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Abstract 

This study investigated the association of job demands, job autonomy, 
personal autonomy, and use of flexible working arrangements (FWAs) on work-

home interference (WHI) and work-life balance (WLB). As expected, high job 
demands were associated with high WHI, and high job autonomy was 

associated with low WHI and high WLB. Unexpectedly, job autonomy did not 
moderate the association between high job demands and WHI. The amount of 

hours worked overtime had a strong negative influence on WHI. Of all the FWAs 
studied, only the use of telework was negatively related to WHI, and this 

relationship was only significant for men. This suggests that men who make 
use of telework have less WHI. Telework was also the only significant FWA 

positively associated to high job autonomy, for both women and men. People 
making use of telework experience higher job autonomy. Telework had a 

significant positive relationship with personal autonomy for women, and 
flexplace was related to personal autonomy for men. Men and women were 

investigated separately because of expected gender-related differences that 
are present in work spheres. The final insight was that personal autonomy was 

more strongly positively associated to WLB, than negatively to WHI, from which 
it can be concluded that WLB and WHI are two different constructs. Personal 

autonomy did not however, moderate the relationship between high job 
demands and high WHI. The findings underscore the relevance of job 
autonomy and personal autonomy for diminishing WHI, and the achievement of 

a desired work-life balance.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Work-to-Home Interference 
In the current, modern-day society, the boundaries between the work and 

home domain are no longer as clear-cut as was traditionally the case. For 
decades it was customary to view the two domains as separate entities, while 

nowadays they are generally regarded as interrelated (Geurts & Demerouti, 
2003, pp. 279). This shift is mainly driven by changes in the essence of work 

due to a changing economy, and by the composition of the workforce. 
Employees are expected to work faster, longer, and due to the ever-

connectedness (which is supported by the revolution in ICT) the job demands 
often carry over to the home domain (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Galea, 

Houkes & De Rijk, 2014; Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark & Baltes, 2011). In 
addition to these changes, the amount of women joining the workforce has 

increased considerably. This also means that the amount of dual-career 
families has increased (i.e. where both the man as the woman in a couple 

work). As a consequence of these changes, the combining of both roles poses 
as a challenge for many individuals, as they often cannot cope with the 

demands of the two domains, and have to juggle the responsibilities of work 

and home life. This is referred to as the work-family conflict, or work-home 

interference (Geurts, Kompier, Roxburgh & Houtman, 2003). This interference 

can go in both directions: it is both possible for work to interfere with home-life 

(WHI), as it is for home-life to interfere with work (HWI). WHI and HWI differ 

from each other not only in essence, but also in the antecedents and 

consequences that are related (Byron, 2005; Michel, et al., 2011). Because of 

this essential difference the focus will lie on work-home interference.   

 There is a vast body of research on the mediating role of WHI between 

certain work characteristics and health-/organizational outcomes, and what the 

antecedents and consequences of WHI are. Research has shown that there are 

situations in which WHI is more likely to occur, these antecedents include: 

Having inconvenient working hours, poor organisational and supervisor support 
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and poor support from colleagues, experiencing a high workload, frequently 

working overtime, having a spouse that works overtime regularly, and low job 

autonomy (Geurts, Rutte, & Peeters, 1999; van Hooff, Geurts, Kompier, & Taris, 

2006; Michel, et al., 2011; Steinmetz, Frese, & Schmidt, 2008).  

The consequences of WHI that have been identified include: Increased 

turnover and absenteeism rates, lower general psychological health, burnout, 

lower wellbeing, diminished recovery opportunities, fatigue and diminished sleep 

quality (Allen, Herst, Bruck & Sutton, 2000; Geurts et al., 2003; van Hooff et al., 

2006; Jansen, Kant & van Amelsvoort, 2006; Montgomery, Panagopolou & 

Benos, 2006; Steinmetz et al., 2008; Wang, Afifi, Cox & Sareen, 2007).  

1.2. Job Demands and Resources 
	  
Existing research has identified the important role the job demands and job 

resources play with regards to WHI, which is understandable since WHI is a 

negative consequence of the incompatibility between the work and home 

domain. 
The well-known Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model is a highly 

popular model to serve as a conceptual framework in the field of occupational 
health psychology. This model assumes that high job demands lead to stress 
reactions and adverse health outcomes (e.g. burnout, fatigue, general 

wellbeing), while job resources lead to higher motivation and productivity 
(Schaufeli & Taris, 2013), and can buffer the adverse effects of high job 

demands (Bakker, Demerouti, Taris, Schaufeli & Schreurs, 2003). Job demands 

include the physical, social, or organisational characteristics of a job, that exert 
physical or cognitive effort, and which are thus related to particular 

physiological and psychological costs (e.g. burnout). Examples of demands are 
a high workload, time pressure, and emotional demands (Demerouti, Bakker, 

Nachreiner & Schaufeli, 2001). Job resources include the psychological, 
physical, social, and organisational characteristics of a job, which (1) utilize 

achieving work goals; (2) diminish job demands and the related physiological 
and psychological costs; or (3) stimulate personal development. Examples of 

resources are job autonomy, job control, skill variety, social support and 
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receiving feedback from supervisors (Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Taris, 

2013).  
The JD-R model has been studied most frequently with regards to 

burnout and, in general, for determining which job demands and job resources 
have an impact on job-related wellbeing (i.e. work engagement), which is also 

what it was originally created for (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker, Demerouti 
& Euwema, 2005; Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli, Bakker & van Rhenen, 

2009). A longitudinal study (Houkes, Janssen, de Jonge & Bakker, 2003) for 
example, brought to light that in general, a higher workload (i.e. job demand) 

led to a higher occurrence of emotional exhaustion, and challenging work tasks 
(i.e. job resource) led to a higher intrinsic work motivation, and there are many 

other researchers who have found similar results (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter & 
Taris, 2008; Janssen, Peeters, de Jonge, Houkes & Tummers, 2004; Taris et al., 

2006).  
The research regarding the role of one specific job resource, namely job 

autonomy, is equivocal. Karasek and colleagues (1998) argued that job 
autonomy is vital for the health and wellbeing of employees, since more 
autonomy enables individuals to cope with stressful situations. In fact, 

autonomy (i.e. job control) is a central component in the well-known demand-
control model (Karasek, 1979). Tromp and Blomme (2012) for instance, found 

that autonomy offers the opportunity to recover from work, and is particularly 
helpful to reduce WHI, although they only found that effect for men, not for 

women. In contrast, Bakker and colleagues (2011) found that job autonomy did 
not diminish the negative effect of job demands on WHI.  

Albeit the JD-R model was originally created to clarify which set of job 
demands and job resources influence job-related wellbeing, the overarching 

nature of the model enables examining the influence of job demands and job 

resources on outcomes surpassing the boundary of work, namely WHI (Bakker, 
ten Brummelhuis, Prins, & van der Heijden, 2011). This is of great relevance in a 

time that the work and home domain are regarded as interrelated.  
Bakker and colleagues (2011) also demonstrated that the JD-R model is 

indeed fit to use in research regarding WHI. They found that when job demands 
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were high and job resources low, it resulted in a higher experienced WHI. But 

when the job resources were high, the detrimental influence of job demands on 
WHI was weaker (Bakker et al., 2011). This exemplifies the buffering effect job 

resources can have on stressful situations. A different study found that 
individuals who face high psychological job demands experience fewer 

opportunities to cope with the demands at home, and/or do not experience 
enough leisure time to recover from work, and WHI positively mediated the 

relationship between high job demands and low work-home balance (Janssen 
et al., 2004).  

