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Abstract

The lack of research on organisational efforts in managing work–life conflict across different
working contexts is considered a major barrier to sustainable employment. In response,
this study examines how organisational segmentation strategies can help reduce burnout
and improve sustainable work–life balance by minimising work–life conflict among both
teleworkers and office workers. A two-wave survey, conducted six months apart, involved
359 white-collar employees from various industries. The results show that segmentation
supplies—defined as the extent to which organisations facilitate maintaining boundaries
between work and personal life—lead to decreased work–life conflict for both teleworkers
and office workers. Additionally, the findings indicate that higher levels of work–life
conflict are associated with a reduced appreciation for organisational efforts to support the
management of professional and personal life demands among teleworkers. Still, this effect
was not observed for office workers. Ultimately, work–life conflict was found to increase
burnout and reduce work–life balance, specifically among teleworkers, highlighting the
importance of organisational initiatives aimed at preventing work–life conflict to enhance
their well-being.

Keywords: segmentation supplies; work–life conflict; work–life balance; burnout; telework;
sustainable future work; longitudinal study

1. Introduction
Despite the evolving nature of work life and the growing diversity and complexity

of roles in personal life, the two areas—work and family responsibilities—remain some
of the most significant aspects of adult life. Interest in the intersection between these
two roles has surged in recent decades, both in academia and public discourse. Navigating
numerous demands across professional and private life domains, which often overlap
or are incompatible, is known to lead to a work–life conflict (WLC) [1]. The interest in
WLC has intensified with the rise of telework, as it integrates work within the nonwork
environment, significantly impacting how different roles interact with one another [2].

The negative effects of work–life conflict (WLC) on employee burnout [3], family and
work well-being [4], and work–life balance [5] have led to significant efforts to understand
its causes. Notably, researchers and policymakers alike consider work–life balance a
critical prerequisite for a sustainable workforce and personal well-being [6]. However,
most research has concentrated on individual-focused solutions, such as detachment [7],
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managing the boundaries between work and personal life [8], or self-regulation [9]. In
contrast, there has been considerably less attention paid to the organisational resources and
contexts that can either support or hinder individual efforts in managing work and personal
demands (e.g., [10]). Furthermore, very little is known about the role of organisations in
addressing WLC among teleworkers. Paradoxically, while for employees, one of the
primary motives for teleworking is the greater ease of managing competing work and
family responsibilities [11], existing research suggests that telework might not only facilitate
compatibility between work and family (e.g., [12]) but also lead to more work–family
conflict (e.g., [13]).

Importantly, remote work has been a crucial strategy for maintaining economies and
production throughout the COVID-19 pandemic [14]. It is expected that remote working
will continue under favourable economic conditions, as suggested by Eurofound [15].
Moreover, telework is a modern work design practice that could support a sustainable
workforce and workplace development, in accordance with the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goal 8 [16]. Nevertheless, the successful implementation of remote work is
likely to depend on organisational practices, such as technological readiness, communica-
tion, and investment in personnel training [15]. Considering that WLC antecedents among
teleworkers are mostly researched as individual factors, research on its organisational
antecedents is also greatly needed.

To address this gap, we posit that organisational segmentation supplies—defined as
the degree to which organisations support maintaining boundaries between work and
personal life—serve as a valuable resource that helps reduce WLC, which in turn lowers
burnout and enhances work–life balance.

With this study, we make several contributions which are both timely and relevant.
Firstly, drawing on the conservation of resources (COR) theory [17,18] and boundary and
border theories [19,20], we demonstrate that segmentation supplies predict lower WLC over
time among both office workers and teleworkers. In this way, we contribute empirical find-
ings to the existing equivocal research (e.g., [21]) and enhance the robustness of the existing
research, which is mainly cross-sectional (e.g., [22]). Notably, the relationship between
segmentation supplies and WLC was reciprocal for teleworkers but not for office workers.
This suggests that failing to manage WLC may hinder perceptions of organisational efforts
to support boundary maintenance between professional and personal life.

Second, we investigate the temporal relationships between WLC and work–life bal-
ance, thereby answering the call of Allen and French [2] for longitudinal research in the
work–family area. While WLC was envisioned over ten years ago as a precursor to work–
life balance [23], there is still a lack of empirical evidence regarding their connections, largely
due to significant differences in how balance is defined. We therefore employ the most
recent and exhaustive conceptualisation of work–life balance provided by Casper et al. [24]
and demonstrate the longitudinal relationship between WLC, affective, involvement, and
effectiveness balance, thereby providing a more nuanced understanding of how WLC is
connected to various aspects of work and life interaction, complementing existing research.

Third, we contribute to the existing literature by demonstrating the differential effects
of organisational segmentation supplies on burnout and work–life balance through work–
life conflict (WLC) for teleworkers compared to office workers. More precisely, using a
two-wave design study, we demonstrate that while segmentation supplies can lower WLC
for both teleworkers and on-site workers, the impact of WLC on employee well-being is
observed only among teleworkers. We thereby respond to the recent invitation by Allen and
French [2] to re-examine what is known about flexible work and work–family experiences,
thereby advancing work–life research.
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Finally, our study offers practical implications for the importance of providing office
workers and, above all, teleworkers with actions and resources to support their ability to
maintain boundaries between work and personal life, thereby ensuring sustainable modern
work design.

