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ABSTRACT
Objectives: This study developed and tested a
research model that examined the effects of working
conditions and individual resources on work–family
conflict (WFC) using data collected from physicians
working at German clinics.
Material and methods: This is a cross-sectional
study of 727 physicians working in German hospitals.
The work environment, WFC and individual resources
were measured by the Copenhagen Psychosocial
Questionnaire, the WFC Scale, the Brief Resilient
Coping Scale and the Questionnaire for Self-efficacy,
Optimism and Pessimism. Descriptive, correlation and
linear regression analyses were applied.
Results: Clinical doctors working in German hospitals
perceived high levels of WFC (mean=76).
Sociodemographic differences were found for age,
marital status and presence of children with regard to
WFC. No significant gender differences were found.
WFCs were positively related to high workloads and
quantitative job demands. Job resources (eg, influence
at work, social support) and personal resources
(eg, resilient coping behaviour and self-efficacy) were
negatively associated with physicians’ WFCs.
Interaction terms suggest that job and personal
resources buffer the effects of job demands on WFC.
Conclusions: In this study, WFC was prevalent
among German clinicians. Factors of work organisation
as well as factors of interpersonal relations at work
were identified as significant predictors for WFC. Our
results give a strong indication that both individual and
organisational factors are related to WFC. Results may
play an important role in optimising clinical care.
Practical implications for physicians’ career planning
and recommendations for future research are
discussed.

INTRODUCTION
The total number of physicians working in
the German clinical sector diminished
drastically during the past decade.1 The
introduction of the diagnosis-related-groups

(DRG)-based financing system in 2004 has
led to major changes in hospital work organ-
isation and workload for clinical doctors.
These days health insurance reimbursements
are granted diagnosis-centered, which has led
to a number of problems such as early dismis-
sal, underfunding of mandatory treatment
with complications etc.2 Probably, in conse-
quence of this, an increasing number of phy-
sicians decided to work in non-medical fields
(such as pharmaceutical industry, etc.) or
abroad.3 Studies investigated the motives why
physicians decided not to work in the clinical
sector,4 for example, overwork, insufficient
income, etc.5 6 Since incompatibility between
work and family life is one of the main factors
for physicians’ dissatisfaction and a central
reason for stopping work in the clinical
sector, research studies should investigate
more thoroughly the topic ‘work–family
conflict’.

Work–family conflict
Work–family conflict (WFC) has been
defined as “a type of inter-role conflict in
which the role pressures from work and
family are not compatible in some

Strengths and limitations of this study

▪ This is one of the first large studies to analyse and
discuss work–family conflicts in the medical
profession.

▪ The main predictors for work family conflicts within
the work domain of physicians are illustrated.

▪ The relatively large sample of physicians, together
with few missing data, strengthens the study and
makes it possible to generalise the findings.

▪ The cross-sectional design limits the value in
supporting causal effects.

▪ Data were assessed by self-report measures that
limit the objectivity of the study results.
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respect”.7 8 The definition of WFC implies a bidirec-
tional relation between work and family life in such a
way that work can interfere with family life (WIF) and
family life can interfere with work demands (ie, family-to
work conflict: FIW).
According to the role theory,7 WFC may occur when

people are involved in multiple roles (eg, private and
work related); these roles tend to drain them and cause
stress or inter-role conflict.9 10 Role theory argues that
inter-role conflicts experienced by individuals will result
in an undesirable state, if it becomes difficult to fulfil
each role successfully owing to conflicting demands on
time and behaviour among roles.7 11

Working conditions in the healthcare sector and WFC
The medical profession is characterised by an intense
and high work commitment. Physicians working in
clinics have often reported facing a high workload, low
autonomy and job control.2 12 In addition, physicians
often report that the time of residency coincides with
the family-founding life stage leading to high levels of
WFC.3 13 Young physicians are more likely to have young
children and consequently experience high family or
parenting demands, resulting in high levels of WFCs.
This has been found to be significantly associated with
physicians’ job demands (ie, workload).14–16 As the
study by Fuss et al3 showed, German physicians perceive
a high extent of WFC compared to the general popula-
tion. Moreover, they demonstrated that a high workload,
the number of working hours per day, the amount and
frequency of overtime work, an inflexible work schedule
and rare support from colleagues and supervisors can
increase the likelihood of employees experiencing a con-
flict between their work and family roles.
Although this research topic is of high interest, data

examining WFCs within the medical profession are rare
in general.17 We expect that both physicians’ work-
related demands (eg, high workload) and perceived
resources (eg, social support) relate directly to WFC.
The Job Demands–Resources ( JD–R) Model18 and the

Demand-Control-Support Model19 build the rationale
for this hypothesis. According to the JD-R Model, effects
of job demands (ie, organisational job factors that
require sustained physical and/or psychological efforts
and are associated with certain physiological and/or psy-
chological costs)20 are related to WFC.21 A key propos-
ition of the JD–R model is that interactions between job
demands and resources are important by the way that
certain job resources can buffer negative effects of job
stress.22 Given that WFC is a chronic stressful condition,
one could expect that the availability of resources (ie,
working part-time, childcare, maternity leave) would
help the individual to successfully manage this con-
flict.20 23 Research supports this assumption; a number
of cross-sectional studies have shown negative associa-
tions of job resources with WFCs. These job resources
include job control,24 25 social support at work,26 27

reward, feedback and supervisory coaching.21

The Demand-Control-Support model19 presumes that
working situations have negative psychological or physical
consequences in particular when high demands coincide
with limited decision latitude and low social support at
the workplace.19 Several studies focused on the question
how the model interacts when WFC is considered. They
showed that increased job demands are associated with
more WFC, while control has a reducing effect.28–31

