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Although scholars typically assess an individual's nonwork role orientation relative to career as
a unitary construct, we argue that a person's orientation toward nonwork roles is multi-
dimensional. Drawing on a literature review demonstrating the need for improved constructs
capturing changing relationships between career and multi-faceted nonwork orientations, and
empirical data from three studies with samples at different career stages (early and
mid-career), we use factor analysis and data from qualitative and longitudinal studies to
develop three unique scales to assess a person's nonwork priorities relative to career
orientations: family, personal life, and community service. There were generally positive
relationships between the protean career scales and the new nonwork role orientation
measures. Future research should move beyond a binary work–life or work–family models and
include multi-dimensional measures of nonwork orientations relative to career.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Why multiple dimensions of nonwork experience are needed

A review of over two decades of work–family research concluded that the IO-OB literature has made little progress in
advancing conceptions of the “nonwork” sphere in relation to career, noting the “virtual omission” of measures related to leisure
or community (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bourdeaux, & Brinley, 2005, p.185). Eby and colleagues note that scholars over-emphasize
the measurement of orientations toward and satisfaction with numerous aspects of the work role, but often perpetuate a unitary
approach to assessing “nonwork” activities with a global measure. For example, a growing literature is developing under the guise
of “work–life” conflict (cf., Bonn bright, Clay, & Ankenmann, 2000). Such prevailing language implies that the part of a person's life
outside of work is one-dimensional; that everything outside of work is a single domain (nonwork, or “life.”).

We argue that life outside of work and career is indeed multidimensional. Measures need to be updated to better reflect the
multiple role experiences of individuals as “whole people,” the role of the self in enacting core identities, and individual
differences in the person's orientation to various life roles (Friedlander, 1994; Parker & Hall, 1992; Savickas, 2011; Super,
Savickas, & Super, 1996). As Thoits (1992) and Hall (1972, 2002) indicate, individuals have multiple life identities related to
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different life roles, and when people are not working at their jobs, they are usually involved in multiple nonwork roles toward
which they have different orientations in relation to the work career. Our constructs need to be refined to capture the fact that the
management of the relationships between career and nonwork orientations are increasingly self-directed and less
organizationally driven (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Hall, 2002). Richardson and Schaeffer (2013) call for an expanded meaning
of care work to include “care of people (self and others), relationships, institutions and communities, and the physical world”
(2013, p. 155). Boundary management across life roles often involves enactment of value preferences and self-managed
prioritization for how individuals wish to allocate their time and energies among these multiple roles (Hall, 1972; Kossek &
Lautsch, 2008; Kossek, Noe, & DeMarr, 2001).

Research on nonwork role orientations relative to career is important for several other reasons, as well. First, it is well
documented that satisfaction and the ability to positively fulfill multiple role relationships are important not only for conserving
resources in a way to buffer role conflicts and stress (cf., Hobfoll, 1989), but also for a satisfying overall quality of life (Kegan,
1982). Also, work–life satisfaction is a key factor affecting retention and committed performance in today's organizations
(Harrington & Hall, 2007).

More specifically, a critical aspect of one's overall career experience is a person's concern for nonwork roles. And by this, we do
not mean the salience or importance of work in relation to nonwork roles (Super & Nevill, 1984) or the extent to which one's
career work is a central life interest (Dubin & Champoux, 1974). We assume here that work is a central life interest, and what we
need to do is measure the degree of concern one has for other roles relative to career.

Second, measuring nonwork orientations with greater specificity will also help advance the work–life field, which is still
plagued by wide variation in results for life and job satisfaction and work–life conflict (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). Such variance often
suggests that some unmeasured constructs are not being considered in measurement. The issue of bandwidth measurement for
constructs to move from global to multi-dimensional measures is a common debate that needs to be incorporated into work–life
measurement in many social science fields. As Cronbach and Gleser (1957) note, increased measurement specificity is necessary
to ensure higher fidelity between specific antecedents and specific outcomes. Multidimensional measurement will help the
work–life field better assess which nonwork roles are more closely related to specific career and work outcomes. One promising
new measure by Keeney, Boyd, Sinha, Westring, and Ryan (2013) identifies eight nonwork domains that are linked to work–life
conflict. This study adds to the literature by making the point that work interferes with many other nonwork domains beyond the
family, from household management to time for friendships. Our current study concurs with Keeney and colleagues that it is
important to broaden conceptualizations of work and nonwork conflict to other life roles beyond family. Our study focuses on
career and nonwork identities that are most meaningful to the individual. Recognizing that priorities and perspectives can shift
over the life course and vary for different age cohorts, we use samples of individuals from several age groups and include a
longitudinal sample of individuals to investigate active self-regulation of nonwork priorities relative to career.

Third, there is a need for greater integration of the work–life and career literatures as these fields increasingly have some
overlap with the workforce becoming more female: furthermore, economic, family (e.g. divorce, more dual career) and
generational shifts make nonwork endeavors more and more salient. Given the many changes in the structures of career and
family lives, and the strong concern for personal, family, and community activities by young Generation Y employees, compared
to previous age cohorts (Kossek & Distelberg, 2009), we believed that it was important to include measures specifically assessing
the importance of nonwork activities while maintaining involvement with career.

