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Fig. 1. Dimensions of Work-Family Conflict model
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample
Total (N =180) Male (N=78 Female (N = 102) )
. p Value?
Variables N (%) N (%) N (%)
Age 20-29 14 ( 7.8) 5( 64) 9 (89 n.s.
30-39 134 (74.9) 59 ( 75.6) 75 (73.5)
40- 31 (17.2) 14 ( 17.9) 17 (16.8)
Education High school 17 ( 3.6) (115) 8(79) n.s.
Junior college or vocational school 44 (24.4) 12 ( 154) 32 (31.7)
College 111 (61.7) 53 ( 67.9) 58 (57.4)
Graduate degree or higher 8 ( 04) ( 51 4 ( 4.0)
Marital status Married 175 (97.2) 78 (100.0) 97 (95.1) n.s.
Unmarried or Divorced 5( 298 0( 00 5 (4.9
Family type Nuclear 152 (84.5) 67 ( 85.9) 85 (83.3) n.s.
Expanded 28 (15.6) 11 ( 14.1) 17 (16.7)
Numbers of children One 81 (45.0) 34 ( 43.6) 47 (46.1) ns.
Two 84 (46.7) 36 ( 46.2) 48 (47.1)
Three 15 ( 8.3) 8 ( 10.3) 7(6.9)
Job of spouse” None 52 (28.9) ( 66.7) 0( 00) okk
Permanent employee 110 (61.1) 16 ( 20.5) 94 (93.1)
Contractual/self-employed 10 ( 5.6) 7( 90 3(30)
On maternity/childcare leave 3(17) ( 39 0( 0.0)
Job status Manager 18 (10.0) 13 ( 16.7) 5( 5.0) kol
Middle Manager 69 (38.3) 42 ( 53.8) 27 (26.7)
Employee 86 (47.8) 19 ( 24.4) 67 (66.3)
Overtime work (h/mon.) -10 h 73 (40.6) ( 38 0 (69.3) Hkk
10-30 h 35 (19.4) 13 ( 16.7) 2 (21.8)
30-70 h 55 (30.6) 47 ( 60.3) 8(79
70- h 14 ( 7.98) (17.9) 0 ( 0.0

1) Flgures do not always add to 1()0% due to missing
2) ¥ test, ¥ p <0001, **p<001, *p<005
3) Excluding not married or divorced (n = 175)

(5) FHM: (Table5)
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Table 2. Result of each score and component analysis of Work-Family Conflict Scale

No Items Mean SD  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

Time-based work interference with family

My work keeps me from my family activities more

1 than T would like. 373 1.04 0.01 0.92 0.02 - 001 - 0.04
The time I must devote to my job keeps me from

2 participating equally in household responsibilities and  3.66 1.04 0.03 0.89 - 0.06 0.03 - 0.00
activities.

3 I haye to miss family activities due to‘ tAh‘e‘ amount 334 115 000 080 0,00 ~ 001 010
of time I must spend on work responsibilities.

Time-based family interference with work
4 The time I spend on family responsibilities often 276 104 ~ 004 017 005 075 =002

interfere with my work responsibilities.

The time I spend with my family often causes me
5 not to spend time in activities at work that could 3.06 115 0.01 - 0.07 0.00 0.86 0.03
be helpful to my career.

6 I_ have to miss work activities due to .tl.n; amount of 261 108 002 ~ 008 — 004 087 ~ 001
time I must spend on family responsibilities.

Strain-based work interference with family

When I get home from work I am often too frazzled

7 to participate in family activities/responsibilities. 346 108 0.03 0.1 - 006 0.04 s
I am often so emotionally drained when I get home
8 from work that it prevents me from contributing to  3.10 1.19 - 0.08 - 0.06 - 0.04 - 0.02 0.99
my family.
Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I _
9 come home I am too stressed to do the things I enjoy. 289 L15 002 0.04 021 002 =
Strain-based family interference with work
10 Dug to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with 931 098 ~ 003 006 078 002 0.09
family matters at work.
1 Because I am often §tressed from f.amlly responsibili- 214 089 ~ 0,02 0.00 093 ~ 005 ~ 006
ties, I have a hard time concentrating on my work.
12 Tension an.d. anxiety from my family life often weak- 204 088 008 002 080 006 ~ 0,00
ens my ability to do my job.
Behavior-based work interference with family
13 The problem-solving behaviors T use in my job are 419 oy 056 009 006 001 -011
not effective in resolving problems at home.
1 Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at 297 085 068 013 0,04 - 006 ~ 002
work would be counterproductive at home.
5 The behaviors I perform that make me effective at 292 087 074 006 ~ 002 002 ~ 008

work do not help me to be better parent and spouse.
Behavior-based family interference with work

16 The behaviors th@lt work for me at home do not 203 082 087 — 007 — 000 ~ 003 004
seem to be effective at work.

Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at

17 home would be counterproductive at work. 279 075 i - 004 - 003 0.04 0.10
The problem-solving behaviors that work for me at B B _
18 home does not seem to be useful at work. 283 0.76 0.91 0.09 0.03 0.01 0.02
Eigenvalue 4.58 2381 2.38 1.28 133
% Variance explained 255 15.6 13.2 7.1 74
Cumulative % variance explained 25.5 41.1 54.3 61.4 68.8
N =180