2. Theory and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Work–Life Conflict and Its Implications

In society, people assume various roles, including employees, caregivers, spouses,
and volunteers. Each of us is responsible for different tasks at work, at home, and in
our communities. However, when the demands and pressures from work and personal
life are incompatible, it leads to work–life conflict (WLC). These incompatibilities can be
categorised as time-based, strain-based, or behaviour-based [1]. For instance, time-based
conflicts may arise when work and personal schedules overlap. Strain-based conflicts can
occur when fatigue from work affects our ability to perform tasks at home. Behaviour-based
conflicts might happen when someone uses a tone of voice at home that is more suitable for
the workplace. Research indicates that both time- and strain-based conflicts are particularly
associated with negative outcomes in both work and home settings [25].

Conservation of resources theory (COR) [17,18] explains work–life conflict as a struggle
to manage limited resources (time, energy, and other resources). More precisely, people
strive to retain, protect, and build resources, while the potential or actual loss of these
valued resources is highly unwanted. However, when work demands increase—whether
through long hours, high pressure, or excessive responsibilities—they deplete the resources
people would usually use for their personal life, family, or leisure. As resources are
depleted, individuals experience stress and dissatisfaction as they cannot fulfil nonwork
obligations (e.g., [26]). Not surprisingly, WLC leads to various detrimental outcomes, such
as stress, dissatisfaction, lower performance, and withdrawal behaviours across work and
life domains [27].

2.2. The Relationship Between Segmentation Supplies and Work–Life Conflict

Different roles and tasks have distinct contexts and objectives, so people use bound-
aries to clarify the environment and ease transitions between roles [28,29]. According to
border theory [19], individuals establish and maintain physical, behavioural, and psycho-
logical borders between work and life domains to achieve work–life balance. For example,
using different laptops for work and personal use enables physical boundaries between
the two domains. Similarly, boundary theory [20] posits that people engage in boundary
management work to establish and control the permeability and flexibility of role bound-
aries, thereby achieving desired levels of segmentation or integration between roles. For
example, a person can decide if they want to answer a call from a relative while at work.
These two theories offer complementary perspectives on how individuals navigate transi-
tions between their various social roles and inherently posit that boundary management is
essential for achieving balance between work and nonwork domains [30].

Moreover, as switching from one domain to another requires cognitive, physical,
and/or emotional efforts (e.g., [30]), the segmentation strategies employed by individuals
can mitigate the adverse effects of work–life interference [31–33]. The latest findings
indicate that when people proactively segment their work and nonwork domains, it enables
them to detach from work, which in turn helps diminish work–nonwork conflict [34]. On
the contrary, boundary violations are associated with lower satisfaction in both work and
nonwork domains [35].

Following theoretical reasoning and existing research that posit segmentation as bene-
ficial for managing work and private life domains, we suggest that organisations might play
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an active supporting role in helping employees separate or integrate work and nonwork
domains [32]. As defined by Kreiner [36], segmentation supplies from organisations are
present when workplaces allow employees to forget and mentally, emotionally, and physi-
cally leave work after working hours. In other words, segmentation supplies could be seen
as a resource from the organisation’s side, which can be used when needed and if wanted.
For example, organisations can establish a norm that responding to work emails outside
of working hours is not necessary. Segmentation supplies can help minimise unwanted
transitions between different domains (e.g., [37]), and this, in turn, could lower work–life
conflict. Unfortunately, the empirical examination of the segmentation supplies and their
links to WLC is very scarce [2]. Thus, we formulate the following hypothesis:

H1. Higher segmentation supplies T1 predict lower work–life conflict T2.

2.3. Work–Life Conflict, Burnout, and Work–Nonwork Balance

While the interest in work–life conflict stems from its adverse effects on employees
and organisations (for an extensive review, see [27]), this study focuses on two key aspects:
burnout and work–life balance.

Work–life conflict is one of the most prominent predictors of burnout. While boundary
theories [20] posit that the incompatibility of life roles can create strain, COR explains that
strain, when not accompanied by adequate resources and recovery time, is likely to result
in exhaustion [17,18] and, subsequently, in burnout. Researchers have found longitudinal
relationships using related constructs, e.g., work–family conflict being positively associated
with elevated burnout symptoms over a multi-wave longitudinal 6-year study [38], work–
life interference after one year increasing the odds of burnout [39], as well as meta-analytic
results, confirming the relationship between work–nonwork conflict and burnout subscales
of emotional exhaustion and cynicism [40], and many cross-sectional studies with work–
family conflict significantly predict burnout (e.g., [41,42]). Consistent with prior research,
we raise the following hypothesis:

H2a. