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SOURCES OF WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT: A SINO-U.S. COMPARISON OF
THE EFFECTS OF WORK AND FAMILY DEMANDS

NINI YANG
Clayton College & State University of Georgia

CHAO C. CHEN
JAEPIL CHOI
Rutgers University

YIMIN ZOU
Nanjing University

Given differences in values about work and family time, we hypothesize that Ameri-
cans will experience greater family demand, which will have greater impact on
work-family conflict, whereas the Chinese will experience greater work demand,
which will have the greater impact on work-family conflict. The results of a survey of
working men and women in the two countries generally supported the hypotheses;
however, work demand did not differ significantly between the two countries and did
not have a greater effect than family demand on work-family conflict in China.

Research on work-family conflict has been con-
ducted primarily in Western industrialized na-
tions, most notably the United States, but economic
and business globalization has made work-family
issues increasingly important in developing coun-
tries. And because work and family issues are in-
tricately related to cultural beliefs, values, and
norms {Lobel, 1991; Schein, 1984), multinational
companies need to be aware of cultural influences
on their operations and to develop culturally ap-
propriate strategies to deal with work-family con-
flict and its effects.

In this study, we sought to help fill a critical void
in work-family conflict research by exploring cross-
national differences in the sources of such conflict.
We surveyed employees of American and Chinese
enterprises to compare the extent to which differ-
ent sources affected work-family conflict.

WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT AND ITS SOURCES
Work-Family Conflict

Greenhaus and Beutell defined work-family con-
flict as follows: “[It is] a form of inter-role conflict
in which the role pressures from the work and
family domains are mutually noncompatible in
some respect. That is, participation in the work
(family) role is made more difficult by virtue of
participation in the family (work) role” (1985: 77).
This definition delimits the scope of work-family
conflict in a number of ways. First, the term “work-
family” refers to roles within the work and family
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domains rather than to the domains themselves.
Second, mere differences in values, social relation-
ships, and requirements between work and family
lives do not automatically constitute conflict.
Third, the major concern is those role conflicts that
cause problems of role participation.

Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) identified three
major types of work-family conflicts. The first is
time-based. Time spent on role performance in one
domain often precludes time spent in the other
domain. Time expended on role performance may
deplete energy or generate strain. The second work-
family conflict, strain-based conflict, arises when
strain in one role affects one’s performance in an-
other role. The last type is behavior-based conflict,
which refers to incompatibility between the behav-
ior patterns that are desirable in the two domains.

In this cross-national study, we focused on time-
based conflict, recognizing that the concept also

-included time-induced strain (Greenhaus & Beu-

tell, 1985). The conceptual specificity of time-
based conflict allowed us to better measure and
validate the construct in different social, economic,
and cultural systems. Drawing on recent distinc-
tions between work-to-family conflict and family-
to-work conflict (e.g., Frone, Russell, & Cooper,
1992; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1994; Gutek,
Searle, & Klepa, 1991), we included both directions
in the conception of work-family conflict but did
not decompose them into different constructs since
we were concerned with the sources rather than
directionality of conflict.
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Work and Family Demands

Different types of pressure can be sources of
work-family conflict. One type existsin an individ-
ual’s objective environment; expectations or pres-
sures “sent” to the focal person by members of his
or her role set are examples (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). The other type exists in
the individual’s subjective psychological environ-
ment. The objective pressures have to be perceived
by the focal person to affect his or her role perfor-
mance. Demands may also truly originate from
within the person; these are known as “own forces”
(Kahn et al., 1964: 17).

As the subjective environment reflects both the
objective environment and the values and expecta-
tions resulting from a long process of socialization,
we defined demand in terms of role performers’

perception and feeling of pressure. Following

Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1997) and keeping our
focus on time-based work-family conflict, we con-
ceptualized work-family demands as time-based
role pressures (Kahn et al., 1964). Work demand
refers primarily to pressures arising from excessive
workloads and typical workplace time pressures
such as rush jobs and deadlines. Family demand
refers primarily to time pressures associated with
tasks like housekeeping and child care. Family de-
mand is often related to family characteristics such
as the number of dependents, family size, and fam-
ily composition (e.g., Frone et al., 1992; Near, Rice,
& Hunt, 1980).

A CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE ON WORK-
FAMILY CONFLICT

Work and family pressures reflect social expec-
tations and self-expectations and are most suscep-
tible to values, beliefs, and role-related self-concep-
tions internalized through socialization (Greenhaus
& Beutell, 1985; Gutek et al.,, 1991; Kahn et al,,
1964; Lobel, 1991; Parasuraman, Purohit, God-
shalk, & Beutell, 1996). The cited authors have
argued that role-related self-conceptions not only
moderate the relationship between demand and
conflict but also have a direct impact on demand
within a domain. That is, demand is greater from
the domain with the higher priority.

Three rationales are proposed to support this pri-
ority-demand link. First, from the perspective of
self-sender expectation (Kahn et al., 1964), a person
becomes more ego-involved, investing more time
and energy in the high-priority domain. Second,

the domain on which the role set and the society at -

large put higher priority exerts greater role pressure
through social expectations and norms. Under

these two mechanisms, a focal person will be more
responsive to role demands from the domain with
higher priority.

The work cited above highlights potential effects
of culture on work-family conflict. A Sino-U.S.
comparison provides an excellent opportunity to
examine such cultural effects. Earlier cross-cultural
research has shown striking differences between
the two countries on various dimensions, including
individualism-collectivism, goal priorities, and
long- and short-term orientations (e.g., Chen, 1995;
Earley, 1989, 1993; Hofstede, 1991; Schwartz, 1994;
Shenkar & Ronen, 1987). Implications of these cul-
tural differences for work-family conflict, however,
have not been investigated.

Despite popular images of Americans as career-
oriented and of the Chinese as family-oriented,
Hofstede (1980) found that Western individualist
societies valued family and personal time more
strongly than Eastern collectivist societies. Consis-
tently, Shenkar and Ronen (1987) showed that
mainland Chinese managers assigned low impor-
tance to family and personal time, just as their
counterparts in Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Singapore
did. Schein (1984) also proposed that Eastern soci-
eties gave greater priority to work than do Western
societies.

When there is a conflict of interests, individual-
ists tend to put self-interests above collective inter-
ests, and collectivists tend to do the opposite
(Chen, Meindl, & Hunt, 1997; Hofstede, 1980; Par-
sons, 1951; Triandis, 1995). Next, we examine how
individualism-collectivism affects relationships
within families and between families and work or-
ganizations.

Individualism and Work-Family Priority in the
United States

In the United States, according to Schein (1984),
an individual’s career connotes personal ambition
and achievement. If the main purpose of work is to
further the personal career, a good family person
should not allow work to interfere with family.
Allowing work to interfere is likely to cause dissat-
isfaction in other family members that may lead to
serious consequences, like separation, divorce, and
disowning. There has been evidence that as work
interferes with family, family members, instead of
providing more social and emotional support to the
distressed worker, withdraw such support (Adams,
King, & King, 1996; Jackson, Zedeck, & Summers,
1985).

In dealing with other, nonfamily, collectivities,
individualists by definition place priority on indi-
vidual and family interests (Hofstede, 1980, 1991).
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When work and family conflict, Americans are ex-
pected to side with family. Colin Powell explained
to his.supporters that he would not run for presi-
dent of the United States because running for and
assuming that office would involve too much per-
sonal and family sacrifice. Regardless of whether or
not family concerns were his reason for not run-
ning, Powell’s citing that reason illustrates the
greater legitimacy and primacy of family relative to
other collectivities in America.

The family value has been enhanced by a more
general emphasis on quality of life in American
society; this emphasis may be largely a result of
high industrialization and living standards (Ingle-
hart, 1990). Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, and
Tipton (1985) labeled these relationship values
“expressive individualism,” suggesting that more
Americans sought self-fulfillment through expres-
sive than through “utilitarian” individualism, such
as advancement in organizations and careers. Har-
ris and Associates’ (1981) national survey found
that 62 percent of working adults considered family
to be important when they decided about work
schedules, job-related travel, and job relocation.

For reasons including the above, research has
shown that family events tend to have a stronger
effect than work events on psychological well-
being in North America and Western Europe (Lin &
Lai, 1995). Systematic research by Frone and col-
leagues (Frone et al., 1992; Frone, Russell, & Coo-
per, 1995; Frone, Russell, & Barnes, 1996; Frone,
Yardley, & Markel, 1997) has consistently shown
that family stressors had a greater impact on psy-
chological and physical health than did work stres-
sors in the United States.

