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This study compared identity and utilitarian motives as predictors of 
time investment in work and family roles, using structural equation 
modeling with a sample of 623 working men and women. We tested 
within-role and cross-role relationships as well as the reciprocal effects 
of time invested in one role on time invested in the other role. As pre- 
dicted, identification with a role was positively related to time invested 
in that role. However, findings for role utility were more complex. 
Time investment was positively related to both the pleasure and dis- 
pleasure associated with a role. These findings suggest that people not 
only seek pleasure from roles but also invest time coping with role dis- 
pleasure. The cross-role findings supported resource drain and accom- 
modation but not compensation as explanations of work-family linking 
mechanisms. Gender analyses suggested that, for men, increased work 
time investment reduced time devoted to family, but increased fam- 
ily time investment did not affect time devoted to work. However, for 
women, increased time investment in either work or  family reduced 
time devoted to the other role. These findings suggest that men may 
have greater reserves of time from roles other than work and family 
that make it unnecessary for them to draw from work time to meet in- 
creased family demands. 

In recent years, the composition of the work force has undergone fun- 
damental changes, exemplified by the rise in dual career couples, the in- 
flux of women into the work force, and the growth of nontraditional fam- 
ily arrangements. These changes have highlighted the crucial 'choices 
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people make regarding how to invest in work and family roles. Concur- 
rent with these changes, work-family research has increasingly focused 
on role investment (Tenbrunsel, Brett, Maoz, Stroh, & Reilly, 1995), de- 
fined as personal resources devoted to a role (Lobel, 1991). Prior re- 
search has examined the effects of various demographic and background 
characteristics, such as gender, marital status, children, and managerial 
level, on people’s work and family time investment (Juster & Stafford, 
1991; Lewis, 1999; Schor, 1992). Other studies have delved into the un- 
derlying psychology that explains why people choose to invest in work 
and family roles. 

Research that explains why people invest in work and family roles 
is important because these investments provide the foundation for role 
performance. For decades, organizational behavior research has em- 
phasized the decision to participate in the work role as a fundamental 
necessary condition for work role performance (March & Simon, 1958; 
Naylor, Pritchard, & Ilgen, 1980). This reasoning has been supported 
by recent research demonstrating that work investment enables people 
to put forth greater effort, innovation, and creativity on behalf of the 
organization (Kahn, 1990; 1992). This reasoning also applies to family 
role performance, in that meeting family role demands requires invest- 
ment in the family role (Voydanoff, 1987). Moreover, investments in 
work and family roles are often in conflict, in that investing in one role 
often makes it difficult to fulfill the demands of the other role (Green- 
haus & Beutell, 1985; Hochschild, 1997; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, 
& Rosenthal, 1964). Thus, work and family role investments are cen- 
tral to performance in these roles and are the driving forces underlying 
much conflict between work and family. Research into the motives that 
underlie work and family role investment is therefore crucial for under- 
standing behavior in the work and family domains. 

Theories attempting to explain the psychological process underlying 
work and family role investment have generally adopted one of two per- 
spectives. The utilitarian perspective argues that investment in a role 
is driven by hedonistic considerations, such that people choose to in- 
vest in roles that provide pleasure and avoid roles that produce pain or 
displeasure. In contrast, the identity perspective posits that investment 
in a role is not necessarily based on hedonistic concerns, but rather on 
the strength of one’s identification with a role. These two perspectives 
provide fundamentally different explanations for why a person chooses 
to invest in a particular role. For example, people might invest greater 
time in family after having a child because of their strong identification 
with the family role of parent, and not because they are experiencing 
great pleasure learning to care for a newborn infant. From an organi- 
zation’s perspective, understanding why people choose to invest in work 
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is important because different motivational bases may require different 
incentives for investing greater time in work. For example, if a person 
invests more time at work because he or she finds it pleasurable rather 
than due to values and identification with the workplace, incentives that 
make the workplace a more inviting and pleasing place to be would be 
valuable. In contrast, if identification is at the core of a person’s work 
investment, strengthening one’s sense that the organization’s values are 
congruent with one’s own work ethic and sense of morals may be more 
efficacious. Comparing and integrating these two perspectives may pro- 
vide a more complete explanation of the motives associated with work 
and family role investment. 

To date, empirical research on what motivates people to invest in 
a role has primarily examined the relationship between identity and 
role investment (e.g., Burke & Reitzes, 1991; Callero, 1985; Lobe1 & 
St. Clair, 1992; Stryker & Serpe, 1994). Overall, this research suggests 
that identification with a role is positively related to investment in that 
role. In contrast, very few studies have examined the relationship be- 
tween utilitarian considerations and role investment, although available 
evidence suggests that role investment is positively related to rewards 
and negatively related to costs associated with the role (Farrell & Rus- 
bult, 1981). Further, few studies have examined the identity and utility 
perspectives jointly, and no study has investigated how identity and utili- 
tarian motives regarding work relate to investment in family or, likewise, 
how identity and utilitarian motives associated with family relate to in- 
vestment in work. This omission is critical, as research has debunked 
the notion that work and family are isolated from one another (Kanter, 
1977; Zedeck, 1992). 

The purpose of this study is to examine the identity and utilitarian 
perspectives as explanations for what motivates people to invest in work 
and family roles. We investigate how identity and utilitarian motives for 
work and family relate to investment in both of these roles as well as 
the reciprocal relationships between work and family role investments. 
This study contributes to previous research in several ways. First, we ex- 
tend and refine our understanding of why people invest time,in work and 
family roles by examining the identity and utilitarian motives jointly, af- 
ter controlling for demographic and background variables identified by 
prior research. Second, we contribute to research on linkages between 
work and family roles by providing evidence regarding compensation, 
accommodation, and resource drain as explanations for the relationship 
between work and family role investment (see Edwards & Rothbard, 
2000, for a review). And third, we explicate these linkages by examining 
how they arise from direct and indirect effects relating work and family 
constructs. 



702 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY 

Theoretica 1 Background 

We first define the concept of role investment. Next, we review 
the identity and utilitarian perspectives and describe how they explain 
investment in a particular role. Finally, we draw from research on 
work-family linkages to discuss how identity and utilitarian motives in 
one role may influence investment in another role. Figure 1 depicts the 
theoretical model, which captures the hypotheses we develop. 

