Abstract
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2022

Extant research on work-life balance (WLB) is often conducted with gaps in the measurement of
the construct, as most studies have primarily assessed “life” as it relates to family commitments.
Thus, the present study aimed to reconceptualize the measurement of work-life balance as
work/non-work balance with non-work being time spent on activities that are not work related —
be it family or non-family activities. To this end, the present study developed a scale to measure
work/non-work balance in terms of (1) perceived personal free time, (2) perceived organizational
support, (3) psychological effects of work on life, and (4) time management skills. Data for this
study were collected through Amazon MTurk on a sample of 318 individuals. Confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation models (SEM) were utilized to ascertain the
measurement structure of the new scale and examine relationships between work/non-work
balance, job burnout and turnover intentions. Overall, three of the four factors functioned
properly with the final scale comprised of 9-items, 3 for each of the three remaining factors —
perceived personal free time, perceived organizational support, and psychological effects of
work on life. Furthermore, the study found significant relationships between the subfactors
perceived organizational support and psychological effects of work on life, on job burnout, and
turnover intentions. This study presents several theoretical and practical implications to the

growing field of work-life balance research.






Work/Non-Work Balance: Broadening the Conceptualization of Work and Life
A Thesis Presented to
The Faculty of the Department of Psychology
East Carolina University
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree
Master of Arts in Psychology
By
Riya Viswanathan

May 2022



WORK/NON-WORK BALANCE:

BROADENING THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF WORK AND LIFE

by

Riya Viswanathan

APPROVED BY:

DIRECTOR OF THESIS

COMMITTEE MEMBER

COMMITTEE MEMBER

CHAIR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

DEAN OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

Mark C. Bowler, Ph.D.

Shahnaz Aziz, Ph.D.

Karl L. Wuensch, Ph.D.

Alan Christensen, Ph.D.

Paul Gemperline, P


aishu
Cross-Out


Acknowledgements

I acknowledge with a deep feeling of reverence, my gratitude to Dr. Mark Bowler, who
not only inspired me to complete a quantitative thesis, but also expertly coached me through the
whole process and provided invaluable feedback every step of the way. Also, | would like to
express my sincerest appreciation to my committee members, Dr. Shahnaz Aziz, and Dr. Karl
Wuensch, for their mentorship, time, and support.

A special thanks to Dr. Alex Schoemann whose insights and knowledge in the subject
matter were vital in the completion of my thesis.

| am eternally grateful to my parents and my dearest grandparents for their continuous
encouragement and love during my academic endeavors. To my aunt, Gayathri Sreedhar,

without you, none of this would indeed be possible.



Table of Contents

LISt OF T@DIES....eee et e e e e e e e vii

(] o] fl 1o [ (=T TSR viii
CHAPTER |: INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ettt et e et e st e et e e et e e aseeeeneeeanneeeenneeaans 1
Defining WOrK-Life BalANCE ..........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiii s e e e e e e e e e e e e 2
Different Approaches to Work-life BalanCe ..............uuuuuii e 3
(] 1= I =T Y2 3
CoNfliCt PEIrSPECHIVE. ....coiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e ee e s brrsabaraeesraeesanenanes 4
ENrichment PErspeCliVe. ........ e 5
SPIllFOVEr TREOTY ... 5
Conservation of RESOUICES TREOIY.......ccciiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6
PrIOr MEASUIES ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ennnnees 7
Correlates of Work-Life BalanCe ... 12
SEX DIffEIrENCES ... 12
Organizational SUPPOIt ... 13
Consequences of Work-Life BalanCe........cccooooiioieeeeee e 13
JOD BUIMOUL ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaanes 13
TUMNOVET INTENTIONS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e 14
THE PreSent STUAY ...ttt e e e e as 16
CHAPTER I1: METHODS ... .ottt ettt ettt e s e e e nb e e e eneeeeanneeennees 18
= T 1o o= a1 £ 18
IMIBEASUIES ...ttt e e e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nn e n e e e e e e e e aaane 19
WOTK-Life BalANCE......coo it e e e 19
N (o] o3 =10 [ o[ 10 | PO PPOPPPRPRPPPI 20
TUNOVET INTENTIONS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e aannes 20

Data ANAIYSIS ...t e e e e e e e a e e e e e e e e s aane 20



CHAPTER - RESULTS ...t 22

CFA GNAIYSES. ... e 22
INTErNal CONSISIENCY ....ooiiiiiiiiiiieieee ettt e e eeaesasassasssasssesssassresssasnrenes 26
Preliminary Analyses on Demographic variables.............ccccoiiii 27
SEM ANAIYSES ... 30
Examination of Specific HYpotheSes...........oooi e 31
CHAPTER [V: DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt ettt 34
Limitations and Future RESEArCh ..............uuiiiiiiiiii e 37
(O70] o Tod [U =T o 1 PP PRSPPI 38
REFERENGCES ... .ottt ettt ettt e bt e ekt e e e st e e e eab e e e enb e e e anbe e e enteeeanneeennnes 39

APPENDIX .. b e a e 49



List of Tables

Table 1. Factor loadings of items on the PPFL, POS, PAL, and TM subscales ......................... 22
Table 2. CFA MOde! fit STALISTICS .........ccuueiiiiiie e 25
Table 3. Model variance-covariance matrix of the Final 3-factor CFA ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiieen. 26
Table 4. Standardized Residual Matrix of the Final 3-factor CFA ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiecc e 26
Table 5. Independent samples t-test examining gender differences .............cccocccccceiiiiicinnnnnn. 28
Table 6. Independent samples t-test examining racial differences.............cccccoeeeveeeiiieieeiceeeeenn. 28
Table 7. Independent samples t-test examining the difference between ethnic groups ............. 28

Table 8. Bivariate correlation analyses between Work/Non-Work subscales, Job Burnout,

Turnover Intentions and Demographic Variables Age and Number of Children.......................... 29
Table 9. One-way ANOVA by Income Level on MeasUres .................eeeeiiiiiiiiciiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 49
Table 10. One Way ANOVA results examining effects of work-hours on measures .................. 52

Table 11. One-way ANOVA examining effects of education level on measures ........................ 54



List of Figures
Figure 1. Hypothesized 4-factor CFA model of the Work-Nonwork Balance Scale..................... 24
Figure 2. Conceptual SEM Model of Work/Non-Work Balance subscales predicting Job Burnout

AN TUINOVEE INEENEIONS ... e et e e e e e e e e s

Figure 3. Final SEM Model of Work/Non-work Balance subscales on Job Burnout and Turnover



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Working individuals are often faced with the dilemma of achieving satisfaction and
balance in both their job and life demands (Casper et al., 2018; Smeltzer et al., 2016). Often,
the pressures and time commitments of their work negatively affects non-work domains, such
as family commitments, social engagement, and personal free time (Gisler et al., 2018).
Researchers have studied this conflict between work life and personal (i.e., non-work) life
extensively, with several approaches, to not only determine the causes of this role conflict
(Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007), but to
also help organizations implement better human resources policies that promote satisfaction in
both work and non-work domains for their employees (Casper et al., 2017). Those who feel
overextended by work demands often report job burnout, a mental state of weariness (Schaufeli
et al, 2009), which is not only associated with decreased life satisfaction, but also predicts job
turnover intentions (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2004).

Consequently, job burnout can cause employees to experience depleted physical and
emotional resources, as well as a loss of professional efficacy (Brewer & Shapard, 2004).
Further, decreased productivity amongst employees and turnover intentions have financial
impact on organizations, i.e., the cost of recruiting and training new employees
(Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). Despite the growing literature in this field, existing studies of work-
life balance assess the construct as a dichotomous relationship between work and life, mainly
defining “life” as encompassing of familial commitments (Allen et al., 2000; cf. Crouter, 1984;
Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;
Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Liu et al., 2019). Thus, to broaden the scope of the construct, the
current study is focused on understanding the construct of work-life balance from the lens of all

working individuals, while accounting for gender differences and varying familial commitments.



The present research was designed to develop a broad scale to measure the balance
between work and non-work domains and evaluate the implications of the measures on job
burnout and turnover intentions. More specifically, the goals of this study were to assess the
following key questions left unanswered by previous research: (a) how do factors of work/non-
work balance, such as perceived personal free time, perceived organizational support,
psychological effects of work on life, and time management behaviors predict job burnout and
turnover intentions? (b) how do demographic variables influence subfactors of work/non-work
balance in predicting job burnout and turnover intentions?

Defining Work-Life Balance

In the late 1970s, work-life balance was initially explored as a construct in Great Britain
to observe the balance between work and life among stay-at-home mothers who wanted to
return to work (Smeltzer et al., 2016) Since then, the concept of work-life balance has
continued to evolve and gain popularity (Casper et al., 2018; Fisher, 2001; Keeney et al., 2013),
yet researchers cannot agree on a consistent definition of the construct (Greenhaus & Allen,
2011). Most commonly, research has been done to explore work and family as separate but
interrelated facets, specifically the conflict between fulfilling work and family roles effectively
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). In studying the association between work and family, other
perspectives of the work-family interface have been considered, such as work-family integration
(llies et al., 2009), work-family spillover (Small & Riley, 1990), and work-family enrichment
(Greenhaus & Powell 2006).

Although work and family are often viewed as the most dominant aspects of an
individual’s life, studies are limited in investigating work-life balance from a broader perspective
to include time spent on personal activities (Fisher 2001; Haar et al., 2014). Existing literature in
this field reflects a restricted definition of what “life” entails, mainly attributing it to conventional
family responsibilities (Chang et al., 2010 as cited in Prakash, 2018), such as spouses with dual
incomes or those taking care of elderly parents (Pichler, 2008). More recently, researchers have
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urged that the definition of work-life balance be extended to consider a multiple-role approach,
inclusive of the time devoted to other areas of non-work, such as hobbies, friends, recreation
and entertainment, and community involvement (Prakash 2018; Valcour, 2007). Thus, with a
more comprehensive approach of work-life balance, the scope of assessing the construct can
be broadened to include other demographics of working individuals, such as recent college
graduates, working individuals without familial commitments, and part-time workers (Prakash,
2018; Fisher, 2001). From that perspective, Haar et al., (2014) conceptualized work-life balance
as a holistic construct focusing on how an individual perceives the balance between work and
other domains of their life, taking into consideration subjective priorities, values, and beliefs.
Different Approaches to Work-life Balance

Researchers have utilized several theories to explain and observe the relationship
between work and non-work domains, such as the role theory (Parsons, 1951; Rosenthal,
1964), spill-over theory (Edward & Rothband, 2000), P-E fit approach, and conversations of
resources theory. Since most research in this field pertains work-family balance, consequently,
the researched theories guide the explanation of work and family domains. However, the
selected theories detailed above could be applied to the broader construct of work-life balance
(Pradhan, 2016).
Role Theory

In considering the different approaches to understand work/non-work conflict,
researchers Parsons (1951) and Rosenthal (1964) proposed the role theory, which
acknowledges the multitude of roles in an individual’s life within the context of an organization
and outside of it. According to the role theory, individuals have limited resources, such as time
and energy, which inadvertently cause inter-role conflict (Brummelhuis & Baker 2012;
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Researchers contend that being able to engage in all the roles in

an individual’s life equally and accomplish specific role related tasks improves perception of



work-family balance (Grywacz & Carlson, 2007). Role theory has been modeled from two
perspectives, the conflict perspective, and the enrichment perspective (Pradhan, 2016).