To underscore the findings from previous research, and to determine the 
influence of a specific job resource on WHI, namely job autonomy, the following 

hypotheses are proposed: 
 

Hypothesis 1a: High job demands are associated to high work-home 
interference; 

Hypothesis 1b: The positive association between job demands and work-

home interference is moderated by job autonomy; 

Hypothesis 1c: High job autonomy is associated to low work-home 

interference. 

1.3. Flexible Working Arrangements & Work-Life Balance 
 
In the overwhelming world of today, it is not only the job demands that can 

pose as a challenge to individuals, but also the demands from the home 
domain. Individuals are inclined to believe they have to be good at everything, 

such as being a good spouse, parent, employee or entrepreneur, athlete, and 
more. Combining the multiple roles of the work domain and home domain 

oftentimes leads to tensions, and thus poses as a challenge to many individuals 
(Eek & Axmon, 2013). Work-life balance has become a popular term to refer to 

this combining of multiple roles, and is defined by Clark (2000) as “satisfaction 
and good functioning at work and at home, with a minimum of role conflict” (p. 

751). This development is for a great part due to the fact that the amount of 
women joining the workforce has increased, and is still increasing. To illustrate 
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this: In The Netherlands, in 2003 56.6% of the women between 15 to 65 years 

old participated in the labour market, in 2013 this was 65.4%. For men the 
participation in the labour market has stayed roughly the same, hovering 

around 78%, with a percentage of 78.7 in 2013 (Centraal Bureau voor de 
Statistiek, 2015).  

 Due to these changes, the roles of men and women in the workplace 
have undergone a transformation as well. This is evident in the fact that many 

employers are making flexible working arrangements (FWAs) available to their 
employees, to facilitate the combining of both roles, which is of great 

importance to dual-career families (ten Brummelhuis, Bakker, Hetland, & 

Keulemans, 2012). Studies have shown that in dual-career families it is 

generally still the female who attends to the responsibilities of the home 
domain, which might make the availability and use of FWAs of greater 

importance to them (Berntsson, Lundberg, & Krantz, 2006; Strandh & 

Nordenmark, 2006). FWAs enable employees to work independently from time 

(i.e. flextime) and location of work (i.e. flexplace), supported by the revolution in 

ICT (ten Brummelhuis et al., 2012; Galea et al., 2014; Lee & Brand, 2005), 

which makes it possible to choose the preferred communication medium to work 

with (e.g. smartphone, e-mail, Skype). The fact that employees have a certain 

amount of control over the times they work, and the place they choose to work 

at, indicates that autonomy is a core aspect of FWAs (ten Brummelhuis et al., 

2012; Saltzstein, Ting, & Saltzstein, 2001). Kelliher and Anderson (2008) found 

that when FWAs were available, it actually enhanced control and autonomy, in 

spite of the fact whether or not an individual made use of them. 

It has to be noted however, that the individual is not the only factor 

playing a role in the use of FWAs, also the organizational culture is of 

importance. In organizations where physical presence is valued highly and 

where FWAs are imposed upon the individual (instead of it being a choice), 

individuals will be less inclined to benefit from FWAs and it can even impair 

work-life balance and increase WHI because it decreases the control an 

individual has (Allen, Johnson, Kiburz & Shockley, 2013; Galea et al., 2014; 

Joyce, Pabayo, Critchley & Bambra, 2010; Shockley & Allen, 2010).  
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There are individual differences in the perceived usefulness of FWAs to 

establish a balance between the work- and home domain. Evidently, for 

numerous employees who have children, FWAs are not perceived as an added 

benefit, but rather as a requirement to manage the demands from the work and 

home domain (Galea et al., 2014). However, FWAs can also result in 

heightened stress levels and a diminished perceived work-life balance due to 

the fact that employees are never really disconnected from work (e.g. being 

accessible via the Internet and/or phone) (Brummelhuis et al., 2012; Hill, Ferris 

& Märtinson, 2003; Peters, den Dulk & van der Lippe, 2009).  
Putting individual differences aside: Meta-analytic research has shown 

that flexible working is related to lower work-family interference (Allen & 

Shockley, 2009, pp. 268; Byron, 2005; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Shockley 

and Allen (2007), who investigated the influence of FWAs on WHI and HWI in 

employed women, found, when looking at flextime and flexplace separately, that 

flextime had a stronger relationship with WHI than did flexplace. It has to be 

noted however, that family responsibilities moderated this relationship in a sense 

that when family responsibilities were low, there was no relationship between 

flextime/flexplace and WHI. In contrast, when family responsibilities were high, 

the relationship between flextime/flexplace and WHI was negative. This implies 

that for women with high family responsibilities, making use of flextime is 

beneficial. For women with low family responsibilities using flextime/flexplace is 

neither harmful nor beneficial. 
It has been assumed by some researchers that work-life balance (WLB) 

is the opposite of WHI (Hayman, 2009; Gandi, Wai, Karick, & Dagona, 2011). 

Other researchers argue that WHI is a component of WLB, and that even when 
an individual experiences WHI, she/he can still report a WLB. Rantanen and 

colleagues (2011) for instance, who combined role conflict, role enhancement, 
and role balance into one model to explain work-life balance, found that when 

the role-related demands and resources are both high, an individual can 
experience work-home interference and work-life balance (Rantanen, Kinnunen, 

Mauno, & Tilleman, 2011, pp. 35). However, the overwhelming majority of the 

research concerning WLB and WHI focuses on either one of the constructs, 
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using different measures for both constructs. Thus, more clarity about whether 

or not the constructs are interrelated would be highly valuable.   
It seems probable that individuals who have high job autonomy and high 

job demands, can experience both WHI and WLB, because even though they 
have a certain amount of control over the work they do, the high job demands 

can at the same time interfere with the home domain. In contrast, individuals 
who have low job autonomy and high job demands could experience more 

WHI, and a work-life disbalance. This implies that WHI and WLB might have the 
same antecedents, although they could influence each construct differently.  

To establish the influence of FWAs on WHI and job autonomy, and to 

determine whether WHI and WLB are the same construct, the following 

hypotheses are proposed:  

 

Hypothesis 2a: The use of flexible working arrangements is associated to 

low work-home interference; 

Hypothesis 2b: The use of flexible working arrangements is associated to 

high job autonomy; 

Hypothesis 2c: Work-home interference and work-life balance occur 

simultaneously for individuals with high job demands and high job 

autonomy. 

1.4. Personal Autonomy 
 
Whether or not someone experiences the job demands to be detrimental or 
disturbing for the home life, is not only dependent on job characteristics, but on 

personal characteristics as well. While job autonomy has been studied widely 
and frequently as a resource with regards to its relationship with WHI, personal 

autonomy (i.e. personal resource) has not received much attention.  
Personal autonomy is a disposition, and, as stated by the self-

determination theory, is defined as the ability to self-regulate (Deci & Ryan, 
1985; Ryan & Deci, 2004). An autonomous individual feels her/his actions to be 

self-driven or planned, and not as emerging or determined by someone else, 
and is completely dedicated to (and beliefs in) what she/he undertakes (Ryan & 
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Deci, 2004). What is more, autonomous people engage in self-exploration, and 

are curious to do so, and are able to act in accordance with their values, 
beliefs, feelings, and needs (Ng, Sorensenm & Eby, 2006; Weinstein, Przybylski, 

& Ryan, 2012). Individuals who have low autonomy perceive their behaviour to 
be controlled by external influences (external locus of control), such as social 

pressure, and thus do not believe themselves to be the instigator of their 
actions. These opposites lie on the same continuum (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  

Researchers that have investigated personal resources in accordance 
with the JD-R model, have mostly focused on engagement and burnout. From 

this research it has been shown that personal resources have a direct impact 
on stress and wellbeing (Prieto, Soria, Martínez, & Schaufeli, 2008), and 

engagement (Xanthopolou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009). Besides the 
direct relationship, there is a reciprocal relationship between personal 

resources and engagement: Personal resources stimulate engagement, and 
this in turn stimulates the accessibility of resources (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).  