Role investment 

Lobel (1991) defines role investment as attitudes and behaviors asso- 
ciated with a person’s devotion to a role. Attitudinal investment entails 
expressions of pride and commitment to a role, whereas behavioral in- 
vestment refers to time spent in a role (Lobel, 1991). Although distinct, 
these two aspects of role investment are conceptually related because 
attitudes favoring role investment are likely to produce behavioral in- 
vestment in that role (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

In this study, we focus on behavioral investment in work and fam- 
ily roles, as manifested by time devoted to these roles, for two reasons. 
First, as noted previously, time devoted to work and family roles is a nec- 
essary condition for performance in these roles, and tradeoffs between 
work and family time are central to work-family conflict. Therefore, fo- 
cusing on work and family time increases the relevance of this study to 
work and family role performance and work-family conflict, which are 
important phenomena in organizational behavior and work-family re- 
search. Second, the identity and utilitarian perspectives both emphasize 
attitudinal constructs. Testing relationships between these constructs 
and other attitudes, such as attitudinal role investment, provides a some- 
what weaker test of role investment because these relationships may 
be partly explained by strivings for attitudinal consistency (Mischel & 
Peake, 1983). This explanation is less likely to account for relationships 
between attitudinal constructs and behavior, such as the investment of 
time in a role. By focusing on behavioral rather than attitudinal invest- 
ment, we hope to provide a stronger test of the processes linking role 
investment to identity and utilitarian considerations. Thus, we define 
role investment as the time devoted to work and family roles. 

identity Motives and Role Investment 

Identity is a cognitive construct that represents the psychological im- 
portance or centrality of a role to a person’s self-concept (Stryker, 1968). 
Identity theorists argue that individuals have multiple identities (James, 
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1890; Stryker, 1968; Stryker & Serpe, 1982; Tajfel & lkrner, 198.5) such 
as work and family. Moreover, research suggests that people can have 
equal or unequal identification with work and family roles (Thompson & 
Bunderson, 2001). For example, a person might have high identification 
with work and low identification with family, but another person might 
have high identification with both work and family. 

The identity perspective suggests that people might invest more in 
a role they identify with because it provides them with a source of self- 
esteem and the opportunity for self-actualization (Kanungo, 1979; Saleh 
& Hosek, 1976). Research shows that greater identification with a role 
increases investment in that role because people invest in roles that are 
important to them (Brown, 1996). Role identity has been associated with 
increased time spent in a particular role (Burke & Reitzes, 1991; Stryker 
& Serpe, 1982; Stryker & Serpe, 1994). Thus, as work becomes increas- 
ingly central to a person’s identity, his or her work investment should 
increase. Likewise, as family becomes more central to an individual’s 
identity, his or her family investment should increase. These explana- 
tions are distinct from the pleasure that one might obtain in the role. 
Thus: 

Hypothesis la: Identification with work will be positively associated with 
time invested in work. 
Hypothesis Ib: Identification with family will be positively associated with 
time invested in family. 

Utilitarian Motives and Role Investment 

The utilitarian perspective “is distinguished by the importance of 
role rewards and costs in determining levels of role investment’’ (Lo- 
bel, 1991, p. 508). According to the utilitarian perspective, people in- 
vest in roles that are pleasurable or rewarding and avoid investing in 
roles that are displeasurable or costly (Farrell & Rusbult, 1981; Lobel, 
1991). The utilitarian perspective is typically associated with short term 
behavioral choices (Lobel, 1991) and relies on basic hedonistic and ap- 
proach/avoidance arguments, suggesting that humans seek pleasurable 
experiences and avoid painful ones (McAllister, 1953). An increase in 
utility itself signifies an increase in pleasure, a decrease in displeasure, 
or both. Therefore, the effect of utilitarian motives on role investment 
entails the joint and opposite effects of two constructs, role-related plea- 
sure and displeasure, such that role-related pleasure is positively related 
to role investment and role-related displeasure is negatively related to 
role investment. 

The premise that pleasure associated with a role increases role in- 
vestment is consistent with several theories of motivation. Specifically, 
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the utilitarian perspective is evident in exchange theory (Homans, 1976), 
in that the more an activity is rewarded and, thus, associated with plea- 
sure, the more likely a person is to engage in that activity and be- 
come invested in it. Conversely, the notion that displeasure decreases 
role investment is consistent with work-family research on compensa- 
tion, which suggests that people decrease their involvement in roles 
that are displeasurable (Champoux, 1978; Kando & Summers, 1971; 
Lambert, 1990). The utilitarian perspective is also consistent with ap- 
proach/avoidance theories of motivation such as the behavioral activa- 
tion system (BAS) and the behavioral inhibition system (BIS) that sug- 
gest behavior is activated by positive/desirable experiences, and inhib- 
ited by negativehndesirable or aversive experiences (Gray, 1987). 

Because the utilitarian perspective relies on hedonistic and 
approach/avoidance arguments, it does not distinguish between whether 
pleasure and displeasure are derived from intrinsic or extrinsic sources. 
Rather, it focuses on positive and negative affect more generally. For 
example, research on behavioral activation and inhibition systems sug- 
gests that activation of the BAS is associated with positive feelings and 
approach behaviors, whereas activation of the BIS is associated with neg- 
ative feelings and avoidance behaviors (Gray, 1990). More generally, 
approach is associated with positive feelings and avoidance with negative 
feelings (Elliot & Thrash, 2002). Thus, we define pleasure as positive af- 
fect associated with a role and displeasure as negative affect associated 
with a role. The notions of pleasure and displeasure that characterize the 
utilitarian approach are consistent with theories of positive and negative 
affect, suggesting pleasure and displeasure (i.e., positive and negative 
affect) do not lie on opposite ends of a continuum but instead are in- 
dependent dimensions of emotion (Watson & Tellegen, 1985) such that 
people in highly volatile work or family role could experience both high 
negative and positive affect. 

Following the utilitarian perspective and approach/avoidance moti- 
vation theory, individuals who receive pleasure from a role would devote 
more time to the role because they have a preference for engaging in 
enjoyable roles and activities, and, conversely, individuals who received 
displeasure from a role would chose to devote less time to the role be- 
cause they have a preference for avoiding roles and activities that are dis- 
pleasurable. The preceding arguments regarding utility and role invest- 
ment, combined with a conceptualization of pleasure and displeasure as 
independent and distinct dimensions of affect, lead to the following: 

Hypothesis 2a: Work-related pleasure will be positively associated with 
time invested in work. 
Hypothesis 2b: Family-related pleasure will be positively associated with 
time invested in family. 
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Hypothesis 3a: Work-related displeasure will be negatively associated with 
time invested in work. 
Hypothesis 3b: Family-related displeasure will be negatively associated 
with time invested in family. 