Collectivism and Work-Family Priority in China

In contrast to the American individualist notion
of career, in the Chinese societies of Hong Kong,
Taiwan, and the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
work is seen as for the welfare of the family (Red-
ding, 1993; Redding & Wong, 1986). Redding (1993:
39) explained how the Chinese strive to bring
honor and prosperity to their families through their
work. According to this family-based work ethic,
extra work after official hours or on weekends is a
self-sacrifice made for the benefit of the family
rather than a sacrifice of the family for the selfish
pursuit of one’s own career. A study of 23 countries
(Chinese Culture Connection, 1987) showed China
ranking 1st on values such as perseverance, thrift,
saving, and willingness to subordinate oneself for a
purpose, whereas the United States ranked 17th
(Hofstede, 1991). Such self-sacrificial, long-term
orientations legitimize and even encourage assum-

ing extra work responsibilities and assignments
that may disrupt family life temporarily but are
expected to bring future benefits.

The cultural norm of collectivism in China also
legitimizes giving priority to work by emphasizing
reciprocity between family and other, larger collec-
tivities (Bond & Hwang, 1986: 216; Redding, 1993:
61). Even after decades of economic reform, Chi-
nese industrial enterprises continue to be the pri-
mary providers of social welfare benefits, and em-
ployees still have strong organizational or work
group identities (Child, 1994; Tung, 1991). The eco-
nomic reform in general and Deng’s slogan “to be
rich is glorious” in particular have legitimized
wealth-seeking hard work as benefiting not only
the family, but also the community and the nation.
The Chinese work priority argument has found em-
pirical support in research by Lai (1995) and Lin
and Lai (1995). These authors found that work role
stressors had greater impact than did family role
stressors in Shanghai and Tianjing.

Finally, we also recognize that a number of social
and family factors in China may help reduce family
demand. The decades-long, rigorously enforced
one-child-per-family policy has significantly re-
duced Chinese family size and hence child care
and housework. Chinese parents often help adult
and married children with household chores and
child rearing. Childcare is more available in the
workplace or in the local community in China than
in the United States. Chinese women have worked
on a large scale since the founding of the PRC in
1949. The Chinese therefore may be more experi-
enced in dealing with families’ dual careers than
the Americans.

Summary and Hypotheses

In summary, because of national differences in
orientations to self and family, overwork is likely to
be perceived as sacrificing family for one’s own
career in the United States but as sacrificing self for
the family in China. Furthermore, American cul-
tural norms put family before work, but Chinese
norms put work before family. Finally, the above
contrasts may be enhanced by expressive individ-
valism in the United States and the economic re-
form in China. Combined, these ideas lead to the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a. Family demand will be greater
in the United States than in China.

Hypothesis 1b. Work demand will be greater in
China than in the United States.
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Hypothesis 2a. The effect of family demand on
work-family conflict will be greater than that of
work demand in the United States.

Hypothesis 2b. The effect of work demand on
work-family conflict will be greater than that of
family demand in China.

Hypothesis 3a. The effect of family demand on
work-family conflict will be greater in the
United States than in China.

Hypothesis 3b. The effect of work demand on
work-family conflict will be greater in China
than in the United States.

Because the major constructs were all percep-
tional and had been developed in the United States,
we conducted a construct validation study in China
before we tested the hypotheses. The validation
study employed two samples. In the first, we ex-
amined the relevance of time-based work-family
conflict in China through qualitative data and in
the second, we examined the discriminant validity
of measures of work demand, family demand, and
work-family conflict through quantitative data.

STUDY 1: VALIDATING THE CONSTRUCTS
IN CHINA

Samples

The first sample consisted of 41 Chinese part-
time master’s of business administration students
attending a class in organizational behavior at a
Chinese university. The average age of class mem-
bers was 29 years; 14 were women, and 19 were
married. About half of the class’s members were
managers; one-quarter were administrators; and the
rest were engineers or other professionals. For the
study, we divided the students into six groups with
similar mixes of age, marriage, sex, and job posi-
tion. Each group selected one person to take notes
to be handed in at the end of the discussion.

