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Despite public concern about time pressures experienced by working parents, few scholars have
explicitly examined the effects of work time on work–family conflict. The authors developed and tested
a model of the predictors of work time and the relationships between time, work interference with family
(WIF), and psychological distress. Survey data came from 513 employees in a Fortune 500 company. As
predicted, several work and family characteristics were significantly related to work time. In addition,
work time was significantly, positively related to WIF, which in turn was significantly, negatively related
to distress. The results suggest that work time fully or partially mediates the effects of many work and
family characteristics on WIF.

For decades, American workers have appeared content with the
length of their work weeks. Since World War II, labor unions in
the United States have overwhelmingly chosen to fight for higher
wages rather than less work time (Schor, 1991). In the last few
years, however, there are growing signs that many Americans are
once again yearning for shorter work hours. Articles in the popular
media chronicle the difficulties faced by employees who work
increasing hours (e.g., Elliott, 2000; Ewell, 1999; Griffith, 2000;
Walsh, 2000). Although researchers disagree over whether and for
whom work hours are actually increasing (Jacobs & Gerson, 1998;
Robinson & Godbey, 1997; Rones, Ilg, & Gardner, 1997), by most
accounts, people report feeling more rushed today than they did 30
years ago (Hochschild, 1997; Jacobs & Gerson, 1998; Robinson &
Godbey, 1997), and over 60% of American workers report wanting
to work fewer hours (Bond, Galinsky, & Swanberg, 1998).

A prominent theme within both the academic and the popular
press is that long work hours may have negative consequences for
families and for workers who struggle to balance the demands of
work and home life (e.g., Evenson, 1997; Hochschild, 1997; Hub-
bard, 1997; Shapiro, 1997). Work–family researchers have long
assumed that time committed to work contributes to conflict be-
tween employees’ work and nonwork lives (Duxbury, Higgins, &
Lee, 1994; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991). For example, a com-
monly measured form of work–family conflict is time-based con-
flict, defined as conflict that occurs when the amount of time
devoted to one role (e.g., worker) makes it difficult to fulfill the
requirements of another role (e.g., father; Carlson, Kacmar, &
Williams, 2000; Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz,

& Beutell, 1989). Similarly, the rational model of work–family
conflict holds that conflict increases in proportion to the amount of
time spent in the work and family domains (Duxbury & Higgins,
1994; Duxbury et al., 1994; Gutek et al., 1991). Yet despite the
common assumption that time plays an important role in work–
family conflict, surprisingly few scholars have actually measured
work time and its effect on the relations between work and family
domains. Well over 130 quantitative studies on work–family con-
flict have been published in the last 15 years, but we were able to
identify only 10 that included work time as a major study variable1

(Aryee, 1992; Fox & Dwyer, 1999; Frone, Yardley, & Markel,
1997; Greenhaus, Bedeian, & Mossholder, 1987; Gutek et al.,
1991; Izraeli, 1993; O’Driscoll, Ilgen, & Hildreth, 1992; Parasura-
man, Pruohit, Godshalk, & Beutell, 1996; Wallace, 1997, 1999).

These studies suggest that work time is significantly, positively
related to work interference with family (WIF) or general work–
family conflict (Aryee, 1992; Frone et al., 1997; Greenhaus et al.,
1987; Gutek et al., 1991; O’Driscoll et al., 1992; Parasuraman et
al., 1996; Wallace, 1997). However, we know little about why
people spend more or less time working. Only 3 of the 10 studies
(Frone et al., 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1996; Wallace, 1997)
examined predictors of time, with only minor overlap among the
study variables. Further, it is not clear whether work time has a
simple, direct effect on work–family conflict (as concluded by
Wallace, 1997) or whether time mediates the relationships between
conflict and other work and family variables (as indicated by Frone
et al., 1997, and Parasuraman et al., 1996). Moreover, we know
little about whether there are important moderators of the relation-
ship between time and conflict; gender is the only moderator that
has been studied, with inconsistent findings (Gutek et al., 1991;
Wallace, 1999). Finally, only two of the above studies assessed the
relationship between work time and well-being or stress. Parasura-

1 We conducted a simple literature search in the databases PsycINFO
and Sociological Abstracts for empirical articles published in 1985–2000.
We used the keywords work–family and conflict and work and family and
interference. We identified 132 articles; however, as many of the articles
cited in the present article did not appear in the search results, we believe
this number is a conservative estimate of the work–family articles actually
published.
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man et al. (1996) concluded that WIF mediated the effect of time
on life stress, whereas O’Driscoll et al. (1992) found that WIF
mediated the relationship between time and off-job satisfaction
(which in turn was related to psychological strain).