Gender differences, personal resources and WFC
Recently, the number of female physicians working in
the German clinical sector has increased.32 At the same
time, expectations within family roles have neither been
modified nor reduced.33 Findings of previous research
in various samples concerning gender difference in
WFCs are inconsistent. Some studies report higher WFC
scores among women compared to men.34 35 A study by
Adám et al36 showed that female physicians reported sig-
nificantly higher levels of WFC compared to male physi-
cians and more often.
In other studies, WFCs were found to be similar for

men and women.37 38 Some studies demonstrated
that female doctors with children spend more time with
their family than working men do7 34 39 by trying to
combine a medical career with child caring and working
part-time.40

Presently, there are few studies that have focused on
associations between personal resources and WFC as the
outcome variable. The construct of personal resources
refers to those personal characteristics that promote an
individual’s sense of control and self-evaluation, and are
linked to resilience, positive coping with environmental
demands and well-being.41 Some studies have examined
the role of personal characteristics in WFC.42–44

According to Hobfoll,45 the resource category of per-
sonal characteristics enhances general resistance to
stress. A study by Bernas and Major46 examined the role
of self-efficacy and demonstrated a negative correlation
to WFC. Bruck and Allen47 reported the following
results for the relationship between personality variables
(Big Five Personality) and WFC: agreeableness and con-
scientiousness have significant and negative prediction
effects on WFC. In contrast, neuroticism was positively
associated with the WFC dimensions.

Research questions and hypotheses
The aims of this study are: (1) to analyse the prevalence
of WFCs among German hospital physicians, (2) to
expose antecedents of WFC within the work domain of
physicians and (3) to investigate differences in sociode-
mographic variables (gender, age) with regard to WFC.
Another focus lies in the research question whether per-
sonal resources are related to WFC. Expecting personal
and work-related resources to moderate relations between
work-related demands and WFCs, we also concentrate on
interactions between WFCs and different types of per-
sonal and work-related resources and demands.
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In summary of the outlined theoretical frame and the
cited empirical results, we work on the following ques-
tions by testing hypotheses:
▸ Question I: Do German hospital physicians perceive

levels of WFC and, if so, do they differ across various
sociodemographic variables?

▸ Hypothesis I: Levels of WFC differ significantly
among hospital physicians depending on sociodemo-
graphic variables (eg, age, gender, medical specialty).

▸ Question II: What are the main predictors for WFC
within the work domain of physicians?

▸ Hypothesis IIa: Perceptions of workplace resources
(eg, social support) will be negatively related to WFC.

▸ Hypothesis IIb: Perceptions of workplace demands
(eg, quantitative demands) will be positively related
to WFC.

▸ Hypothesis IIc: Perceptions of resources will moder-
ate the relationships between job demands and WFC.

▸ Question III: Do personal resources predict WFC in
the medical profession?

▸ Hypothesis: Personal resources (eg, self-efficacy) will
be negatively related to WFC.

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Study design, participants and setting
The study was designed as a cross-sectional questionnaire
evaluation. Data collection took place between 2010 and
2013 in 15 different hospitals in the northern and
eastern parts of Germany. Hospital departments were
Internal Medicine, Neurology, Surgery, Paediatrics,
Anaesthesiology and Gynaecology and Obstetrics. On
the basis of information of the German Federal Office
of Statistics in 2012, the chosen hospitals are comparable
to other German hospitals.48 The hospitals included in
the study had similarities in the following variables: size,
number of patients/beds as well as employed medical
staff (eg, residents, junior doctors, nurses).

Data collection
In the beginning, we presented our study design to
clinic management, physicians’ supervisors and physi-
cians during clinical conferences/meetings. Afterwards,
the questionnaire was distributed together with an
informative and invitational letter to participate.
The cover letter explained that participation in this
study was voluntary and anonymous.
We did not ask for written consent of the participants

as such, but were given the opportunity to review their
voluntary participation after having read the informative
letter (an informed consent letter). We asked physicians
(N=1154) to fill out the questionnaire within 3 weeks
and to return it via locked boxes at the hospital wards.
Reminders were sent by email after 3 weeks to increase
the response rate. At the end, we received 727 question-
naires from the N=1154 contacted physicians (response
rate of 63%).

Variables
WFC was the dependent outcome variable. Organisational
factors were included as independent variables:
▸ Quantitative and emotional job demands;
▸ Degree of freedom at work, influence at work, social

relations, social support, sense of community, quality
of leadership.
In addition, specific psychological trait variables were

chosen in the set of questionnaires (eg, self-efficacy,
etc.) presumed by us as predictors for WFC:
▸ Resilience, self-efficacy, optimism.
We expected physicians’ sociodemographic character-

istics to have an effect on their ratings; therefore, we
analysed differences in age, gender, marital status, pres-
ence of children, medical specialty and work experience
in years at the time of the study.

Instruments
Work–family conflict
We analysed the WFCs using the German version of the
original instrument by Netemeyer.49 This instrument
consists of five items including questions on the influ-
ence of work on personal or family life, to be answered
with a five-point Likert scale (from ‘strongly agree’ to
‘strongly disagree’):
1. The demands of my work interfere with my home,

personal and family life.
2. The amount of time my work takes up makes it difficult

to fulfil family responsibilities or personal obligations.
3. Things I want to do at home do not get done

because of the demands my job puts on me.
4. My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfil

family duties or personal duties.
5. Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes

to my plans for family or personal activities.
Items described above were transformed to a scale

ranging from 0 (minimum value, eg, ‘strongly disagree’)
to 100 points (maximum value, eg, ‘strongly agree’).
The internal consistency of the scale with our sample

was good (α=0.81).

Organisational resources
The German version of the Copenhagen Psychosocial
Questionnaire (COPSOQ) was used to evaluate
job-related and psychosocial factors at work.50 51

The questionnaire includes 12 scales; we analysed the
following eight scales of the COPSOQ: emotional and
quantitative job demands (workload, working under
pressure), job resources (quality of leadership, feedback,
opportunities for development, social support, sense of
community, social relationships, degrees of freedom at
work and influence at work). Items are scored on a five-
point Likert scale and transformed to a scale ranging
from 0 (minimum value, eg, ‘do not agree at all’) to 100
points (maximum value, eg, ‘fully agree’). Previous
investigations proved quality criteria of the COPSOQ.51

We also verified them: Cronbach’s α coefficients ranged
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between α=0.71 to α=0.85, while intercorrelations
ranged between r=0.30 and r=0.68.