Both the questions and the discussions were in
Chinese. Discussions on two questions are of inter-
est here: Are there any work-family contradictions
or conflicts salient to most Chinese enterprise em-
ployees? If there are, in what ways are they mani-
fested? The discussion notes were collected and
translated into English to be analyzed by two or-

ganizational behavior professors unrelated to this -

research. The professors were asked to categorize
the work-family conflicts and identify the conflict
identified most consistently across the six groups.
Of 17 nominated conflicts, 2 provoked some dis-
agreement, so the interrater agreement on the con-
flict categories was 94 percent. Both raters identi-

fied time as the most consistent basis of work-
family conflict cited by the groups. Indeed, all six
groups agreed that most Chinese employees expe-
rienced work-family conflict; five groups cited time
conflict, and the one group that did not explicitly
cite time cited being too busy, which implied time
conflict. Of the five groups that specified time, four
listed it first. Other types of conflict identified by
no more than two groups included energy, spiritual
or psychological, role shifting, and low income.
The findings of the qualitative data showed that
work-family conflict was experienced by this sam-
ple of Chinese employees and that time was a crit-
ical issue in the work and family lives of these people.

The second sample consisted of 117 Chinese em-
ployees working in Beijing. About half were attend-
ing an evening training program offered by the Bei-
jing Municipal Bureau of Light Industry; the rest of
the respondents were spread evenly among a state-
owned smeltery, a state-owned publishing house,
and a collectively owned printing factory. The av-
erage age was 32 years; 65 percent were women,
and 62 percent were married.

Measures

Measures of work demand, family demand, and
work-family conflict were administered to the
members of the second sample.

Four items assessing time-related family pres-
sures were taken from Yang's (1993) family de-
mand scale. Respondents were queried on feelings
about shortness of time and lack of energy resulting
from family role pressures. The response scale
ranged from 1 (almost none/never) to 5 (very much/
always). To measure work demand, we used three
items on time-based work role pressures from Spec-
tor’s (1975) Organizational Frustration Scale; the
response scale ranged from 1 (completely disagree)
to 5 (completely agree). The work-family conflict
measure consisted of four items on the extent to
which work and family competed for a person’s
time and energy. Two items did not specify direc-
tion; one represented work-to-family conflict; and
one represented family-to-work conflict. The re-
sponse scale ranged from 1 (not at all/never) to 5
(a lot/very often). All the measures were translated
into Chinese through a back-translation method
(Brislin, 1970).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL 8
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) was conducted on the
three constructs. Initially all items of the three con-
structs were entered for analysis. On the basis of
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modification indexes, we dropped poorly loaded
items. The final confirmatory factor analysis in-
cluded four items for family demand, two items for
work demand, and three items for work-family con-
flict (for specific items, see Table 1). The reliability
of those three factors was satisfactory (a = .78, .76,
and .76, respectively). The overall goodness-of-fit
statistics indicated that the data fit the three-factor
model well (x%,, = 43.93, goodness-of-fit index
[GFI] = .92, incremental fit index [IFI] = .94, root-
mean-square error of approximation [RMSEA] =
.08). All items loaded significantly on their under-
lying common factors, providing evidence of the
measures’ acceptable convergent validity (Bollen,
1989).

We additionally assessed the discriminant valid-
ity of the three constructs by conducting chi-square
difference tests. For each pair of factor correlations,
we compared the chi-square value of the uncon-
strained model with the value of the constrained
model (in which the correlation of two factors is
fixed at 1.0; see Anderson and Gerbing [1988]). All
between-model chi-square differences were highly
significant, indicating the presence of discriminant
validity. Furthermore, we created a latent variable
and forced all nine items onto it. The goodness-of-
fit statistics of this single-factor model were all
below the acceptable level, suggesting that the

three-factor model was more appropriate for the
.data.

STUDY 2: HYPOTHESIS TESTING
Sample and Procedures

The United States data were collected from a
large multidivisional manufacturing company in
the northeastern United States that produced pre-
cision tools and traded with China. Survey ques-
tionnaires were distributed to employees at all lev-
els through the company’s divisional offices of
human resources. Questionnaires were completed
voluntarily and returned in sealed envelopes ad-
dressed to the first author. A total of 129 completed
surveys were returned (for a response rate of 31
percent). Because the 21 managers who returned
the survey used a work demand scale targeted for
managerial jobs, we excluded them from our cur-
rent cross-national analysis.