The personal resources that have been studied to date do not include 
personal autonomy, nor has the influence of personal autonomy been studied 
on WHI (although the literature search was by no means exhaustive). It is 

probable that an individual who has a high personal autonomy experiences less 
WHI, because they are better at identifying and managing the boundaries they 

find adds to their vitality, and thus will most likely say ‘no’ when they feel an 
overload. Even when the job demands are high, personal autonomy could pose 

as a buffer.  
Furthermore, because individuals with high personal autonomy act in 

accordance with their needs, it is hypothesized that for individuals who make 
use of FWAs, their personal autonomy will be higher. To examine the 

relationship between personal autonomy and WHI, and the relationship with 
FWAs, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

 
Hypothesis 3a: High personal autonomy is associated to low work-home 

interference; 
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Hypothesis 3b: The association between high job demands and high 

work-home interference is moderated by personal autonomy; 

Hypothesis 3c: The use of flexible working arrangements is associated to 

high personal autonomy.  

 
Figure 1 shows a visual representation of the models that will be studied.  

 In sum, the main purpose of this research is to answer the question: “Do 
a high job autonomy and a high personal autonomy decrease the experienced 

work-home interference, and what is the role of the job demands and the use of 

flexible working arrangements in this relationship?” A side effect of this study is 

finding out whether work-home interference and work-life balance are indeed 

two different constructs that can occur at the same time, or whether they are the 

same overarching construct, in a sense that when an individual experiences a 

high work-home interference, she/he does not experience a desired work-life 

balance.  

 Relevance. Much is known about the antecedents and consequences of 

work-home interference, however, what role flexible work arrangements play in 

this is much less well known. Additionally, there is scarce knowledge about the 

influence of personal autonomy on work-home interference. In the case that job 

autonomy and personal autonomy have a buffering effect on work-home 

interference, employers could design the job according to the needs of their 

employee, such as enabling employees to have more autonomy and offering 

FWAs. Training sessions could be organised, for example, to increase the job 

autonomy and personal autonomy of employees. Because our modern society 

places such high demands both at work and at home, it is of importance to know 

what factors facilitate a diminished work-home interference, and increased work-

life balance, because this could lead to more satisfied, engaged, self-confident, 

empowered, productive, vital, and healthy employees.  
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Fig. 1. The relationships studied in the present research.  
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2. Method  
2.1. Design 
	  
This research is a cross-sectional study, conducted by the means of a one-time 

online self-report questionnaire.  

2.2. Procedure 
	  
Respondents were recruited via an advertisement spread on Facebook (see 

Appendix A), and via the contacts of family and friends. The target group were 

females and males who were part of the Dutch working population; no minimum 

educational level was required to take part in this research, but respondents had 



	   14	  

to have paid work. Respondents could win one of the four gift vouchers, each 

with a value of €50,-. These were randomly drawn. 

Before respondents started the questionnaire they were shown an 

information page, which included the main goal of the present research (i.e. 

determining how females and males combine the demands of the work and life 

domain), the estimated time completing the survey would take (± 15 minutes), 

the fact that they could win one of the four gift vouchers, the voluntariness and 

anonymity of their participation, and the informed consent (including contact 

details). They had to confirm they read and understood the informed consent to 

be able to start the survey. Upon completion of the survey, respondents were 

thanked for their participation, and they were enabled to leave their e-mail 

address if they were interested in receiving the research findings (once again 

stressing their anonymity).  

2.3. Pilot study 
	  
Before spreading the survey a pilot study was conducted. An evaluation form 

(see Appendix B) was sent to twelve family members/friends, with a link to the 

survey, requesting them to complete the survey with a critical eye, and report 

any feedback they had. From the feedback it became evident that close to all 

thought it would be an added benefit to be able to track how far along in the 

survey they were. Six people thought some components were too lengthy, which 

resulted in a lessened concentration. Lastly, it became evident that for 

independent entrepreneurs not everything was applicable.  

 On the basis of this feedback adjustments were made; a progress bar 

was added, some questions were made into smaller components, and for 

independent entrepreneurs the option ‘not applicable’ was added to some 

questions.  

2.4. Sample 
	  
A total of 241 individuals agreed with the informed consent, and filled in the 

survey. Of these, 47 respondents did not fill in the survey in its completeness 

and were thus excluded from the dataset. A total of 194 respondents remained 

that were included in the data analyses.  
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2.5. Survey Measures 
	  
The survey was divided into the following subscales: Use of flexible working 

arrangements, job demands, job autonomy, work-life balance, personal 

autonomy, and work-home interference (see Appendix C for the full survey).  

 

Use of flexible working arrangements. Based on the flexible working 

arrangements used in previous research (Galea et al., 2014; Kelliher & 

Anderson, 2008; Lee & Brand, 2005), a selection of the most common FWAs 

was made and included in the current research. These are: Flextime (flexible 

working hours), tailored arrangement (a tailored agreement between the 

employee and the supervisor, such as being in the office during peak hours and 

working from home at all other times), telework (working at a different place than 

the office), flexplace (no fixed workstation/desk), compressed workweek 

(working more hours one week, less the following week), fixed hour contract 

(being able to divide the hours within the year), reduced working day (e.g. 

equivalent to a school day), and part-time contract. Respondents had to indicate 

which of the aforementioned arrangements they used. Answering possibilities 

were either   ’yes’ or ‘no’. Because it is categorical it was unnecessary to compute 

reliability estimates. 

 

Job demands. The Job Demands Scale of the Leiden Quality of Work 

Questionnaire (QoL) by van der Doef and Maes (1999) was used. This scale 

consists of five items, which can be answered on a four-point Likert scale, where 

1 = “strongly disagree” and 4= “strongly agree”. An example of a statement is 

“My job requires working very fast”. Scoring high indicates experiencing a higher 

workload. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.63.  

 

Job autonomy. The subscales ‘Decision Authority’ and ‘Task Control’ of the 

Leiden QoL by van der Doef and Maes were used (1999). Decision Authority 

consists of four items, which can be answered on a four-point Likert scale, 

where 1= “strongly disagree” and 4= “strongly agree”. Example items are “I 

continuously have to do what others tell me to do” (reverse coded), and “My job 
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allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own”. Task Control consists of four 

items, example items are “I can decide my work pace”, and “I can determine the 

order in which I do my work”. The answer possibilities are identical to the ones 

from Decision Authority. The higher an individual scores, the higher the job 

autonomy. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.77.  

 

Work-life balance. A three-item survey by Haar (2013) was used to measure 

this, which can be answered on a five-point Likert scale, where 1=”strongly 

disagree” and 5=”strongly agree”.  An example of an item is “Nowadays, I seem 

to enjoy every part of my life equally well”. Having a high score indicates 

experiencing a work-life balance. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.80. 

 

Personal autonomy. A questionnaire designed by Weinstein, Przyzbylski, and 

Ryan (2012), to measure autonomy as a disposition, was used. This 

questionnaire consists of three subscales: ‘Authorship/self-congruence’, 

‘Susceptibility to control’, and ‘Interest-taking’. All subscales contain five 

questions, which can be answered on a five-point Likert scale, where 1= ”not at 

all true” and 5= ”completely true”. An example item of ‘Authorship’ (α = .79) is 

“My actions are congruent with who I really am”. All the items of the 

‘Susceptibility to control’ (α = .71) subscale are reverse coded; an example item 

is “I believe certain things so that others will like me”. An example item of the 

‘Interest-taking’ (α = .88) subscale is “I often reflect on why I react the way I do”. 