Taken together, all of these factors suggest that there is both a research and practical need to develop newmeasures that more
specifically operationalize a multidimensional, yet parsimonious approach to nonwork–life orientations relative to career. The
goal of this current paper is to develop multidimensional measures of nonwork orientations relative to career orientations and to
consider implications for future research. Our research examines these new scales, their characteristics, reliability, and
inter-relationships.
2. Overview of research approach

We first conducted a literature review to identify nonwork life orientations relative to career for construct development of our
multi-dimensional measure. We then triangulated multi-methods (qualitative, quantitative and longitudinal data) from three
empirical studies designed to build on one another in order to develop an instrument and examine how the subscales related to
other key nonwork and career measures. For Study 1, we conducted two sets of interviews, over a five-year time period, with
experienced working professionals (mostly high talent women) who had negotiated reduced-load alternative work
arrangements to allow more time to pursue nonwork activities while still engaged in a career. This was a good sample to
obtain qualitative data to understand the issue of nonwork priorities, as it comprised a focused population of individuals who
actively reduced their career demands in order to pursue other life interests. Most of this sample could be considered baby
boomers, primarily female professionals who were some of the first to be able to voluntarily choose flexible working
arrangements such as part time work as a means to combine career and family.

Based on these interviews, we developed an instrument to assess three nonwork orientations relative to time spent on career
activities. Study 2 replicates the findings of the first study in a broad sample of MBA students (Generation X & Y cohorts) from
several universities. Study 3 was also conducted with a new sample of working MBA students from three universities to conduct
statistical analysis to ensure the scale patterns identified in studies one and two were replicated in an unbiased sample in study
three.
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In the rest of this paper, we discuss the methods used in each study, test the reliability of three new nonwork orientations
relative to career scales, and examine their relationships to one another. In order to explore the construct validity of these new
measures we will also explore the relationships between them and certain aspects of work and life experiences. Overall, we will
assess the relationships among the new nonwork life orientations and the protean career concept—that is the extent to which one
is oriented toward being self-directed and values-driven in making career decisions (Hall, 2002.) Our assumption is that since
contemporary careers for many people are becoming increasingly self-directed, some of this direction would entail planning for
greater involvement with nonwork roles at the same time as pursuing a career.

3. Construct development: nonwork life orientations relative to career

Based on a review of the literature over the past decade, three orientations consistently appeared as nonwork foci relative to
career: family, community service, and personal life. Below we define these constructs with supporting literature.

3.1. Family

The need to care for family is a long standing concept in work–family research. It refers to caring for or involvement with
spouses and children vis a vis the work role. Routhausen (1999) notes that the concept of family itself is multi-faceted and has
expanded to include, friends, parents, siblings, and nonrelatives with whom we share deep ties.

Role conflict theory has long been the dominant paradigm used in studies to assess work–family relationships in studies (Eby
et al., 2005; Hall, 1972). As a result, most work–life studies assess conflict with the family role as the main work–family issue
assessed, and far fewer address the degree to which time for family is a priority relative to career orientation. The literature
suggests that time for family and consideration for family needs are increasingly a major driving force in many individual's career
decisions (Bailyn, 1993; Harrington & Hall, 2007). Measures need to better capture the reality that many employees place a high
value on having a good fit between time for their career and time to be able to focus on family priorities and needs (Kossek, Noe, &
DeMarr, 1999; Rothbard, Phillips, & Dumas, 2005).

Drawing from above, we define the Family dimension as: the degree to which one attaches importance to family needs relative
to one's career role. “Family” is defined as a spouse or unmarried partner, children, parents, or others with whom you share your
life and/or home.

3.2. Community service

Richardson (1993) was one of the first researchers to discuss the relevance of community service in relation to careers. Tilly
and Tilly (1995) note that besides the paid labor market, individuals (often but not exclusively women) engage in many other
productive but unpaid life roles that add value to society and self. These may include volunteer work for children's schools,
churches, and nonprofit board memberships, and informal labor such as helping a friend or a neighbor. Similarly, Taylor (2004)
calls for researchers to extend conceptual boundaries and not dichotomize work between public paid employment and private
unpaid labor with the argument that such a division oversimplifies the complexity of contemporary work and nonwork social
relationships. This work is consistent with calls by Voydanoff (2001) and Clark (2002) to develop new categories and language for
communicating about relationships among community and work/life variables. Indeed, many corporations (e.g., Ford Motor) now
increasingly allow employees time off from work during the work week to conduct community service. Given the growing
interest in Community Service, we define this orientation as a high concern for being able to engage in service to the community
where one lives at the same time one is pursuing a career. For people with this orientation, the opportunity to have time to be
involved in the community will be important in making job and career choices (Voydanoff, 2001).

3.3. Personal life

In the management field, as we suggested earlier, far more attention has been given to nonwork time that is spent in the
family role, as opposed to time spent for self and on personal interests. Much of this research has focused on work–family conflict
as an outcome, with less attention to career. Additionally, work–family conflict has had wide variation in the degree it has been
predictive of key work outcome variables such as satisfaction, suggesting that perhaps there are some unmeasured variables not
being accessed (cf., Michel, Mitchelson, Kotrba, LeBreton, & Baltes, 2009).