1) Principal component analysis using Promax rotation. Gray area shows that the primary factor loading was greater than 0.40.
2) Responses were scored on a five-point Likert-type scale.
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Table 3. Reliability coefficients and internal corelations in six dimensions of Work-Family Conflict Scale

Dimension of work-family conflict "

Internal correlation matrix?

a 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Time-based work interference with family 91 —
2. Time-based family interference with work 86 —.08 —
3. Strain-based work interference with family 33 42 ** 17 —
4. Strain-based family interference with work 38 04 20 ** 28 ** —
5. Behavior-based work interference with family 30 21%%  —04 19* 24 ** —
6. Behavior-based family interference with work 92 14 -.03 25 ** 27 69 *F —
N =180, *p <005 ™ p<001
1) Cronbach’s alpha, 2) Pearson’s correlation coefficients
Table 4. Comparison of fits indices in five models
Model P df p CFI AIC RMSEA
Six-dimensional model 23182 129 0.00 0.95 315.82 0.07
Three-dimensional model: Forms of work-family conflict 86251 135 0.00 0.63 934,51 0.17
Two-dimensional model: Directions of work-family conflict 1,20891 134 0.00 046  1,28291 0.21
One-dimensional model: General work-family conflict 144465 136 0.00 034 151465 0.23
Five-dimensional model: (New) 26858 130 0.00 0.93 350.58 0.08

N = 180, CFI = Comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike information criterion;

RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation

Table 5. Reproducibility for 18 items and 6 subscales

Item No. Weightenk ICC

Item No. Weightenk ICC

Time-based WIF

1 83

2 77 93

3 .80
Time-based FIW

4 62

5 53 76

6 49
Strain-based WIF

7 .80

8 64 83

9 62

Strain-based FIW

10 A2

11 55 82

12 78
Behavior-based WIF

13 A48

14 51 79

15 71
Behavior-based FIW

16 60

17 69 .86

18 52

N = 34, ICC: Intraclass correlation

WIF = Work interference with family
FIW = Family interference with work
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Table 6. Correlations of the six dimensions of the Work-Family Conflict Scale with job stress indicators

Time- Time- Strain- Strain- Behavior- Behavior-
based WIF based FIW based WIF based FIW based WIF based FIW

Stress reactions

CES-D 077 047 323 ** 207 ** 025 023

CFSI-18 2727 —.040 A79 ** 166 * 226 ** 148 *
Job stressors

Job demands 464 F* —.145 337 ** -018 125 123

Job control 117 030 -.077 -.117 —.049 -.077
Buffer factors

Supervisor’s support —-.045 002 —-179°* —-.052 -.131 -.129

Coworker’s support —.046 —.068 —.058 —.096 -.118 -.178

N = 180, Pearson’s correlation coefficients, ** p < 0.01,* p < 0.05

WIF = Work interference with family; FIW = Family interference with work
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Development of a Japanese Version of the Work-Family Conflict Scale (WFCS), and

Examination of its Validity and Reliability

Izumi WaTAI', Noriko NISHIKIDO® and Sachiyo MURASHIMA'

lDepartment of Community Health Nursing, Division of Health Sciences & Nursing, Graduate School of Medicine, The University
of Tokyo and 2Department of Community Health Nursing, Tokai University

Abstract: The purposes of this study were to develop a
Japanese version of the multi-dimensional Work-Family
Conflict Scale (WFCS) and to examine its reliability and
validity. The original 18-item WFCS (Carlson, et al.,
2000) has six dimensions of conflict which consist of
time-based work interference with family (WIF), time-
based family interference with work (FIW), strain-based
WIF, strain-based FIW, behavior based WIF, and behav-
ior-based FIW. We developed a Japanese version of the
WEFCS from the original WFCS which is written in
English by the following procedure: forward translation
and back translation by several researchers including a
native English speaker, and finally, gaining the approval
of Carlson et al., the original authors. A self-administered
questionnaire including the WFCS was distributed to 180
permanent contract, information technology (IT) engi-
neers with pre-school children, who were employed at 24
IT companies, each with over 300 employees. Test-retest
was conducted on a different group of 34 parents whose

children were attending nursery school. Cronbach’s reli-
ability coefficients for the six subscales ranged from 0.77
to 0.92, showing sufficiently high internal consistency.
Only the internal correlation coefficient between behav-
ior-based WIF and behavior-based FIW was above 0.60,
indicating that discriminant validity exists among most of
the sub-scales. Also, upon comparison of confirmatory
factor analysis results among five models, the six-factor
model, which is the same model used in the original
WECS, showed the best fit (chi-square = 231.82, df = 129,
CFI = 0.95, AIC = 315.82, RMSEA = 0.07), demonstrat-
ing construct validity. On test-retest, weighted kappa coef-
ficients of each item and the intra-class correlations of six
subscales, indicated adequate reproducibility. These
results suggest that the Japanese version of the WFCS
may be a reliable and valid instrument for assessing the
conflict between work and family in Japanese workers.
(San Ei Shi 2006, 48: 71-81)