The higher the score of all items combined, the higher the personal autonomy. 

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale as a whole was .71.  

 

Work-home interference. Five items from Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian’s 

(1996) scale to measure WHI was used. Originally the questionnaire consisted 

of two scales, one with five questions that measured Work-Family Interference 

and the other five that measured Family-Work Interference. Because these were 

separate scales only the questions concerning Work-Family Interference were 

used in this research. Answers on that scale can range from 1=”strongly 

disagree” to 5=”strongly agree”. An example of a statement is “The amount of 
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time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfil family responsibilities”. The higher 

an individual scores, the higher the experienced work-home interference. 

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.88. 

2.6. Statistical Analysis 
	  
The statistical program SPSS 22 was used to enter, analyse and test the data. 

Basic descriptive statistics (means, SDs, percentages) were used to describe 

the demographical characteristics of the sample. Independent t-tests were 

performed to compare the means of women and men on the continuous 

variables. Chi square tests were performed on variables that had a categorical 

nature, to examine if the distributions differed from each other. Cramer’s V 

coefficients of the nominal variables were retrieved from the correlation matrix. 

For the continuous (interval/ratio) variables Pearson’s product-moment 

correlation coefficients were retrieved. All the continuous variables were 

centered, to enable summing up scores that were on different scales, and being 

able to compare them in the analyses.         For 

the hypotheses that regard associations, linear regression analyses were used 

to examine the relationship between the variables, and gain insight in the 

strength of the associations.      For the 

hypotheses that regard moderation, the centralised sum scores of the 

independent variables involved will be multiplied to create an interaction variable 

(the predictor: A variable that is manipulated in order to observe the effect on a 

dependent variable). Then a multiple regression analyses was performed, with 

the two centralised variables and the predictor as the independent variables, 

and the dependent variable being work-home interference.   

  In these analyses gender, age, paid hours per week, and unpaid hours 

per week were entered as control variables because of their possible 

association with the dependent variables.  
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3. Results 
3.1. Study Population 
The study population (N=194) consisted of 132 females (68%) and 62 males 

(32%), with a mean age of 33 (SD: 11.7, range: 19-65). The majority of the 
respondents had the marital status ‘living together/married’ (47,4%) or ‘single’ 

(35,6%). Half of the respondents had a university degree (50%), or finished 
higher vocational education (32,5%). Most of the respondents did not have 

children living at home (81,4%). One fifth of the respondents worked in 
economics/management (20,6%), followed by the independent business 

owners (16,5%). Seeing that independent business owners are their own boss, 
and thus have high job autonomy, it is likely that for these individuals the use of 

FWAs is not applicable. Women worked significantly less paid hours per week 
(M = 28, SD = 13.1) than men (M = 35, SD = 12.7), t(191)= -3.419, p<.001. But 

both had a similar amount of unpaid hours per week (M = 6.1, SD = 8.3 and M 
= 6.8, SD = 8.1 for women and men respectively). Table 1 shows the hours 
worked per week according to the contract, divided in categories, the hours 

worked outside working hours (overwork) also divided in categories, and 
manager status. The categories were formed to give an overview of the study 

sample. Table 2 offers an overview of the amount of respondents that make 
use of the flexible working arrangements. Flextime, part-time contract, and 

telework are the FWAs most often used by women (56,8%, 52,3%, and 44,7% 
respectively). Telework, flextime, and flexplace are the FWAs most often used 

by men (53,2%, 50%, and 38,7% respectively).  

 

Table 1. Hours paid work per week, hours worked overtime per week, and 

manager status, shown separately for women and men 

 

                                         n (%) 

Females 

(n=131) 

Males      

(n=62) 

Total 

(N=193) 

Hours paid work per week 

• < 12 hours 

• 12 – 20 hours 

• 20-35 hours 

 

20 (15,2) 

24 (18,2) 

40 (30,3) 

 

6 (9,7) 

2 (3,2) 

13 (21) 

 

26 (13,4) 

26 (13,4) 

53 (27,3) 
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• > 35 hours 

 

47 (35,6) 41 (66,1) 88 (45,4) 

Hours worked outside work    

per week                       

• < 5 hours 

 

 

76 (57,6)     

 

 

34 (54,8) 

 

 

110 (56,7) 

• 5 – 10 hours 35 (26,5) 20 (32,3) 55 (28,4) 

• 10 – 15 hours 9 (6,8) 1 (1,6) 10 (5,2) 

• > 15 hours 

 

Manager / Executive               

• Yes 

• No 

• Not applicable 

9 (6,8)  

 

 

27 (20,5) 

87 (65,9) 

18 (13,6) 

7 (11,3) 

 

 

19 (30,6) 

35 (56,5) 

8 (12,9) 

16 (8,2) 

 

 

46 (23,7) 

122 (62,9) 

26 (13,4) 

 

Table 2. Respondents that make use (vs. no use) of flexible working 

arrangements, shown separately for women and men, in percentages. 

                                                                   Females Males      Total 

Use of flexible working             n (%) 

arrangements                                          

 

• Flextime  

 

 

    

75 (56,8) 

 

 

 

31 (50) 

 

 

 

106 (54,6) 

• Tailored agreement  34 (25,8) 22 (35,5) 56 (28,9) 

• Telework 59 (44,7) 33 (53,2) 92 (47,4) 

• Flexplace 

• Compressed workweek 

50 (37,9) 

55 (41,7) 

24 (38,7) 

13 (21) 

74 (38,1) 

68 (35,1) 

• Fixed hour contract 

• Reduced work day 

• Part-time contract 

23 (17,4) 

17 (12,9) 

69 (52,3) 

7 (11,3) 

4 (6,5) 

19 (30,6) 

30 (15,5) 

21 (10,8) 

88 (45,4) 

 

 The means and standard deviations for the continuous variables are 
displayed in table 3. Women and men scored similarly on the job demands 

scale, job autonomy scale, work-home interference scale, and on the work-life 
balance scale. Only the means of women (M= 54, SD= 6.8) and men (M= 51.4, 

SD= 6.5) on the personal autonomy scale differed significantly from each other, 
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t(186)= 2.41, p<.05. Women in this study sample had more personal autonomy 

than men.  
 

Table 3. Means and standard deviations of the continuous variables, shown 

seperately for women and men 

                        

 

Females  

  M (SD)    

   

  n 

Males    

M (SD)    

  

 n 

Total 

 

Job demands 

    

12.8 (2.1) 

 

129 

 

12.6 (2.2) 

 

61 

 

12.7 (2.1) 

Job autonomy 23.7 (3.6) 132 24.7 (3.4) 61 24.1 (3.6) 

Personal autonomy 54 (6.8) 128 51.4 (6.5) 60 53.2 (6.8) 

Work-home 

interference 

12 (4.1) 130 12.8 (4.7) 60 11.2 (2.2) 

Work-life balance 11.1 (2.1) 131 11.2 (2.5) 61 12.3 (4.3) 

 

3.2. Correlations	  
Table 4 contains the correlations between the variables. Even though most of 

the correlations were low, some correlations can be deemed remarkable. The 

amount of paid hours per week has a negative relationship with personal 

autonomy (r = -.27, p<.01). The amount of unpaid hours has a positive 

relationship with job autonomy (r = .19, p<.05), and a positive relationship with 

work-home interference (r = .29, p<.01), but does not have a significant 

relationship with work-life balance. Job autonomy has a stronger positive 

relationship with work-life balance (r = .27, p<.01), than it has a negative 

relationship with work-home interference (r = -.18, p<.05). For personal 

autonomy the same can be said, the positive relationship with work-life balance 

(r = .26, p<.01) is stronger than the negative relationship with work-home 

interference (r = -.18, p<.05). Work-life balance has a strong negative 

relationship with work-home interference (r = -.63, p<.01). Although this is a high 

correlation, analysts argue that too much collinearity is an r ≥ .95, which 

indicates similar constructs. The high correlation makes it more difficult tot 

interpret the regression coefficients (Farrar & Glauber, 1967).  
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3.3. Regression analyses 
	  
Hypothesis 1a: High job demands are associated to high work-home 

interference. Table 5 shows an overview of the regression analysis. From the 

correlation matrix it can be seen that there is indeed a positive relationship 
between job demands and work-home interference (r = .37, p<.01). Controlling 

for gender, age, paid hours p/w, and unpaid hours p/w, job demands was 

significant, β = .28, p<.001, and accounted for 7% of the variance in work-

home interference. The total model explained 19,4%. Thus, hypothesis 1a is 
supported. This indicates that the higher the job demands, the higher the 

experienced work-home interference. The job demands are an even stronger 
predictor than the amount of unpaid hours.  