Personal resources
The questionnaire ‘Self-Efficacy, Optimism and Pessimism’
(SWOP-K9) was used to analyse physicians’ personal
resources.52 This instrument assesses individuals’ percep-
tion of self-efficacy, optimism and pessimism on three
scales (with nine items in total). The good test quality cri-
teria of the SWOP-K9 questionnaire has been discussed in
a previous publication.52

Resilience was evaluated by using the German version
of the ‘Brief Resilient Coping Scale’ (BRCS),53 which
consists of four self-assessing items for resilient coping
behaviour in difficult or unpleasant situations in the
past.

Statistics
Data analysis included descriptive analyses, correlation
and reliability analyses. Analyses of variance, and linear
bivariate and multiple regression analysis were also per-
formed. Data collected on age, gender, number of years
in training and marital status were used as covariates
and predictive factors. p Values of less than 0.05 were
considered significant, and all p values given were two
tailed.54 Data were calculated using the SPSS software
package for social sciences; V.21.0.

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics
Physicians’ sociodemographic characteristics are given in
table 1. In all, 54% of the respondents were female phy-
sicians; 46% were male, 62% were married or lived in a
partnership and 41% had children; the mean age was
35 years (SD=7.9 years), and work experience was rated
with a mean of 8 years (SD=7.2 years).

WFC and working conditions
On the WFC scale, the study sample of 727 hospital phy-
sicians reached a mean of 76.1 (SD=20.4) (range 0–100)
(table 2). With regard to the single items of the WFC
scale, more than 40% (n=291) of the respondents
agreed with the statements “Things I want to do at
home do not get done because of the demands my job
puts on me” (45%) and “Due to work-related duties,
I have to make changes to my plans for family or private
activities” (41%). 94% (n=683) agreed with the state-
ment “My job produces strain that makes it difficult to
fulfill family duties or personal duties”. The other two
items were also important for the majority of doctors
(>50%).
Descriptive values of physicians’ working conditions

are listed in table 3. Quantitative job demands were
rated with high levels (M=74.56, SD=12.17), whereas job
resources were rated with significantly lower scores
(range M=44.13–62.66).

Sociodemographic differences
In addition, we examined differences in sociodemo-
graphic variables. Men and women differed significantly
in age and presence of children (p<0.05). Female physi-
cians were younger than their male colleagues. Men
reported more often having a child or children than their
female colleagues (p<0.05). For none of the other socio-
demographic predictors, a gender difference could be
found. Additionally, we analysed the predictors of WFC for
gender differences via multivariate analysis of variance.
Sense of community (sc) and social support (ss) were the
predicting scales which were significantly different for
female physicians (sc: mean=79.26, ss: mean=76.61) and
male physicians (sc: mean=68.34; ss: mean=70.15; p<0.05).
The analysis showed a non-significant result for gender
differences in WFC (F(1,726)=0.411; p=0.52) (table 2). We
also found that the factor age stayed significant (F(3,724)
=3.17; p=0.024): younger physicians reported lower levels
of WFC. In addition, for WFC we identified significant
differences for presence of children (F(1,726)=4.619;
p=0.032): physicians with children reported higher levels
of WFC.

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the participants

(n=727)

N Per cent

Gender

Female 393 54

Male 334 46

Age

<25 0 0

26–30 211 29

31–35 182 25

36–40 138 19

41–45 87 12

46–50 73 10

>50 36 5

Professional status

Intern/resident 575 79

Attending physician 116 16

Senior physician 36 5

Work experience (years)

Less than 1 73 10

1–2 102 14

3–5 247 34

More than 5 305 42

Area of specialisation

Internal medicine 181 25

Surgery 124 17

Paediatrics 102 14

Anaesthesiology 95 13

Neurology 110 15

Gynaecology 115 16

Marital status

Single 276 38

Married/partnership 451 62

Children

Child/children 298 41

Without children 429 59
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We found no significant differences in WFC depend-
ing on medical specialty (p>0.05). Mean values of WFC
per medical specialty are illustrated in table 2.

Associations with WFC
Bivariate analyses revealed several significant negative
correlations between WFC and psychosocial (trait)
dimensions “resilient coping, self-efficacy and optimism”

(see table 4). Similar correlations were found between
WFC and influence at work, sense of community, degree
of freedom at work, social support and quality of leader-
ship (see table 4).
Finally, we performed the regression analysis in which

WFC was set as the dependent variable. At first, the vari-
ables age, work experience, cohabitation with a partner
and medical specialty were statistically controlled
(table 5). These control variables accounted for 5% of
the variance in WFCs (model 1). The variables age and
years of experience were found to predict WFC (age:
β=−0.12, p=0.03; years of experience: β=−0.11, p=0.04).
In the second step, the included personal resources
accounted for an additional 10% of the variance
(R2 increased to 0.15) (model 2). Personal resources like
resilient coping were found to predict WFC (β=−0.18,
p=0.01), similar to self-efficacy (β=−0.12; p=0.01) and
optimism (β=−0.10, p=0.03), while pessimism did not.
The third step included ‘quantitative demands’ and

‘emotional demands’, both positive predictors for WFC.
Quantitative job demands revealed a significant β weight
(β=0.26, p=0.01). Emotional demands showed a non-
significant β weight of β=−0.04. In the fourth step,
physicians’ job resources were included in the regression
analysis (see table 5). The regression model explained
41% of the variance in the final model. The included
organisational resources accounted for an additional
17% of the variance. Job resources revealed significant
β weights for the following variables: influence at work
(β=−0.12 p=0.03), possibilities for development
(β=−0.23, p=0.01), degree of freedom at work (β=−0.16,
p=0.01), sense of community (β=−0.18, p=0.01), feedback