Robinson and Godbey (1999) suggest that individuals increasingly are seeking time for life priorities relative to work. Indeed,
as our review suggests one of the most common nonwork concerns is personal time to pursue personal interests (e.g., the arts, to
going to school, friends, time for self, exercise, hobbies, etc.). Research by Sonnentag (2001) highlights the critical importance of
taking time for self for the sake of mental health and effectiveness. Yet, Kossek and Lautsch (2008) found that many employees
reported job creep into personal time, some referring to themselves as “job warriors,”where they only had work in their life, and
underdevelopment of other parts of self. They wanted time for themselves for other life interests.

Based on the preceding discussion, we define the Personal Life orientation as a focus on the time for oneself to pursue personal
interests (e.g., hobbies, learning, the arts, and exercise), while at the same time engaging in a career.

We drew on these definitions to form items to develop a new measure of orientations to these three nonwork roles. Our
approach in developing the multi-dimensional measure was to capture an individual's perceived importance of being able to
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focus on three different types of nonwork activities relative to career. In this way, our items were designed to move beyond just
experiences in different spheres of life (e.g., having a career, being a member of a family, engaging in time to pursue personal
interests, or community service) to measure the value or importance placed on these other nonwork roles in relation to career
(cf. Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).

4. Method and results for cumulative studies

4.1. Study 1: development of scale dimensions and measures

4.1.1. Method: Study 1
To develop the scales mirroring the constructs identified in the literature, we relied upon two waves of interviews conducted

five years apart examining the experiences of high-talent professionals from the U.S. and Canada who had negotiated with their
employing organizations for reduced load work arrangements. The first wave of interviews, including 81 people in a broad range
of industries, were conducted by Lee and her colleagues, who found that more and more corporations were incorporating
non-standard work arrangements to accommodate valued employees, as well as to attract new employees who are likely to have
an appetite for these new work forms (Lee, MacDermid, & Buck, 2000). Five years later, Lee and Kossek (2005) conducted a
second wave of follow-up interviews with 68 of the original interviewees who made themselves available (84% of original
sample). Their average age was 43. Eighty-eight percent were women, and 100% were parents. We interviewed these individuals
to understand how they were spending their time outside of work and what they hoped to accomplish with that time. This
sample allowed us to better understand the varieties of attention placed on nonwork activities relative to career, since this was a
group of people who had actually acted on their values to restructure working time to reduce work hours and increase time for
nonwork roles. Further, the use of longitudinal interviewing to examine nonwork orientations relative to career was
advantageous since career interests can wax and wane over time.

Three main themes emerged from the interviews about how individuals thought about career decisions. One was a desire to
have more personal time to pursue those activities that they found most meaningful. A second was the desire to have more time
to be with their families. And a third was a desire to spend time working to benefit their communities. These became our a priori
nonwork life orientations, and we wrote items for these three dimensions, informed by the interviews, and our review. We
created the Career and Nonwork Orientation Survey to tap these three dimensions. This survey included items related to the
protean career (Briscoe & Hall, 2003), but our main interest was better delineating and understanding nonwork career-related
dimensions.

4.1.2. Qualitative results: Study 1
The three nonwork orientations were defined as Family, Community Service, and Personal Life. Below we briefly discuss each of

these theoretical constructs using illustrative examples from the interview data. The items used to assess each construct,
definitions and reliabilities are shown in Table 1.
Table 1
The new nonwork orientation scales and scale characteristics (Study 1 and Study 2).

Scale Definition Number of
items

Coefficient
alpha

Scale items

Personal Life A high priority to having time for
self

3 .70
Study 1
.60
Study 2

1. Finding time for myself is important to my overall quality of life.
2. When a decision comes up that pits life balance against career
success, life balance is most important to me.
3. When choosing between two career options, I tend to prefer the one
that provides the best work/life balance.
4. In order to feel successful in my career, I must have other outlets for
expression of my personal interests and talents.

Family A high priority to family needs and
how the career allows one to
consider family needs/ priorities
relative to the career role

6 .91
Study 1
.92
Study 2

5. My career decisions aremade in terms of how theywill affect my family.
6. Having a good fit betweenmywork life andmy home life is an important
aspect of career success to me.
7. It is really important to me to consider my family's needs when making
career plans.
8. My career plans are centered on my family's needs.
9. When I make a decision about my career, I consider how well the new
situation would fit with my family priorities.
10. Having time for my family is a driving force in my career decisions.

Community Service A high priority to have a career that
allows time for community
involvement or volunteering

4 .93
Study 1
.90
Study 2

11. It is important to me to have a job that allows me the flexibility to
be involved in my community.
12. Making time to contribute to the well-being of my community is a
priority for me.
13. I would really not want to have a job that did not allow me time to
volunteer in my community.
14. I value being of service to other people in the community where I live.