Conflict Perspective. Based on the role theory, role conflict refers to the stress
experienced by an individual in adequately fulfilling roles (Fisher, 2001). In previous research
about individual stressors, Moos and Swindle (1990) identified eight domains of life stressors
which can lead to poor outcomes of work-life balance, such as (1) physical health stressors, (2)
home and neighborhood stressors, (3) financial stressors, (4) work stressors, (5) spouse or
partner stress, (6) child stressors, (7) extended family stressors, and (8) friend stressors.
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) found that excessive demands in the work role inevitably leads to
decreased participation in the family role.

Within the conflict theory, Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) identified three sources of
conflict, time-based conflict, strain-based conflict, and behavior-based conflict. For example,
time-based conflict refers to an individual’s inability to participate in both a work-related and a
family-related commitment simultaneously due to one commitment taking priority over the other.
Strain-based conflict pertains to psychological symptoms experienced by the individual, such as
anxiety, stress, or depression, due to demands in one domain spilling over into the other,
rendering the individual incapable of fulfilling both roles’ demands. Time-based conflict and
strain-based conflict are interrelated since they share resources (i.e., lack of time in one domain
can lead to psychological strain). Behavior-based conflict occurs when one role demands
certain behavioral expectations, while the same behavior would be considered inappropriate in
another role. For example, emotional sensitivity would be viewed as appropriate in the family
domain but be considered dysfunctional in the workplace (Fisher 2001; Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985; Pradhan, 2016). Although studies of work-family conflict from the role theory perspective
elucidates incompatibility between work and family roles due to work-related stressors, they are

better understood from the enrichment perspective (Brummelhuis & Baker, 2012).



Enrichment Perspective. According to the enrichment perspective, activity in one
domain of an individual’s life can enrich their experiences in other domains, contrary to the
conflict perspective which observed the transference of stress between domains due to
depletion of available resources. The enrichment perspective provides a positive outlook while
assessing work-life balance (i.e., it refers to bidirectional improvement of quality in one role due
to the other) (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Whereas both the conflict perspective and enrichment perspective have been widely
used to assess the relationship between work and family roles, these approaches have been
applied to understanding the general relationship between work and non-work domains (McNall
et al., 2010; Netemeyer et al., 1996a). For instance, in considering the multiple roles involved in
the generalized definition of the life domain, increased role conflict can lead to diminished
psychological abilities to fulfill all roles aptly (Fisher, 2001). Moreover, the enrichment
perspective has provided a framework to understand how increased resources, such as social
support, skills and self-esteem can improve inter-role fulfilment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Spill-Over Theory

In addition to role theory, the spill-over theory has been used to explain the work-life
interface. Whereas role theory focuses on the adequate fulfilment of the multiple roles, the
spillover theory, as applied to the work-family interface, pertains to the influence of behavior, or
affect from one domain onto the other (Edward & Rothband, 2000; Waumsley et al., 2010). For
example, in terms of behavioral work-family spillover, individuals who have high job satisfaction
are more likely to elicit positive family role fulfilment, whereas affective work-family spillover
refers to the work-related moods or attitudes, such as work-related stress, that can transfer to

the family domain (llies et al., 2009; Waumsley et al., 2010).



P-E Fit Perspective. The premise of the P-E fit perspective lies in examining the
interactive effects of a person and their work environment on work/non-work domains (Kossek &
Ozeki, 1999; Pradhan, 2016). Edwards and Rothbard (1999) identified person-specific
predictors, such as stress levels and overall well-being, and environment-specific predictors,
such as job satisfaction, which can result in low or high levels of P-E fit outcomes. Thus, if
person-related variables and environment-related variables are misaligned, work-life balance
can be diminished (Valcour, 2007). For instance, if an individual perceives low support from
their employer, the perceived lack of support can result in greater perceived conflict in their
personal life (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999; Liu et al., 2019).

Conservation of Resources Theory

According to the conservation of resources theory as modeled by Grandey and
Cropanzano (1999), individuals are often concerned with maximizing the use of available
resources, and simultaneously acquiring more of the same resources. These resources include
personal characteristics, objects, energies, environmental conditions, and support, as valued by
the individual (Brummelhuis & Baker 2012; Hobfoll,1989; Pradhan, 2016). For instance,
personal characteristics can include traits or skills that boost the individual’s self-esteem (e.g.,
optimism). Additionally, objects refer to tangible resources, such as an individual’s home, car, or
clothes, conditions refer to an individual’s desired state of being, such as being married, and
energies refer to resources that assist the individual in acquiring more valued resources, such
as time, knowledge, and money (Brummelhuis & Baker 2012; Hobfoll 1989, Wayne et al., 2007).
Thus, if an individual perceives depleted resources, i.e., lack of social support or autonomy, it
can result in increased counter-productive work behaviors, such as low productivity, low job

satisfaction and decreased job commitment (Burke 1998; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).



Research purports increased work-life balance from the COR perspective can be achieved if the
resources valued by the employee are consistently replenished (Grandley & Cropanzano,
1999).

Consistent with the model proposed by Greenhaus & Allen (2011), which explains work-
family balance through the lens of the role theory, the present study will utilize a similar
approach in assessing work-life balance. Greenhaus & Allen (2011) define the term “balance” to
entail an individual’s perceived satisfaction and efficacy across all roles. Whereas the term
balance is subjective, the definition proposed by Greenhaus & Allen (2011) takes into
consideration an individual’s preferences and beliefs. With this subjective view of the role
theory, instead of the objective view which is driven by environmental factors (Fisher, 2001;
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), the present study aims to explore work-life balance through a
multiple-role perspective.

Prior Measures

Along these lines, theorists have modeled several perspectives of work-life balance
including the role theory, which can be discussed through the conflict theory or enrichment
theory (Parsons 1951; Pradhan 2016), spillover theory (Crouter, 1983), P-E fit theory (Kreiner,
2006) and conservation of resources theory (Grandey & Cropanzo, 1999). With the influence of
these perspectives, researchers have developed numerous scales to measure the effects of
work on one’s personal life. These measures can be broken into two categories — broad and
specific. The broad scales evaluate the general interference of work on an individual's personal
life, whereas the specific scales evaluate how work affects specific relationships. The WLB
scales that are domain specific are often beneficial in that they allow researchers to observe the
unique effects of work on specific nonwork interests that are tailored to a specific research
question (e.g., Keeney et al., 2013).

The initial operationalization of work-life balance was employed by Fisher (2001) who
devised a 21-item scale to investigate employees’ perception of work-life balance. The research
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aimed to identify the variables that relate to work-life balance and establish a conceptual
definition for work-life balance. Fisher defined work-life balance as a broad construct, whereas
work-family conflict would be a more specific construct. In considering the subjective nature of
work-life balance, Fisher proposed a work/personal life scale. The original scale aimed to
assess how overall perceived work-life balance affected work: (1) work interference with
personal life (WIPL), (1) personal interference with work (PIWL), and (3) work/personal life
enhancement (WPLE). The WIPL dimension consisted of four factors of measurement, time,
energy, strain, and goal accomplishment, with sample items being “my personal life drains me
of the energy | need to do my job” and “my personal life suffers because of my work.” The PIWL
dimension assessed the interference of personal life on work with example items, such as “l am
too tired to be effective at work because of things | have going on in my personal life.” The
WPLE subscale examined the degree to which one’s personal life is enhanced by work and vice
versa with items, such as “I would spend more time at work if it were not for my non-work
responsibilities.” Overall, this measurement of work-life balance found work-life balance to be
associated to organizational outcomes, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
turnover intentions (Burke 1988; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

A similar scale developed by Dex and Bond (2005) utilized a 10-item checklist to
measure work interference with personal life. This measure included statements such as
“‘relaxing and forgetting about work issues is hard to do” and “I often work late or at weekends to
deal with paperwork without interruptions.”

Burke (1988) measured work-family conflict with a 39-item scale predicting work-family
conflict, classified as four antecedents of WFC: (1) work settings (2) social support (3) work-
stressors (4) non-work stressors, and seven predictors of WFC consequences: (1) work
alienation (2) burnout (3) job satisfaction (4) turnover (5) psychosomatic symptoms (6) negative
affective states (7) physical well-being. Overall, the study illustrated that WFC related more to
work related stressors than non-work stressors. Consistent with WFC research and the conflict
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approach of the role theory, Burke (1988)’s scale found WFC to be related to burnout, job
satisfaction, psychosomatic symptoms, negative affective states and physical well-being
(Crouter 1984; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus and Powell 2006; Kossek & Ozeki,
1999; Parasuraman et. al, 1989).

Furthermore, based on the conflict theory perspective, Netemeyer et al. (1996a)
developed a short 10-item scale to measure the bidirectional effects of work-family conflict
(WFC/FWC) using the following on-job predictors: (1) organizational commitment (2) job
satisfaction (3) job burnout (4) job tension (5) job role conflict (6) job role ambiguity (7) intention-
to-leave-an-organization (8) search-for-another-job (9) number of hours worked per week. In
their measure of WFC and FWC, they also assessed off-job predictors, including (1) life
satisfaction (2) relationship satisfaction and (3) relationship agreement. Overall, measures of
WFC and FWC were found to be associated with job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
job tension, and life satisfaction (Burke 1988; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Prandhan 2016).