Linkages Between Work and Family Roles 

Research indicates that work and family roles are linked in numer- 
ous ways (Burke & Greenglass, 1987; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Lam- 
bert, 1990; Zedeck, 1992). Building on this research, we consider how 
identity motives, utilitarian motives, and investment in one role relate to 
investment in other roles. We first consider linkages between work and 
family time investment. The relationship between work and family time 
may be characterized in terms of resource drain, which specifies that re- 
sources such as time, energy, and attention are finite, and resources ap- 
plied to one role are not available for other roles (Eckenrode & Gore, 
1990; Piotrkowski, 1979; Small & Riley, 1990; Staines, 1980). Follow- 
ing this logic, the investment of time in the work role would limit time 
available for the family role and, likewise, the investment of time in the 
family role would limit time available for the work role. These processes 
would create two negative relationships between work and family time, 
one flowing from work to family, and the other flowing from family to 
work (see Figure 1). Thus, 

Hypothesis 4a: As time invested in work increases, time invested in family 
will decrease. 
Hypothesis 46: As time invested in family increases, time invested in work 
will decrease. 

By focusing specifically on work and family roles, the linkages be- 
tween work and family time may seem deterministic. However, these 
linkages are more complex than they may initially appear, for two rea- 
sons. First, people do not divide their time exclusively between work 
and family. Rather, they budget their time among multiple life domains, 
including work, family, community, and personal activities (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000). For instance, as time demands for work increase, peo- 
ple may draw time not from family, but instead from other life domains. 
In this manner, domains other than work and family provide reserves 
that offset the drain between work and family time. Second, although 
resource drain is likely to produce negative relationships between work 

'These hypotheses are stated using directional language to underscore the separate 
linkages of the reciprocal association between work and family time investment. However, 
because our data are cross-sectional, we make no claims regarding causality in these or 
other hypotheses that we advance. 
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and family time, these relationships may differ in strength. In partic- 
ular, work is more likely to intrude on family than the reverse, such 
that people draw from family time to meet work demands more often 
than they draw from work time to meet family demands (Eagle, Miles, 
& Icenogle, 1997). One explanation for this asymmetry is that time de- 
voted to work is more constrained and, hence, less fungible than time 
invested in family, due to work schedules and attendance policies man- 
dated by organizations (Johns, 1991). Consequently, family time invest- 
ment may be subject to greater personal discretion than work time in- 
vestment, such that people readily draw from family time in response to 
increased work time investment, but not the reverse. Therefore, we ex- 
pect that the effect of work time investment on family time investment 
will be stronger than the effect of family time investment on work time 
investment. 

Hypothesis 4c: The negative relationship from work time investment to 
family time investment will be stronger than the negative relationship from 
family time investment to work time investment. 

There are two additional sets of linkages between work and fam- 
ily roles. One set pertains to the effect of identification with one role 
on investment in the other role. We offer two explanations for this 
effect. First, identification with one role may prompt people to limit 
time dedicated to other roles, a process referred to as accommodation 
in the work-family literature (Lambert, 1990). Accommodation cap- 
tures the notion that people not only shift time to more important roles, 
but also reduce time devoted to less important roles. This process cor- 
responds to a negative direct effect from identity in one role to invest- 
ment in the other role (see Figure 1). A second accommodation expla- 
nation combines our previous logic regarding within-role time invest- 
ment and the notion of resource drain. Specifically, increased identifi- 
cation with a role may increase time investment in that role and, through 
resource drain, decrease time investment in the other role. This pro- 
cess represents an indirect effect that combines a positive effect from 
identity to investment in one role along with a negative effect from in- 
vestment in that role to investment in the other role (see note on Fig- 
ure 1). Both of these explanations lead to the prediction that, as iden- 
tification with one role increases, investment in the other role should 
decrease. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 5u: Identification with work will be negatively associated with 
time invested in family. 
Hypothesis 5b: Identification with family will be negatively associated with 
time invested in work. 
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Like identification, utilitarian considerations (i.e., pleasure and dis- 
pleasure) associated with one role may affect investment in the other 
role. We suggest that pleasure associated with one role affects invest- 
ment in the other role through two processes. First, as the pleasure 
obtained from a role increases, people are likely to dedicate less time 
to other roles. This process follows the logic of accommodation, in 
that when a role is pleasurable, people not only increase time allocated 
to that role, but also reduce time allocated to other roles (Lambert, 
1990). For example, having a fulfilling family life may prompt people 
to restrict time devoted to other roles, such as work. Second, pleasure 
associated with a role should increase time devoted to that role and, 
through resource drain, reduce time available for the other role. These 
two processes correspond to a direct (see Figure 1) and an indirect ef- 
fect (see note on Figure 1) of pleasure from one role on investment in 
the other role, both of which should contribute to an overall negative 
effect. Hence: 

Hypothesis 6a: Work-related pleasure will be negatively associated with 
time invested in family. 
Hypothesis 66: Family-related pleasure will be negatively associated with 
time invested in work. 

Finally, displeasure associated with a role should influence invest- 
ment in other roles through two processes analogous to those described 
above. One process involves compensation, in which dissatisfaction with 
one role prompts people to seek satisfaction in another role (Champow, 
1978; Kando & Summers, 1971). Seeking satisfaction in another role is 
likely to require a shift of time to that role. For example, if a person’s 
family life is dissatisfying, he or she may seek fulfillment at work and, to 
obtain this fulfillment, dedicate increased time to work. Second, as the 
displeasure associated with a role increases, the person is likely to devote 
less time to that role, which in turn would increase the time available for 
other roles. This process is the complement of resource drain, in that 
reducing time devoted to a role frees up time that may be dedicated to 
another role. As before, these two processes respectively represent a di- 
rect effect (see Figure 1) and an indirect effect (see note on Figure 1) of 
displeasure from one role on investment in the other role, which should 
both contribute to an overall positive effect. Thus: 

Hypothesis 7u: Work-related displeasure will be positively associated with 
time invested in family. 
Hypothesis 7b: Family-related displeasure will be positively associated 
with time invested in work. 
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Methods 

SampIe and Procedures 

This study uses data from a survey of work-family issues. In Jan- 
uary 1998, a cover letter and questionnaire were sent through interof- 
fice mail to 1,310 employees at a large public university in the midwest. 
Reminder cards were sent 2% weeks later to thank respondents and re- 
mind other employees to return the surveys. A lottery prize of $500 
was offered as an incentive to return the surveys. A total of 790 sur- 
veys were returned, yielding a response rate slightly greater than 60%. 
Respondents ranged in age from 23 to 70 years and averaged 42 years. 
Just over 68% were women, and 90% were Caucasian. Approximately 
67% held bachelor’s degrees, and 33% had earned an advanced or pro- 
fessional degree. Respondents included professional and administrative 
staff (32.8%), clerical workers (16.9%), faculty (11.6%), hospital physi- 
cians, administrators, and technicians (13.7%), nurses (9.7%), mainte- 
nance workers (6.4%), and employees holding other miscellaneous po- 
sitions. Compared to the initial random sample that had been stratified 
by age, gender, and job type, the final sample was about the same age, 
had a higher proportion of women (68% vs. 58%), and had a greater 
prevalence of positions held primarily by women (e.g., clerical). 