There thus remains much to learn about the role of work time in
work–family conflict. Building on past research, we proposed and
tested an integrative model depicting relationships among work
and family characteristics, work time, WIF, and psychological
distress.

The Role of Work Time in Work Interference
With Family

Several work-related and family-related characteristics may in-
fluence the number of hours an individual works. First, we hy-
pothesize that career identity salience is positively related to work
hours (Hypothesis 1). Career identity salience, often called job
involvement, is defined as the importance and centrality of a role
for an individual’s self-concept (Frone & Rice, 1987; Lobel,
1991). Several researchers have found that career identity salience
is positively related to work–family conflict (e.g., Adams, King, &
King, 1996; Beutell & Wittig-Berman, 1999) and have theorized
that it leads to conflict by increasing time committed to the work
role (Frone & Rice, 1987; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Parasura-
man et al. (1996) did not find a significant relationship between job
involvement and work time among a sample of entrepreneurs.
However, Wallace (1997) did find that work commitment was
significantly related to lawyers’ hours of work. Further, Lobel and
St. Clair (1992) found that career identity salience was positively
related to work effort.

Second, we hypothesize that work role overload is positively
related to work hours (Hypothesis 2). Work role overload occurs
when the magnitude of work overwhelms an individual’s per-
ceived ability to cope. Overload may increase time invested in
work as an individual struggles to manage the duties and respon-
sibilities of his or her job, and, indeed, it has been found to be
significantly positively related to work time (Frone et al., 1997;
Parasuraman et al., 1996; Wallace, 1997).

Third, we propose that organizational norms about time spent at
work are related to work time (Hypothesis 3). To the extent that
employees perceive that they will garner rewards for time spent
working and/or believe that their supervisors expect them to work
long hours, they will be likely to spend long hours at work.
Although no quantitative research has examined the relationship
between organizational norms and work time, some qualitative
research suggests that cultural norms for long work hours may
inhibit employees’ usage of work–family programs (Fried, 1998;
Hochschild, 1997; Perlow, 1995). In addition, Thompson, Beau-
vais, and Lyness (1999) found a significant correlation between
organizational time expectations and employee work hours.

As suggested by spillover theory (Zedeck & Mosier, 1990), we
propose three family characteristics that might be associated with
time. First, the greater individuals’ nonjob responsibilities are
(e.g., house cleaning, child care, elder care), the less time they are
likely to spend at work (Hypothesis 4). Frone et al. (1997) con-
cluded that spouse assistance with nonjob duties was negatively
related to family time. This suggests that individuals who have
help with nonwork responsibilities may spend less time on family
duties and may have more time available for work. The relation-

ship between nonjob responsibilities and time at work, however,
has not yet been examined.

Second, we hypothesize that parental demands are negatively
related to work time (Hypothesis 5). Demands are expected to be
greatest for individuals with infants or young children. Previous
research has concluded that parental demands are related to in-
creased absenteeism and tardiness (see Matsui, Ohsawa, & On-
glatco, 1995, for a brief review), increased stress (Brett, Stroh, &
Reilly, 1992), and time-based conflict (Carlson, 1999). Further,
Wallace (1997) found that having preschool-age children was
negatively related to the number of hours worked by lawyers.

Finally, we hypothesize that perceived financial need may be
positively related to work time (Hypothesis 6). The relationship
between work time and pay is most obvious for hourly employees.
However, Jenkins, Mitra, Gupta, and Shaw (1998) found that
financial incentives were positively related to “performance quan-
tity”; when employees were paid more, they worked more. In
addition, research indicates that across all occupations—including
salaried positions such as managerial jobs—longer hours at work
are associated with higher earnings (Cherry, 1998; Hecker, 1998).