Table 2 Sociodemographic differences in WFC

WFC M SD

Gender

Female 74.1 19.5

Male 73.5 19.4

Age

<25 61.2 20.1

26–30 68.9 19.6

31–35 75.8 20.4

36–40 76.1 19.7

41–45 75.5 18.3

46–50 74.3 18.5

>50 72.4 16.1

Work experience

Less than 1 year 61.6 19.8

1–2 years 68.2 20.1

3–5 years 74.5 20.4

More than 5 years 75.3 19.7

Professional status/presence of children

Intern, no children 58.9 18.9

Intern, children 68.1 19.3

Attending, no children 70.9 20.5

Attending, children 75.4 21.8

Senior, no children 74.9 20.1

Senior, children 72.1 19.5

Medical specialty

Internal medicine 75.4 21.3

Surgery 76.9 20.7

Paediatrics 73.5 19.6

Anaesthesiology 75.8 21.1

Neurology 72.5 19.2

Gynaecology 76.7 22.6

Sum score 76.1 20.4

WFC, work–family conflict.

Table 3 Descriptive values of independent and

dependent variables

Dimensions M SD

Working conditions

Quantitative demands 74.56 12.17

Emotional demands 67.54 12.23

Possibilities for development 43.58 13.51

Influence at work 44.13 11.37

Degree of freedom at work 47.29 12.59

Social support 61.16 13.14

Social relationships 59.52 12.62

Sense of community 62.64 11.45

Quality of leadership 50.73 15.27

Feedback 49.65 12.49

Psychological variables

Self-efficacy 3.23 0.65

Optimism 3.46 0.69

Resilience 3.82 0.75

Table 4 Correlation coefficients between work family

conflicts and psychological, organisational resources

Dimensions WFC

Organisational demands

Quantitative demands 0.32**

Emotional demands 0.25*

Organisational resources

Possibilities for development −0.31**
Influence at work −0.36**
Degree of freedom at work −0.33**
Sense of community −0.35**
Social support −0.38**
Social relationships −0.34**
Quality of leadership −0.29*
Feedback −0.21*

Psychological variables

Self-efficacy −0.32**
Optimism −0.27*
Resilience −0.35**

*p<0.05; **p<0.01.
WFC, work–family conflict.
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(β=−0.10, p=0.04), quality of leadership (β=−0.16,
p=0.01), social support (β=−0.14, p=0.02) and social rela-
tionships (β=−0.13, p=0.04). In addition, we used hier-
archical multiple regression to conduct the moderation
effect analysis. All variables entered the regression equa-
tion following the first regression analysis in table 6. In
the first step, age and years of experience have been
entered explaining 4% of the variance in WFC (R2=0.04,
p<0.05). In the second step, personal resources, job
demands (quantitative and emotional demands) and job
resources (degree of freedom at work, influence at work,
social relations, social support, sense of community,
quality of leadership) were entered together, explaining
an additional 35% of the variance in WFC (R2=0.35,
p<0.01). In the third step, the interaction terms were sig-
nificant (range between β=0.20 and 0.23, p<0.01),
explaining an additional variance of 6% (R2

final=0.45,
p<0.01). As table 6 shows, there was a significant increase
in R2 as an indicator of the moderation effect.

DISCUSSION
By sampling German hospital physicians (n=727)
working in different hospitals and medical disciplines,
we conducted a cross-sectional study focusing on physi-
cians’ WFC, working conditions and personal resources.
The present study aimed to discover person related and
organisational circumstances in relation to WFC. In add-
ition, we focused on gender differences in these issues.

In comparison to the study of Fuss et al,3 we found
similar levels of WFC among German hospital physi-
cians. In accordance with other studies comparing male
and female physicians,55 this study did not find a gender
difference for WFC. In contrast, a study by Dumelow55a

found higher WFC levels for female physicians.56

Adam57 also reported that female physicians reported a
significantly higher mean level and prevalence of WFC
compared to men. Warde et al58 demonstrated that more
female than male physicians and more younger than
older female physicians experienced levels of role
conflict.
On the basis of gender role theory, some researchers

confirm that women are more likely to report higher
levels of WFC. Nevertheless, there are several studies
that revealed the contrary.35 59 A possible explanation
for our findings might be the fact that men in our
sample reported more often than women that they lived
with children in their household.
Several predictive factors for WFC were identified in

our study. In line with other research findings,60 our
study shows that quantitative job demands (defined as
high workload and working under pressure) are a signifi-
cant predictor for WFC. Previous research also showed
that job demands such as high workloads and working
under pressure are related to.61 62 In addition, this result
supports past findings by researchers such as Boles
et al63 64 and Noor65 who also found significant positive

Table 5 Multiple hierarchical regressions (ratios of variance and standardised β weights)

Explanatory variables
WFC
β R2 R2 change

Step 1: Sociodemographic variables 0.05 0.05

Age −0.12*
Gender 0.07

Marital status 0.05

Children 0.06

Years of experience −0.11*
Step 2: Personal resources 0.15 0.10

Resilience −0.18**
Optimism −0.10*
Pessimism 0.07

Self-efficacy −0.12*
Step 3: Job demands 0.24 0.09

Quantitative demands 0.26**

Emotional demands −0.04
Step 4: Job resources 0.41 0.17

Influence at work −0.12*
Possibilities for development −0.23**
Degree of freedom at work −0.16*
Sense of community −0.18**
Feedback −0.10*
Quality of leadership −0.16**
Social support −0.14*
Social relationships −0.13*