Using the spill over perspective of work-life balance, which elucidates the psychological
effects of work “spilling over” into family life, Small and Riley (1990) developed the 20-item Work
Spillover Scale which included four subscales measuring employee perception of work spillover
into (1) parent-child relationships, (2) marital relationship, (3) leisure activities and (4) home
management role. In evaluating the effects of work on spousal relationships, the researchers
collected data on “spouse perception of worker’s work spillover” and “marital satisfaction” with
items, such as “my spouse’s job keeps us from spending time together” and “I dislike the fact
that my spouse is preoccupied with work.” Although this scale includes marital relationships as
one of the dimensions of family life, it is focused on nuclear families with the inclusion of the
“parent-child” dynamic. In fact, Waumsley et al. (2010) investigated the differences in perceived
work-life conflict and life-work conflict in women without children using an adapted version of
Neteyemar et. al (1996)’'s WFC/FWC measure. Thus, Waumsley et al. (2010) employed four
scales to measure WFC and FWC and WLC and LWC as well as scales to measure (1)

9



organizational identity (3) turnover intention (4) organizational culture and (5) psychological
health. Subsequently, it was found that LWC was related to turnover intention and psychological
distress in women with children which can be explained by the conflict approach of the role
theory (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Moreover, the P-E fit approach theorizes that a person’s individual outcomes are not
only contingent on both the direct effects of person and environment, but also the interactive
effect of personal and environmental factors (Kreiner, 2006). Subsequently, Lui et al. (2006)
developed a scale based on the P-E fit perspective intended to predict the combined impact of
work-family integration preferences and organizational supplies on work-family balance. Work-
family integration preferences reflect the extent to which employees prefer work life to be
integrated with family life and organizational supplies refer to the willingness of the employer to
facilitate the employee’s preferred work-family integration. To measure work-family integration
preferences and organizational supplies, the researchers utilized two 4-item scales with sample
items, such as ‘| like work issues creeping into my home life” to assess individual preferences
and “At my workplace, people allow work issues to creep into their home lives” to assess the
individual’s perception on organizational support. In addition, a 4-item scale was used to
measure work-family balance with a sample item, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the way
you divide your attention between work and home?” A 6-item scale measured family functioning
and a 9-item scale measured marital satisfaction. Example items, such as “We are able to make
decisions about how to solve problems” and “I am not happy about our communication and feel
my partner does not understand me” measured family functioning and marital satisfaction
respectively. In considering the P-E fit approach and work-nonwork boundaries, research
indicates that excessive organizational supplies for employee work-life integration preferences
is associated with job stress and absenteeism (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999; Kreiner 2006; Pichler

2008).
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Kreiner (2006) devised a scale using the P-E fit approach and observed three individual
outcomes, (1) work-home conflict, (2) stress and (3) job satisfaction as predicted by perceived
work-home segmentation and organizational supplies. Whereas work-family integration focuses
on consolidating the work and family domain, work-home segmentation refers to the extent to
which an employee prefers the two domains to be separated. To measure work-home
segmentation preferences and organizational supplies, the researcher developed matched 4-
item scales with items, such as “l don’t like to have to think about work when | am home” for
preferences with a corresponding supplies item, “My workplace lets people forget about work
when they’re home.” Similarly, to evaluate individual outcomes, a 5-item scale was used for
work-home conflict, 3-item scale for job satisfaction and 5-item scale for stress. Overall, this
measure demonstrates that discrepancies between one’s work-home segmentation preferences
and organizational supplies relates to work-home conflict (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), stress
(McNall et al., 2010) and job satisfaction (Burke 1988). The incongruence between one’s
segmentation preferences and workplace supplies relate to diminished resources available to
the individual and based on the conservation of resources (COR) perspective, a lack of
resources is associated with burnout (Allen et al., 2000), job commitment (Pradhan 2016) and
productivity (Grandey & Cropanzano 1999).

The COR perspective, which describes the influence of environmental stressors on an
individual’s overall well-being based on two critical processes, loss spiral (i.e., loss of resources
relates to increased stress and further depletion of resources) and gain spiral (i.e., the
accumulation of resources). According to this theory, resources can be defined as personal
characteristics (e.g., individual’s traits, feelings, attitudes), objects (e.g. food, shelter, etc.),
conditions (e.g. social support) or energies (e.g. time, knowledge or money) as deemed
valuable by the individual (Brummelhuis & Bakker 2012). In evaluating the work-family dynamic,

researchers have also proposed the enrichment theory, which Greenhaus and Powell (2006)
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conceptualize as the extent to which an individual’'s performance in one domain can improve the
other.

A meta-analysis of existing enrichment scales, conducted by McNall et al. (2010),
assessed the correlates of predictors, including (1) job satisfaction (2) affective commitment (3)
turnover intentions (4) family satisfaction (5) life satisfaction and (6) physical and health
outcomes on both work-family enrichment (WFE) and family-work enrichment (FWE).

Consistent with the COR perspective, the results of this analysis indicate a relationship
between enrichment and physical well-being, which would limit depletion of resources
(Brummelhuis & Bakker 2012; Greenhaus & Powell 2006). Moreover, consistent with
Greenhaus and Powell (2006)'s framework of work-family conflict, McNall et al. (2010) found
enrichment to be related to work-outcomes, such as job satisfaction and affective commitment.
Similarly, another meta-analysis conducted by Lapierre et. al (2017) assessed contextual and
personal characteristics specific to each domain in work-family enrichment and work-family
enrichment were observed. Based on the COR perspective (Brummelhuis & Bakker 2012),
contextual characteristics i.e., resource-providing factors, such as social support and work
autonomy and resource-depleting factors, such as role overload were assessed. In addition,
personal characteristics were included in the analysis, such as one’s psychological involvement
in each domain and work engagement. Overall, the analysis found an association between
enrichment, work engagement and work autonomy (McNall et al. 2010; Shantz et al, 2014).
Correlates of Work-Life Balance
Sex Differences

In assessing perceived work-family role conflict, it is imperative to consider culturally
ascribed gender roles for men and women, i.e., men are traditionally associated with work and
women with caretaking responsibilities (Eagly 1987). Although research has identified gender
role expectations to distort men and women’s perception of work-life imbalance, empirical
evidence presents no significant differences reported between men and women (Gutek et al.,
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1991). Williams et al. (2016) contend that existing research of work-life balance fails to consider
the differences between men and women in perceived work-life balance by either controlling for
sex differences in studies of work-life balance or ignoring the highly skewed categories towards
men or women in the surveys administered to evaluate work-life balance. Further, popular
measures of work-family conflict consider traditional roles of men and women, which limits the
potential of assessing this construct in individuals non-conforming to stereotypical gender roles.
Organizational Support

Kossek et al (2011) define organizational support of work and family roles as the extent
to which an organization caters to work-family balance, i.e., with job conditions, such as work
hours, organizational culture that allows employees to fulfill work and non-work roles, and
human resources policies, such as paid time-off, elder care, education, etc. Previous research
has found that high or low organizational support affects perception of work-life balance by
employees (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Kreiner 2006). In fact, studies measuring the impact of
organizational norms about time spent at work was associated with perceived work-life balance
based on the degree to which organizational norms affect work hours (Gryzwacs & Carlson,
2007; Kossek et al., 2011). Pichler (2008) ascertained working hours, more specifically over-
time at work, as a significant predictor of work-life imbalance, with over 14% of the variation in
WLB scores explained by working hours. Other research found long workhours to be associated
with increasing work-life imbalance emphasizing the spill-over effects from work to life (Dex &
Bond 2005).
Consequences of Work-Life Balance
Job Burnout

Whereas adequate work-life balance promotes positive employee and organizational
related outcomes, such as employee commitment, job/life satisfaction and increased
performance (Allen et al. 2000; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985),
studies have also identified negative consequences of decreased work-life balance, specifically,
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increased job burnout and turn over intention (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Netemeyer et al.,
1996a). Burnout, initially defined by Maslach (1982), is a debility characterized by mental
exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment from overexerting to
meet job demands. Job demands, or the extent to which a work-related task requires effort,
causes job burnout when excess effort is needed to achieve work goals (Demerouti et al
2001). Relatedly, previous studies have found that job burnout is related to an employee’s level
of perceived control of their time (Siltaloppi et al, 2009) and their ability to disengage from
work during non-work hours (Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). Those who are unable to detach from
work during non-work hours expend their resources (emotional, cognitive, and physical),
which inevitably compromises the availability of resources in the non-work domains of their life
(Barber et al 2019). As such, this study predicts that work-life balance will be negatively related
to job burnout. Schaufeli et al (1996)'s Maslach Burnout Inventory- General Survey (MBI-GS)
has been widely used to measure job burnout with three subscales (1) exhaustion, (2) cynicism,
and (3) professional efficacy.
Hypothesis 1: Perceived personal free time will be negatively associated with job
burnout, such that an increase in perceived personal free time will be associated with a
decrease in job burnout.
Hypothesis 2: Perceived organizational support will be negatively associated with job
burnout, such that an increase in perceived organizational support will be associated
with a decrease in job burnout.
Turnover Intentions
Not only does work-life imbalance result in negative outcomes for the individual, but it
also leads to costs incurred by organizations. Previous studies explain the role of work-
life balance in employees’ organization citizenship behavior, and they found flexible hours
increased productivity, low absenteeism, and low turnover intentions (Chow & Keng-Howe'’s,
2006; Dalton & Meshc'’s, 1990; Koubova & Buchko, 2013 as cited in Suifan et al, 2016; Holtom
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et al, 2008). Turnover intention, or the estimated probability of an employee’s desire to quit their
job (Krelinger, 1973 as cited in Suifan et al.2016), is an ubiquitous predicament faced by
organizations, and research shows high turnover rates adversely impacts job performance and
the morale of existing employees (Surienty et al, 2013). High turnover rates in service
industries (i.e., hospitality, healthcare, accounting firms, etc.) can have more serious
ramifications as they depend on human capital (Allen et al, 2000; Surienty et al, 2013).

Thus, it is imperative for such organizations to retain existing employees to not incur the
cost of training new personnel and reselecting new staff. It is beneficial for organizations to
implement policies that promote work-life balance, such as flexible job conditions, organizational
culture and norms, and human resource policies encouraging work-life balance (Kossek et al.,
2011). Conversely, organizations that lack this focus contribute to job burnout amongst their
employees, which has previously been associated to high turnover intentions due to reduced job
satisfaction (Acker, 1999; Lu & Gursoy, 2013; Martin & Schinke, 1998). Whereas existing
studies have examined the effects of job burnout on turnover intentions, limited attention has
been given to assessing the interdependence among the antecedents of WLB (Sirgy & Lee,
2017). Thus, the present study aims to explore the subfactors of work/non-work balance in
predicting turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 3a: Psychological effects of work on life will be positively associated with job

burnout, such that an increase in psychological effects of work on life will be associated

with a increase in job burnout.