The Chinese data were collected from 181 re-
spondents. They were employees of a state-owned
company making dial plates (27%) or of a joint
venture making printed circuit boards (29%) or
were students in a business training program (44%)
offered by the Beijing Municipal Bureau of Light
Industry. At each site, a Chinese business professor

TABLE 1
Results of Full Confirmatory Factor Analyses, Study 2% ®
Factors and Items China United States

Family demand

How much time do you spend on home/family-related activities such as taking care of .61 .64

children or other, cooking, laundry, house cleaning, yard work, etc.?

How often do family duties and responsibilities make you feel tired out? .78 .79

How often do you feel short of time for these home/family-related activities? 76 .78

How difficult is it for you to do everything you should as a family member? 45 .78
Work demand

I often feel that I am being run ragged. .43 .69

I am given entirely too much work to do. .88 .83
Work-family conflict

How much conflict do you feel there is between the demands of your job and your family life? .63 .94

How much does your job situation interfere with your family life? .65 .73

How much does your family situation interfere with your job? 41 .67
Goodness-of-fit indexes

X (df 100.53 (54) 77.90 (54)

p< .00 .02

GFI .90 91

IFI .90 .96

RMSEA .08 .06

2 All of the factor loadings in this table are from an unstandardized solution. The respective null models from which the relevant
statistics were calculated are 508.19, 91 df, for the Chinese sample and 581.92, 91 df, for the U.S. sample.

b All of the factor loadings in this table are significant at or below p = .001. Because the five control variables (sex, age, marriage, number
of dependents, and unpaid working hours) were measured with single items, their factor loadings were fixed at 1.00.
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introduced the study and collected completed sur-
veys. For the same reason noted for the American
sample, we excluded 59 Chinese managers from the
cross-national analysis. The final sample for this
study consisted of 108 American and 122 Chinese
employees. :

Efforts were made to survey samples of Chinese
and American manufacturing employees with sim-
ilar gender composition because previous research
has suggested that work-family relationships vary
with gender and occupation (Gutek et al., 1991;
Lobel, 1991; Near et al.,, 1980). T-test results
showed no differences between the groups in gen-
der composition and marital status. However, the
Chinese respondents were, on the average, seven
years younger than the Americans, and there were
15 percent more dual-career couples among the
married or quasi-married families. -

Measures and Analyses

In all of the analyses, we used four family de-
mand items, two work demand items, and three
work-family conflict items that emerged from the
validation study. Control variables included sex
(man = 1, woman = 2), age in years, marital status
(married/partner = 1, single = 0), number of de-
pendents (number of people being cared for, such
as children or elders), and unpaid hours of over-
time. Paid working hours were excluded because it
was unclear whether the Chinese trainees counted
class time as working hours.

We used LISREL analyses both to examine the
measurement validity and equivalence and to test
the hypotheses. The input was a 14 X 14 covari-
ance matrix for each nation. Using a two-step ap-
proach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), we first as-
sessed the measurement model for each nation
using LISREL single-group confirmatory factor
analyses. We then explored measurement equiva-
lence between the two nations through two-group
analyses, which consisted of a series of compari-
sons of nested models (Bollen, 1989). Following a
similar approach, we first examined structural re-
lationships between exogenous and endogenous la-
tent variables in each sample and then tested inter-
action effects between nation and family-work
demand through two-group analyses of structural
similarities and differences {Schumacker & Lomax,
1996; Singh, 1995).

Convergent and discriminant validity of the
measures. Our hypothesized measurement model
fit moderately well with both the Chinese and U.S.
data, as indicated by the results on the goodness-
of-fit indexes presented in Table 1. All items
loaded on the hypothesized factors, and the factor

loadings were significant at the .001 level. Further,
the interfactor correlations between the three latent
variables in either group were fairly low (mean r =
.26), except for that between family demand and
work-family conflict in the U.S. sample (r = .86). A
reexamination of the item content of family de-
mand and work-family conflict showed a clear con-
ceptual distinction between the two factors. Given
the conceptual distinction and the goodness-of-fit
index of the U.S. three-factor model, we treated
family demand and work-family conflict as inde-
pendent constructs despite their high factor corre-
lation in the U.S. sample.