Measures 

Time investment. Following Lobel (1991), role investment was op- 
erationalized as the amount of time invested in work and family roles. 
Time invested in a role was measured by asking respondents how they 
allocated their time in an average week among various life roles: work, 
family, personal, sleep, and other activities. These categories are con- 
sistent with the way that time allocation has been measured in prior re- 
search (e.g., Juster & Stafford, 1991). Average hours per week allocated 
to work and family were used as indicators of work and family time in- 
vestment, respectively. 

Identity. We operationalized role identity as the psychological im- 
portance of a role (Lobel, 1991; Lobel & St. Clair, 1992). For work role 
identity, we used Kanungo’s (1982) 6-item scale, which has been estab- 
lished as a valid measure of psychological identification (Blau, 1985). 
Following previous research (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992a, 1994), 
we modified the Kanungo (1982) scale to measure family identity by 
substituting the term “family” for “work.” Items were rated on a 7-point 
Likert scale ranging from 1 = strong& disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
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Utility. Because utility is conceptualized in terms of pleasure and dis- 
pleasure, we operationalized these two dimensions of utility using Wat- 
son and Tellegen’s (1985) circumplex model of affect. We operational- 
ized pleasure associated with a role as role-related positive affect and 
measured it using the 10 positive affect items from the Positive Affect 
Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Ex- 
amples of positive affect items include excited, enthusiastic, interested. 
We operationalized displeasure associated with a role as role-related 
negative affect and measured it using the 10 negative affect items from 
the PANAS. Examples of negative affect items include upset, distressed, 
hostile. Items were measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = not 
at all to 5 = extremely. We measured role related affect in two separate 
sections. In a section labeled “work feelings,” we asked participants to 
rate emotions associated with work based on how they felt on average. 
In a separate section labeled “family feelings,” we asked participants to 
rate emotions associated with family based on how they felt on average. 

Control variables. In addition to the measures of the substantive re- 
lationships in our model, we measured several characteristics of partic- 
ipants’ work and family roles. These variables have been examined in 
prior research (e.g., Lewis, 1999; Schor, 1992) and here were used as 
control and instrumental variables, as described in the analysis section 
below. Work related variables intended to capture the type of work 
and work demands included three yesfno categorical variables asking 
whether the respondent was a manager (0 = no, 1 = yes), had a second 
job (0 = no, 1 =yes), and was an exempt employee, that is, was not eligi- 
ble for overtime pay (0 = no, 1 =yes). Family related variables intended 
to capture the type of family setting and demands of the family included 
the number of children the respondent cared for at home, the number 
of elderly relatives cared for at home, and martial status (i.e., 0 = sin- 
gle, or 1 = marriedlhad a domestic partner). Gender was also measured 
(0 = men, 1 = women). 

Analyses 

Hypotheses were tested by analyzing the nonrecursive model shown 
in Figure 2 with structural equation modeling (SEM) using LISREL 8 
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). Prior to analysis, the theoretical model 
was elaborated in two ways. First, because the model specified re- 
ciprocal relationships between work and family investment, instrumen- 
tal variables were added as predictors of work investment and family 
investment to achieve model identification (Berry, 1984). Instrumen- 
tal variables are directly or indirectly related to one endogenous vari- 
able (e.g., investment in work) but not directly related to the other en- 
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dogenous variable (e.g., investment in family; James & Singh, 1978). 
For each role, we used three instrumental variables. For work invest- 
ment, we used the work-related control variables described above (ie., 
whether or not the respondent was a manager, had a second job, or was 
an exempt employee). For family investment, we used the family-related 
control variables described above (i.e., number of children the respon- 
dent cared for at home, number of elderly relatives cared for at home, 
and marital status). 

Because relationships among work and family constructs may vary by 
gender (e.g., Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990; Rothbard, 2001; Rothbard 
& Brett, 2000; Tenbrunsel et al., 1995), we controlled for gender in our 
tests of the hypotheses and conducted supplemental analyses to deter- 
mine whether gender moderated the relationships depicted in the model. 
First, to control for gender differences, gender was added as a predictor 
of both work and family investment. Second, we conducted a series of 
multiple group analyses to examine whether gender moderated the rela- 
tionships specified in the model (for these analyses, gender was not used 
as a control variable because gender was a constant within each group). 

To maintain a ratio of observations to parameters that met the 51 
criterion recommended by Bentler and Chou (1987), we used a single 
indicator of each construct in the model. These indicators were created 
by averaging the scale items used to measure each construct. To incorpo- 
rate measurement error, we fixed the loading of each indicator to unity 
and fixed the measurement error variance of the indicator to the pro- 
portion of error variance in the measure (i.e., one minus Cronbach’s al- 
pha) multiplied by the variance of the indicator (Bollen, 1989; Hayduk, 
1987). This approach has been used in several studies (e.g., Farkas & Tet- 
rick, 1989; Frone et al., 1992a, 1994; Schaubroeck, Cotton, & Jennings, 
1989), and produces structural parameter estimates that are very simi- 
lar to those produced by models using multiple indicators (Netemeyer, 
Johnston, & Burton, 1990). For most constructs representing factual re- 
ports (e.g., gender, employment status), the report itself was used as a 
single indicator and no measurement error was incorporated. Two ex- 
ceptions to this rule were work and family time. Because time devoted 
to a role may be subject to errors of recall, we assigned reliabilities of .90 
to reported work and family time, thereby assuming 10% measurement 
error in these reports2 

2As a sensitivity analysis, we ran several analyses specifying different levels of measure- 
ment error in the time investment measures, using reliabilities of .70, .SO, .90, and 1.00 (i.e., 
no error). Overall, the signs and statistical significance of the relationships in the model 
remained constant across these analyses. The only aspect of the results that varied was 
the amount of variance explained in the dependent variables, which was higher for models 
that incorporated greater measurement error. 
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Results 

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, correlations, and reli- 
ability estimates for all study variables. Reliabilities ranged from .77 to 
.91 with a median of .83. Hence, all reliabilities exceeded the .70 crite- 
rion suggested by Nunnally (1978) and were considered acceptable. In 
general, the instrumental variables were significantly related to invest- 
ment in the intended role. In particular, time spent at work was posi- 
tively related to being a manager, having more than one job, and being 
an exempt employee. Likewise, time spent with family was positively re- 
lated to the number of children at home and was greater for respondents 
who were in a partnered relationship. Collectively, work and family time 
investment exhibited multiple correlations of .44 with their assigned in- 
strumental variables. After controlling for investment in their assigned 
role, all instrumental variables were unrelated to investment in the op- 
posite role, as evidenced by partial correlations ranging from -.04 to .06 
(all p > .lo). Thus, the instrumental variables in our model met the 
conditions specified by James and Singh (1978). 