Hypothesis 3b: Psychological effects of work on life will be positively associated with

turnover intentions, such that an increase in psychological effects of work on life will be

associated with an increase in turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 4a: Time management behaviors will be negatively associated with job

burnout, such that an increase in time management will be associated with a decrease in

burnout.
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Hypothesis 4b: Further, those with increased scores on time management behaviors will

also present with low scores on the turnover intentions scale.
The Present Study

Based on Haar et al.’s (2014) holistic conceptualization of work-life balance — adapted
from Greenhaus et al,’s (2003) definition of work-life balance — focused on the allocation of time
and psychology energy in both work and non-work domains, the present study defines work-life
balance as perceiving the availability of free time to engage in non-work activities without feeling
psychological distress from job demands, simultaneously establishing equilibrium between time
spent at work and time spent on non-work endeavors. Subsequently, the purpose of this study
is to examine the interface between work/non-work life with a broad scale of work-life balance,
which does not limit the definition of the non-work life to any specific domain, potentially
excluding any working individuals based on gender, age, marital status, number of kids, or their
subjective preferences on how non-work time is used. Although, like the work/personal life scale
developed by Fisher (2001), the scale developed in this study is focused on the unidirectional
effects of work life on non-work life and, in the interest of creating a more accessible WLB scale,
consists only of four factors (two work-related factors and two non-work-related factors).
Prior scales measuring work-life balance focused mostly on the work-family interface (Burke
1988; Netemeyre et al., 1996; Lui et al., 2006; Small and Riley 1990), thus limiting the scope of
WLB measurement to working individuals with families. Moreover, popular scales devised
by Burke (1988) and Netemeyre et al. (1996) approached the dichotomous relationship between
work and life from the conflict theory point of view based on Greenhaus and Powell’s framework
of work-family conflict (2006). Whereas these scales are informative in assessing
the tumultuous dynamic of work/family lives, the present study is focused on the equilibrium
between work/non-work and examines factors that promote work/non-work stability. Further, as
mentioned previously, studies are in this field are limited in their assessment of the influence of
demographic variables, such as age, sex, race, etc. — as such, the impact of those variables on
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work/non-work measures, as well as job burnout and turnover intentions, will be evaluated in

this study
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CHAPTER II: METHODS

Participants

A statistical power analysis was performed for sample size estimation, based on data
from Fisher (2001)’s study of work-life balance (N = 267). Based on this study, using GPower
3.1, the effect size of this study was calculated to be d = 0.24, which is a medium effect size
using Cohen’s (1998) criteria. With an alpha = .05, and power = .80, the projected sample size
needed with this effect size is estimated at N = 150. The present study recruited participants
from an online survey pool, Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), based on two restrictions: (1)
individuals had to be employed at full-time (35+ hours) and (2) working within the United States
to qualify for the study. Participants provided informed consent prior to taking the survey, and
they were allowed to withdraw from the study whenever they wished. Upon completion of the
survey, participants received $1.00 as monetary compensation for their time. The valid sample
included 318 participants, 64.5% men and 35.5% women, and participants’ ages ranged from
19 to 67 years (M = 35.88, SD = 9.54), with 57.9% self-identifying as Caucasian, 29.9% as
Asian and/or Asian American, 6.0% as African and/or African American, 3.8% as
Hispanic/Latino/Spanish origin, 0.9% as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 0.3% as Native

American/Alaska Native, and 1.3% as Mixed/Other.



Measures
Work-Life Balance

A four-factor model of work-life balance was developed for this study. Items were
created based on reviewing numerous contemporary work-life balance scales (e.g., Dex &
Bond, 2005; Hayman, 2005; Small & Riley (1990)). Based on Fisher (2001)’s work-life balance
scale, measuring the effects of work interference with personal life, a 5-item scale was
developed to evaluate participants perceived personal free time. The scale included items such
as, “l do not spend time outside of work on work-related projects,” as well as reverse-scored
items, such as “l often cancel plans to complete work related tasks.” Responses were made via
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), with higher scores
indicating increased levels of perceived personal free time and lower scores representing lower
levels of perceived personal free time. To assess perceived organizational support, a 5-item
scale was developed asking participants how they felt about the support provided by their
employers in terms of work flexibility, job demands, employee support, etc., and included items
such as “my employer does not require me to respond to work emails over the weekend.” The
scale did not include any reverse scored items. Responses were scored using a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), with higher scores representing
increased levels of perceived organizational support and lower scores indicating decreased
levels of perceived organizational support. To examine the psychological effects of work on life,
a 5-item scale was created with responses again ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (5). Statements from this scale measured both positive psychological effects (e.g., “I look
forward to going to work every-day”), which were reverse scored, as well as emotional strain
from work (e.g., “I feel guilty when | take a break from work.”). Thus, higher scores on this scale
represent increased negative psychological effects of work on life and lower scores represent
decreased perceived emotional strain due to work on life. Finally, to assess participants’ time
management behaviors, a fourth subscale comprised of 5-items was constructed. This scale
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asked participants to indicate how they felt about allocating time for both work and non-work
demands (e.g., “I keep track of both my work and non-work commitments”). Responses were
made via a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). High
scores on this scale represent increased perceived ability of time management and lower
scores on this scale indicate decreased perceived ability of time management.
Job Burnout

Maslach’s Burnout Inventory (MBI-GS; Maslach & Jackson, 1981) was used to evaluate
participants’ experienced levels of job burnout. Responses on this 15-item scale ranged from
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Participants were asked to indicate the extent to
which they agreed or disagreed with statements, such as “I feel emotionally drained from work”
and “| feel used up by the end of the workday” with higher scores reflecting higher levels of
perceived job burnout.
Turnover Intentions

A 9-item scale was adapted from Roodt (2004)’'s measure of turnover intentions to
assess participants’ inclination to quit their current jobs. The items in this scale sought to
measure participants’ affinity for their current jobs (i.e., “I am satisfied with my current job”) as
well as their willingness to find a new job (i.e., “I frequently scan the internet for alternative job
opportunities”). Responses were scored using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and higher scores are predictive of higher turnover intentions.
Data Analysis

Descriptive and correlational analyses were done using SPSS v21. Internal consistency
was evaluated by computing McDonald’s omega coefficients (w) using JASP, which reveal good
internal consistency when superior to 0.70 (Catalan, 2018). The four factors and their respective
items were labelled: (1) perceived personal free time (PPFL; items PPFL1 — PFFL5), (2)

perceived organizational support (POS; items POS1 — POS5), (3) psychological effects of work
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on life (PAL; items PAL1 — PALS), (4) Time management behaviors (TM; items TM1 — TMS5), as
well as job burnout (JB; items JB1-JB15) and turnover intentions (TRN; items TRN1-TRN9).
The hypothesized factor structure of the work/non-work balance was tested with
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) using the /avaan
and semTool packages in R Software (version 4.01; R Core Team, 2020, Jorgensen et al, 2021,
Rossell, 2012). The maximum likelihood estimation method was applied to the analysis of the
covariance matrices. Based on Kline (2011)’s recommendations, the following parameters were
used to evaluate absolute goodness-of-fit of the models to the data: the ratio of chi-square to
degrees of freedom (3?/df), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with 90%
confidence interval (Cl), Comparative fit index (CFl), and standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR). The fit of the model was deemed to have acceptable fit if RMSEA was < .10
and excellent fit with values around .06, SRMR with values less than .08 and CFIl >.90 (Browne
& Cudeck, 1994; Hu & Bentler, 1999). To maximize future use of the work/non-work balance
scale, (1) the factor loadings of the items were also inspected and items with loadings less than
.40 were considered for removal, (2) improvements were made based on modification indices
(MI) and the Standardized Expected Parameter Change (SEPC) values. SEM analysis was
performed to investigate the effect of the factors in the work/non-work balance scale, job
burnout, and turnover intentions. SEM was conducted with a maximum likelihood estimation
method. The same criteria as defined for CFA analyses were used to determine model fit for

SEM. For both CFA and SEM analyses, a fixed factor method of identification was employed
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CHAPTER Ill: RESULTS

CFA analyses

CFA was used to confirm whether a 4-factor solution would provide the best fit for the
data. First, a null model with no latent variables was fit, then a one-factor model, and the
proposed 4-factor model. Scale development was based on item factor loadings. As such,
model fit was adjusted primarily based on each individual item’s factor loading onto its
respective sub-factor. The one-factor model presented in poor model fit indices: ¢? (170) =
1620.71, p < .001, CFI = .538, RMSEA = .164 90% CI [.16, 17], and SRMR = .179. The
theorized four-factor model resulted in fit indices below the criteria for acceptable fit: x> (164) =
1654.64, p < .001, CFl = .532, RMSEA = .168 90% CI [.16, 17], and SRMR = .202. The fit
diagnostics were inspected to find potential issues with model specification and item factor
loadings lower than |.40| were deleted (Stevens, 1992). The list of items retained and those

eliminated from the next model iteration are detailed in Table 1 and Figure 1.

Table 1. Factor loadings of items on the PPFL, POS, PAL, and TM subscales

PPFL POS PAL ™

After work, | have time to spend on activities | enjoy.
| often cancel plans to complete work related tasks. (R) .85
| spend less than 5 hours a week on leisure activities. (R) 74

| do not spend time outside of work hours on work
projects.

| feel like | do not have time to focus on anything else .90
other than work. (R)

My employer does not require me to respond to work 40
emails over the weekend.

My employer allows me to work from home as long as |
complete required tasks.

| feel comfortable talking to my employer about work- 72
related issues.




My employer takes my future goals within the company
into consideration.

My employer would not understand if | took days off from
work due to a personal problem. (R)

| feel guilty when | take a break from work.
| feel appreciated for my efforts at work. (R)

When | engage in non-work activities, | automatically find
myself thinking about work.

I look forward to going to work every-day. (R)
| often feel too exhausted after work to do anything else.

| am able to allocate time for both work and non-work
activities.

| wish | had more time to spend doing things | enjoy. (R)
| often feel rushed to meet deadlines at work. (R)

| do not neglect my personal priorities to make time for
work.

| keep track of both my work and non-work commitments.

.70

.78
.73
.83
.52
.55
.65
42

Note: ltems with * were excluded in analyses. Items noted with (R) are reverse scored.
Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational support
(POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).