Note. 5-point scale: 1 = to little or no extent, 2 = to a limited extent, 3 = to some extent, 4 = to a considerable extent, 5 = to a great extent.
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Personal life: This scale reflects a strong concern for giving priority to finding personal time for oneself and being able to pursue
personal interests in relation to career. As an illustration, here is how one person described what more free time would mean to
her:
Table 2
Correla

Self-D
Value
Total
Perso
Famil
Comm

⁎ p b
⁎⁎ p b
So [I would like to do] traveling, maybe doing some consulting work. I want to learn to play the piano, I mean, there are lots
of these goofy things that I feel that I haven't had the time to do. To sort of reclaim my life a little bit later. Not reclaim it, I
guess I have a life, but it is just a life right nowwhere I am definitely in a mode of giving. And I think over time it will be nice
to have time to slow down a little bit and not keep this pace.
Family: This scale reflects a high priority for family needs when one is making decisions about life and career. Time for family is
a driving force in the person's career decisions, and he or she looks for a good fit between work life and home life. As one person
described it:
I had a management job and I worked four days a week.…. And then when we get to the personal side, there were a bunch
of things, I had a bunch of personal priorities that had to be dealt with at a family level, and a special needs kid, which is one
of the big reasons I took the leave [which later evolved into a reduced load arrangement.]
Community service: This scale indicates a strong desire for service to the community and that having flexibility to be involved
in the community will be important in making job and career choices. An example here would be an amateur pilot who works in
the Civil Air Patrol:
I suppose my highest priority is I am in a U.S. Air Force Auxiliary organization called the Civil Air Patrol, which is actually
search operations, … where one does aerial searches for people who are missing in the mountainous areas or remote
areas…I am an emergency officer, where when I get an emergency call I'll run the phone tree and get people, personnel
involved. I'm also involved as a pilot in doing some of the search work… So this can be a very big commitment. If there is a
search mission, suddenly it might be a call for as many personnel as possible to be available for a two-week period.
Protean career: Besides the nonwork orientations relative to career, the survey included a preliminary version of scales
designed to measure protean and organizational orientations (Briscoe & Hall, 2003), which were derived from earlier theory
(Hall, 1976, 2002) and were later refined and reported in Briscoe, Hall, and De Muth (2006). The protean orientation scale used
here had two subdimensions: values-driven and self-directed. Values-driven indicates a strong concern for making career decisions
that are authentic and congruent with one's deeply held personal values. Self-directed reflects a strong concern for autonomy and
personal control over career decisions. A third protean score employed here was the Total Protean Score, which was the average
item score for all of the Self-Directed and Values Driven items. A high Total Protean score would reflect a very strong concern for
exercising autonomy and following one's own passion in the context of the career (Hall, 2002; Shepard, 1984.)
4.1.3. Quantitative results: Study 1
The internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach's Alpha) and all items for the newly-developed nonwork orientations relative

to career scales are shown in Table 1. The Family dimension contained six items. No itemwas deleted, and the scale showed one of
the highest reliability values with an alpha of .91 in Study 1. Likewise, all the original four items of the Community Service
dimension scale were retained, and this last scale showed an alpha of .93. The Personal Life dimension was initially created with
five items, two of which were dropped due to low loadings. We found a Cronbach's alpha of .70 for the 3-item scale in Study 1.
(The protean values driven scale had an alpha of .78, the self-directed scale had an alpha of .69, and the total protean score had an
alpha of .76.) In an effort to further explore both the reliability and validity of the scales, we computed intercorrelations among
the new nonwork scales and with the career protean scales and the demographic data. These correlations are shown in Table 2.
4.1.4. Correlations between nonwork orientations
The correlations show a strong positive relationship between the Personal Life and Family dimensions (r = .61, p b .01). We

also found that the Community Service orientation was positively related to Personal Leisure and Interests (r = .29, p b .05).
tions of career and nonwork orientation scales (n = 63) (Study 1).

Self Directed Values driven Total Protean Score Personal Life Family

irected
s driven .28⁎

Protean Score .73⁎⁎ .86⁎⁎

nal Life .24⁎ .49⁎⁎ .49⁎⁎

y .12 .34⁎⁎ .31⁎ .61⁎⁎

unity Service .10 − .03 .05 .25⁎ .20

.05.

.01.
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Because study one had a sample size too small for factor analysis we planned to conduct an additional study to conduct a
confirmatory factor analysis.

With the Study 1 sample of experienced managers, we found significant relationships among the nonwork dimensions and
measures of protean career orientation (Briscoe & Hall, 2003). The Total Protean Orientation scale was positively related to the
Personal life scale (r = .49, p b .001), as were both of this scale's subdimensions, self-direction and values expression. The Total
Protean Orientation was also positively related to the Family scale (r = .31, p b .05).

However, of the Total Protean score's two separate subdimensions, only Values Driven was significantly related to Family
(r = .34, p b .01). The Community Service scale was not significantly related to any of the Protean Career Orientation scales.

4.1.5. Relationships among demographic factors and nonwork and career orientation scales
Eighty-nine percent of Study 1 was female. Thus, gender comparisons must be viewed cautiously for this sample. However,

gender was not related to either the career or the nonwork scales. We also did not find significant correlations between age and
the protean career orientation or significant differences among age groups on the protean career in this sample. Similar results
have been found in other samples, as well, that the protean orientation is not correlated with age or gender (Briscoe et al., 2006).

However, we did find some job tenure career relationships involving the nonwork scales. The longer the person had been in
the current position, the more importance he or she attached to Personal Life (p b .05). Also, there was a positive relationship
between working reduced hours and the importance of Family (r = .34, p b .01).

4.1.6. Patterns of career and nonwork life orientations
To help bring these career and work/life dimensions to life, since in Study 1 we had longitudinal data and knew something of

each person's life and career story, we now turn to people in our sample who represent particular patterns of career and nonwork
life concerns.

