (i.e.,
affective, continuance, and normative commitmemydcial roles to examine the extent
to which people stay in a role because tlosg a specific role, haveo other optiorbut

to continue in that role, or feel thefiouldbe committed to that role.

References

Aiken and West, 199IL.A. Aiken and S.G. West, Multiple regression: flieg and
interpreting interactions, Sage, Newbury Park, C89(1).

Amatea et al., 198E.S. Amatea, E.G. Cross, J.E. Clarke and C.L. BoAbsessing the
work and family role expectations of career-orienteen and women: The Life Role
Salience Scalegdpurnal of Marriage and the Famil8 (1986), pp. 831-83&ull Text
via CrossRef

Aryee, 1992S. Aryee, Antecedents and outcomes of work—faoolyflict among
married professional women: Evidence from Singapgdwenan Relationg5 (1992) (8),
pp. 813-837Eull Text via CrossRef

Aryee et al., 199%. Aryee, V. Luk, A. Leung and S. Lo, Role stressmterrole
conflict, and well-being: The moderating influerafespousal support and coping
behaviors among employed parents in Hong Kdogrnal of Vocational Behavid4
(1999), pp. 259-27& bstract| Abstract + Referenceqd PDF (86 K)| Abstract +
References in Scopy€ited By in Scopus

Bacharach et al., 1998.B. Bacharach, P. Bamberger and S. Conley, Workeh
conflict among nurses and engineers: Mediatingrtipact of role stress on burnout and
satisfaction at workJournal of Organizational Behavid2 (1991), pp. 39-53.

Barnett and Hyde, 200R.C. Barnett and J.S. Hyde, Women, men, work,family,
American Psychologi&i6 (2001), pp. 781-79@\bstract| Abstract + Referenceqd PDF
(7913 K)| Eull Text via CrossRef

Behson, 20035.J. Behson, Coping with family-to-work conflidte role of informal
work accommodations to familypurnal of Occupational Health Psychology2002),




pp. 324-341Abstract| Abstract + Referenceq PDF (512 K)| Full Text via CrossRef
Abstract + References in ScopuSited By in Scopus

Beutell and O’Hare, 198N.J. Beutell and M.M. O’Hare, Work—nonwork conflaamong
MBA'’s: Sex differences in role stressors and ld@sfaction Work and Stres$ (1987),
pp. 35-41.

Bohen and Viveros-Long, 1981.H. Bohen and A. Viveros-Long, Balancing jobs and
family, Temple University Press, Philadelphia (1p81

Burke, 1989R.J. Burke, Some antecedents and consequencesloffamily conflict. In:
E.B. Goldsmith, EditoWWork and family: Theory, research, and applicatiobage,
Newbury Park, CA (1989), pp. 287-302.

Burke et al., 198®R.J. Burke, T. Weir and R.E. Duwors, Work demamls
administrators and spouse well-beirigiman Relation83 (1980), pp. 253-27&ull
Text via CrossRef

Carlson and Kacmar, 20a.D. Carlson and K.M. Kacmar, Work—family confliatthe
organization: Do life role values make a differehcd®urnal of Managemera6 (2000),
pp. 1031-1054Abstract| PDF (180 K)| Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References
in Scopuq Cited By in Scopus

Carlson et al., 200D.S. Carlson, M.K. Kacmar and L.J. Williams, Caonstion and
initial validation of a multidimensional measurevadrk—family conflict,Journal of
Vocational Behaviob6 (2000), pp. 249-27@\bstract| Abstract + Referenceq PDF
(100 K) | Abstract + References in ScofuSited By in Scopus

Day and Jreige, 200R.L. Day and S. Jreige, Examining Type A behayattern to
explain the relationship between job stressorspaydhosocial outcomedournal of
Occupational Health Psycholog@y(2002), pp. 109-12@\bstract| Abstract +
Referenceq PDF (70 K)| Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in Scogus
Cited By in Scopus

Duxbury et al., 1994.. Duxbury, C. Higgins and C. Lee, Work—family dloet: A
comparison by gender, family type, and perceivedrot Journal of Family Issue$5
(1994) (3), pp. 449-466&-ull Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in Scopus
Cited By in Scopus

Dwyer and Ganster, 1991.J. Dwyer and D.C. Ganster, The effects of joimaleds and
control on employee attendance and satisfacfioarnal of Organizational Behavidr2
(1991), pp. 595-608.