 
Table 5. Results regression analysis for WHI, controlling for the predictors 

Model         β             R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

    .018 

   -.048 

    .200** 

    .269*** 

     .124     .124    6.300    .000 

 

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

    .061 

   -.028 

    .112 

    .209** 

    .287*** 

      .194      .070     8.524    .000  

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

 
Hypothesis 1b: The positive association between job demands and work-home 

interference is moderated by job autonomy. Table 6 shows an overview of the 

moderator analysis. The regression analysis showed a non-significant 

interaction between job demands and job autonomy on work-home 

interference (β = .011, ns). Hypothesis 1b is not supported; job autonomy has 

an independent positive effect on work-home interference, however it does not 

moderate the relationship between job demands and work-home interference.  
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 Table 6. Results moderator analysis, job demands x job autonomy, controlling 

for the predictors 

Model         b            R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

   .026 

  -.004  

   .016** 

   .033*** 

      .124    .124    6.285    .000 

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

Job autonomy 

    .158 

    .001 

    .010 

    .031*** 

    .238** 

   -.204** 

     .228      .104     8.628    .000 

   3 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

Job autonomy 

Job demands x job 

autonomy 

    .157 

    .001 

    .010 

    .031*** 

    .237** 

   -.204** 

    .011 

      .228      .000     7.359    .852 

 

Dependent variable: WHI, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

Hypothesis 1c: High job autonomy is associated to low work-home interference. 

Table 7 shows an overview of the regression analysis. From the correlation 
matrix it can be derived that there is a negative relationship between job 

autonomy and work-home interference (r = -.18, p<.05). Controlling for gender, 

age, paid hours p/w, and unpaid hours p/w, job autonomy was significant, β = 

-.26, p<.001, and accounted for 6,2% of the variance in work-home 
interference. The total model explained 18,1% of the variance. Hypothesis 1c is 

supported; the higher the autonomy, the lower the experienced work-home 
interference.  
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Table 7. Results regression analysis for WHI, controlling for predictors 

Model         β             R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

    .019 

   -.019 

    .175* 

    .283*** 

     .119      .119    6.119    .000  

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job autonomy 

    .053                           

    .034 

    .167* 

    .327*** 

   -.261*** 

      .181      .062     7.948    .000 

*p<.05, ***p<.001 

 

Hypothesis 2a: The use of flexible working arrangements is associated to low 

work-home interference. Table 8a and 8b show an overview of the regression 

analyses for women and men respectively. From the correlation matrix (table 3) 

it can be derived that of the flexible working arrangements tested, only part-time 

contract had a significant relationship with work-home interference. Gender was 

examined separately, because use of flexible working arrangements differs for 

women and men. For women 16,4% of the variance in WHI is explained by the 

(un)paid hours and flexible working arrangements. However, no single flexible 

working arrangement is a significant predictor, and the model as a whole was 

not significant (p>.05). For men 31% of the variance is explained by the (un)paid 

hours and flexible working arrangements. The regression analysis showed that 

only telework (β = -.35, p<.05) was a significant predictor of work-home 

interference. Telework accounted for 16,7% of the additional variance in work-

home interference for men. However, the model as a whole was not significant 

(p>.05); hypothesis 2a can thus, with caution, be partially accepted.  
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Table 8a. Results regression analyses for women making use of FWAs, 

dependent variable: WHI  

Model Predictor   β      R2   ΔR2    F     Sig. 

  1 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

-.040 

 .144 

 .257** 

  .094 

   

  .094 

 

 3.575 

  

  .017 

   

  2 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Flextime 

Tailored agreement 

Telework 

Flexplace 

Compressed workweek 

Fixed hour workweek 

Reduced working day 

Part-time contract 

 .045 

 .023 

 .173 

 .033 

 .069 

-.166 

 .101 

-.088 

 .075 

-.213 

-.168 

  .164 

   

  .070 

 

 1.693 

  

  .087 

  

**p<.01 

 

Table 8b. Results regression analyses for men making use of FWAs, dependent 

variable: WHI 

Model Predictor   β      R2   ΔR2    F     Sig. 

  1 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

 .032 

 .248 

 .336* 

  .143 

   

  .143 

 

 2.838 

  

  .047 

   

  2 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Flextime 

Tailored agreement 

Telework 

Flexplace 

Compressed workweek 

Fixed hour workweek 

Reduced working day 

Part-time contract 

 .092 

 .444* 

 .429** 

 .098 

 .088 

-.359* 

  .144 

 -.037 

  .089 

 -.021 

  .250 

  .310 

   

  .167 

 

 1.756 

  

  .093 

  

*p<.05, **p<.01 
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Hypothesis 2b: The use of flexible working arrangements is associated to high 

job autonomy. Table 9a and 9b show an overview of the regression analyses for 

women and men respectively. Looking at the correlation matrix, it can be seen 

that of the flexible working arrangements, only flextime and telework have a 

significant correlation with job autonomy. Because it has been established that 

there are differences in gender in the previous hypothesis, once again a split file 

was conducted on gender. From this it became evident that for women, indeed 

flextime (r = .28, p<.01) and telework (r = .41, p<.01) had a significant correlation 

with job autonomy. For men telework (r = .41, p<.01), reduced working day (r = -

.28, p<.05), and part-time contract (r = -.38, p<0.1) had a significant correlation 

with job autonomy. What is cause and what is effect cannot be derived from this. 

From the then conducted regression analysis it became evident that for women 

only telework was significant, β = .38, p<.01, and together with the non-

significant flexible working arrangements it accounted for 13,9% of the variance 

in job autonomy. The total model explained 23,8% of the variance. For men as 

well only telework was significant, β = .38, p<.05, and together with the non-

significant flexible working arrangements it accounted for 18,7% of the variance 

in job autonomy. The total model explained 35,6% of the variance. This shows 

that for women and men only making use of telework has a significant positive 

influence on job autonomy. Thus, hypothesis 2b is only partly supported.  

 

Table 9a. Results regression analyses for women making use of FWAs, 

dependent variable: Job autonomy 

Model Predictor   β      R2   ΔR2    F     Sig. 

  1 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

 .204* 

-.234* 

 .078 

  .099 

   

  .099 

 

 3.832 

  

  .012 

   

  2 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Flextime 

Tailored agreement 

Telework 

 .055 

-.145 

 .146 

 .062 

-.032              

.382** 

  .238 

   

  .139 

 

 2.755 

  

  .004 
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Flexplace 

Compressed workweek 

Fixed hour workweek 

Reduced working day 

Part-time contract 

-.121 

 .043 

-.083 

 .137 

 .032 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Table 9b. Results regression analyses for men making use of FWAs, dependent 

variable: Job autonomy 

Model Predictor   β      R2   ΔR2    F     Sig. 