Total R2 0.41

β, standardised β-coefficients from the final step of the model. R2, explanation rate. ΔR2, change in the explanation rate at each step.
*p<0.05; **p<0.01.
WFC, work–family conflict.
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relationships between WFC and working demands. In a
meta-analysis of Allen et al,23 all studies reviewed sug-
gested a positive relationship between WFC and high job
demands as well as for job-strain.
In line, our study also demonstrated relatively high

scores for quantitative job demands (workload, working
under pressure) compared with data of other studies per-
formed in different work settings in Germany66 67 With
regard to the medical setting, this finding is not surpris-
ing since intensification of workload in the course of
restructuring of the German health system has been iden-
tified as one of the most direct effects on German
doctors.68 Previous studies analysing job demands in the
medical setting with the same questionnaire illustrated
comparable scores of job demands (eg, quantitative job
demands).3 69 Study results describe that one of the
sources of WFC lies in work schedule irregularities.62

Previous studies also identified the frequent necessity of
delaying planned holidays as a predictor for WFC. 70

Similar to the results of studies on other professionals,
‘influence at work’, ‘social support’ and ‘sense of com-
munity’ were identified as protective factors against WFC:
the high scores of these job resources predict low values
of WFC and low scores predict WFC. These results indi-
cate that a good working atmosphere and support among
colleagues and teamwork should be encouraged in hospi-
tals, and that satisfactory working conditions will be facili-
tated by supportive leadership behaviour.71

In addition, personal resources seem to help physi-
cians balance WFC, that is, doctors who show high levels
of self-efficacy, resilient coping behaviour and optimism
may be more capable of preventing WFC. These physi-
cians seem more likely to be able to recognise what role

work and family play for them, and have a better insight
into strategies of how job and family demands can be
managed. In the case of managing conflicts between
private and work responsibilities, self-efficacy and resili-
ent coping behaviour can provide a perspective on what
might ultimately help to reduce negative outcomes
(such as lower life and/or job satisfaction).72 73

In line with previous findings,3 we found younger
(ie, less experienced) physicians scoring higher on the
WFC scale than more mature ones. Advanced age could
be a protective factor for WFC due to better coping strat-
egies with job stress based on longer job experience.74

Moreover, older physicians are not in the family-founding
phase; thus, fewer conflicts in work-related and family-
related fields may exist.

Limitations
Some limitations of the study shall be addressed: its
cross-sectional design limits the value in supporting
causal effects and generalisability of the findings. Since
data on WFC, working conditions and personal
resources were assessed by self-report measures and no
observers’ data are available to cross-validate the data of
participants, we can only claim limited objectivity of our
results. Furthermore, our study sample due to logistic
and pragmatic reasons includes only physicians working
in clinic departments of the northern and eastern parts
of Germany, which may also limit the generalisability of
the study findings.
Finally, additional variables should be included such

as structure and composition of families as well as mea-
sures of conflict orientation.

CONCLUSIONS
The findings of this study provide new information on
relations between German physicians’ WFCs, working
conditions and personal resources.
The study results can be summarised as follows:

1. Physicians working at German hospitals perceive
levels of WFCs.

2. Physicians’ WFCs are negatively associated with:
A. Job resources, particularly influence at work,

sense of community and social support;
B. Personal resources (eg, self-efficacy and resilience).

3. Physicians’ WFCs are positively associated with job
demands such as workload.

4. Personal resources and job resources moderate the
relationship between job demands and WFCs.

5. Significant relations between WFCs and sociodemo-
graphic variables could be identified (eg, age).
Our findings, in turn, have practical implications:
Hospital management/administration should provide

more resources just enough to enable health profes-
sionals to balance work and family demands by offering
support, influence at work and opportunities for per-
sonal development. In addition, to address the needs
especially of younger physicians, the start of their

Table 6 Moderated multiple regression analyses testing

the moderating effect of personal resources and job

resources in the relationship between work–family conflict

and job demands

Step 1 Step 2 Step3

Criterion variable: work–family conflict

Step 1: Control variables

Age −0.15* −0.13* −0.12*
Years of experience −0.13* −0.12* −0.11*

Step 2: Main effects

Resilience −0.17** −0.18**
Self-efficacy −0.12** −0.13**
Optimism −0.10* −0.10*
Job demands 0.25** 0.21**

Job resources −0.18** −0.22**
Step 3: Interaction

Job demands×resilience 0.20**

Job demands×self-efficacy 0.21**

Job demands×optimism 0.23**

Job demands×job resources 0.21**

R2 0.04 0.39 0.45

ΔR2 0.35 0.06

Standardised regression coefficients are provided for each of the
three steps; *p<0.05; **p<0.01.
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working life might be improved by, for example, struc-
tured vocational training,21 mentoring programmes and
supervision.75 The compatibility between career and
family should be improved (eg, by offering part-time
jobs). Services such as in-house or supported childcare
are suggested by different authors as another opportunity
of support.76 77 By improving these working conditions,
not only would WFC be reduced but also the overall job
satisfaction and job performance may be increased.

Author affiliations
1Institute for Occupational Medicine and Maritime Medicine (ZfAM), University
Medical Center Hamburg-Eppendorf, Hamburg, Germany
2Institute of Occupational Medicine, Charité—Universitätsmedizin Berlin, Free
University and Humboldt University, Berlin, Germany
3Institute of Occupational Medicine, Social Medicine and Environmental
Medicine, Goethe-University, Frankfurt am Main, Germany
4Charité Center for Internal Medicine and Dermatology, Division of General
Internal and Psychosomatic Medicine, Charité—Universitätsmedizin Berlin,
Berlin, Germany

Contributors SM designed the study and wrote the manuscript. SM and MB
performed the investigation and analysed the data. SM, MB, KV, DAG, BFK,
GD interpreted the data and contributed substantially to the writing and
revising of the manuscript.

Funding This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in
the public, commercial or not-for-profit sectors.

Competing interests None declared.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data sharing statement No additional data are available.