23



Figure 1. Hypothesized 4-factor CFA model of the Work-Nonwork Balance Scale
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Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational
support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM). Factor
loadings greater than the threshold |.40| are highlighted with darker paths.
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A subsequent model with 4-factors and 3 items each on the PPFL, POS, and PAL
factors, and 4 items on the TM factor was fit (after excluding items with factor loadings < |.40| as
depicted in Figure 1), and the model fit indices were still deemed below the level of acceptance:
v* (59) = 368.77, p < .001, CFI = .836, RMSEA = .129 90% CI [.11, 14], and SRMR =.10.
Modification indices were assessed and items from the TM factor, specifically items T3 and T5,
appeared to covary with several other items in the scale and cross-load with the PPFL factor.
Upon reviewing the items, subsequent models were fit with the addition of covariances one at
time, and the model fit indices did not meet the specified goodness of fit criteria. A 3-factor
model was considered, without the TM factor, and the 3-factor model exhibited acceptable
model fit parameters: y* (24) = 82.06, p < .001, CFl = .955, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.06, .10],
and SRMR =.05. Further, the 3-factor model demonstrated better fit as compared to the original
4-factor model without item or factor deletion, Ay? (140) = 1563.6, p < .001. Table 2 presents the
model fit statistics for the hypothesized CFA models, and Tables 3 and 4 (in the Appendix)
present the completely standardized variance-covariance matrix and standardized residual
matrix 3-factor model with a total of 9 items.

Table 2. CFA model fit statistics

Model x> df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Null 3329.82 190 0.00 -0.00 .23 31
One-factor 1620.71 170 54 48 .16 18
Hypothesized Four-factor 1632.84 164 .53 45 A7 .20
Four-factor (after removal of items 368.77 59 .84 .78 13 10
with factor loadings < |.40])
Three-factor 82.06 24 .96 .93 .08 .05

25



Table 3. Model variance-covariance matrix of the Final 3-factor CFA

VAR PPFL2 PPFL3 PPFL5 POS1 POS3 POS4 PAL1 PAL3  PALS

PPFL2 2.1

PPFL3 1.32 2.03

PPFL5 1.52 1.26 1.89

POS1 0.22 0.04 0.02 1.36

POS3 0.15 0.05 0.14 0.35 1.05

POS4 -0.12 -.09 -.01 0.16 0.56 1.18

PALA1 1.14 0.98 1.24 0.06 0.31 0.10 1.94

PAL3 1.13 1.07 1.07 0.11 0.01 -0.18 1.13 1.73

PAL5 1.19 1.10 1.28 0.01 0.31 0.15 1.20 1.01 1.82

Note: Abbreviations are as follows - PFFL (Perceived personal free time), POS (Perceived
organizational support), and PAL (Psychological effects of work on life).

Table 4. Standardized Residual Matrix of the Final 3-factor CFA

VAR PPFL2 PPFL3 PPFL5 POS1 POS3 POS4 PAL1 PAL3  PALS

PPFL2  0.00

PPFL3  0.01 0.00

PPFL5  0.01 -0.02 0.00

POS1 0.11 0.00 -0.01 0.00

POS3 0.00 -0.05 -0.00 0.00 0.00

POS4 -0.12 -0.09 -0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00

PALA1 -0.04 -0.04 0.00 0.00 0.05 -0.01 0.00

PAL3 0.03 0.08 -0.01 0.04 -0.15 -0.19 0.04 0.00

PAL5 -0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.03 0.04 0.03 -0.004 -0.03 0.00

Note: Abbreviations are as follows - PFFL (Perceived personal free time), POS (Perceived
organizational support), and PAL (Psychological effects of work on life).

Internal Consistency

The overall work/non-work balance scale with 3-factors and 9 items exhibited high levels
of internal consistency (o = .850). The subscales also indicated high levels of internal
consistencies with PPFL (o = .867), POS (®» = .710), and PAL (o = .827). The job burnout and
turnover intentions scales both presented with high levels of internal consistencies with job

burnout (o = .901) and turnover intentions (o = .929).
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Preliminary Analyses on Demographic variables

Prior to conducting further analyses, specific statistical tests were employed to evaluate
the effects of demographic variables on the work/non-work subscales based on the final 3-factor
CFA model including perceived personal free time (PPFL), perceived organizational support
(POS), psychological effects of work on life (PAL), as well as the job burnout (JB) and turnover
intention (TRN) scales (see Figure 2 for the conceptual model). An independent samples t-test
was conducted to assess the gender differences (coded Male = 0, Female = 1) on the study
measures and as shown in Table 5, the mean score of men on the POS measure (M = 3.94, SD
= 0.72) was significantly higher than the mean score of women (M = 3.75, SD = 0.91) on the
same scale.

Similarly, an independent samples t-test was conducted to identify differences based on
respondents’ race (coded White = 0, Non-white = 1) as shown in Table 6, as well as ethnicity
(coded Yes =0, No = 1 to the question “Are you of Hispanic/Latino/Spanish origin?”) shown in
Table 7. Race was coded as such since the majority, 57.9% of respondents, self-identified as
White and given the unequal subsets within the sample who self-identified as other races.
Results indicated the mean score of White respondents on the PPFL measure (M = 3.42, SD =
0.93) was significantly higher than the mean score of Non-White respondents (M = 3.10, SD =
0.66) on the same scale, #(316) = -3.45, p < .001, d = -.39. Non-White respondents presented
with significantly higher mean scores on the job burnout measure (M = 2.81, SD = 0.58) as well
as the turnover intentions measure (M = 3.37, SD = 0.93). Mean scores were significantly

different based on ethnicity on all study measures except the POS subfactor (see Table 7).
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Table 5. Independent samples t-test examining gender differences

Male (n = 205) Female (n = 113) #(316) p Cohen’s d
M SD M SD
PPFL 3.01 1.29 2.97 1.21 0.32 .746 0.04
POS 3.94 0.72 3.75 0.91 2.02 .043 0.04
PAL 2.89 1.21 2.66 1.08 1.74 .083 0.20
JB 2.65 0.72 2.65 0.68 -0.08 .933 -0.01
TRN 3.03 1.07 3.10 1.09 -0.55 .582 -0.07

Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational

support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).

Table 6. Independent samples t-test examining racial differences

White (n = 184) Non-white (n = 134)  #(316) P Cohen’s d
M SD M SD
PPFL 3.42 0.93 3.10 0.66 -3.45 <.001 -0.39
POS 3.63 0.72 3.70 0.54 0.89 374 0.10
PAL 3.23 0.93 3.07 0.65 1.71 .088 -0.19
JB 2.53 0.76 2.81 0.58 3.59 <.001 0.41
TRN 2.81 1.11 3.37 0.93 4.72 <.001 0.54

Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational

support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).

Table 7. Independent samples t-test examining the difference between ethnic groups

Yes (n = 67) No (n = 251) {(316) p Cohen’s d
M SD M SD
PPFL 3.05 0.61 3.35 0.88 -2.55 .011 -0.35
POS 3.72 0.57 3.65 0.67 0.83 405 0.12
PAL 2.98 0.64 3.21 0.86 -2.04 .043 -0.28
JB 2.83 0.53 2.60 0.74 2.37 .018 0.33
TRN 3.51 0.88 2.93 1.09 4.04 <.001 0.56

Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational

support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).

Bivariate correlation analyses were conducted between the variables in the model to

examine issues with multicollinearity as well as inspect the effects of age and number of



children on the measures. There were no bivariate correlations found between the study
variables which indicated issues with multicollinearity using Kline (2016;2015)’s guideline of r =
.85. However, results (as shown in Table 8) indicated significant correlations between number of
children and all the measures, as well as age and the study variables.

Table 8. Bivariate correlation analyses between Work/Non-Work subscales, Job Burnout,
Turnover Intentions and Demographic Variables Age and Number of Children

n M SD PPFL POS PAL JB TRN Children Age
PPFL 318 3.00 1.26 -
POS 318 3.87 0.80 .04 -
PAL 318 281 1147 787 10 -
JB 318 3.05 1.08 -63° -397 -65" @ --
TRN 318 152 122 -717 -247 -727 83" -
Children 318 35.88 955 -33° .13 -287 177 247 -
Age 318 3.00 126 .29 -157 227 -217 -207 -.02 -

Note: *p < .05 and **p < .001. Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL),
Percieved organizational support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL).

One-way ANOVA tests were conducted to evaluate differences in mean scores between
groups based on income (grouped onto an ordinal scale ranging from 1-12; see Table 9 in the
appendix), workhours (grouped onto an ordinal scale ranging from 1-5; see Table 10 in the
appendix), and education (grouped onto an ordinal scale ranging from 1-7; see Table 11 in the
appendix).

There was a significant effect of income level on PPFL (F (11,306) = 2.67, p = .003) and
TRN (F (11,306) = 3.40, p < .001). There were significant effects of workhours on PPFL (F
(4,313) =9.78, p < .001), POS (F (4,313) = 5.11, p < .001), PAL (F (4,313) = 7.44, p < .001),
and TRN (F (4,313) = 5.87, p <.001). No significant effects were found based on education
level. As such, demographic variables were included in the hypothesized SEM model if
significant group differences were found on composite scale scores of the study measures (see

Figure 2 for a conceptual model).
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SEM Analyses

Based on the results of the final CFA solution, SEM analysis was conducted to assess

the effects of the 3 factors — perceived personal free time (PPFL), perceived organizational

support (POS), and psychological effects of work on life (PAL) — on job burnout (JB) and

turnover intentions (TRN) as well as demographic variables (i.e., gender, income, workhours,

children, ethnicity, education, and race). The theorized model is depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Conceptual SEM Model of Work/Non-Work Balance subscales predicting Job Burnout
and Turnover Intentions
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Based on the results of the preliminary analyses of demographic variables, The first
model employed demonstrated poor model fit, x* (695) = 2929.65, p < .001, CFI = .727, RMSEA
=.12,90% CI [.11, .12], and SRMR = .15. Upon examination of the modification indices, items
from the job burnout scale, specifically JB1 and JB2, covaried with items on the PAL and PPFL
factors. Thus, to reduce model complexity and decrease item-specific biases, items from the JB
and TRN scales were parceled, 3 parcels with 5 items each for the JB scale, and 3 parcels with
3 items each for the TRN scale. The new items were labelled “JBL1, JBL2, JBL3” and “TRNL1,
TRNL2, TRNL3.”

A second model was estimated with the parceled items, but the model fit estimates
indicated poor model fit, x2 (164) = 880.76, p < .001, CFI = .807, RMSEA = .12, 90% CI [.11,
.12], SRMR = .15. Upon reviewing the standardized regression estimates, any paths that were
not significant at the p < .05 level were excluded from the pruned model to improve model fit
and allow for a more parsimonious analysis. The final, trimmed model exhibited acceptable
model fit, x> (133) = 511.37, p < .001, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .09, 90% [.08, .10], SRMR = .07 (see
Figure 3).

Examination of Specific Hypotheses

H1: Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Perceived personal free time did not significantly
predict job burnout (B = -.03, p = .809). However, perceived personal free time was significantly
associated with turnover intentions (f = -.32, p = .014). As such, individuals with increased
perceived personal free time were less likely to report intentions to quit.