The estimated structural model fit the data well (x2[4] = 4.41, 
p = .35, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .013). These fit statistics were favor- 
able in part because the model has few degrees of freedom. Overall, 
the model explained an adequate amount of variance in each of the de- 
pendent variables (32% of the variance in work time and 41% of the 
variance in family time). 

Table 2 and Figure 2 reveal that Hypotheses l a  and l b  were sup- 
ported. Table 2 shows that the total effect of work identity on work time 
was positive, due entirely to the direct effect. There was also a positive 
direct effect from family identity to family time, although this direct ef- 
fect was nullified somewhat by a small negative indirect effect operating 
through work time. 

Table 2 and Figure 2 indicate that Hypotheses 2a and 2b were sup- 
ported. Specifically, Table 2 reveals that the total effects of work plea- 
sure on work time and family pleasure on family time were positive. For 
work, this total effect was due to the direct effect, whereas for family, 
the total effect was due to both direct and indirect effects. Figure 2 de- 
picts these direct and indirect relationships. In contrast, Hypotheses 3a 
and 3b were not supported. Table 2 indicates that the total effects of 
displeasure on time invested were positive rather than negative for both 
work and family. For work, this positive total effect was due to the direct 
effect, whereas for family this positive total effect was due to both direct 
and indirect effects. Figure 2 depicts these relationships. Combined, 
these results provide mixed support for the utilitarian proposition. 
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TABLE 2 
Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects of Independent Variables 

on Work and Family Time Investment 

Work time Family time 
Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect 

Independent variable effect effect effect effect effect effect 
Work identity .15** .15** .01 -.04 .03 -.07* 
Work-related pleasure .18+ .15* .03 -.16* -.08 -.08* 
Work-related displeasure .27* ** .23*** .04 -.20** -.09 -.12** 
Family identity .13* .14** -.01 .08 .13** -.05* 
Family-related pleasure -.25** -.18* -.06 .34*** .23** .11* 
Family-related displeasure -.20** -.16* -.04 .22*** .13* .09* 

Notes: N = 623. The table displays standardized coefficients representing the total, 
direct, and indirect effects of the within and cross role hypothesized effects of the inde- 
pendent variables on work and family time investment respectively. 

* p  < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c concerned reciprocal linkages between 
work and family time investment. Figure 2 reveals support for Hypoth- 
esis 4a, in that the negative relationship from work to family time in- 
vestment was significant. However, Hypothesis 4b was only marginally 
supported, in that the negative relationship from family to work time in- 
vestment was only significant at the p < .10 level. Finally, a test of the 
difference between these two relationships indicated that the work-to- 
family time investment relationship is stronger than the family-to-work 
time investment relationship (Ax2[1] = 7 . 4 4 , ~  < .Ol), providing support 
for Hypothesis 4c. 

In support of Hypothesis 5a, Table 2 shows that work identity had a 
negative indirect effect on family time investment. Figure 2 reveals the 
nature of this negative indirect effect in that work identity was positively 
related to work time, which in turn was negatively related to family time. 
However, Hypothesis 5b was not supported. Table 2 shows that instead 
of a negative effect, family identity had a positive total effect on work 
time investment, attributable solely to the direct effect. 

Our findings indicated support for Hypotheses 6a and 6b, although 
the pattern of findings differed for work and family. Specifically, Table 2 
and Figure 2 reveal a negative total effect of work pleasure on family 
time investment, due to an indirect effect in which work pleasure was 
positively related to work time, which, in turn was negatively related to 
family time. We also found a negative total effect of family pleasure on 
work time, but this effect was direct rather than indirect (see Table 2 
and Figure 2). Thus, these results support Hypotheses 6a and 6b but 
suggest different processes relating pleasure in one role to investment in 
the other role. 
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Hypotheses 7a and 7b were not supported. Instead of positive effects 
of displeasure in one role on investment in the other role, Table 2 indi- 
cates negative total effects. In particular, family displeasure had a neg- 
ative direct effect on work time investment, whereas work displeasure 
exhibited a negative indirect effect on family time investment, through 
work time investment. 

Analyses of the moderating effects of gender indicated that, overall, 
the hypothesized relationships in the model shown in Figure 2 differed 
for men and women (Ax2[22] = 30.66, p < .Ol). These differences mod- 
ified support for the hypotheses in two ways. First, the full sample find- 
ings indicated that family time investment had a marginally significant 
negative effect on work time investment, consistent with Hypothesis 4b. 
Analyses of gender differences revealed that, for women, this relation- 
ship was negative and significant (p  = -.48, t = -4.46, p < .001), but 
that for men, this relationship was positive but not significant (p  = .18, 
t = 1.26, p > .lo). Thus, Hypothesis 4b was supported for women but 
not for men. Second, although the mode1 for women showed no direct or 
indirect effects of work identity on family time investment, for men, con- 
sistent with Hypothesis 5a, there was a negative indirect effect of work 
identity on family time (rp = -.06, t = 1.97, p < .05), but contrary to Hy- 
pothesis 5a, a positive direct effect emerged (y = .16, t = 2.10, p < .05). 
In combination, these two effects canceled each other out, that is, yielded 
a nonsignificant total effect of work identity on family time investment 
for men. Thus, Hypothesis 5a was not supported for men. 

Discussion 

This study examined why people choose to invest themselves in work 
and family roles. We focused on identity and utilitarian motives for in- 
vestment both within and across work and family roles. We first discuss 
findings for within-role investment and then turn to cross-role invest- 
ment. 