Open Access This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with
the Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license,
which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-
commercially, and license their derivative works on different terms, provided
the original work is properly cited and the use is non-commercial. See: http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

REFERENCES
1. Kopetsch T. Ärztestatistik. Moderater Zugang, Überalterung setzt

sich fort. Dtsch Arztebl 2004;101:A-1396–98.
2. Janus K, Amelung VE, Gaitanides M, et al. German physicians

“on strike”—shedding light on the roots of physician dissatisfaction.
Health Policy 2007;82:357–65.

3. Fuss I, Nubling M, Hasselhorn HM, et al. Working conditions and
Work-Family Conflict in German hospital physicians: psychosocial
and organisational predictors and consequences. BMC Public
Health 2008;8:353.

4. Bohrer T, Koller M, Schlitt HJ, et al. Workload and quality of life of
surgeons. Results and implications of a large-scale survey by the
German Society of Surgery. Langenbecks Arch Surg
2011;396:669–76.

5. Bornschein S, Erbas B, Borelli S, et al. [Working hours and job
satisfaction among physicians in hospitals and general practice in
Munich. Results of an anonymous questionnaire].
Gesundheitswesen 2006;68:535–44.

6. Jurkat H, Reimer C, Schröder K. Erwartungen und Einstellungen von
Medizinstudentinnen und -studenten zu den Belastungen und
Folgen ihrer späteren ärztlichen Tätigkeit. Psychother Psych Med
2000;50:215–21.

7. Greenhaus J, Beutell N. Sources of conflict between work and family
roles. Acad Manage Rev 1985;10:76–88.

8. Frone M. Work-family balance. In: Quick J, Tetrick LE. eds.
Handbook of occupational health psychology. Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association, 2003:143–62.

9. Grandey A, Cropanzano R. The conservation of resources model
applied to work-family conflict and strain. J Vocational Behav
1999;54:350–70.

10. Marks S. Multiple roles and role strain: some notes and human
energy, time, and commitment. Am Sociolog Rev 1977;42:921–36.

11. Kahn RL, Wolfe DM, Quinn RP, et al. Organizational stress: studies
in role conflict and ambiguity. Oxford, UK: John Wiley, 1964.

12. Mache S, Vitzthum K, Nienhaus A, et al. Physicians’ working
conditions and job satisfaction: does hospital ownership in Germany
make a difference? BMC Health Serv Res 2009;9:148.

13. Estryn-Behar M, Fry C, Guetarni K, et al. Work week duration,
work-family balance and difficulties encountered by female and male
physicians: results from the French SESMAT study. Work 2011;40
(Suppl 1):S83–100.

14. Veldhoven M, Beijer S. Workload, work-to-family conflict, and health:
gender differences and the influence of private life context. J Soc
Issue 2012;68:665–83.

15. Ilies R, Schwind KM, Wagner DT, et al. When can employees have
a family life? The effects of daily workload and affect on
work-family conflict and social behaviors at home. J Appl Psychol
2007;92:1368–79.

16. Ohta H, Wada K, Kawashima M, et al. Work-family conflict and
prolonged fatigue among Japanese married male physicians.
Int Arch Occup Environ Health 2011;84:937–42.

17. Tayfur O, Arslan M. The role of lack of reciprocity, supervisory
support, workload and work-family conflict on exhaustion: evidence
from physicians. Psychol Health Med 2013;18:564–75.

18. Bakker AB, Demerouti E. The job demands-resources model: state
of the art. J Manag Psychol 2007;22:309–28.

19. Johnson JV, Hall EM. Job strain, work place social support and
cardio-vascular disease: a cross-sectional study of a random sample
of the Swedish population. Am J Public Health 1988;78:1336–42.

20. Demerouti E, Bakker AB, Nachreiner F, et al. The Job Demands-
Resources model of burnout. J Appl Psychol 2001;86:499–512.

21. Schaufeli W, Bakker AB. Job demands, job resources, and their
relationship with burnout and engagement. J Organ Behav
2004;25:293–315.

22. Karasek RA. Job demands, job decision latitude and mental strain:
implications for job redesign. Adm Sci Q 1979;24:285–308.

23. Allen TD, Herst DEL, Bruck CS, et al. Consequences associated
with work-to-family conflict: a review and agenda for future research.
J Occup Health Psychol 2000;5:278–308.

24. Demerouti E, Shimazu A, Bakker AB, et al. Work-self balance:
a longitudinal study on the effects of job demands and resources on
personal functioning in Japanese working parents. Work and Stress
2013;27:223–43.

25. Demerouti E, Peeters MC, van der Heijden BI. Work-family interface
from a life and career stage perspective: the role of demands and
resources. Int J Psychol 2012;47:241–58.

26. Ford MT, Heinen BA, Langkamer KL. Work and family satisfaction
and conflict: a metaanalysis of cross-domain relations. J Appl
Psychol 2007;92:57–80.

27. Hammer LB, Kossek EE, Anger WK, et al. Clarifying work–family
intervention processes: the roles of work–family conflict and family–
supportive supervisor behaviors. J Appl Psychol 2011;96:134–50.

28. Thomas LT, Ganster DC. Impact of family-supportive work variables
on work-family conflict and strain: a control perspective. J Appl
Psychol 1995;80:6–15.

29. Duxbury L, Higgins C, Lee C. Work-family conflict: a comparison by
gender, family type, and perceived control. J Fam Issue
1994;15:449–66.

30. Wallace JE. Job Stress, depression and work-to-family conflict:
a test of the strain and buffer hypotheses. Relations Industrielles/
Industrial Relations 2005;60:510–15.

31. Grönlund A. More control, less conflict? Job demand-control, gender
and work-family conflict. Gend Work Organ 2007;14:476–97.

32. Bundesärztekammer: Ergebnisse der Ärztestatistik zum 31.
Dezember 2011. http://www.bundesaerztekammer.de/page.asp?
his=0.3.10275.10280

33. Ergeneli A, Ilsev A, Karapinar PB. Work-family conflict and job
satisfaction relationship: the roles of gender and interpretive habits.
Gend Work Organ 2010;17:679–95.