Eagle et al., 199B.W. Eagle, E.W. Miles and M.L. Icenogle, Integaonflicts and the
permeability of work and family domains: Are thgender differences3purnal of




Vocational Behaviob0 (1997) (2), pp. 168-184bstract| Abstract + Referenceqd PDF
(111 K) | Abstract + References in ScofuSited By in Scopus

Evans, 19898M.G. Evans, A Monte Carlo study of the effectcofrelated method
variance in moderated multiple regression analgiganizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processe®6 (1985) (3), pp. 305-323\bstract| Full Text + Links | PDF (979

K)

Evans and Bartolome, 19841 Evans and F. Bartolome, The changing picturéseo
relationship between career and familgurnal of Occupational Behavi@r(1984), pp.
9-21.

Fox and Dwyer, 1998/1.L. Fox and D.J. Dwyer, An investigation of thiéegets of time
and involvement in the relationship between strnessand work—family conflictjournal
of Occupational Health Psychology(1999) (2), pp. 164-174bstract| Abstract +
Referenceq PDF (637 K)| Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in Scopus
Cited By in Scopus

Fox et al., 1993.L. Fox, D.J. Dwyer and D.C. Ganster, Effectswéssful job demands
and control on physiological and attitudinal outesnm a hospital settind\cademy of
Management Journd6 (1993) (2), pp. 289-31&ull Text via CrossRefAbstract +
References in Scopy€ited By in Scopus

Frone, 2003VI.R. Frone, Work—family balance. In: J.C. QuiclddnE. Tetrick, Editors,
Handbook of occupational health psycholpgyerican Psychological Association,
Washington, DC (2003).

Frone and Rice, 198Vl.R. Frone and R.W. Rice, Work—family conflict: dleffect of
job and family involvementJournal of Occupational Behavio@r(1987), pp. 45-53.

Frone et al., 199®1.R. Frone, M. Russell and M.L. Cooper, Antecedetd outcomes
of work—family conflict: Testing a model of the vkeifamily interface Journal of
Applied Psychology7 (1992) (1), pp. 65—7&bstract| Abstract + Referenceq PDF
(1410 K)| Eull Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in Scopgusited By in Scopus

Galinsky et al., 199&. Galinsky, T. Bond and D.E. Friedman, Natiortatly of the
changing workforce, Families and Work InstituteyN¥éork (1993).

Ganster and Fusilier, 1989.C. Ganster and M.R. Fusilier, Control in the kalace. In:
C.L. Cooper and I.T. Robertson, Editdrgernational review of industrial and
organizational psychologyViley, Toronto, Ont. (1989), pp. 235-280.

Greenglass et al., 19&8eenglass, E. R., Pantony, K. L.,& Burke, R. N§9). A
gender—role perspective on role conflict, workstreand social support. In: E. B.
Goldsmith (Ed.)Work and family: Theory, research, and applicatigmg. 317-328).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.




Greenhaus and Beutell, 19831. Greenhaus and N.J. Beutell, Sources of abnfli
between work and family roleAcademy of Management Revigd(1985), pp. 76—-88.
Full Text via CrossRef

Greenhaus and Parasuraman, 19988 Greenhaus and S. Parasuraman, Research on
work, family, and gender. In: G.N. Powell, Editetandbook of gender and worRage,
Thousand Oaks, CA (1999).

Greenhaus and Powell, 200H. Greenhaus and G.N. Powell, When work andlyami
collide: Deciding between competing role demarigjanizational Behavior and
Human Decision Process88 (2003) (2), pp. 291-30&%ummaryPlug Full Text +
Links | PDF (202 K)| Abstract + References in Scogusited By in Scopus

Hammer et al., 199.B. Hammer, E. Allen and T.D. Grigsby, Work—fayndonflict in
dual-earner couples: Within-individual and crossaféects of work and familyjournal
of Vocational Behavios0 (1997), pp. 185-203\bstract| Abstract + Referenceq PDF
(113 K) | Abstract + References in ScofuSited By in Scopus

Holahan and Gilbert, 197B.A. Holahan and L.A. Gilbert, Conflict between jordife
roles: Women and men in dual career coupiesnan Relation82 (1979), pp. 451-467.

Hurrell and McLaney, 1989.J. Hurrell Jr. and M.A. McLaney, Control, jobnunds,
and job satisfaction. In: S.L. Sauter, J.J. Hudellind C.L. Cooper, Editordpb control
and worker healthWiley, Toronto, Ont. (1989).