Within-Role Relationships 

As predicted by identity theory, our study found that people’s work 
and family identities were positively related to time invested in work 
and family roles, respectively. These findings indicate that people invest 
more time in roles that are meaningful or important to them. Moreover, 
the findings suggest an additional contribution to research on identity 
and role investment in that, even when controlling for utilitarian motives 
and demographic characteristics, identity is positively related to the time 
invested in a role. Thus, identity has a relationship with role investment 
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that is distinct from the relationships for utilitarian motives and exists 
over and above the relationships studied in prior research. 

Second, our findings indicate that people were more invested in roles 
that were pleasurable to them. This finding is consistent with the utili- 
tarian argument, which draws on hedonistic assumptions suggesting that 
people are attracted to pleasurable activities. Role-related pleasure was 
positively related to role investment even when taking identity motives 
into account, which suggests that utilitarian motives are distinct from 
identity motives. Moreover, these relationships existed over and above 
the variance explained by demographic characteristics studied in prior 
research. 

Our findings also suggest, however, that people are more invested in 
roles that are displeasurable. This finding is inconsistent with the utili- 
tarian argument, which stipulates that people strive to avoid unpleasant 
experiences. One explanation for this finding is that, instead of avoid- 
ing unpleasant role experiences, people actively try to solve the prob- 
lems that make such experiences unpleasant, which requires investing 
time in those roles. This notion is consistent with stress and coping the- 
ory (Edwards, 1988; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), which indicates that 
stressful experiences activate coping strategies intended to alleviate the 
sources of stress. In line with this reasoning, studies have found that the 
occurrence of stressful life events is positively related to instrumental 
(i.e., problem-focused) coping strategies (Edwards, Baglioni, & Cooper, 
1990), and that avoidant coping strategies (e.g., reducing the amount of 
time spent in a role) are used only when instrumental strategies are un- 
likely to succeed (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; 
Vitaliano, DeWolfe, Maiuro, Russo, & Katon, 1990). The notion that 
unpleasant experiences trigger problem-solving efforts is also consistent 
with control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982; Klein, 1989), which indi- 
cates that discrepancies between actual and desired experiences stimu- 
late efforts to resolve those discrepancies, and people direct their time 
and effort toward discrepancies that are the most problematic. Thus, 
unpleasant role experiences may signal such discrepancies and may have 
motivating potential, such that people increase their investment to solve 
role-related problems and only reduce their investment when such ef- 
forts fail (Klinger, 1975). 

Related to these explanations for why people are more invested in 
roles that are displeasurable is the idea that rather than responding to 
short-term aversive states by withdrawing, people invest in unpleasant 
roles in order to maximize long-term utility. That is, people tolerate 
the short term costs of engaging in negative aspects of career and family 
roles because they feel it is temporary and believe that in the long run 
the pleasure to be gained by investing time now outweighs the short term 
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displeasure they might have to endure. Additional research is needed to 
investigate the attraction and avoidance potential of unpleasant role ex- 
periences and the tradeoffs between short and long term considerations 
in role investment. 

Cross-Role Relationships 

The reciprocal linkages between work and family time investment re- 
vealed an asymmetry between work and family. As predicted, our find- 
ings suggest that work time investment depletes family time investment, 
but family time investment has a smaller effect on work time investment. 
This asymmetry between work and family suggests that people are more 
likely to draw time from family to meet work demands than to draw 
time from work to meet family demands (Eagle et al., 1997). We the- 
orized that this asymmetry might occur because work time investment 
may be more constrained and less fungible than family time investment, 
due to work schedules and attendance policies mandated by organiza- 
tions (Johns, 1991). Consequently, investment in family may be subject 
to greater individual discretion than investment in work, such that peo- 
ple draw from family time to meet work demands, but not the reverse. 
These findings also suggest that the boundary between work and family 
is asymmetrically permeable, such that work affects family more than 
family affects work, at least with regard to time-related issues (Frone, 
Russell, & Cooper, 1992b; Pleck, 1977). This asymmetry may reflect so- 
cietal norms that allow work to impinge on family more than the reverse, 
perhaps because people justify work time investment as instrumental for 
meeting material needs of the family (Evans & Bartolome, 1986; Kanter, 
1977; Payton-Miyazaki & Brayfield, 1976; Zedeck, 1992). These find- 
ings were refined by our analyses of gender differences, however, which 
revealed that increased family time investment was related to reduced 
work time investment for women but not for men. Thus, although the 
boundary between work and family was asymmetrically permeable for 
men, it was symmetrically permeable for women, suggesting that women 
may treat the boundary between work and family as more fluid than do 
men. We further explore these differences in our discussion of practical 
implications. 

Regarding the relationship between identity in one role and invest- 
ment in the other role, we found that work identity was indirectly and 
negatively related to family investment. This finding suggests that peo- 
ple who are highly identified with work spend more time at work and 
consequently decrease time devoted to family. This finding is consistent 
with resource drain, which highlights the finite nature of time (Ecken- 
rode & Gore, 1990; Piotrkowski, 1979; Small & Riley, 1990; Staines, 
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1980). However, contrary to our prediction, work identity was directly 
and positively related to family time investment, but only for men. One 
explanation might be that participation in multiple roles can be enriching 
rather than depleting (Rothbard, 2001). Roles such as work can provide 
people with self-esteem and social status, leading to energy expansion 
and increased investment in other roles (Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974). In- 
deed, Rothbard (2001) found that men, but not women, experienced en- 
richment from work to family roles. For men, high identification with 
work may increase their self-worth and provide them with other mate- 
rial benefits, leading them to invest more time in their families. 

Another unexpected finding concerned the relationship between fam- 
ily identity and work time for both men and women. This finding suggests 
that people who are highly identified with family actually spend more 
time instead of less time at work. Several explanations may account for 
this relationship. High identification with family may indicate people 
who are generally more responsible and committed, which would have 
positive effects on both work and family time investment. Likewise, peo- 
ple who are highly identified with family may invest more time in work 
because they view work as instrumental to meeting family needs. We 
further discuss this finding when we turn to the practical implications of 
our results. 

As expected, we found a negative relationship between pleasure in 
one role and investment in the other. Specifically, work-related pleasure 
was indirectly and negatively related to family time, consistent with the 
resource drain perspective. This finding indicates that people who have 
pleasurable work roles spend more time at work and, as a result, devote 
less time to their families. Analogously, family-related pleasure was di- 
rectly and negatively related to work time investment, consistent with the 
accommodation perspective (Lambert, 1990). This relationship suggests 
that people who have fulfilling family lives may attempt to maintain this 
sense of fulfillment by strategically limiting their time at work. 