34. Hammer L, Allen E, Grigsby T. Work-family conflict in dual-earner
couples: within-individual and crossover effects of work and family.
J Vocational Behav 1997;50:185–203.

35. Hill E. Work-family facilitation and conflict, working fathers and
mothers, work-family stressors and support. J Fam Issue
2005;26:793–819.

36. Adám S, Gyorffy Z, László K. High prevalence of job dissatisfaction
among female physicians: work-family conflict as a potential
stressor. Orv Hetil 2009;150:1451–6.

37. Grandey AA, Cordeiro BL, Crouter AC. A longitudinal and
multisource test of the work-family conflict and job satisfaction
relationship. J Occup Organ Psychol 2005;78:1–20.

38. Milkie M, Peltola P. Playing all the roles: gender and the work-family
balancing act. J Marriage Fam 1999;61:476–90.

8 Mache S, et al. BMJ Open 2015;5:e006871. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006871

Open Access

group.bmj.com on June 26, 2015 - Published by http://bmjopen.bmj.com/Downloaded from 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2006.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-8-353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-8-353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00423-011-0791-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2006-927070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2000-13249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2094577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9-148
http://dx.doi.org/10.3233/WOR-2011-1270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2012.01770.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2012.01770.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.5.1368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00420-011-0613-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2012.756535
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.78.10.1336
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.248
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392498
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.812353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.699055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.57
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.57
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0020927
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/019251394015003006
http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/012157ar
http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/012157ar
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2007.00361.x
http://www.bundesaerztekammer.de/page.asp?his=0.3.10275.10280
http://www.bundesaerztekammer.de/page.asp?his=0.3.10275.10280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2009.00487.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.1557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0192513X05277542
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/OH.2009.28582
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317905X26769
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353763
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/
http://group.bmj.com


39. Avison WR, Ali J, Walters D. Family structure, stress, and
psychological distress: a demonstration of the impact of differential
exposure. J Health Soc Behav 2007;48:301–17.

40. Gibson H. Are part time doctors better doctors? BMJ 1997;315:7113.
41. Hobfoll SE, Johnson RJ, Ennis N, et al. Resource loss, resource

gain, and emotional outcomes among inner city women. J Pers Soc
Psychol 2003;84:632–43.

42. Boyar SL, Mosley DC. The relationship between core self
evaluations and work and family satisfaction: the mediating role
of work–family conflict and facilitation. J Vocat Behav
2007;71:265–81.

43. Carlson DS. Personality and role variables as predictors of three
forms of work-family conflict. J Vocat Behav 1999;55:236–53.

44. Blanch A, Aluja A. Work, family and personality: a study of
work-family conflict. Pers Individ Diff 2009;46:520–4.

45. Hobfoll SE. Conservation of resources: a new attempt at
conceptualizing stress. Am Psychol 1989;44:513–24.

46. Bernas KH, Major AD. Contributors to stress resistance: testing a
model of female’s work-family conflict. Psychol Women Q
2000;24:170–8.

47. Bruck CS, Allen TD. The relationship between big five personality
traits, negative affectivity, type A behavior, and work-family conflict.
J Vocat Behav 2003;63:457–72.

48. Bundesamt S. Gesundheit. Grunddaten der Krankenhäuser.
Fachserie 2012. Wiesbaden, 2012.

49. Netemeyer RG, Boles JS, McMurrian R. Development and validation
of work–family conflict and family–work conflict scales. J Appl
Psychol 1996;81:400–10.

50. Kristensen T, Hannerz H, Høgh A, et al. The Copenhagen
Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ). A tool for the assessment
and improvement of the psychosocial work environment. Scand J
Work Environ Health 2005;31:438–49.

51. Nuebling M, Hasselhorn HM. The Copenhagen Psychosocial
Questionnaire in Germany: from the validation of the instrument to
the formation of a job-specific database of psychosocial factors at
work. Scand J Public Health 2010;38(3 Suppl):120–4.

52. Scholler G, Fliege H, Klapp BF. [Questionnaire of self-efficacy,
optimism and pessimism: reconstruction, selection of items and
validation of an instrument by means of examinations of clinical
samples]. Psychother Psychosom Med Psychol 1999;49:275–83.

53. Sinclair VG, Wallston KA. The development and psychometric
evaluation of the Brief Resilient Coping Scale. Assessment
2004;11:94–101.

54. Bortz J, Döring N. Forschungsmethoden und Evaluation für Human-
und Sozialwissenschaftler. Berlin, Heidelberg, New York: Springer,
2002.

55. Innstrand ST, Langballe EM, Falkum E. Exploring occupational
differences in work–family interaction: who is at risk? Int J Stress
Manag 2010;17:38–55.

55a. Dumelow C, Littlejohns P, Griffiths S. Relation between a career and
family life for English hospital consultants: qualitative, semistructured
interview study. BMJ 2000;320:1437–40.

56. Pololi LH, Civian JT, Brennan RT, et al. Experiencing the culture of
academic medicine: gender matters, a national study. J Gen Intern
Med 2013;28:201–7.

57. Adam S. High prevalence of work-family conflict among female
physicians: lack of social support as a potential antecedent.
Orv Hetil 2009;150:2274–81.

58. Warde C, Allen W, Gelberg L. Physician role conflict and resulting
career changes. Gender and generational differences. J Gen Intern
Med 1996;11:729–35.

59. Yavas O, Babakus E, Karatepe OM. Attitudinal and behavioral
consequences of work-family conflict and family-work conflict. Does
gender matter? Int J Serv Indust Manag 2008;19:7–31.

60. Frone MR, Yardley JK, Markel KS. Developing and testing and
integrative model of the work-family interface. J Vocat Behav
1997;50:145–67.