Measurement equivalence. Table 2 presents re-
sults of a two-group analysis in which we tested for
cross-national equivalence in the factor structures
of family demand, work demand, and work-family
conflict. We first formulated a baseline model
(model 1 in Table 2) in which factor loadings were
allowed to vary for the nations. The goodness-of-fit
indexes of this model showed that the number of
factors was the same for both nations (GFI = .91,
IFI = .93, RMSEA = .07). However, when invari-
ance constraints were put on the factor loadings,
the new model (model 2) was significantly different
from the baseline model {Ax* = 42.48, Adf = 9),
indicating the corresponding factor loadings were
not equivalent for the two nations. We took the
effect of this nonequivalence into account in testing
the hypotheses.

Results

Table 3 provides descriptive statistics and corre-
lation coefficients for the variables in each nation.
As expected, family and work demands were sig-
nificantly related to work-family conflict in both
groups. Also in both groups, family demand was
positively correlated with the number of depen-
dents. Although work demand was significantly
correlated with unpaid working hours in the
United States, the relationship was not significant
in China. Interestingly, the correlation between
family demand and age was positive in China but
negative in the United States.

To test Hypotheses 1a and 1b, we estimated and
compared the group means of the latent variables of
family and work demands. Since measurement
equivalence tests showed inequivalence in the fac-
tor loadings for the two nations, we estimated
group means without imposing equivalence con-
straints on the factor loadings. When the Chinese
means were set to zero, the United States scored
significantly higher for family demand (x = .92,
s.e. = .13, p < .001), but the two countries showed
no significant difference in work demand x = —.13,
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TABLE 2
Results of the Two-Group LISREL Analyses, Study 2
1
Model X df Ax? Adf GFI
Measurement equivalence test
1. Equal number of factors 178.43 108 .91
2. Invariance constraints on factor loadings 220.91 117 .89
Model 2—model 1 42.48 9
Structural equivalence test
A. No invariance constraints on all structural parameters 298.55 115 .92
B. Invariance constraints on parameters of control variables — work-family conflict 303.80 120 .91
Model B-model A 5.25 5
C. Invariance constraints on parameters of primary variables — work-family conflict 343.15 122 .89
Model C—model B 39.35 2
D. Invariance constraints on parameter of family demand — work-family conflict 341.90 121 .89
Model D-model B 38.10 1
E. Invariance constraints on parameter of work demand — work-family conflict 312.97 121 .90
Model E-model B 9.17 1

s.e. = .15, n.s.). Additionally, we conducted the
comparisons with the equivalence constraints im-
posed and found the same pattern of differences
(U.S. family demand, x = .96, s.e. = .13, p < .001;
U.S. work demand, x = .03, s.e. = .16, n.s.). Hy-
pothesis 1a was therefore supported, but Hypothe-
sis 1b was not.

We used structural models to examine the effects
of family and work demands on work-family con-
flict in each nation. As can be seen in Table 4,
although both family and work demands had sig-
nificant effects on work-family conflict in China,
only family demand was a significant predictor in
the United States. T-tests for standardized path co-
efficients within each nation showed that in the
United States, family demand had a stronger im-
pact on work-family conflict than did work de-
mand (t = 3.75, p < .001). However, there was no
significant difference in the coefficients for family

and work demands in China (¢ = 0.35, n.s.). Hy-
pothesis 2a was therefore supported, but Hypothe-
sis 2b was not. ‘

To test the interactive effects of nation and fam-
ily-work demands on work-family conflict, we con-
ducted structural equivalence tests, using a series
of comparisons of nested models (see Table 2;
Bollen, 1989; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996; Singh,
1995). We first assessed all structural parameters
(from all main and control variables to work-family
conflict), initially allowing variance in the factor
loadings of family demand, work demand, and
work-family conflict across the nations (model A,
Table 2}. Model B, which included cross-national
invariance constraints on the parameters from con-
trol variables to work-family conflict, was not sig-
nificantly different from model A (Ax* = 5.25,
Adf = 5). This observation suggested that nation
did not interact with the control variables on work-