Work time may play one of several roles in time-based WIF.
First, work time and the family- and work-related variables may be
directly related to WIF. This is the model tested in most studies of
work time and work–family conflict, in which time is one of
several direct predictors of conflict. Second, work time may par-
tially mediate the effects of work and family characteristics on
WIF (Frone et al. 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1996; Wallace, 1997).
This model suggests that the six work and family characteristics
may have a direct influence on WIF but also may be related to WIF
through their role in shaping work time. For example, a woman
who is high in career identity salience may experience WIF in part
because of the long hours she works but also because her career
commitment makes her preoccupied with work regardless of the
hours she works. Finally, work time may fully mediate the rela-
tionship between the work and family variables described above
and WIF. So, for example, perceived financial needs may be
associated with time-based WIF only through the time someone
spends working to achieve a desired income. Given the centrality
of time to the work- and family-related variables in our model and
the time-based nature of our WIF construct, we hypothesize,
consistent with the third model above, that work time is positively
related to time-based WIF and mediates the relationships between
WIF and the six work and family variables (Hypothesis 7).

Long work hours may not lead to WIF for everyone, however.
We propose that schedule flexibility and nonjob responsibilities
moderate the relationship between work time and conflict (Hy-
potheses 8 and 9). Schedule flexibility refers to the ability to take
time off from work during “prime working hours” (between 8 AM

and 5 PM) to take care of personal or family responsibilities
(Berman, 1997). Schedule flexibility may lessen the degree to
which work time interferes with family life. Nonjob responsibili-
ties refers to the degree of responsibility an individual bears for
family care or housework. Individuals who bear a greater burden
may experience more conflict due to long work hours than do
people who either have significant assistance or simply have fewer
responsibilities. To our knowledge, no studies have investigated
the moderating effects of these variables.

Finally, we hypothesize that WIF is positively related to psy-
chological distress and that WIF mediates the relationship between
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work time and distress (Hypothesis 10). Work–family researchers
have found that work–family conflict is positively related to de-
pression and somatic complaints (e.g., Frone, Russell, & Barnes,
1996; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Further, WIF has been found to
mediate the relationship between work time and life stress (Para-
suraman et al., 1996) as well as off-job satisfaction (O’Driscoll et
al., 1992).

Method

Sample and Procedure

The study participants were employees of a Fortune 500 company.
Employees were randomly selected from two units of the company, with
the exception of union personnel and employees on international assign-
ment. Of the 1,222 surveys distributed, 513 usable surveys were returned,
yielding a response rate of 42%. The sample was 62.1% male, with an
average age of 44.31 years (SD � 9.17). The sample was predominantly
Caucasian (84.3%). Just over half (55.2%) of the sample had children
living at home. Approximately 60% of the sample had a personal income
over $60,000. The respondents fell into five job categories: 17.5% were
managers, 50.8% were exempt technical (e.g., engineers), 18.7% were
exempt other (e.g., human resources staff), 5.2% were nonexempt manu-
facturing, and 7.7% were nonexempt other (e.g., clerical staff). Hours
worked per week ranged from 28.5 to 82.5 (including time spent working
at additional jobs). The average number of hours worked per week
was 47.14 (SD � 7.29).

Measures

Except where otherwise noted, each measure described below used a
response scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Further, except where noted, we created all scales by averaging the items
for each scale. Means, standard deviations, zero-order correlations, and
internal consistency reliability estimates for the main variables are pro-
vided in Table 1. We used Lobel and St. Clair’s (1992) 5-item scale to
measure career identity salience. A sample item is “The major satisfactions
in my life come from my job.” Higher scores indicate greater career
identity salience. Work role overload was measured with a 7-item scale
adapted from Caplan (1971). Respondents indicated the response that best
described the degree of overload they experienced on the job, with re-
sponses ranging from (1) very little to (5) very great. Examples of items
include “The quantity of work I am expected to do . . .” (e.g., “is very
little”) and “The time I have to think and contemplate . . .” (e.g., “is very
great”). To measure organizational norms for time spent at work, we
developed a 10-item scale. Sample items include “If I work very long
hours, I will probably receive a bonus or raise” and “My supervisor always
expects me to ‘go the extra mile,’ even if that means staying late at work.”
A factor analysis yielded two clearly differentiated factors for this scale:
Organizational Rewards (5 items; � � .86) and Organizational Expecta-
tions (3 items; � � .67). We included both factors as separate variables in
the analyses.