H2: Hypothesis 2 was supported. Employees who are more likely to perceive
organizational support are less likely to report job burnout ( = -.44, p = .01).

H3a: Hypothesis 3a was supported. Employees who are more likely to experience
psychological effects due to work on life are more likely to report increased job burnout ( = .85,

p =.031).
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H3b: Hypothesis 3b was supported. Employees who are more likely to experience
psychological distress due to work are more likely to report turnover intentions (f = .52, p =
.001).

H4a and 4b: Since the time management subfactor was not included in the final SEM
model, hypothesis 4a and 4b were not tested. However, correlation analyses indicated a
negative association between time management and job burnout (r = -.63, p < .001) as well as
turnover intentions (r = -.53, p <.001).

Moreover, workhours ( =-.11, p <.001) and race (p = -.07, p = .019) were significantly
associated with turnover intentions. As such, individuals who reported to work longer hours
during the week were less likely to report intentions to quit. Further, age was significantly
associated with perceived personal free time (B = .29, p <.001), perceived organizational
support (B = -.14, p = .036), and psychological effects of work on life (§ = -.25, p <.001).
Similarly, number of children was significantly associated with perceived personal free time (B =

-.32, p <.001) and psychological effects of work on life ( = .27, p <.001).
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Figure 3. Final SEM Model of Work/Non-work Balance subscales on Job Burnout and Turnover
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION

Based on the popular measures of work-life balance and extant research in this field, the
current study (1) defined work-life balance from a multiple-role perspective as work/non-work
balance, (2) developed a terse scale to measure work/non-work balance broadly, (3) examined
the relationship between factors of the hypothesized scale, i.e., perceived personal free time,
perceived organizational support, and psychological effects of work on life with job burnout and
turnover intentions, and (4) assessed the impact of demographic variables, such as gender,
workhours, age, and number of children on the aforementioned factors. These findings
contribute to existing literature in two ways. First, in contrast to existing work-life balance scales,
which are dominated by studies of married and parental employees (Neteymer et al, 1996;
Small & Riley, 1990; Lui et al, 2006), the scale developed in this study examined individual and
work-related factors applicable to those who do not have familial commitments. The present
study provides preliminary support for a 9-item scale that measures work/non-work balance.
Confirmatory factor analyses found 3 subscales which provided a good fit with the data across
several goodness of fit indices. Results suggest that work/non-work balance can be categorized
into three factors: perceived personal free time, perceived organizational support, and
psychological effects of work on life. These subscales presented with both high internal
consistencies and strong interrelationships supporting the measurement structure of the
developed work/non-work balance scale.

The first hypothesis concerned the negative association of perceived personal free time
on job burnout, such that individuals who perceive higher levels of personal free time are less
likely to experience job burnout. However, the results indicated no significant relationship
between the two factors, which is inconsistent with findings in this field. Kaliath & Brough (2008)

found that individuals who perceived compatibility between work and non-work activities



reported higher levels of work/non-work balance. Future studies in this area should be
conducted on more diverse samples which may vyield different results.

Perceived organizational support presented a significant, negative association with job
burnout, thus supporting Hypothesis 2, i.e., as individuals feel more supported by their
employers, they are less likely to report job burnout. In addition, Hypothesis 3a was supported,
such that the psychological effects of work on life elicited a significant, positive relationship with
job burnout, i.e., employees who report increased psychological distress are more likely to feel
job burnout. These findings contribute to existing literature on job demands and decreased
organizational support predicting burnout (Haar, 2013; Mas-Machuca et al, 2016; Schaufeli et
al, 2009). Moreover, studies have found that work related pressure causes elevated stress
levels in individuals who lack effective coping strategies and as such, over time, they tend to
experience more job burnout (Amazue & Onyishi, 2016; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Hypothesis 3b concerns the psychological effects of work on life and turnover intentions.
The present study found a significant positive association between psychological effects of work
on life and turnover intentions, i.e., individuals who report increased psychological effects of
work on life are more likely to report intention to quit. These findings support previous studies
(Griffeth et al., 2000; Fried et al., 2008) that identified psychological stress from work to be
positively related to turnover intentions. Moreover, perceived personal free time, perceived
organizational support, and work hours elucidated significant negative associations with
turnover intentions. This provides empirical support to McNall et al.’s (2010a;2010b) suggestion
that employees are more likely to reciprocate positive behaviors, such as higher job satisfaction
and lower turnover intentions, when they find evidence of organizational investment in terms of
flexible workhours, paid sick-leave, opportunities for growth within the company, etc. The
negative association between work hours and turnover intentions is inconsistent with studies
done by Holtom et al (2008) and Ya-Yuan Hsu et al (2019) who found long work hours to reduce
job satisfaction and as such, contributes to the intention to quit. Perhaps one explanation for the

35



contrasting results is that previous studies found perceived control of work hours to mediate the
relationship between work hours and turnover intentions. As such, those who willingly work long
hours may experience higher levels of job engagement and report lower levels of intention to
quit.

The decision to eliminate the time management subscale was due to psychometric
issues, such as the unsatisfactory internal consistency of the subscale (o = .622) and items
being highly correlated with other factors. That said, the measure may benefit from modifying
some of the items. An alternative explanation for insignificant findings could be attributed to the
conditions of data collection, i.e., data for this study were collected during the COVID-19
pandemic, which could have affected employees’ working conditions and subsequently, time
management behaviors. Although time management was not included in the final measurement
structure of work/non-work balance, it did highly correlate with psychological effects of work on
life (r=.70, p <.001) which is consistent with recent findings from Caci et. al (2020) about the
effects of time management during a pandemic, and its effects on reducing psychological
distress, such that employees who have improved time management skills are less likely to feel
emotional fatigue due to work demands.

The present study did not find any significant differences between men and women with
respect to the work/non-work balance subscales. The evidence in relation to gender differences
in work-life balance is inconsistent with some studies finding that women report higher levels of
work-life imbalance (e.g., Crompton & Lyonette, 2006; Dex & Bond, 2005) and supportive of
others who also found insignificant gender differences (e.g., Bari & Robert, 2016; Byron, 2005)
in perceived work-life balance. However, this study found differences based on age and children
on the subscales of work/non-work balance. Moreover, there was a significant positive
association between age and perceived personal free time, such that older employees reported
higher levels of perceived personal free time as compared to respondents from younger age

groups. Age was negatively associated with both perceived organizational support and
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psychological effects of work on life. Thus, respondents from older age groups reported lower
levels of perceived organizational support and psychological effects of work on life. These
results align with the findings from a study carried out by Richert-Kazmierska & Stankiewicz
(2016) who found employees of older age groups to report positive assessments of achieved
work-life balance, specifically psychological well-being. Also, this study found that employees of
older groups were less likely to feel benefited by the decisions made by their organization.
Further, the results of the present study demonstrated that number of children negatively
impacted perceived personal free time and positively impacted the psychological effects of work
on life. These findings are not surprising given the number of children individuals have can
strain their ability to balance family responsibilities with work demands, which can ultimately
exacerbate the psychological distress of work on life (Lui et al, 2006; Michel et al, 2010).
Limitations and Future Research

However, this study had several limitations. For instance, all measures were collected
from self-reported surveys, and respondents from Amazon MTurk were not asked about the
industries they are currently employed in. Thus, the results obtained need to be further validated
by gathering information on employee occupation and collect data from other sources, such as
testimonies from family/friends to account for common method bias. Moreover, the study
measured the factors of work/non-work balance and other variables at a specific point in time,
and analyses through a longitudinal study design would be more beneficial. The sample has a
disproportionate number of men (64.5%) and women (35.5%) as well as over half the
participants self-identifying as white (57.9%). Future studies should consider a larger and more
representative sample that is inclusive of gender and racial diversities. Another limitation of this
study was that data were collected during COVID-19 pandemic and respondents were not
asked about their location of work (i.e., work from home or work from the office), which could
have influenced their overall outlook on work/non-work balance. It would be beneficial to
examine pre-COVID studies on work/non-work balance and compare the findings with post-
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COVID studies to investigate the impact of the pandemic on employees’ perceived work/non-
work balance.
Conclusions

The present study furthers the literature by defining work-life balance from a broad,
multiple-role perspective (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011) as work/non-work balance or achieving a
state of equilibrium across work and non-work domains. This study presents a new measure of
work/non-work balance based on 3 factors: perceived personal free time, perceived
organizational support, and psychological eustress/distress, and a total of 9 items; 3 items per
factor. Overall, this study found that perceived organizational support and psychological effects
of work on life can significantly predict job burnout and intention to quit. Further, this study
emphasizes the negative effects of work hours on job burnout and turnover intentions. As such,
one of the strongest implications from this study is for organizations to revise their policies on
work hours, paid leave, and company culture. Given the drastic impact of the pandemic,
organizations should take proactive measures to provide employees with resources that can
help them cope with work/non-work imbalance, such as access to mental health resources,
work from home flexibility, and allocated time for employees to directly communicate with their
supervisors about any work-related issues. The current research presents significant
implications on HR policies and practices that organizations need to examine to improve job

satisfaction, job engagement, and employee retention.

38



REFERENCES
Acker, G. M. (1999). The impact of clients' mental iliness on social workers' job satisfaction and

burnout. Health & Social Work, 24(2), 112-119. doi:10.1093/hsw/24.2.112

Allen, T. D., Herst, D. E. L., Bruck, C. S., & Sutton, M. (2000). Consequences associated with
work-to-family conflict: A review and agenda for future research. Journal of Occupational

Health Psychology, 5(2), 278-308. doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278

Amazue, L. O., & Onyishi, I. E. (2016a). Stress coping strategies, perceived organizational
support and marital status as predictors of Work—Life balance among Nigerian bank

employees. Social Indicators Research, 128(1), 147-159. doi:10.1007/s11205-015-1023-

5
Barber, L. K., Conlin, A. L., & Santuzzi, A. M. (2019). Workplace telepressure and work—life
balance outcomes: The role of work recovery experiences. Stress and Health, 35(3),

350-362. doi:10.1002/smi.2864

Bari, D., & Robert, P. (2016). Who benefits more from a balanced life? gender differences in
work-life balance and satisfaction with life in eight post-communist
countries. Intersections.East European Journal of Society and Politics, 2(3), 21-41.

doi:10.17356/ieejsp.v2i3.195

Brewer, E. W., & Shapard, L. (2004). Employee burnout: A meta-analysis of the relationship
between age or years of experience. Human Resource Development Review, 3(2), 102-

123. doi:10.1177/1534484304263335

Bria, M., Spanu, F., Baban, A., & Dumitrascu, D. L. (2014). Maslach Burnout Inventory —
General Survey: Factorial validity and invariance among Romanian healthcare

professionals. Burnout Research, 1(3), 103—-111. doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2014.09.001

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1989). Single sample cross-validation indices for covariance
structures. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 24(4), 445-455.

doi:10.1207/s15327906mbr2404 4



https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278

Burke, R. J. (1988). Some antecedents of work-family conflict. Journal of Social Behavior and
Personality, 3(4), 287-301.
Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work—family conflict and its antecedents. Journal of

Vocational Behavior, 67(2), 169-198. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009

Caci, B., Miceli, S., Scrima, F., & Cardaci, M. (2020). Neuroticism and fear of COVID-19. The
interplay between boredom, fantasy Eengagement, and perceived control over

time. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 574393. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.574393

Casper, W. J., Vaziri, H., Wayne, J. H., DeHauw, S., & Greenhaus, J. (2018;2017;). The jingle-
jangle of work-nonwork balance: A comprehensive and meta-analytic review of its
meaning and measurement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(2), 182-214.