TABLE 3
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations, Study 2°

Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 s.d. Mean
1. Family demand 2.58 077 (.78, 83) 33%* T3 12 —.35%* .19 26% .12 0.89  3.53
2. Work demand 2.98 1.09 .28**  (.76,.73) 33**  —11 ~.18 11 -.01 31** 1.04  2.83
3. Work-family conflict 2.30 0.68  .33%* A42**  (76,.83) .13 -—.26* .20 21 15 0.99 253
4. Sex 1.64 048 .08 -.14 -.23* A1 10 -10 -—.15 0.50  1.52
5. Age 29.02 7.44  .57** .07 .15 -.12 .08 .01 11 9.57 36.61
6. Marriage 0.55 0.50  .50** 12 .04 -.01  .B3** 17 .18 0.47 0.68
7. Number of dependents 1.45 1.59 .38** .24* 14 .05 36%*% 44 21 3.05 2.64
8. Unpaid working hours ~ 1.83 3.77 .06 14 .15 07 .16 .10 27* 3.24 110

® Means and standard deviations on the left are for the Chinese sample, and those on the right are for the U.S. sample. Correlations above
the diagonal are for the U.S. sample and those below the diagonal are for the Chinese sample. Parentheses contain reliability coefficients

for the Chinese and U.S. samples, respectively.
*p<.05
**p<.01
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TABLE 4
Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates for
the Major Paths, Study 2*

) United

Path Description China States

Family demand — work-family conflict B57%  B5***
Work demand — work-family conflict 45* .03
Sex — work-family conflict —.58* .09
Age — work-family conflict -.02 .00
Marriage — work-family conflict -.38 .11

Number of dependents — work-family conflict .02 —.01
Unpaid working hours — work-family conflict .04 .02

@ All of the parameter estimates are unstandardized coeffi-
cients.
*p <.05
**p<.01
xex <001

family conflict. All subsequent models that im-
posed cross-national invariance constraints on pa-
rameters involving family and work demands
either in combination (model C) or separately
(models D and E) showed significant differences
from model B. In other words, nationality did in-
teract with family demand and work demand to
affect work-family conflict.

The nested model comparisons were conducted
again but with cross-national invariance con-
straints imposed on the factor loadings. The pattern
of effects we found in the unconstrained models
held. It suggests that the moderating effects of na-
tion were not due to the variance in factor loadings.
In summary, the analyses provided support for Hy-
potheses 3a and 3b: family demand had a stronger
effect on work-family conflict in the United States
than in China, but work demand had a stronger
effect on work-family conflict in China than in the
United States.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We reported two studies in this article. In the
first study, we found that work-family conflict, a
well-known social and psychological phenomenon
in the United States, was also experienced by work-
ing men and women in Chinese organizations, es-
pecially in terms of time for family and work obli-
gations. There was also preliminary evidence that
time-based work demand, family demand, and
work-family conflict were distinct constructs for
Chinese employees. The second study compared
U.S. and Chinese employees in regard to the levels
of work and family demands they experience and
the effects of these demands on work-family con-
flict.

We found that American employees experienced
greater family demand than did Chinese employ-
ees. Furthermore, family demand had greater im-
pact on work-family conflict in the United States
than in China, whereas work demand had greater
impact on work-family conflict in China than in the
United States. We predicted the above differences
mainly on the basis of the relative values placed on
family and work time in the two countries. We
contended that in China sacrificing family time for
work is viewed as self-sacrifice for the benefit of the
family or as a short-term cost incurred to gain long-
term benefits, but that in the United States sacrific-
ing family time for work is often perceived as a
failure to care for significant others in one’s life. We
attributed such differences partly to cultural differ-
ences in individualism-collectivism and partly to
different levels of industrial development and ma-
terial affluence in the two nations.

We did not find full support for the work priority
argument for the Chinese because, although work
demand was greater than family demand, the effect
of the former on work-family conflict was not sig-
nificantly greater than that of the latter. One possi-
ble reason for the finding is that investigating time-
based conflict is too limited. Future, expanded
conflict research might investigate how personal
relations in the family or the workplace affect
strain-based conflict between the domains.