To measure perceived financial needs, we developed a 7-item scale
designed to assess how dependent the respondent and his or her family
were on his or her personal income. Items included “If I earned any less
money, I would have difficulty paying my bills.” We measured nonjob
responsibilities with a 22-item scale adapted from Broman (1988), asking
participants to indicate who in their household is usually responsible for
doing a particular task. Responses were coded so that higher scores
indicated greater personal responsibility for tasks (e.g., 1 � not applicable
and 5 � mostly you). We constructed an index of parental demands using
Bedeian, Burke, and Moffett’s (1988) coding scheme: (1) no children; (2)
one or more children older than 22 but none under 22; (3) one or more
children between 19 and 22 but none under the age of 19; (4) one or more T
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children between 6 and 18 but none under 6; and (5) one or more children
under 6 years of age. The five groups form an ordinal scale representing
increasing parental demands.

We measured schedule flexibility using a scale developed by Berman
(1997). The 21-item scale asked respondents how easy or difficult it would
be for them to do nonwork activities between 9 AM and 5 PM, Monday
through Friday. A sample activity is “Leave work early to take a sick
relative for whom you are responsible (e.g., child) to the doctor.” Re-
sponses were made on a 6-point scale ranging from (1) very difficult to (6)
very easy. We used three questions to measure work time: (a) “How many
hours do you work in an average week? Include time spent doing job-
related work at home.” (b) “On your last regular work day at this job, how
many hours did you work? Include time spent doing job-related work at
home.” (c) “Do you have more than one job? If yes, how many hours do
you work in an average week at your other job(s)?”2 The first question
allows an individual to describe what is typical for his or her work week.
The second is more specific: What happened yesterday (or on the respon-
dent’s last regular day)? It is designed to reduce error, as it is more specific
and more easily remembered. The third item asks about a second job. We
combined items by first taking the mean of (a) the hours in an average
week and (b) the hours in the last regular work day multiplied by 5, then
adding the number of hours worked in a second job. We did not calculate
alpha for the three-item scale, as we did not expect the items to
be significantly intercorrelated. For example, hours worked yesterday
(Question 2) may well be unrelated to hours worked in a second job
(Question 3).

To measure time-based WIF, we used a 6-item scale adapted from
Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian (1996). Two of the items were written
specifically for this study. A sample item is “Things I need to do at home
do not get done because of the demands my job puts on me.” We measured
two indicators of psychological distress: depression and somatic com-
plaints (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1991). The 20-item depression scale
(Radloff, 1977) asked respondents how frequently they had experienced
symptoms (e.g., feeling hopeless) in the last month. Respondents answered
using a 4-point response scale ranging from (1) rarely or none of the time
(less than 1 day) to (4) most or all of the time (5–7 days). The 12-item
somatic complaints (or somatization) scale (Derogates, 1977) assessed
“psychological distress arising from perception of bodily dysfunction”
(Frone et al., 1991, p. 238). Using a 5-point scale ranging from (1) never
to (5) very often, respondents indicated the frequency with which they
experienced symptoms in the last month.

We also measured several control variables. Gender was coded 1 for
women and 2 for men. For race/ethnicity, respondents classified them-
selves as White, African American, Hispanic, Asian American, Native
American, or other. Age was measured in number of years. For marital
status, respondents noted whether they were married or in a long-term
romantic relationship. For education, respondents indicated their number of
years of formal education. Respondents indicated their job category by
choosing from five different job types (e.g., manager, exempt technical).
We measured organizational tenure by asking respondents to indicate in
years how long they had worked at the organization. We asked respondents
to indicate their total personal income and family income by indicating
from a number of choices the range in which their income fell (e.g.,
$65,000 to $74,999).

Results

We first examined correlations among the variables (see Table
1). In general, these results support our hypotheses. Contrary to
expectations, however, organizational rewards for time spent at
work were significantly, negatively correlated with work time (r �
�.10, p � .05), and parental demands were not significantly
related to work time (r � �.05, p � .05). As hypothesized, work
time was significantly, positively correlated with WIF (r � .33, p

� .01). Finally, WIF was significantly, positively correlated with
depression (r � .38, p � .01) and somatic complaints (r � .26, p
� .01).