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance.
Structural Equation Modeling, 14(3), 464-504.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

Cohen, J., 1923-1998. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.).
L. Erlbaum Associates.
Crompton, R., & Lyonette, C. (2006). Work-life 'balance’ in europe. Acta Sociologica, 49(4), 379-

393. doi:10.1177/000169930607 1680

Crouter, A. C. (1984). Spillover from family to work: The neglected side of the work-family
interface. Human Relations, 37(6), 425—-441.

https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678403700601

Dalton, D. R., & Mesch, D. J. (1990). The impact of flexible scheduling on employee attendance
and turnover. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(2), 370.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2393395

40


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.574393
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393395

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-
resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

Dex, S., & Bond, S. (2005). Measuring work-life balance and its covariates. Work, Employment

and Society, 19(3), 627—637. https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017005055676

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-role interpretation. L. Erlbaum
Associates.

Edward, J. R., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). Mechanisms linking work and family: Clarifying the
relationship between work and family constructs. The Academy of Management Review,

25(1), 178. https://doi.org/10.2307/259269

Fried, H. O., Lovell, C. A. K., & Schmidt, S. S. (2008). The measurement of productive efficiency
and productivity growth. Oxford University Press
Gisler, S., Omansky, R., Alenick, P. R., Tumminia, A. M., Eatough, E. M., & Johnson, R. C.

(2018). Work-life conflict and employee health: A review. Journal of Applied

Biobehavioral Research, 23(4), e12157-n/a. https://doi.org/10.1111/jabr.12157
Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The conservation of resources model applied to
work—family conflict and strain. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(2), 350-370.

https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666

Greenhaus, J. H., & Allen, T. D. (2011). Work-family balance: A review and extension of the
literature. In J. C. Quick, & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.), Handbook of occupational health
psychology (vol. 2, pp. 165—-183). American Psychological Association.

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources of conflict between work and family roles.

The Academy of Management Review, 10(1), 76. https://doi.org/10.2307/258214

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When work and family are allies: a theory of work-
family enrichment. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 72-92.

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625

41


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017005055676
https://doi.org/10.2307/259269
https://doi.org/10.1111/jabr.12157
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625

Greenhaus, J. H., Collins, K. M., & Shaw, J. D. (2003). The relation between work—family
balance and quality of life. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63(3), 510-531.

https://doi.org/10.1016/s0001-8791(02)00042-8

Griffeth, R. W., Hom, P. W., & Gaertner, S. (2000). A meta-analysis of antecedents and
correlates of employee turnover: Update, moderator tests, and research implications for
the next millennium. Journal of Management, 26(3), 463-488.

doi:10.1177/014920630002600305

Grzywacz, J. G., & Carlson, D. S. (2007). Conceptualizing work—family balance: implications
for practice and research. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 9(4), 455—

471. https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422307305487

Gutek, B. A, Searle, S., & Klepa, L. (1991). Rational versus gender role explanations for work-

family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(4), 560-568. doi:10.1037/0021-

9010.76.4.560

Haar, J. M., Russo, M., Sufie, A., & Ollier-Malaterre, A. (2014). Outcomes of work—life balance
on job satisfaction, life satisfaction and mental health: A study across seven cultures.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 85(3), 361-373.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.08.010

Hayman, J. (2005). Psychometric assessment of an instrument designed to measure work life
balance. Research and Practice in Human Resource Management. 13.

Holtom, B., Mitchell, T., Lee, T., & Eberly, M. (2008). Turnover and retention research: A glance
at the past, a closer review of the present, and a venture into the future. The Academy of

Management Annals, 2, 231-274. doi:10.1080/19416520802211552

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999a). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.

doi:10.1080/10705519909540118

42


https://doi.org/10.1016/s0001-8791(02)00042-8
https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1177%2F1523422307305487&data=04%7C01%7Cviswanathana19%40students.ecu.edu%7C1df2f70b0a8140e78a9108d8df49b661%7C17143cbb385c4c45a36ac65b72e3eae8%7C0%7C0%7C637504854982134026%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=c0xeAjcedKsTJFmj3OILdR1DWyffiph4H7dz9zvr9VQ%3D&reserved=0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.08.010

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999b). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.

doi:10.1080/10705519909540118

llies, R., Fulmer, I. S., Spitzmuller, M., & Johnson, M. D. (2009). Personality and citizenship
behavior: The mediating role of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(4),

945-959. doi:10.1037/a0013329

Kalliath, T., & Brough, P. (2008a). Work—life balance: A review of the meaning of the balance
construct. Journal of Management & Organization, 14(3), 323-327.

doi:10.5172/jmo.837.14.3.323

Kalliath, T., & Brough, P. (2008b). Work-life balance: A review of the meaning of the balance
construct. Journal of Management & Organization, 14(3), 323-327.

doi:10.5172/jm0.837.14.3.323

Keeney, J., Boyd, E. M., Sinha, R., Westring, A. F., & Ryan, A. M. (2013). From “work—family” to
“‘work-life”: Broadening our conceptualization and measurement. Journal of Vocational

Behavior, 82(3), 221-237. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.01.005

Kim, Y. -. K., Kramer, A., & Pak, S. (2020). Job insecurity and subjective sleep quality: The role

of spillover and gender. Stress and Health, 561-701. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2974

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling, 3rd ed.: Guilford
Press.

Kline, R. B. (2015). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (Fourth ed.). Guilford
Press.

Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1999). Bridging the work-family policy and productivity gap: A
literature review. Community, Work & Family, 2(1), 7-32.

doi:10.1080/13668809908414247

Koubova, V., & Buchko, A. A. (2013). Life-work balance. Management Research Review, 36(7),

700-719. https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-05-2012-0115

43


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2974
https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-05-2012-0115

Kreiner, G. E. (2006). Consequences of work-home segmentation or integration: a person-
environment fit perspective. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(4), 485-507.

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.386

Lapierre, L. M., Li, Y., Shao, P. T., & DiRenzo, M. S. (2017). A meta-analysis of the antecedents
of work-family enrichment. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2016(1), 16076.

https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2016.16076abstract

Liu, P., Wang, X. T., Li, A., & Zhou, L. (2019). Predicting work—family balance: a new
perspective on person—environment fit. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1804—1810.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01804

Lu, A. C. C., & Gursoy, D. (2013). Impact of job burnout on satisfaction and turnover intention.
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 40(2), 210-235.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348013495696

Martin, U., & Schinke, S. P. (1998). Organizational and individual factors influencing job
satisfaction and burnout of mental health workers. Social Work in Health Care, 28(2), 51-

62. doi:10.1300/J010v28n02_ 04

Maslach, C. (1982). Burnout: the cost of caring. Prentice-Hall.

Mas-Machuca, M., Berbegal-Mirabent, J., & Alegre, I. (2016). Work-life balance and its
relationship with organizational pride and job satisfaction. Journal of Managerial

Psychology, 31(2), 586—602. https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-2014-0272

McNall, L. A., Masuda, A. D., & Nicklin, J. M. (2010a). Flexible work arrangements, job
satisfaction, and turnover intentions: The mediating role of work-to-family
enrichment. The Journal of Psychology, 144(1), 61-81.

doi:10.1080/00223980903356073

McNall, L. A., Masuda, A. D., & Nicklin, J. M. (2010b). Flexible work arrangements, job

satisfaction, and turnover intentions: The mediating role of work-to-family

44


https://doi.org/10.1002/job.386
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2016.16076abstract
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01804
https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348013495696
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-2014-0272

enrichment. The Journal of Psychology, 144(1), 61-81.

doi:10.1080/00223980903356073

Michel, J., Kotrba, L., Deuling, J., Clark, M., & Baltes, B. (2011). Antecedents of work—family
conflict: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32, 689-725.

doi:10.1002/job.695

Moos, R. H., & Swindle, R. W. (1990). Stressful life circumstances: Concepts and

measures. Stress Medicine, 6(3), 171-178. doi:10.1002/smi.2460060302

Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996a). Development and validation of work—
family conflict and family—work conflict scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(4),

400—410. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400

Parasuraman, S., Greenhaus, J. H., Rabinowitz, S., Bedeian, A. G., & Mossholder, K. W.
(1989). Work and family variables as mediators of the relationship between wives’
employment and husbands’ well-being. Academy of Management Journal, 32(1), 185—

201. https://doi.org/10.5465/256426

Parsons, T. (1951). lliness and the role of the physician: A sociological perspective. American

Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 21(3), 452-460. doi:10.1111/1939-0025195100003

Pichler, F. (2008). Determinants of work-life balance: Shortcomings in the contemporary
measurement of WLB in large-scale surveys. Social Indicators Research, 92(3), 449—

469. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9297-5

Pradhan, R. K., & Jena, L. K. (2017). Employee performance at workplace: Conceptual model
and empirical validation. Business Perspectives and Research, 5(1), 69-85.

doi:10.1177/2278533716671630

Prakash, V. (2018). Work-life Balance: Perceptions of the Non-work Domain. /IM Kozhikode
Society & Management Review, 7(2), 97-108. doi.org/10.1177/2277975218769505
Richert-Kazmierska, A., & Stankiewicz, K. (2016). Work-life balance: Does age matter? Work

55(3), 679-688. doi:10.3233/WOR-162435

45


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
https://doi.org/10.5465/256426
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9297-5

Rosenthal, C. J. (1985). Kinkeeping in the familial division of labor. Journal of Marriage and

Family, 47(4), 965-974. doi:10.2307/352340

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Van Rhenen, W. (2009). How changes in job demands and
resources predict burnout, work engagement, and sickness absenteeism. Journal of

Organizational Behavior, 30(7), 893-917. doi:10.1002/job.595

Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., & Maslach, C. (2010). Burnout: 35 years of research and
practice. IEEE Engineering Management Review, 38(4), 4-18.

doi:10.1109/EMR.2010.5645750

Schaufeli, W., Leiter, M., Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. (1996). Maslach burnout inventory --
general survey (GS).