In study 2, demographic information mainly pro-
vided control variables. Yet some of these variables
had contrasting effects in the two countries. Men
and women did not differ much in the U.S. sample,
but the Chinese men in our study reported more
work-family conflict than the Chinese women. The
correlation between sex and work demand, though
not statistically significant, suggested a similar pat-
tern for those two variables. Future research could
explore whether the Chinese economic reform af-
fects men and women differently regarding work
and family roles. Another noteworthy factor is age.
The correlation coefficients showed that older
workers were more likely to be married, to have
more dependents, and to experience greater family
demand in China, but older Americans experi-
enced less family demand and less work-family
conflict. It could be that most of the Chinese in this
study, who were on the average younger than the
Americans, were at a time of life when increasing
age led to more family responsibilities. We, how-
ever, suspect that, after marriage, family demand
on Chinese people starts to increase and that even
after retirement, there may be pressure to help
younger generations if one enjoys good health.
Such may not be the case with Americans, whose
primary family obligations are to spouses and non-
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adult children. In any case, the effects of demo-
graphic characteristics may, as Tsui and Farh
(1997) pointed out, differ in different cultures.

This research has some limitations. First, al-
though the results of our second, cross-national
study are consistent V\{ith cultural expectations, we
did not measure cultural elements to statistically
test their effects. Second, more work needs to be
done to improve the validity of the measures of
work demand, family demand, and work-family
conflict used for cross-cultural research, with spe-
cial attention paid to content and metric equiva-
lence. Third, compared with single-country stud-
ies, this cross-national study appears simplistic in
terms of the number of variables explored and the
refinement of each of those variables (e.g., Frone et
al., 1997; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Parasuraman et al.,
1996).

Despite its limitations, as one of the first studies
to compare sources of work-family conflict cross-
nationally, this study has some important impli-
cations for future research. The first is that re-
searchers should resist stereotyping in developing
hypotheses about cross-national differences. Our
hypotheses were based on a careful Sino-U.S. com-
parative analysis of the fundamental relations
within families and between families and work-
places. Had we taken the stereotypical view of
Americans as being career-oriented and of the Chi-
nese as being family-oriented, we would not have
posed the research questions or formulated the hy-
potheses that we did.

Second, identifying specific cultural constructs
targeted at the special issues under study is impor-
tant for both theory development and theory test-
ing. In theorizing about the effects of individualism-
collectivism, we used specific cultural constructs
such as the meaning of work, the importance of
family time, and the contrast between expressive
and utilitarian values. For research that measures
cultural values, specific constructs may be more
useful because they better represent the cognitive
and affective dilemma experienced by employees
(Morris & Leung, 2000).

Third, the findings of this study should inspire
more research on the sources of work-family con-
flict in the United States. There has been surpris-
ingly little work directly assessing the relative pres-
sures from work and family and their relative
effects on work-family conflict, and yet there seems
to be a general assumption that work demand is
the primary source of conflict for Americans (e.g.,
Parasuraman et al., 1996: 280). Research that has
indirectly addressed these questions has led to con-
tradictory interpretations. On the one hand, Amer-
icans have consistently reported higher work-to-

family conflict than family-to-work conflict, sug-
gesting that work demand is the major source of
stress. On the other hand, the statistical effect of
family-to-work conflict on stress has been shown to
be consistently greater than that of work-to-family
conflict, suggesting that family demand is the major
source of stress. In any case, more direct research is
needed to explain these seemingly contradictory
findings.

The results of this study also have important
implications for designing family- and work-
oriented organizational interventions. Before em-
barking on an intervention, companies should first
identify the sources of work-family conflict rele-
vant to their employees. Where resources are lim-
ited, companies can start with the domain that
poses the most problems.

Chinese managers or American managers work-
ing in China should note that, despite the positive
social norm making work the first priority in that
country, this work ethic may not sustain employees
if work pressure continuously results in work-fam-
ily conflict. Efforts toward creating a more balanced
work environment may better serve the reformist
emphasis on accountability, competitiveness, and
productivity. For American managers or Chinese
managers working in America, the message is that
work motivation and productivity could very well
be affected by how employers respond to the family
concerns of their employees. Some companies treat
family-friendly programs as part of public rela-
tions, but only those that effectively adapt work
systems to the changing needs of American families
can obtain willing cooperation from their otherwise
career-oriented employees.
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