Contrary to our expectations, displeasure associated with a role was 
negatively related to investment in the other role. However, these find- 
ings are consistent with our results regarding the relationship between 
within-role displeasure and investment, whereby work and family dis- 
pleasure were positively associated with work and family investment, re- 
spectively. For these results, we suggested that people invest more time 
in unpleasant roles in order to cope with problems associated with those 
roles (Edwards et al., 1990). A similar explanation may apply to our 
cross-role findings. That is, instead of compensating by investing more 
heavily in another role, people may decrease their time investment in 
other roles in order to devote more time to the displeasurable role, thus 
coping with problems that produce dissatisfying experiences in that role. 
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Limitations 

Three primary limitations of this study should be noted. First, our 
design was cross-sectional, making it difficult to draw causal inferences 
regarding the relationships among the study variables. Although our 
analyses decompose relationships among variables into direct effects, 
indirect effects, and total effects, the term “effect” simply represents 
conventional terminology in path analysis and structural equation mod- 
eling (e.g., Alwin & Hauser, 1975; Duncan, 1975) and does not imply 
that causality has been established. Strictly speaking, our findings in- 
dicate that our data are consistent with most aspects of our proposed 
model (i.e., core aspects of the model survived falsification; Popper, 
1959). Support for the proposed model does not logically rule out other 
models, including those with alternative causal flows (MacCallum, We- 
gener, Uchino, & Fabrigar, 1993). Causal flows other than those hy- 
pothesized are possible. For example, role investment could influence a 
person’s cognitive appraisal of the pleasure received from work and fam- 
ily. This possibility is suggested by Bem’s (1972) self-perception theory, 
which states that people may infer their attitudes from their behavior in 
order to maintain self-consistency. Thus, a person who is invested in a 
role may construe that role as pleasurable. For similar reasons, high role 
investment could intensify identification with that role. Although these 
causal flows may be plausible, they do not preclude the likelihood that 
identity and utilitarian motives influence role investment, as specified in 
our model. Future studies should use longitudinal designs to investigate 
the relative magnitudes of these alternative causal flows. Longitudinal 
designs permit stronger causal inferences and may be more appropriate 
for estimating the magnitude of causal effects provided that the appro- 
priate time lag for a given relationship is known in advance. However, 
if the optimal time lag is not known, longitudinal data can provide pa- 
rameter estimates that are more biased than those obtained from cross- 
sectional data (Frone et al, 1992a; Gollub & Reichardt, 1987; Kessler, 
1987; Kessler & Greenberg, 1981; Leventhal & Tomarken, 1987). 

Second, our study relied on self-report measures. Such measures are 
consistent with the focal constructs of the study, in that identity and utili- 
tarian motives are inherently subjective constructs, and the focal person 
was probably the most accurate source of information regarding his or 
her own time investment in work and family. Nonetheless, these mea- 
sures may have introduced common method variance, thereby inflat- 
ing relationships among study variables. Spector (1987) suggests that 
method variance is more problematic for single item or poorly designed 
scales than for multi-item scales that are well designed. Fortunately, the 
measures in this study were either multi-item scales with high reliabilities 
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or were single-item reports of behavior that likely contained little mea- 
surement error. Moreover, Crampton and Wagner (1994) examined the 
impact of common method variance between measures of job satisfac- 
tion and job involvement, which are akin to our measures of affect and 
identity, respectively. They found little evidence of common method 
variance in the relationship between satisfaction and involvement, sug- 
gesting that the relationship between affect and identity in our study 
was probably not greatly influenced by common method variance. Fur- 
thermore, common method variance is thought to be most pronounced 
among measures of conceptually related attitudes (Crampton & Wag- 
ner, 1994). In our study, affect and identity refer to attitudes, whereas 
time investment refers to behavior. Therefore, we suspect that common 
method variance had little effect on these relationships. Nonetheless, 
future research should collect reports on behavioral constructs such as 
time investment from supervisors, coworkers, subordinates, and family 
members to substantiate reports from the focal person. 

Third, due to the voluntary nature of the survey, our study may have 
overrepresented people for whom family issues are a primary concern. 
This is evidenced by the mean for the family identity measure, which 
was more than two points higher than the mean for the work identity 
measure (both measures used a 7-point scale). Moreover, our sample 
was drawn from a single organization as opposed to the general working 
population. Thus, our results may not generalize to other working adults 
who place more equal emphasis on work and family concerns. 

Contributions 

Despite these limitations, this study makes several contributions. 
First, our findings do not support one of the central predictions of the 
utilitarian perspective, which is that finding a role unpleasant in the short 
term reduces time investment in that role. In contrast, our results indi- 
cated the opposite that finding a role unpleasant was positively related 
to time investment. These results suggest that, at least in the context 
of work and family time investment, short term approaches to the utili- 
tarian perspective should be rethought and amended as explanations of 
role investment. Specifically, responses to unpleasant contexts may be 
better characterized by active coping than avoidance. Future research 
should also examine long term utilitarian payoffs. 

Second, our study refines the notion of resource drain as a mecha- 
nism linking work and family time investment. Classic conceptualiza- 
tions of resource drain draw from the basic assumption that resources 
such as time are drawn from family to meet work needs and from work 
to meet family needs. Our study suggests that this assumption should be 
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refined in two ways. First, we found that resource drain can be asym- 
metric, such that people drew time from family as work time investment 
increased, but did not draw time from work as family time investment in- 
creased. This was consistent with Hypothesis 4c and demonstrates that 
the relationship between work and family time investment is not as obvi- 
ous as suggested by classic resource drain models. Second, this asym- 
metry applied only to men, suggesting that gender differences play a 
role in how people allocate time between work and family. In combi- 
nation, these findings suggest that fundamental assumptions underlying 
research on resource drain should be reconsidered and are more com- 
plex than they might initially seem. These findings also reinforce the 
fact that people do not merely divide their time between work and fam- 
ily, but instead budget their time among multiple life domains, only two 
of which are work and family. 

Third, this study also contributes to existing knowledge about the 
processes that underlie the linkages between work and family roles. Al- 
though there has been much research on work and family roles, empir- 
ical research that carefully explores the mechanisms linking work and 
family is strongly needed (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). Regarding these 
mechanisms, our study offers two contributions. First, we hypothesized 
and found that work and family linkages are explained by both the direct 
and indirect effects of identity and utilitarian motives on work and fam- 
ily time investment. In contrast, previous research has focused almost 
exclusively on direct effects. Second, to explain how role experiences 
influence work and family time investment, we drew from existing re- 
search on resource drain, accommodation, and compensation, three of 
the most widely studied work-family linking mechanisms. In our study, 
we found support for resource drain and accommodation, but not for 
compensation. This finding challenges the notion that people compen- 
sate for negative experiences in one role by investing more time in other 
roles. 