  1 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

-.066 

 .423** 

 .168 

  .170 

   

  .170 

 

 3.541 

  

  .021 

   

  2 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Flextime 

Tailored agreement 

Telework 

Flexplace 

Compressed workweek 

Fixed hour workweek 

Reduced working day 

Part-time contract 

-.134 

 .287 

 .187 

-.078 

-.033 

 .381* 

-.205 

-.078 

-.065 

-.231 

-.008 

  .356 

   

  .187 

 

 2.215 

  

  .031 

  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Hypothesis 2c: Work-home interference and work-life balance occur 

simultaneously. Table 10a and 10b show an overview of the regression 

analyses, for work-home interference and work-life balance, respectively. From 

the correlation matrix it can be seen that work-home interference and work-life 

balance have a strong negative significant relationship with each other (r = -.63, 

p<.01). From the regression analysis it became clear that work-home 

interference and work-life balance have different predictors. For work-home 

interference unpaid hours (β = .27, p<.001), job demands (β = .22, p<.01), job 

autonomy (β = -.18, p<.05), and personal autonomy (β = -.16, p<.05) had a 
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significant influence, and they accounted for 12,7% of the additional variance in 

work-home interference. The total model explained 25,6% of the variance. For 

work-life balance unpaid hours (β = -.14, p<.05), job autonomy (β = .24, p<.01), 

and personal autonomy (β = .26, p<.001) had a significant influence, and they 

accounted for 14,8% of the additional variance in work-life balance. Job 

demands were not a significant predictor for work-life balance (p>.05). The total 

model explained 20,4% of the variance. Seeing that unpaid hours per week and 

job demands are the strongest predictors of work-home interference, and job 

autonomy and personal autonomy the strongest of work-life balance, it can be 

said that they are two different constructs that can occur at the same time. Their 

high collinearity made it difficult to interpret the regression coefficients, however 

because of the incorporation of predictors the results became more detailed. 

Hypothesis 2c is supported.  

 

Table 10a. Results regression analysis about the influence of personal 

autonomy on WHI, controlling for predictors 

Model         β             R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

    .005 

   -.047 

    .206** 

    .275*** 

     .128      .128    6.280    .000 

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

Job autonomy 

Personal autonomy 

    .005                           

   -.047 

    .088 

    .270*** 

    .228** 

  -.183* 

  -.169* 

      .256      .127     8.238    .000 

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



	   29	  

Table 10b. Results regression analysis about the influence of personal 

autonomy on WLB, controlling for predictors 

Model         β             R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

    .038 

    .073 

   -.204** 

   -.104 

     .056      .056    2.585    .039 

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

Job autonomy 

Personal autonomy 

    .024                           

   -.073 

   -.098 

   -.147* 

   -.105 

    .242** 

   .269*** 

      .204      .148     6.242    .000 

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

 
Hypothesis 3a: High personal autonomy is associated to low work-home 

interference. Table 11 shows an overview of the regression analysis. From the 

correlation matrix it can be inferred that personal autonomy and work-home 
interference indeed have a negative significant relationship with each other (r = 

-.183, p<.05). Controlling for gender, age, paid hours p/w, and unpaid hours 

p/w, personal autonomy was significant, β = -.203, p<.01, and accounted for 

3,4% of the additional variance in work-home interference. The total model 

explained 15,6% of the variance. Hypothesis 3a can be accepted; the more 

personal autonomy an individual has, the less work-home interference is 

experienced. 

 

Table 11. Results regression analysis about the influence of personal autonomy 

on WHI, controlling for predictors 

Model         β             R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

    .017 

   -.020 

    .177* 

     .122      .122    6.122    .000 
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Unpaid hours p/w     .287*** 

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Personal autonomy 

   -.004                           

    .039 

    .128 

    .304*** 

   -.203** 

      .156      .034     6.482    .000 

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

 

Hypothesis 3b: The association between high job demands and high work-

home interference is moderated by personal autonomy. The regression analysis 
showed a non-significant interaction between job demands and personal 

autonomy on work-home interference (b = -.037, ns). Personal autonomy does 

not moderate the relationship between job demands and work-home 

interference. Hypothesis 3b is not supported. Table 12 shows an overview of the 

moderator analysis.  

 

Table 12. Results moderator analysis for WHI, job demands x personal 

autonomy, controlling for predictors 

Model         b            R2     ΔR2      F     Sig. 

   1 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

   .023 

  -.004  

   .016** 

   .033*** 

      .128    .128    6.291    .000 

   2 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

Personal autonomy 

    .068 

    .003 

    .006 

    .028** 

    .290*** 

   -.188* 

     .228      .101     8.376    .000 

   3 Gender 

Age 

Paid hours p/w 

    .079 

    .002 

    .006 

      .229      .001     7.189    .000 
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Unpaid hours p/w 

Job demands 

Job autonomy 

Job demands x 

personal autonomy 

    .028** 

    .293*** 

   -.186* 

    
   -.037 

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

 
Hypothesis 3c: The use of flexible working is associated to high personal 

autonomy. Because earlier it became evident that the use of flexible working 

arrangements is different for women and men, gender was examined 
separately again. For women only telework correlated with personal autonomy 

(r = .252, p<.01), for men only flexplace had a significant correlation with 

personal autonomy (r = .323, p<.05). The regression analysis showed that only 

telework was significant for women (β = .260, p<.05), and together with the non-

significant flexible working arrangements it accounted for 5% of the additional 

variance in personal autonomy. The total model explained 30% of the variance. 

For men only flexplace was significant (β = .319, p<.05), and together with the 

non-significant flexible working arrangements it accounted for 14,8% of the 

additional variance in personal autonomy. The total model explained 27,8% of 

the variance. Hypothesis 3c is partly supported. Table 13a and 13b show an 

overview of the regression analysis.  

 

Table 13a. Results regression analysis for women, about the influence of the 

use of FWAs on personal autonomy 

Model Predictor   β      R2   ΔR2    F     Sig. 

  1 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

 .409*** 

-.305** 

-.013 

  .250 

   

  .250 

 

 11.337 

  

   .000 

   

  2 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Flextime 

Tailored agreement 

 .333*** 

-.263 

 .008 

-.168 

-.021 

  .300 

   

  .050 

 

  3.667 

  

   .000 
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Telework 

Flexplace 

Compressed workweek 

Fixed hour workweek 

Reduced working day 

Part-time contract 

 .260* 

-.065 

 .061 

 .043 

 .077 

 .110 

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

 
Table 13b. Results regression analysis for personal autonomy, for men 

Model Predictor   β      R2   ΔR2    F     Sig. 

  1 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

 .217 

-.274 

 .158 

  .130 

   

  .130 

 

 2.531 

  

   .067 

   

  2 Age 

Paid hours p/w 

Unpaid hours p/w 

Flextime 

Tailored agreement 

Telework 

Flexplace 

Compressed workweek 

Fixed hour workweek 

Reduced working day 

Part-time contract 

 .177 

-.257 

 .103 

 .062 

-.037 

 .022 

 .319* 

 .116 

-.280 

-.061 

 .004 

  .278 

   

  .148 

 

  1.505 

  

   .165 

  

*p<.05 

4. Discussion 
	  
The goal of this research was to identify under what conditions work-home 
interference (WHI) is less likely to occur. More specifically, the central question 

was what the influence of job demands, job autonomy, flexible working 
arrangements, and personal autonomy would be on the experienced work-

home interference and work-life balance (WLB). The results reveal that high job 
demands are indeed associated to high WHI. This is in line with what previous 
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researchers have found, namely that a high workload (i.e. job demand) is an 

antecedent of WHI (Geurts et al., 1999; Michel et al., 2011).  