Tests of Moderators

To test Hypotheses 8 and 9, our predictions that schedule
flexibility and nonjob responsibilities would moderate the relation-
ship between work time and WIF, we used hierarchical regression,
first entering the control variables and the independent variables in
the regression and then adding the interaction of interest. Schedule
flexibility was significantly, negatively related to WIF (� � �.31,
p � .01), but the interaction of schedule flexibility and work time
was not a significant predictor of WIF (� � �.06, p � .05; see
Table 2). Nonjob responsibilities were not significantly related to
WIF (� � .04, p � .05), nor was the interaction between nonjob
responsibilities and work time significant (� � �.12, p � .05).
Thus, Hypotheses 8 and 9 were not supported.

Structural Equation Models

Structural modeling allowed us to test our overall model simul-
taneously. We estimated a manifest variable model, adjusting for
lack of reliability by setting the error variance of each variable to
its variance multiplied by 1 � �, with the exception of parental
demands and work time, which were treated as perfectly reliable
manifest variables. The psychological distress factor had two in-
dicators (depression and somatization), so the error variances for
those variables were allowed to vary. We ran partial correlations to
control for our demographic variables and used the partial corre-
lation matrices for our structural equation modeling analyses. The
fit of the data to the hypothesized model was poor, �2(23, N �
489)3 � 200.0, p � .001, comparative fit index (CFI) � .74,
adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) � .82, standardized root
mean squared residual (SRMR) � .09, root-mean-square error of
approximation (RMSEA) � .13; although, as shown in Figure 1,
many of the path coefficients were significant and in the hypoth-
esized direction.

As discussed previously, most researchers have examined time
as a direct predictor of conflict (i.e., no mediation). But some
research (Frone et al., 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1996) suggests
that time partially mediates the relationship between antecedent
variables and conflict. Given this literature and the poor fit of the
fully mediated model, we conducted post hoc analyses, comparing
the fit of our model with the fit of a nonmediated and a partially
mediated model. Figure 2 shows the direct, nonmediated model, in

2 Robinson and his colleagues (Robinson & Bostrom, 1994; Robinson &
Godbey, 1997) have argued that self-reported estimates of time use (such
as ours) tend to overestimate actual work time and that time diaries are
more reliable measures. We could not use time diaries, as they are ex-
tremely labor intensive for both researchers and participants. However, our
method was supported by Jacobs (1998), who concluded that most differ-
ences between time diaries and self-reported estimates are merely due to
random error. In any case, if there were any inflation in our estimates, it
would influence respondents’ mean values for work time but not the
relationships between work time and other variables.

3 Because of missing data, N � 489 for all structural equation modeling
analyses.
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which all exogenous variables, including work time, are directly
related to WIF. Figure 3 shows the partial mediation model, in
which direct paths were added between the exogenous variables
and WIF. The partially mediated model had acceptable fit, �2(16,

N � 489) � 62.8, p � .001, CFI � .93, AGFI � .91, SRMR �
.04, RMSEA � .08, whereas the nonmediated model did not,
�2(23, N � 489) � 148.8, p � .001, CFI � .82, AGFI � .86,
SRMR � .07, RMSEA � .11. Model comparisons indicated that
the fit of the partially mediated model was significantly better than
that of the fully mediated model, ��2(7, N � 489) � 137.2, p �

.001, and the nonmediated model, ��2(7, N � 489) � 86.0, p �

.001. Thus, these findings suggest that work time did not function
exactly as we had hypothesized—that is, some of the work and
family characteristics were related to WIF both directly and indi-
rectly through their relationship with hours worked.

We examined the paths in the partial mediation model to deter-
mine which variables had direct relationships with WIF and to
assess the support for our specific hypotheses. As predicted in
Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6, work time was significantly related to
the following variables: career identity salience (.11, p � .05),
work role overload (.19, p � .01), organizational expectations for

Figure 1. Structural equation modeling results: original model. *p � .05. **p � .01.