Shantz, A., Alfes, K., & Latham, G. P. (2014). The buffering effect of perceived organizational
support on the relationship between work engagement and behavioral outcomes.

Human Resource Management, 55(1), 25-38. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21653

Siltaloppi, M., Kinnunen, U., & Feldt, T. (2009). Recovery experiences as moderators between
psychosocial work characteristics and occupational well-being. Work & Stress, 23(4),

330-348. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370903415572

Sirgy, M. J., & Lee, D.-J. (2017). Work-life balance: An integrative review. Applied Research in

Quality of Life, 13(1), 229-254. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-017-9509-8

Small, S. A., & Riley, D. (1990). Toward a multidimensional assessment of work spillover into

family life. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52(1), 51. https://doi.org/10.2307/352837

Smeltzer, S. C., Cantrell, M. A., Sharts-Hopko, N. C., Heverly, M. A., Jenkinson, A., & Nthenge,
S. (2016). Psychometric analysis of the work/life balance self-assessment scale. Journal

of Nursing Measurement, 24(1), 5-14. doi:10.1891/1061-3749.24.1.5

Sonnentag, S., & Kruel, U. (2006). Psychological detachment from work during off-job time: The

role of job stressors, job involvement, and recovery-related self-efficacy. European

46


https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370903415572
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-017-9509-8
https://doi.org/10.2307/352837

Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 15(2), 197-217.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320500513939

Stevens, J. (1992). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (2nd ed.). L. Erlbaum

Associates. Retrieved from https://go.exlibris.link/V8QVIKwC

Suifan, T., Abdallah, A., & Diab, H. (2016). The influence of work life balance on turnover
intention in private hospitals: The mediating role of work life conflict. European Journal of
Business and Management, 8, 126-139.

Surienty, L., Ramayah, T., Lo, M. c., & Tarmizi, A. (2013). Quality of work life and turnover
intention: A partial least square (PLS) approach. Social Indicators Research, 119-

123. doi:10.1007/s11205-013-0486-5

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A resource perspective on the work—home
interface: The work—home resources model. American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974

Timms, C., Brough, P., O’Driscoll, M., Kalliath, T., Siu, O. L., Sit, C., & Lo, D. (2014). Flexible
work arrangements, work engagement, turnover intentions, and psychological health.

Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 53(1), 83—103. https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-

7941.12030
Valcour, M. (2007). Work-based resources as moderators of the relationship between work
hours and satisfaction with work-family balance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(6),

1512-1523. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1512

Waumsley, J. A., Houston, D. M., & Marks, G. (2010). What about us? Measuring the work-life
balance of people who do not have children. Review of European Studies, 2(2), 102—

203. https://doi.org/10.5539/res.v2n2p3

Williams, J. C., Berdahl, J. L., & Vandello, J. A. (2016). Beyond work-life "integration". Annual

Review of Psychology, 67(1), 515-539. doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033710

47


https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320500513939
https://go.exlibris.link/V8QVlKwC
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12030
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12030
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1512
https://doi.org/10.5539/res.v2n2p3

Ya-Yuan Hsu, Chyi-Huey Bai, Chien-Ming, Y., Huang, Y., Lin, T., & Lin, C. (2019). Long hours’
effects on work-life balance and satisfaction. BioMed Research International, 2019,

5046934-8. https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/5046934

48


https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/5046934

APPENDIX

Table 9. One-way ANOVA by Income Level on Measures

N M SD F(317) p n?
PPFL 2.67 .003 0.06
Less than $10,000 6 2.56 1.31
$10,000 - $19,999 28 2.55 0.96
$20,000 - $29,999 33 2.27 1.02
$30,000 - $39,999 34 3.16 1.49
$40,000 - $49,999 40 2.80 1.20
$50,000 - $59,999 53 3.29 1.23
$60,000 - $69,999 26 3.29 1.28
$70,000 - $79,999 30 2.86 1.20
$80,000 - $89,999 15 3.02 1.28
$90,000 - $99,999 14 3.52 1.31
$100,000 - $149,999 30 3.33 1.30
More than $150,000 9 3.56 0.94
Total 318  3.00 1.26
POS .75 .665 0.06
Less than $10,000 6 3.83 0.51
$10,000 - $19,999 28 3.69 0.73
$20,000 - $29,999 33 3.97 0.70
$30,000 - $39,999 34 3.90 0.88
$40,000 - $49,999 40 4.00 0.71
$50,000 - $59,999 53 3.83 0.81
$60,000 - $69,999 26 4.03 0.69
$70,000 - $79,999 30 3.58 1.01
$80,000 - $89,999 15 3.93 0.91
$90,000 - $99,999 14 3.88 0.83
$100,000 - $149,999 30 3.94 0.87
More than $150,000 9 3.81 0.58
Total 318  3.87 0.80
PAL 1.54 115 0.05

Less than $10,000 6 2.94 1.18



$10,000 - $19,999 28 2.70 0.93
$20,000 - $29,999 33 2.28 0.94
$30,000 - $39,999 34 2.99 1.42
$40,000 - $49,999 40 2.61 1.11
$50,000 - $59,999 53 3.00 1.09
$60,000 - $69,999 26 2.92 1.24
$70,000 - $79,999 30 2.57 1.11
$80,000 - $89,999 15 2.71 1.25
$90,000 - $99,999 14 3.24 1.12
$100,000 - $149,999 30 2.98 1.34
More than $150,000 9 3.37 1.11
Total 318  2.81 1.17
JB 1.75 .063 0.06
Less than $10,000 6 2.69 0.74
$10,000 - $19,999 28 2.88 0.52
$20,000 - $29,999 33 2.94 0.43
$30,000 - $39,999 34 2.59 0.85
$40,000 - $49,999 40 2.65 0.68
$50,000 - $59,999 53 2.50 0.75
$60,000 - $69,999 26 2.64 0.67
$70,000 - $79,999 30 2.78 0.65
$80,000 - $89,999 15 2.61 0.72
$90,000 - $99,999 14 2.60 0.88
$100,000 - $149,999 30 2.51 0.81
More than $150,000 9 2.1 0.44
Total 318 2.65 0.71
TRN 3.40 < .001 0.11
Less than $10,000 6 2.93 1.05
$10,000 - $19,999 28 3.23 0.92
$20,000 - $29,999 33 3.70 0.77
$30,000 - $39,999 34 3.03 1.27
$40,000 - $49,999 40 3.09 1.03
$50,000 - $59,999 53 2.79 0.97
$60,000 - $69,999 26 3.00 1.02
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$70,000 - $79,999 30 3.35 0.96

$80,000 - $89,999 15 3.24 1.11
$90,000 - $99,999 14 2.81 1.24
$100,000 - $149,999 30 2.76 1.21
More than $150,000 9 1.77 0.74
Total 318  3.05 1.08

Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational
support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).
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Table 10. One Way ANOVA results examining effects of work-hours on measures

N M SD F(317) p n?
PPFL 9.78 <.001 0.11
Less than 25 hours 3 1.89 0.96
25— 30 hours 32 1.93 0.68
30 — 40 hours 139 3.03 1.36
40 — 50 hours 131 3.30 1.13
More than 50 hours 13 2.49 0.98
Total 318 3.00 1.26
POS 5.11 <.001 0.06
Less than 25 hours 3 3.89 1.07
25— 30 hours 32 4.21 0.40
30 — 40 hours 139 3.98 0.76
40 - 50 hours 131 3.74 0.82
More than 50 hours 13 3.26 1.10
Total 318 3.87 0.80
PAL 7.44 <.001 0.09
Less than 25 hours 3 1.67 0.67
25— 30 hours 32 1.96 0.85
30 — 40 hours 139 2.82 1.23
40 — 50 hours 131 3.07 1.08
More than 50 hours 13 2.44 0.91
Total 318 2.81 1.17
JB 1.69 .151 0.02
Less than 25 hours 3 3.16 0.04
25— 30 hours 32 2.91 0.48
30 — 40 hours 139 2.62 0.72
40 — 50 hours 131 2.6 0.72
More than 50 hours 13 2.65 0.84
Total 318 2.65 0.71
TRN 5.87 <.001 0.07
Less than 25 hours 3 3.52 1.13
25— 30 hours 32 3.82 0.69
30 — 40 hours 139 3.06 1.09
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40 — 50 hours 131 2.88 1.04
More than 50 hours 13 2.66 1.24
Total 318 3.05 0.06

Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational
support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).
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Table 11. One-way ANOVA examining effects of education level on measures

N M SD F(317) p n
PPFL 1.22 294 0.02
Less than high school 3 3.33 1.86
High school/ GED 17 3.20 1.20
Some college 20 3.08 1.29
2-year degree 27 3.36 1.37
4-year degree 174 2.94 1.22
Professional degree 70 3.01 1.32
Doctorate degree 7 2.05 0.80
Total 318 3.00 1.26
POS 1.61 143 0.03
Less than high school 3 3.67 2.03
High school/ GED 17 3.57 0.90
Some college 20 3.85 0.88
2-year degree 27 3.73 0.97
4-year degree 174 3.95 0.69
Professional degree 70 3.89 0.85
Doctorate degree 7 3.24 0.71
Total 318 3.87 0.80
PAL 1.22 .293 0.02
Less than high school 3 3.1 2.01
High school/ GED 17 3.27 1.02
Some college 20 2.75 1.20
2-year degree 27 3.14 1.22
4-year degree 174 2.78 1.16
Professional degree 70 2.69 1.17
Doctorate degree 7 2.29 0.62
Total 318 2.81 1.17
JB 73 .627 0.03
Less than high school 3 2.60 1.16
High school/ GED 17 2.65 0.84
Some college 20 2.56 0.80
2-year degree 27 2.49 0.76
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4-year degree 174 2.66 0.67

Professional degree 70 2.66 0.72
Doctorate degree 7 3.09 0.31
Total 318 2.65 0.71
TRN .59 .738 0.02
Less than high school 3 2.33 1.76
High school/ GED 17 2.95 1.22
Some college 20 2.98 1.12
2-year degree 27 2.84 1.21
4-year degree 174 3.09 1.01
Professional degree 70 3.07 1.15
Doctorate degree 7 3.37 0.67
Total 318 3.05 1.08

Note: Variables labelled as Percieved personal free time (PPFL), Percieved organizational
support (POS), Psychological effects of work on life (PAL), Time management (TM).
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