Surprisingly, job autonomy was not a moderator in the relationship between job 

demands and WHI, while this is considered to be an important buffer in the Job 

Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker et al., 2003). This is in line with the 

findings of Bakker and colleagues (2011), who failed to find a significant 

interaction effect of job autonomy on WHI as well. They did find other job 

resources (e.g. performance feedback, and supervisor support) that significantly 

moderated the association between job demands and WHI, in a sense that they 

weakened the detrimental influence of job demands on WHI. Job autonomy as a 

predictor of WHI, however, was found to have a significant effect in the present 

study. Individuals who reported having high job autonomy, experienced low 

work-home interference. This finding is in line with previous research, which 

found that job autonomy is helpful in the reduction of WHI (Michel et al., 2011), 

while other research only found this effect to be significant for men (Tromp & 

Blomme, 2012).  

The amount of time an individual spent working overtime per week plays 

an important role in experiencing WHI, regardless of the amount of job demands 

or job autonomy. This is easy to comprehend, seeing that working overtime 

diminishes the leisure time individuals have. The amount of paid hours an 

individual works per week also influenced WHI, although this effect was smaller 

than for the hours worked overtime. If an individual has long working hours, it 

hampers the ability to deal with demands from the home domain. This finding is 

supported by research, which found a causal effect of high working hours on 

high experienced WHI (Steinmetz et al., 2008).  

 Flexible working arrangements (FWAs) are seen as a means to convey a 

balance between the work and home domain, and have been found to lower 

WHI (Allen & Shockley, 2009, pp. 268; Byron, 2005; Gajendran & Harrison, 

2007). In this study it was found that of all the FWAs studied, only telework was 

related to a lower experienced WHI, and this relationship holds only true for 

men. For women none of the FWAs served as a means to diminish work 

interfering with the home domain. This is in contrast with what has been found 
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by previous researchers, who have established that for employed women, 

flextime was the only useful policy in diminishing WHI (Shockley & Allen, 2007). 

A study by Hill and colleagues (2010) showed that for men and women, flextime 

and telework are successful policies to reduce WHI. One possible explanation 

for the inconsistent finding in this study is that only 18,6% of the women had 

children living at home in the sample (i.e. high family responsibilities), and that 

the use of FWAs makes no difference in experienced WHI for women with low 

family responsibilities. Another explanation could be that the accounted variance 

in WHI is better explained by different elements, such as job autonomy. Looking 

at the effect of FWAs on job autonomy, it was found that again only telework 

was a significant predictor of job autonomy for both women and men. This 

indicates that making use of telework gives individuals a sense of having more 

job autonomy, which is logical, seeing that being able to work from a place of 

your own choosing increases the sense of control an individual has (ten 

Brummelhuis et al., 2012). The results of a previous study underline this result, 

which found that when FWAs were made available to employees it enhanced 

autonomy (Kelliher & Anderson, 2008).  
 Another central aim of this study was to find out whether WHI and WLB 

are two different constructs that can occur at the same time. The results 
showed that job demands and unpaid hours were the biggest contributors to 

WHI, and job autonomy and personal autonomy had a smaller, albeit reducing 
effect on WHI. For WLB the reverse was true: Unpaid hours impaired WLB, job 

demands did not have a significant influence, and job autonomy and personal 
autonomy had the greatest positive influence on WLB. This illustrates that 

employees should be cautious of detrimental work characteristics if they want 
to lower their WHI. Job autonomy and personal autonomy on the other hand, 

can actually diminish WHI, and even more so increase the WLB of individuals. 

This suggests that WHI and WLB are two different constructs, which are 

influenced dissimilarly by work- and personal characteristics. Rantanen and 

colleagues’ (2011) research emphasizes the difference between WHI and WLB 

by their finding that an individual can experience both at the same time when 

role-related demands and resources are both high.  
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Surprisingly, personal autonomy did not moderate the association 

between high job demands and high WHI. An explanation for this could be the 

homogeneity of the sample (highly educated, relatively young (M= 33 years old) 

individuals), and the different proportion of cases in the study variables (not all 

respondents answered every question), which can be the cause for Type II 

errors in moderator analyses (Stone-Romero, Alliger, Aguinis, 1994). It is 

remarkable that no effect was found, because it seems likely that for individuals 

with low personal autonomy the positive relationship between high job demands 

and WHI is even higher, because they aren’t proficiently able to distribute their 

tasks according to their needs. Individuals with high personal autonomy, on the 

other hand, might not experience the job demands to carry over to their home 

domain because they have the ability to control their environment to suit their 

needs (Hobfoll, 2002). A study by Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2007) also 

failed to find a moderation effect of personal resources on the relationship 

between job demands and exhaustion. Although that research had a different 

outcome variable, it is interesting to mention because it is plausible to assume 

that individuals who are good at distributing their tasks according to their needs, 

timely notice when the job demands start to impair their health. The influence of 

a moderator may also be hard to establish because in this sample, the majority 

of the respondents did not report relatively high amounts of WHI, but did score 

relatively high on personal autonomy. Regardless, personal autonomy has a 

direct effect on WHI and WLB, and this insight encourages the belief that in 

addition to job resources, personal resources should be incorporated in the JD-
R model. This could pave the way to a more comprehensive theoretical 

framework for the field of (organizational health) psychology. Other researchers 
have indeed argued that personal resources (e.g. personal autonomy, 
extraversion, optimism, and self-confidence) should be included in the JD-R 

model, and have found a direct effect of personal resources (optimism, 
competency, and self-confidence) on engagement (Schaufeli & Taris, 2013; 

Xanthoupoulou et al., 2009).  

The influence of FWAs on personal autonomy was also studied, and the 

results show that telework has a positive relationship with personal autonomy for 
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women, and flexplace for men. An explanation for this difference in gender is 

difficult to interpret. It could be that the respondents believed telework (working 

from home) and flexplace (not having a fixed workplace or desk) to be similar 

arrangements. The difference between the two FWAs is confusing, and thus 

might have been overlooked. It could even be argued that making use of 

flexplace is detrimental to personal autonomy, since not having a fixed desk is 

mostly determined by management as a way to make use of office space more 

efficiently, and arrangements that are imposed upon an individual have been 

found to be of detrimental influence on WHI and WLB (Allen et al., 2013; Galea 

et al., 2014; Joyce et al., 2010). From the view that the respondents believed 

telework and flexplace to be similar arrangements, it can be argued that 

individuals who have high personal autonomy are more inclined to act in 

accordance with their beliefs and needs, and therefore might more actively 

make use of FWAs to support their needs. Telework has been found to facilitate 

striking a desired work-life balance and decrease WHI (Allen et al., 2013; Hill et 

al., 2010; Shockley & Allen, 2007), and both women and men who have a high 

personal autonomy seemingly utilize this benefit.  

It is noteworthy to mention that independent business owners in this 

sample had significantly higher job autonomy and personal autonomy than 

individuals working in the other sectors. This seems logical, since an 

independent business owner is his/her own boss, and thus has the autonomy to 

design his/her working days. It is also more likely that an individual with a high 

personal autonomy becomes an independent business owner,  

4.1.	  Limitations	  

	  
The present study does not go without limitations. As with most research in the 

area of psychology, the cross-sectional nature of this study inhibits conclusions 

about the causality of the relationships studied. Longitudinal studies are of value 

to establish the causal relationship between job and personal resources and 

work-home interference and work-life balance. Moreover, self-report measures 

are often subject to biases, and individuals may be untruthful in their answers, 

which will affect the results. Considering this disadvantage, it is important to 
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stress that self-report measures are a way to gather information about someone 

via that person her-/himself, and thus the information comes from the source. 