4.1.7. High protean and high family orientations
One participant with this profile had been in a middle management position working 80% of full-time in her large

manufacturing company at the time of the original interview, but had resigned six months after returning from her second
maternity leave, even though she received a promotion while working on a reduced-load basis and was able to maintain that
arrangement in the new challenging position. She left her job and the company when she realized that the new job was taking
more andmore attention, leaving her less involved with her two small children. Furthermore, her second child was a colicky baby,
and the babysitter was unable to deal with it, which would have meant finding a new sitter.
“I guess what it came down to was that the family is what is ultimately going to survive in the long term. And if I don't have
a connection there in the long run, I'm going to really feel bad about that.”
So she decided to quit and stay home for a while, which continued through the birth of a third child, and she is now at home,
having been there for four years at the time of our second interview. However, she had very concrete and realistic plans about
re-engaging in her career, and had decided that she wants either to go into consulting or to pursue a career in education, work
that would be compatible with the high level of commitment and involvement she had with her family.
“If I don't do something right with family, with my own family, I won't be happy. So I think that has become crystal clear.
My ego drive is much less. At least my need for fulfillment out of work has really, I think, come into check. And whether
that is wisdom or that is just the choices I've made, I don't know. But whatever that is, that is where I'm at now.”
What we see, then, is both of these strong orientations of hers at work here—protean career orientation (high in self-direction
and in values orientation) and a strong family orientation. With her protean orientation she can focus on redirecting her path to
suit her needs. And, with such a strong family orientation, those needs are to spend more time with her family. Thus, the result is
that she has interrupted her career path temporarily so that she can be at home full time with her three young children.

4.1.8. High protean and high community service orientations
As our correlational data indicate, this combination of concerns was not common, as these dimensions were uncorrelated. Yet

this is still a work life and career pattern of some outliers. One participant with this profile is a manager for an engineering
organization. With his protean orientation he has initiated several twists and turns in his career in this firm (which is very flexible
and accommodating of employee interests), with a variety of assignments, generally lateral moves. He has been very enterprising
and independent at strategizing with his wife how they could combine work with various community service activities. He
describes a planning process they went through five years ago:
“And then…my wife and I…had sat down to do some strategic planning for our family. And we decided that we wanted to
do something more with community service in mind. And we actually looked at various options, to moving back again to a
developing country; I'd lived in Ghana and Kenya many years before and worked in Peace Corps type jobs… And we
decided that…from the point of view of our children, we'd be better off staying where we are here…because this is an
excellent place to raise kids.“And we decided that we would look for opportunities to do community service either as part
of a new job or in our spare time. So I checked around with the [company's] philanthropic group and looked for
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opportunities to do community service work…. And it turned out that [the company] had a loaned executive program at
one of the local school districts… which is very culturally diverse but socio-economically not so well off. … [and the job
involved] running a programwhich was catering to kids who were considered at risk….“And the work in the school district
was incredibly satisfying. You were working with such a range of people from students and teachers to industry, people at
all levels were coming to you, from your engineers, to CEO's, and I worked with some of the local politicians. You had an
incredible variety of jobs.”
The amount of proactive analysis that this person put into this career planning process, along with his wife, shows the high
autonomy and the values-driven nature of the protean orientation. And his prior work in Peace Corps type roles, as well as his
major involvement as a mission pilot for the Civil Air Patrol (looking for downed aircraft) and other volunteer work such as Boy
Scouts and church activities, illustrate his concern for community service. In fact, he has a strong sense that his three areas of
involvement – work, family, and community service – form an important source of balance in his life:
“I believe very strongly that if you've got, say, three areas that are important in your life, and one or two of those areas have
problems at that time, then at least you have got the other area to nourish you… You know…if my work is stressed, as long
as my home life is going well, and my other nonprofit…activities, like Boy Scouts and some of the school's work that I do
and this Civil Air Patrol, that balance is very important.”
4.1.9. Summary of Study 1
Overall, from Study 1 we found that there are at least three specific nonwork orientations relative to career: personal life,

family, and community service. We also found that there are some interesting variations in protean dimensions and in placing
family needs and personal and leisure interests as a priority. Because Study 1 was too small in sample size to conduct factor
analysis and also was a group in their 30s–50s, we conducted Study 2 to collect additional data to cross validate the scales on
younger Generation X and Y samples.

4.2. Study 2: Generation X & Y samples validation of nonwork life orientation scales

4.2.1. Method: Study 2
The goal of Study 2 was to examine in more depth the strength and reliability of the newly established nonwork life

orientation scales using additional age cohorts and samples.
We surveyed 275 MBA students in three large American universities. Two were state universities in the Midwestern U.S., and

the third was a private university in the Northeast. The sample included both part-time and full-time students, and their ages
ranged from 21 to 52, with most in their 20's and 30's. The mean age was 28, and only 41 students were over 30 years old. Ninety
percent of the MBA sample was 32 or younger. Sixty-two percent were males, and 38% were females. Analyses included
exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and correlation analysis.

4.2.2. Measures and factor analyses
The measures for the career and work–life scales were the same as those used in Study 1. First, we conducted exploratory

factor analysis on the work life scales, employing principal component analysis with Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization.
As expected, this analysis yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0.

All items loaded as expected, yielding clear factor structures for the three scales, Family, Community Service, and Personal Life.
The final rotated factor structure is shown in Table 3. The rotation converged in 5 iterations. With the exception of items 8 and 32,
which had loadings of .383 and .369, respectively, all other items had loadings greater than .600 on their appropriate factors.
Overall, this analysis yielded a clear simple structure for the three scales.

Next we conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to further test this factor structure. Factors were allowed to covary. This
model was subsequently respecified largely based on the model fit statistic and the magnitude of the correlations between the
items and their hypothesized factors. The models were evaluated using Chi-square analysis, which specifies in the null hypothesis
that a perfectly fitting model is being used (see Barrett, 2007, for a discussion).

The three factor model produced an overall “reasonable fit” for two of the three fit indices tested. The thresholds for a
reasonable fit according to Kline (2005) are CFA N .9, SRMR b .1, and AGFI N .95. This model's fit index scores were: CFI = .930;
SRMR = .076; and AGFI = .851.

4.2.3. Scale reliabilities
The coefficient alphas for the three work/life scales in Study 2 are shown in Table 1. The Family and Community Service

dimensions show strong reliabilities: .92 for Family, while Community Service was .90. Personal Life had a lower alpha, .60,
(which prompted us to collect additional data in Study 3.)

4.2.4. Summary and discussion of Study 2
Employing a larger sample, Study 2 found evidence of the same three factors as those found in Study 1, with new generational

cohorts. Scale reliabilities were high for two of the scales, Family and Community Service. However, there were problems with the



Table 3
Exploratory factor analysis results for Study 2, rotated component matrix(a).

Component

1 2 3

v2 − .027 .066 .765
v22 .373 .032 .753
v29 .421 .074 .681
v32 − .135 .306 .369
v3 .876 .071 .139
v8 .383 .126 .676
v13 .909 .105 .098
v21 .891 .103 .060
v24 .877 .050 .182
v28 .770 .186 .351
v6 .174 .853 .105
v10 .127 .899 .054
v16 .102 .850 .152
v27 .062 .859 .048

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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third scale, Personal Life, which had lower reliability and items that cross-loaded on other factors. This raised the question of
whether, in fact, we had three scales or two scales. In view of these issues with the third scale, we decided to write more items
related to personal life to focus the construct to align with the time to pursue personal interests theme from study one's
qualitative data and conduct a third quantitative study.

4.3. Study 3: continued validation of scales and refinement of personal life orientation

4.3.1. Method: Study 3
The total sample size for Study 3 was 484, collected from part-time (working) business students pursuing their MBAs at a

Midwestern public university and a private Northeastern University. In the case of the Midwestern university some portion of the
sample came from snowball sampling where students were asked to recruit 1–2 working acquaintances with at least two years of
full-time work experience. Respondents were, on average, 34 years old. Fifty-eight percent (58%) of the sample was male.
Analyses for Study 3 included exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, reliability analysis and correlation analysis.

4.3.2. Measures
The same Community Service and Family scales used in Study 2 to measure nonwork life orientations were used in this study.

Because of the reasons mentioned above, the Personal Life Scale was reworked, with a sharper focus on time for self. We wrote
more items that dealt with concerns for having personal time for self relative to career. We also phrased the new items in ways
that resembled the wording in the items in the other scales (e.g., “Making time for pursuing personal interests is a big priority for
me,”which paralleled the community service item, “Making time to contribute to the well-being of my community is a priority for
me.”) We also deleted some items that had not loaded cleanly on one factor. In addition to the nonwork life scales, we used more
refined and recent scales of the protean career orientation—the self-directed career management scale and the values-driven
career orientation scale (Briscoe et al., 2006).

4.3.3. Factor analysis
First, we conducted exploratory factor analysis on the nonwork life scales, employing principal axis factor analysis with

Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization. Results indicated that several items were cross-loading with more than one factor.
Having removed these items, this analysis yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (1.95–4.39), and these factors
explained 67.37% of the variability in the data.

All items loaded as expected, yielding clear factor structures for the three scales, Family, Community Service, and Personal Life.
The final rotated factor structure is shown in Table 4. The rotation converged in 5 iterations. All items had loadings greater than
.60 on their appropriate factors. Overall, this analysis yielded a clear simple structure for the three scales.

Next, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to further test this factor structure. Factors were allowed to covary. The
models were evaluated using a variety of fit statistics (see Barrett, 2007, for a discussion). The three factor model produced an
overall “good fit” to the data (see Hu & Bentler, 1995): χ2 = 253.50, p b .01; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .97; GFI = .94; AGFI = .91;
SRMR = .042.

4.3.4. Scale reliabilities
The items and the coefficient alphas for the three work/life scales in Study 3 are shown in Table 5, along with the means and

standard deviations for each item. Each of the scales had high internal consistency reliabilities: .83 (Community Service), .85
(Personal Life), and .90 (Family).



Table 4
Exploratory factor analysis results—Study 3.