Practical Implications 

In many organizations, managers often assume that family identi- 
fication, inferred from behavior, will decrease a worker’s investment 
and productivity. Indeed research highlights the attitudes and behav- 
iors of employers who deny women access to career opportunities of- 
ten because of their perceptions of women’s family roles (Lobe1 & St. 
Clair, 1992; Schwartz, 1989). Managers believe that women’s future job 
performance will suffer because of family (Covin & Brush, 1991) and 
also that women’s current performance provides no guarantee of future 
performance because her family status and, thus, identification might 
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change at any time (Rosenfeld, 1980). For example, in her book, The 
Time Bind, Arlie Hochschild (1997) describes an employee, who, after 
having a child, demonstrated her family identity by trying out an alterna- 
tive work schedule. Although there were no complaints about her work, 
her manager was uncomfortable with the arrangement, citing vague con- 
cerns about the future. In response, the employee offered to return to 
a traditional schedule, yet the manager stated that he still preferred to 
replace her with a new employee. Despite her willingness to conform 
to traditional behavior, her family identity was still seen as suspect. In 
contrast, Hochschild relates how employees at the same company ap- 
proaching retirement faced no penalty for working exactly the same al- 
ternative work schedule as the woman in the example above. This exam- 
ple illustrates possible reasons why a recent Catalyst (1996, p. 52) report 
would find that “women spoke of going to great lengths to avert percep- 
tions that family responsibilities might affect their career commitment.” 
Indeed, one woman in this study remarked “when I had my daughter, 
there was much more of a fear about the impact-about the perception 
of dedication.” 

In contrast to these fears that managers may have about family iden- 
tity decreasing work investment, in our results, we found that greater 
identification with family had a positive effect on work time investment. 
In fact, we found that identification with either work or family had simi- 
lar positive effects on work time investment. Thus, controlling for other 
factors, the path coefficients in the model suggest that an employee who 
identifies highly with family but not with work invests virtually the same 
amount of time in work as an employee who identifies highly with work 
but not with family. Moreover, an employee who identifies highly with 
both work and family invests twice as much time in work as a person who 
is only highly identified with either work or family. Because our find- 
ings indicate that family identification does not deplete work time invest- 
ment, employers should not base selection and promotion decisions on 
unwarranted stereotypes or misperceptions regarding how family iden- 
tity impacts job performance, but instead, focus on job-related behav- 
iors, decisions, and outcomes. To facilitate this, human resource profes- 
sionals should consider incorporating this finding into training programs 
such as family-friendly diversity training. Although organizations try to 
adopt family-friendly policies, implementation by managers is often the 
missing link (Cramer & Pearce, 1990) and educating managers about the 
positive (rather than negative) relationship between family identity and 
work time could help dispel these traditional and potentially erroneous 
stereotypes. 

Although family identification does not decrease work time invest- 
ment, our results show that greater family time investment does drain 
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work time for women, but not for men. One explanation for this asym- 
metry is that, compared to men, women in our sample dedicated an av- 
erage of 7 more hours per week to family. With family time investment 
already at higher mean levels, further increases may have left women 
with little recourse other than drawing time from work. For men, how- 
ever, lower family time investment may have left slack in other life roles 
such that increases in family time did not require them to draw time from 
work. Indeed, men in our sample averaged 2 more hours of personal 
time per week than women, and this personal time may have provided 
a reserve for men to meet increasing family demands without decreas- 
ing work time. Although men who already work excessively long hours 
may face the same lack of reserve as women when family time demands 
increase. 

Supporting our finding that there is a gender difference in the time 
drain between work and family, research suggests that there is a large 
gender gap (up to 19 hours per week) in household work such that 
women perform more household work than men do and have less per- 
sonal discretionary time than men as a result (South & Spitze, 1994). 
These results echo what Hochschild (1989) terms “the second shift,” 
where women have lower reserves of personal time because they per- 
form more household maintenance work such as cleaning, cooking, and 
errands than men. Research using detailed time diaries has pinpointed 
activities such as preparing meals, washing dishes, cleaning house, and 
laundry as consuming the bulk of housework hours (Brayfield, 1992; 
South & Spitze, 1994). Thus, to offset the time drain from work that 
women experience as family time increases, organizations should con- 
sider offering family friendly benefits such as flexible work hours (i.e., 
flextime) and locations (i.e., flexplace) that help employees meet family 
demands in more efficient ways. Another less common example of the 
type of benefits that might help employees meet family time demands 
more efficiently are “concierge services,” benefits that range from low- 
cost options such as dry cleaning delivery and evening meal preparation 
by the company cafeteria to more costly options such as errands and 
household cleaning services. These services correspond directly to the 
types of activities that have been found to reduce women’s discretionary 
time relative to men’s and may help provide a buffer, preserving work 
time as family demands increase. Because benefits such as flextime, flex- 
place, and concierge services may directly address this time drain from 
family to work for women, human resource professionals should can- 
sider that these benefits might have application beyond simply facilitat- 
ing recruitment and retention of employees. These benefits may also 
have an impact on the time people may be able to invest in the work 
itself. 
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Conclusions and Future Research 

Our findings suggest several directions for future research. First, we 
found that role investment depends not only on identity and role-related 
pleasure, but also on role-related displeasure that signals the need to 
cope with role problems. Future research should explore these cop- 
ing motives more thoroughly. Second, our findings suggest that invest- 
ment in one role is affected by factors in other roles, meaning that role 
investment processes do not operate in isolation. Moreover, by mod- 
eling reciprocal linkages between work and family role investment, we 
found evidence for indirect effects between work and family that operate 
through resource drain. Future research should further examine these 
indirect relationships, as they help decipher the process by which work 
and family influence one another. Moreover, interactions between iden- 
tity and utilitarian motives should also be explored. Finally, although we 
focused on role investment in two important life roles, work and family, 
future research should explore linkages among other life roles, such as 
personal and leisure roles. The role investment process should also be 
studied with regard to specific aspects of work and family roles. In the 
workplace, people may invest in multiple roles, such as coworker, supe- 
rior, and subordinate. In the family setting, people may participate in 
spousal, parental, and filial roles. To further understand the process of 
investment in multiple roles, the model examined in this study should 
be adapted to different role5 within organizational and family settings. 
A more fine-grained examination of the activities that people engage in 
within work and family roles as well as the quality of the time spent in 
these activities would enhance our understanding of investment in mul- 
tiple roles. 
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