Judge et al., 1994.A. Judge, J.W. Boudreau and R.D. Bretz Jr.,alublife attitudes of
male executiveslournal of Applied Psycholodi9 (1994) (5), pp. 767—782bstract|
Abstract + Referenceq PDF (1663 K)| Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References
in Scopug Cited By in Scopus

Kelloway et al., 199%.E. Kelloway, B.H. Gottlieb and L. Barham, Theusce, nature,
and direction of work and family conflict: A longdinal investigationJournal of
Occupational Health Psychology(1999), pp. 337-346.

Kopelman et al., 198R.E. Kopelman, J.H. Greenhaus and T.F. Connollmnoilel of
work, family, and interrole conflict: A construcaNdation studyQrganizational
Behavior and Human Performan8& (1983), pp. 198—-21%3\bstract| Full Text + Links

| PDF (994 K)

Lee and Duxbury, 1998.M. Lee and L. Duxbury, Employed parents’ supbain
partners, employers, and friend$ie Journal of Social Psycholo@$8(1998) (3), pp.
303-322 Abstract + References in ScoguSited By in Scopus

Lundberg and Frankenhaeuser, 1999 undberg and M. Frankenhaeuser, Stress and
workload of men and women in high ranking positialmirnal of Occupational Health



Psychology (1999), pp. 142-15RAbstract| Abstract + Referenceqy PDF (758 K)|
Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in ScopguSited By in Scopus

Meyer and Allen, 1991.P. Meyer and N.J. Allen, A three-component cphdization
of organizational commitmenguman Resource Management Revigi@991) (1), pp.
61-89.Abstract| Abstract + Referenceq PDF (2531 K)

Morrow et al., 199P.C. Morrow, K. Eastman and J.C. McElroy, Concepundancy
and rater naivety in organizational reseaddurnal of Applied Social Psychologg
(1991) (3), pp. 219-23Eull Text via CrossRef

Neter et al., 1989. Neter, W. Wasserman and M.H. Kutner, Appliegdir regression
models, Irwin, Homewood, IL (1989).

Netemeyer et al., 1998.G. Netemeyer, J.S. Boles and R. McMurrian, Dewelent and
validation of work—family conflict and work—familgonflict scalesJournal of Applied
Psychology81 (1996), pp. 400—-41@\bstract| Abstract + Referenceq PDF (984 K)|
Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in ScoguSited By in Scopus

Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994C. Nunnally and I.H. Bernstein, Psychometriotle
McGraw-Hill, Toronto, Ont. (1994).

Pleck et al., 1980.H. Pleck, G.L. Staines and L. Lang, Conflictsisen work and
family life, Monthly Labor Review03(1980), pp. 29-32.

Rizzo et al., 1970.R. Rizzo, R.S. House and S.I. Lirtzman, Roldlatrand ambiguity
in complex organizationgydministrative Science Quarterlyp (1970), pp. 150-16Full
Text via CrossRef

Rothbard, 200N.P. Rothbard, Enriching or depleting? The dynanoicengagement in
work and family rolesAdministrative Science Quarted6 (2001), pp. 655-684ull
Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in Scopusited By in Scopus

Ruderman et al., 2004.N. Ruderman, P.J. Ohlott, K. Panzer and S.NgKBenefits of
multiple roles for managerial womeficademy of Management Jourd&l (2003), pp.
369-386.

Super, 198D.E. Super, The relative importance of work: Madahd measures for
meaningful dataThe Counseling Psychologisd (1982), pp. 95-103Full Text via
CrossRef

Super et al., 1996uper, D. E., Savickas, M. L., & Super, C.M. (1p%he life-span,
life-space approach to careers. In D. Brown & Lodks (Eds.)Career choice and
development: Applying contemporary theories to ppcag3rd ed., pp. 121-178). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.




Thomas and Ganster, 1989. Thomas and D.C. Ganster, Impact of family-mufive
work variables on work—family conflict and strai.control perspective]ournal of
Applied Psycholog80 (1995) (1), pp. 6—1%Abstract| Abstract + Referenceq§ PDF
(962 K) | Full Text via CrossRefAbstract + References in Scogu@ited By in Scopus

Weiten, 199 AWW. Weiten, Psychology: Themes and variations, Bst©©ole Publishing,
Toronto, Ont. (1997).