Rotated factor matrix

Factor

1 2 3

Family 5 .868 .109 .066
Family 3 .863 .043 .096
Family 1 .830 − .082 .071
Family 4 .803 − .016 .102
Family 2 .657 .125 .114
Personal 5 .029 .751 .103
Personal 2 .010 .731 .102
Personal 1 .028 .719 .167
Personal 4 .042 .710 .094
Personal 3 .059 .704 .147
Community 4 .119 .158 .809
Community 2 .046 .165 .773
Community 3 .122 .101 .707
Community 1 .086 .122 .616

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Bold figures indicate items that load on this factor.
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4.3.5. Scale intercorrelations
The intercorrelations between the nonwork scales and the protean career scales and work–life satisfaction are shown in

Table 6. The nonwork scales are correlated, but moderately, further supporting the distinctiveness of each factor. The total
protean score and the values-driven scale were both positively and significantly related to the community service and personal
life factors of the nonwork scales, but not the family scale. The self-directed dimension was positively correlated with the
community service scale.

5. Discussion

In this paper, we have used cumulative studies, qualitative and quantitative data, including one sample where participants
reflected on nonwork relative to career orientation over time, and multiple samples of different generations to illustrate the need
for additional measures of three nonwork dimensions that capture how people combine productive careers with nonwork
priorities. Taken together, the results of this study demonstrate that nonwork life orientation relative to career is
multi-dimensional and should not necessarily be viewed dichotomously for all individuals. The study provided needed new
language and constructs to measure and effect research and practice to reflect transforming workforces and career and family
orientations in changing organizations.

5.1. New measures to capture nonwork orientation relative to career

Building on several studies, our Study 3 results indicate from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, that we have
created highly reliable scales for three nonwork dimensions relative to career. Scale reliabilities were high for all three scales,
Table 5
The new nonwork orientation scales and scale characteristics—Study 3.

Item Alpha

C1 Community Service
.83

I value being of service to other people in the community where I live.
C2 Making time to contribute to the well-being of my community is a priority for me.
C3 I would really not want to have a job that did not allow me time to volunteer in my community.
C4 It is important to me to have a job that allows me the flexibility to be involved in my community.
L1 Personal Life

.85
In addition to working or being with family, having time to participate in activities I personally enjoy is really important to me.

L2 Finding time for myself is important for my overall quality of life.
L3 Making time for pursuing personal interests is a big priority for me.
L4 Things don't feel quite right in my life when I have no time to devote to my personal interests.
L5 Time for self is just as key to my well-being as is time for work and family roles.
F1 Family

.90
My career decisions are made in terms of how they will affect my family.

F2 Having time for my family is a driving force in my career decisions.
F3 It is really important to me to consider my family's needs when making career plans.
F4 My career plans are centered on my family's needs.
F5 When I make a decision about my career, I consider how well the new situation would fit with my family priorities.



Table 6
Intercorrelations among the career scales and the new work–life scales for Study 3.

Protean Self Directed Protean Values Driven Total Protean Score Community Service Personal Life

Self-Directed –

Values Driven .45⁎⁎ –

Total Protean Score .87⁎⁎ .83⁎⁎ –

Community Service .19⁎⁎ .19⁎⁎ .23⁎⁎ –

Personal Life .09 .20⁎⁎ .16⁎⁎ .29⁎⁎ –

Family − .04 .03 − .02 .21⁎⁎ .09⁎

⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.
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family, personal life, and community service. Overall this study shows the importance of clearly identifying the career context and
nature of the sample when studying nonwork issues relative to career, as clearly there is sample variation in age and family and
career development that may shape the findings and results.
5.2. The significance of the new measures of nonwork life orientations

As our studies found, there are at least three distinct concerns that people have about their activities outside of work, and it is
important to have a method to tap these concerns. First, people want personal time for themselves, to develop their own interests,
skills, knowledge, relationships, and other activities that they care about. This issue of development and time for the self has been
under-represented in the work–life literature or the economics literature where time for self and domestic work have been
combined into one category (Gronau, 1977).

Second, people also, of course, want to have time to be with their families, whether for care giving activities, engaging in
rewarding family activities, or for other pursuits. There is no shortage of research on involvement in family activities (cf., Jacobs &
Gerson, 2001). And third, people also have a concern for getting involved in their communities, for service, for contribution, for
enjoyment, for citizenship, and for other interests. This is a critical issue for the development of healthy communities, as well of
healthy families, and it, too, has received very little attention by work–life researchers (Voydanoff, 2001).

Of course, there are other types of activities that a person might care about outside of the work role, but these three were the
most relevant to study participants' focus on career relative to nonwork priorities. Thus, these three scales could potentially
broaden the dialogue and research on the interactions between work roles and personal pursuits beyond the work context. They
can provide helpful language to individuals, perhaps aided by career counselors, as they construct their life stories and chart their
futures (Savickas, 2011). We also believe three nonwork dimensions are parsimonious enough to be able to be incorporated in
general career and managerial research studies, as well as in individual career planning.

Further, we believe that such scales will sharpen future research measurement of linkages between work demands and
specific nonwork pursuits. Extant research may have conflated the role of family alone in competing with work demands. For
example, the assessment of job demands linkages to nonwork demands will be clearer as to the cause of stress or enrichment. Not
every interruption with work activity is a family demand. There are many nonwork interests interacting with the work role.

Identity research on the salience of work role vis a vis non work identities will also be enhanced. People have multiple
identities and social groups, which with social media like Facebook seem to be growing every day. Our scales will help scholars
better tap into the growing priorities and identities interacting with career orientations.