61. Ramirez AJ, Graham J, Richards MA, et al. Mental health of hospital
consultants: the effects of stress and satisfaction at work. Lancet
1996;347:724–8.

62. Yildirim D, Aycan Z. Nurses’ work demands and work-family conflict:
a questionnaire survey. Int J Nurs Stud 2008;45:1366–78.

63. Boles JS, Johnston MW, Hair JF Jr. Role stress, work-family conflict
and emotional exhaustion: inter-relationships and the effects on
some work-related consequences. J Pers Sel Sal Manag
1997;17:17–29.

64. Boles JS, Howard WG, Donofrio HH. An investigation into the
interrelationships of work-family conflict, family-work conflict and
work-satisfaction. J Manag Issue 2001;13:376–87.

65. Noor NM. Work-family conflict, locus of control, and women’s
well-being: tests of alternative pathways. J Soc Psychol
2002;142:645–53.

66. Kossek EE, Ozeki C. Work-family conflict, policies, and job-life
satisfaction relationship: a review and directions of organizational
behavior human resources research. J Appl Psychol 1998;83:139–49.

67. Rivera-Torres P, Araque-Padilla RA, Montero-Simo MJ. Job stress
across gender: the importance of emotional and intellectual
demands and social support in women. Int J Environ Res Public
Health 2013;10:375–89.

68. Almeida DM, Wethington E, Chandler AL. Daily transmission of
tensions between marital dyads and parent-child dyads. J Marriage
Fam 1999;61:49–61.

69. Heinke W, Dunkel P, Brähler E, et al. Burnout in anesthesiology and
intensive care: is there a problem in Germany. Anaesthesist
2011;60:1109–18.

70. Matthews S, Hertzman C, Ostry A, et al. Gender, work roles and
psychosocial work characteristics as determinants of health. Soc Sci
Med 1998;46:1417–24.

71. Jeffrey Hill E, Jacob JI, Shannon LL, et al. Exploring the relationship of
workplace flexibility, gender, and life stage to family-to-work conflict,
and stress and burnout. Community Work Fam 2008;11:165–81.

72. Halbesleben JRB, Harvey J, Bolino MC. Too engaged?
A conservation of resources view of the relationship between work
engagement and work interference with family. J Appl Psychol
2009;94:1452–65.

73. Bakker AB, Demerouti E. Towards a model of work engagement.
Career Dev Int 2008;13:209–23.

74. Thomas KW. Intrinsic motivation at work: what really drives
employee engagement. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler, 2009.

75. Cudeck R, Browne MW. Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In:
Bollen KA, Scott Long J, eds. Testing structural equation models.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1993:230–58.

76. Baron RM, Kenny DA. The moderator-mediator variable distinction in
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical
considerations. J Pers Soc Psychol 1986;51:1173–82.

77. Langhammer F. Forscher, Facharzt und Vater. DIE ZEIT, 2013.

Mache S, et al. BMJ Open 2015;5:e006871. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006871 9

Open Access

group.bmj.com on June 26, 2015 - Published by http://bmjopen.bmj.com/Downloaded from 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002214650704800307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.12.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00040-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
http://dx.doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.948
http://dx.doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.948
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1403494809353652
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1073191103258144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018565
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018565
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2207-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2207-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2207-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/OH.2009.28583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02598986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02598986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09564230810855699
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.1577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(96)90077-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2007.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224540209603924
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.139
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph10010375
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph10010375
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353882
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00101-011-1947-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(97)10141-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(97)10141-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13668800802027564
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017595
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/
http://group.bmj.com


individual resources as related factors
profession: working conditions and 

family conflict in the medical−Managing work

Burghard F Klapp and Gerhard Danzer
Stefanie Mache, Monika Bernburg, Karin Vitzthum, David A Groneberg,

doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006871
2015 5: BMJ Open 

 http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/5/4/e006871
Updated information and services can be found at: 

These include:

References
 #BIBLhttp://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/5/4/e006871

This article cites 70 articles, 5 of which you can access for free at: 

Open Access

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/non-commercial. See: 
provided the original work is properly cited and the use is
non-commercially, and license their derivative works on different terms, 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work
Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which 
This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the Creative

service
Email alerting

box at the top right corner of the online article. 
Receive free email alerts when new articles cite this article. Sign up in the

Collections
Topic Articles on similar topics can be found in the following collections 

 (163)Occupational and environmental medicine
 (317)Mental health

 (113)Medical management
 (641)Health services research

Notes

http://group.bmj.com/group/rights-licensing/permissions
To request permissions go to:

http://journals.bmj.com/cgi/reprintform
To order reprints go to:

http://group.bmj.com/subscribe/
To subscribe to BMJ go to:

group.bmj.com on June 26, 2015 - Published by http://bmjopen.bmj.com/Downloaded from 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/5/4/e006871
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/5/4/e006871#BIBL
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://bmjopen.bmj.com//cgi/collection/bmj_open_health_services_research
http://bmjopen.bmj.com//cgi/collection/bmj_open_medical_management
http://bmjopen.bmj.com//cgi/collection/bmj_open_mental_health
http://bmjopen.bmj.com//cgi/collection/bmj_open_occupational_and_environmental_medicine
http://group.bmj.com/group/rights-licensing/permissions
http://journals.bmj.com/cgi/reprintform
http://group.bmj.com/subscribe/
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/
http://group.bmj.com

	Managing work–family conflict in the medical profession: working conditions and individual resources as related factors
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Work–family conflict
	Working conditions in the healthcare sector and WFC
	Gender differences, personal resources and WFC
	Research questions and hypotheses

	Material and methods
	Study design, participants and setting
	Data collection
	Variables
	Instruments
	Work–family conflict

	Organisational resources
	Personal resources
	Statistics

	Results
	Descriptive statistics
	WFC and working conditions
	Sociodemographic differences
	Associations with WFC

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	References