Table 2
Summary of Moderated Regression Analyses for Interactions
With Work Time

Step

Schedule
flexibility as

moderator

Nonjob
responsibilities as

moderator

� �R2 � �R2

Step 1: All main effects .41** .34**
Step 2: Interaction .03 .00 �.15 .00

** p � .01.
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time spent at work (.16, p � .05), nonjob responsibilities (�.11, p
� .05), and perceived financial need (.26, p � .01). Contrary to
our expectations, organizational rewards were significantly, neg-
atively related to work time (�.09, p � .05). Thus, Hypothesis 3
was only partially supported. Contradicting Hypothesis 5, parental
demands were not significantly related to work time (�.05, p �
.05). Together, the work and family variables explained 19% of the
variance in work time.

Some support is given to Hypothesis 7 by our findings that work
time was significantly, positively related to WIF (.18, p � .01) and
that work time fully mediated the relationships between the fol-
lowing variables and WIF: career identity salience, organizational
rewards, nonjob responsibilities, and perceived financial need. Of
the significant predictors of work time, only work overload and
organizational expectations had significant direct paths to WIF
(.30 and .32, respectively, p �. 05). Together, work time, overload,
and expectations explained 39% of the variance in WIF. Finally,
consistent with Hypothesis 10, WIF was significantly, positively

related to psychological distress (.52, p � .01) and mediated the
relationship between work time and distress.

In sum, although we concluded that our original model did not
have adequate fit, we did find support for the majority of our
hypotheses. We found that (a) several work and family character-
istics were significantly related to work time, (b) work time was
significantly, positively related to WIF and fully or partially me-
diated the relationships between WIF and work and family char-
acteristics, and (c) work time was indirectly related to psycholog-
ical distress through WIF.

Discussion

Although numerous scholars have proposed, implicitly or ex-
plicitly, that work time may foster WIF and psychological distress,
the relationship of work time to WIF has been the object of
surprisingly little research. Our study offers evidence to support
what many scholars, journalists, workers, and families have as-

Figure 2. Structural equation modeling results: post hoc direct/nonmediated model. **p � .01.
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sumed to be true: Long work hours are associated with increased
work–family conflict and, at least indirectly, with psychological
distress. We hypothesized that work time would fully mediate the
relationship between work and family characteristics and WIF. We
found, instead, that a partial mediation model had a significantly
better fit. This appears to reflect the relatively strong direct rela-
tionships between WIF and just two work variables—work over-
load and organizational expectations for time spent at work—as no
other endogenous variables had significant direct paths to WIF.
Perhaps having too much to do on the job and/or experiencing
pressure from a supervisor to work long hours creates such tension
and stress that individuals are unable to accommodate all of their
responsibilities at home regardless of the number of hours they
work.

Nonetheless, the results support many of our hypotheses. As
predicted, people worked longer hours when they had strong
career identities, had too much to do in too little time on
the job, perceived that their supervisors expected them to work
extra hours as needed, had fewer responsibilities away from
work, and believed that they had relatively great financial
needs. The significant relationship between work role over-
load and work time replicates the results of prior research
(Frone et al., 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1996; Wallace, 1997),
as does the finding regarding career identity salience (Wallace,
1997). No prior research, to our knowledge, has examined
work time and the relationship between organizational expec-
tations, responsibilities away from work, or perceived financial
needs.

Figure 3. Structural equation modeling results: post hoc partial mediation model. *p � .05. **p � .01.
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Contrary to our expectations, time spent at work was not related
to the number or ages of children people had. Parental demands
might affect time in a more indirect fashion. Perhaps, for example,
greater demands are related to time spent with family, which in
turn may engender family interference with work (FIW; Parasura-
man et al., 1996). Also contrary to our expectations, we found that
organizational rewards for time spent at work were significantly,
negatively related to time. Additional research is needed to clarify
this surprising finding. Perhaps people are more likely to notice the
availability of rewards if they are not willing or able to put in the
hours necessary to earn them.

Long work hours were associated with increased time-based
WIF. This relationship was not moderated by schedule flexibility
or nonjob responsibilities. Thus, regardless of how flexible em-
ployees’ schedules were or how much responsibility they bore for
home and family duties, the more hours a week they worked, the
more WIF they reported. In addition, work time fully mediated the
relationship between several variables and WIF. Career identity
salience, organizational rewards, nonjob responsibilities, and per-
ceived financial need were all indirectly related to WIF through
their association with time. This implies, for example, that an
employee who had a highly salient career identity was more likely
to experience time-based conflict—not because of his or her career
identity in itself but because of the relationship between his or her
career commitment and greater work hours.