And finally, with the explosion of technology and other ways for work and nonwork to link and overlap, the scales will
enhance future research on boundary management and engagement. Studies will be better able to assess linkages between
self-regulation of boundaries and a person's priorities for specific nonwork orientations relative to career. There clearly may be
more boundaries than simply the family boundary upon which employees and organizations are navigating the work–nonwork
border in managing the synthesis of career and nonwork interests.
5.3. Relationship between career orientations and nonwork life orientations

While there has been previous research on each of these constructs separately, very little research has been done that looks at
detailed relationships between specific dimensions of nonwork orientations relative to career orientations. Our main finding in
this area is that the protean career orientation scales are significantly related to work/family concerns. Specifically, we also found
that people with a strong protean orientation also show strong concerns for having time for nonwork involvements, although the
nonwork scales linked to the career scales varied from study to study. The specific aspect of the protean orientation that was most
strongly related to time for these extra-work engagements was a concern for values expression. Again, this makes sense, as
family, self-development, and community contributions themselves are connected to some of a person's strongest personal
values.
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5.4. Implications for practice to integrate the needs of employees and organizations

Our study suggests that an organization's task of providing an employee-friendly work environment is not limited to making
room for family concerns and activities. This multidimensional view of nonwork orientation has the practical implication that
employees also have other important personal concerns that they are trying to satisfy while pursuing a career: beyond the very
important family concern. Additionally, and for many simultaneously, they have concern for their personal development (the
whole self), and for contributing to their community. These concerns open up a wide range of performance-enhancing ways in
which an organization could provide for employees to better balance career and private life. There is the potential of increasing
alignment between employee and organizational interests to lead to stronger individual and organizational effectiveness.

In addition to more nonwork time, to help with time for self, the employer could support personal development with greater
financial support for courses, workshops, and seminars beyond those that are career related. The organization could provide
“lunch and learn” sessions on topics of interest, as determined by representative group of employees. Such a lunchtime series has
been successfully organized by a staff member at Boston University, with topics such as buying your first house, preventing and
dealing with stress, and book readings by local authors.

To help with time for community involvement, many organizations offer employees the option of spending a certain number
of work days on community service projects (e.g., Habitat for Humanity home building, river cleanups). Values-driven companies,
such as Timberland, Starbucks, and Wainwright Bank that are known for supporting community contributions of employees tend
to rank high on the lists of best companies to work for and to be strong performers, as well. Timberland, for example, does not
advertise for job openings; all of its hiring is word of mouth, and it has an excellent selection ratio.
5.5. Needs for future research

Our study would be improved by having the scales validated on international samples (althoughwe did include Canadians and
U.S. participants in Study 1) and samples of additional generational groups.

We also would like to triangulate such validation with interviews to augment the quantitative data with the qualitative
insights. For example, we would like to get additional examples of how different generations might socially construct “personal
life,” and how this orientation changes over the life span. We also think future research should study new human resource
solutions to support multidimensional life interests, such as flexible organizational supports that enable the synthesis of new
ways of working with new ways of living and engaging in multiple nonwork pursuits. As the debate about abolishing telework at
Yahoo! suggests (Miller & Campbell, 2013,) organizations are still struggling with combining flexible work forms with career
systems.
6. Conclusion

From our three studies it appears that there is empirical support for the three new nonwork life orientations that we
have identified. First, our results support the idea that the concerns for time for personal life, family, and community service
do, in fact, represent three distinct orientations related to different life roles. Thus, a person's orientation toward nonwork
roles appears to be a multidimensional concept and not the unipolar alternative to work involvement that much of the work/
life writings would suggest. Also, the three nonwork life scales have good factor structures and internal consistency
reliabilities.

The correlations observed here among the nonwork life scales and other variables appear to provide some construct validation
of the new scales. In both the older sample in Study 1 and the younger group surveyed in Study 3, people who have the strongest
orientations to personal life are also people who are strongly values driven and protean. And in the older Study 1 sample (average
age = 43), two of the protean scales (Values Driven and Total Protean Score), are linked to a high family orientation. Since most
members of this sample still have children at home or dependent parents, it seems logical that the family dimension would be so
relevant for them. Among the younger Study 3 sample (mean age = 34) all three of the protean measures are related to a strong
orientation for community service, and community service does seem to be an important concern for the current generation of
MBA students (Davis & Berdrow, 2008.)

It appears, then, that these new nonwork life scales have potential to be useful in research on career and work/life
decision-making. They describe a person's orientation or personal stance in relation to these important choices. They are not
measures of behavior, but they can provide useful guides to what the person is thinking about as he or she decides how to behave
and what path to follow. As such, they could have direct effects on personal intentions and goal-seeking behavior. And they also
might serve as moderating variables, influencing the dynamics of the process of translating intentions and goals into action and
career outcomes. We do not see these as mutually exclusive possibilities, and we would invite our research colleagues to help us
learn more about just how these career and nonwork orientations operate, in the service of helping people find greater alignment
in their work and home lives.

Overall, this study hopefully will spur organizations and researchers to update practice and measures to reflect the changing
workforce, so that there is greater congruence between the life and career orientations of generations of workers and the design
of employing organizations.
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