Combining self-report measures with partner’s or supervisor ratings, for 

example, can heighten the stability and validity of the results (Frese & Zapf, 

1988). Another limitation is the fact that no inferences were made regarding the 

voluntariness or involuntariness of the use of FWAs. Involuntary use of FWAs 

has been found to be of detrimental effect on both WHI and WLB, because it 

actually decreases the control an individual has (Allen et al., 2013; Galea et al., 

2014; Joyce et al., 2010). Had this been included in the study, it could have 

given a more nuanced picture about the way FWAs influence WHI. Moreover, 

many studies use different measures for the same construct, and the ambiguity 

of the semantics make it difficult to compare results in a clear way. Specifically 

generating terminology, and establishing distinct ways to measure work-home 

interference, and work-life balance for example, is essential. Lastly, the 

homogeneity of the sample restricts the generalizability of the results. The 

respondents were highly educated, young individuals, who reported relatively 

low levels of work-home interference, and relatively high levels of work-life 

balance. It is nevertheless worthwhile to gain insight in the effect of job 

demands, job autonomy, and personal autonomy on work-home interference 

and work-life balance, especially, but not exclusively, for people joining the 

workforce. For young individuals who are struggling to cope with the demands of 

the work and home domain it is also valuable to know what could facilitate their 

need to achieve a work-life balance.  

4.2. Implications 
 

The findings of the present research can benefit the employee as well as the 
employer. Previous research has shown that job resources can foster intrinsic 

work motivation, performance, job satisfaction, and engagement (Bakker et al., 
2008; Janssen et al., 2004; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). These findings have 

implications for the vitality of the employee and for the organization as a whole, 
as the current economy places high demands on individuals. Stimulating job 

autonomy via training sessions would be advisable, to ensure that employees 
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are equipped to deal with demanding situations. It is of importance though that 

employers are cautious of putting too much strain on their employees, since 
high job demands were found to be a main predictor of work-home 

interference.  
The fact that job autonomy and personal autonomy did not moderate the 

relationship between job demands and work-home interference raises the need 
for more research; establishing the moderating influence of these two important 

resources is highly valuable to get more a nuanced conceptualization of the 
factors that buffer work-home interference. However, job autonomy and 

personal autonomy both did have a direct lowering effect on work-home 
interference, and since the latter is a fairly new finding, it would be interesting to 

understand the impact of personal autonomy on work-home interference, and 
work-life balance, more thoroughly. Most research to date has focused on work 

characteristics in the relationship with work-home interference, while it has 
been established, by previous researchers and in this study, that personal 

resources play an important role in this relationship. Especially since the border 
between the work and home domain are increasingly blurring, it is of great 
importance to gain insight in the personal characteristics that aid the way an 

individual wants to arrange his/her life. In doing so, the JD-R model could be 
expanded by adding personal resources. This enables researchers to study 

how job- and personal resources relate to each other in a more thorough 
manner. Because there are also individuals who want to keep the home and 

work domain separate, and because not everyone thrives on having many 
choices, it is critical for employers to determine the needs of their employees, 

and tailor training sessions accordingly. Offering training sessions aimed at 
increasing personal autonomy, however, could be beneficial to everyone, 

seeing that autonomy is a fundamental human need (Ryan & Deci, 2006), and 
has a positive effect on wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2001), and enhances 

performance (Ryan & Deci, 2006). Offering a workplace where individuals can 
improve their personal autonomy, and their job autonomy as well, thus can 

have a significant impact in the long run, especially for employee motivation, 
performance, job satisfaction, life satisfaction and for sickness absence and 
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turnover, by encouraging individuals to shape their own environment. Not only 

will this be beneficial for a workplace, individuals can apply what they learn in 
their daily lives too, empowering them to self-regulate, and increasing positive 

mental health.  
Seeing that it was found in this study that work-home interference and 

work-life balance are two different constructs that have dissimilar predictors, it 
might be time to move towards a new definition of work-home interference. 

Work-home interference is a concept that is negative in its essence, but it can 
be expected that for many highly educated employees, it is a daily presence, 

because there isn’t a clear border between the work and the home domain 
anymore. Future research should focus hereupon, which will contribute to our 

understanding of the intricate relationship between work-home interference and 
work-life balance. 

4.3. Conclusion 
	  
Individuals who set out to diminish their work-home interference should be 

cautious of the hours they spend working overtime, and their job demands, since 

these are the biggest contributors to work-home interference. Looking at the 

positive side, job autonomy and personal autonomy are the factors that have 

been found to reduce work-home interference, and were strong contributors to 

work-life balance. In the modern economy of today, where rapidity and ever-

connectedness prevails, and where as a result the work and home domain are 

increasingly intertwined, striking a work-life balance is of great value. 

Empowering individuals to shape their own working day through the use of 

flexible working arrangements is a viable way to stimulate job autonomy, and 

enables them to reduce the conflict that arises between the work and home 

domain. Stimulating personal autonomy, and thereby motivating individuals to 

be the author to their life, can have wondrous implications for the fulfillment of a 

work-life balance. 
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6.	  Appendix	  
	  
Appendix A. Facebook advertisement  

 
“Heb jij een betaalde baan en ben je wel eens met privé en werk aan het 
jongleren, of houd je je hoofd koel en heb je alles onder controle?  
 
Voor mijn opleiding Psychologie doe ik onderzoek naar hoe vrouwen en 
mannen privé en werk combineren. Zou je mij een plezier willen doen door deze 
online vragenlijst in te vullen? Het kost maar ± 15 minuten, én je maakt kans 
op één van de vier waardebonnen t.w.v. €50,-!” 
 
Appendix B. Evaluation form pilot study 
 
Evaluatie	  Pilot	  Studie	  Master	  Thesis	  
Geef	  op	  een	  vijfpuntsschaal	  antwoord	  op	  de	  onderstaande	  vragen.	  
Voor	  interviewers:	  vervang	  □	  door	  x	  
	  

8. Hoe	  hebt	  u	  dit	  onderzoek	  ervaren?	  
	  
□	  heel	  erg	  negatief	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  heel	  erg	  
positief	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
.......	  
	  
2.	  Wat	  vond	  u	  van	  de	  lengte	  van	  de	  vragenlijst?	  
	  
□	  heel	  erg	  slecht	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  heel	  erg	  
goed	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
........	  
	  
3.	  Waren	  de	  vragen	  duidelijk	  geformuleerd?	  
	  
□	  heel	  erg	  onduidelijk	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  
heel	  erg	  duidelijk	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
......	  
	  
	  



	   46	  

4.	  Ondervond	  u	  technische	  problemen?	  
	  
□	  heel	  erg	  problematisch	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  helemaal	  
niet	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
.......	  
	  
5.	  Waren	  de	  vragen	  relevant	  voor	  u?	  
	  
□	  helemaal	  mee	  oneens	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  helemaal	  
mee	  eens	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
........	  
	  
6.	  Hebt	  u	  het	  gevoel	  dat	  uw	  privacy	  gewaarborgd	  is?	  
	  
□	  helemaal	  mee	  oneens	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  helemaal	  
mee	  eens	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
......	  
	  
7.	  Hoe	  gemakkelijk	  was	  de	  vragenlijst	  in	  te	  vullen?	  
	  
□	  heel	  erg	  moeilijk	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	   	   □	  heel	  erg	  
makkelijk	  
	  
Eventuele	  
toelichting:……………………………………………………………………………………………………….......
.....	  
	  
8.	  Hebt	  u	  tips,	  vragen	  of	  suggesties	  voor	  ons?	  
	  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………	  
	  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………	  
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Appendix C. Survey 
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