Finally, our results reveal that WIF was positively and signifi-
cantly related to employees’ psychological distress and mediated
the relationship between time and distress. Thus, long work weeks
may be associated (through WIF) with increased depression or
other stress-related health problems. Given the positive relation-
ships with depression and somatic complaints, it seems likely that
work time and WIF may also be related to additional problems at
home and at work—such as marital problems, poor job perfor-
mance, absenteeism, or turnover. Future research should continue
to investigate potential outcomes of work time and time-based
WIF for employees, their families, and organizations.

This research helps to expand our understanding of the relation-
ships among several work and family characteristics, work time,
and WIF. Our findings suggest that the public’s concerns over the
expanding work week are well-founded. Unfortunately, organiza-
tional researchers have found that employers often place a greater
premium on “face time” and numbers of hours worked than on
actual productivity and that these cultural values and norms en-
forcing long work weeks are often difficult to change (Fried, 1998;
Hochschild, 1997; Perlow, 1995, 1998). The results of this study
should provide further impetus for employers to find ways to adopt
more efficient work practices that maintain or enhance productiv-
ity while reducing unnecessary work hours. In addition, however,
as noted by Hochschild (1997), Schor (1991), and others, workers,
for various reasons, often choose to work long hours even as they
complain about their lack of time. Our study indicates some of the
potentially negative consequences of those choices.

Limitations

All research is flawed, and ours is no exception. One limitation
of the study is that we did not examine family time or FIW. By
examining the effects of both work time and family time on WIF
and FIW, future research may shed further light on the complex

relationships linking time, conflict, and well-being. In addition, we
did not gather data on respondents’ work status beyond their
specific exempt or nonexempt job category. Some of the relation-
ships we identified might potentially differ for part-time, tempo-
rary, and contract employees. We also could not determine
whether our sample was representative of the populations in the
two units, as our organizational contacts were not able to provide
these data. The wide range of types of employees included in our
sample, coupled with the response rate of 42%, leads us to hope
that our sample was representative.

Two methodological limitations should also be acknowledged.
First, the analyses relied on cross-sectional, correlational data.
Therefore, we cannot draw conclusions about the causal directions
underlying our results. Second, as is typical in research on work–
family conflict and stress, we used only self-report data. Our
measures of parental demands and work time are both fairly
objective. Nonetheless, it is important to consider the threat of
same-source bias or common method variance, as it may some-
times inflate the magnitude of relationships between variables.
Such inflation could be an alternative explanation for the superior
fit of the partially mediated model. We examined correlations
between the exogenous self-report variables and WIF in an effort
to determine whether same-source bias was an issue. The large
number of correlations with small magnitudes (less than .10) in the
matrix suggests that there was little if any general inflation of the
correlations caused by same source bias. For extra assurance,
however, we also conducted factor analyses on all major study
variables. If there were sizable inflation caused by same-source
bias, then a single-factor solution would explain a substantial
amount of variance in the variables. We found that a single-factor
solution explained only 25% of the variance in the variables; thus,
we do not believe same-source bias accounts for the support we
found for the partially mediated model.

Conclusion

Both in academic research and in the popular media, the prob-
lem of work–family conflict is commonly assumed to rest funda-
mentally on the predicament of too much to do in too little time.
Yet researchers still know relatively little about how people choose
to invest their time and how these choices may ultimately affect
individual, family, and organizational outcomes. Too few work–
family scholars have actually examined the construct of time. Our
assumptions regarding the role of time in work–family conflict
need to be replaced by an understanding founded on rich theory
and empirical research. In the preceding pages, we have attempted
to add to such theory by presenting a model of WIF that has at its
center the critical construct of time. We found support for many of
the hypothesized relationships. Long hours at work were indeed
significantly related to WIF, and WIF, in turn, was related to
depression and stress-related health problems. We hope that this
study will inspire future research designed to explicate the impor-
tance of work time in work–family conflict.
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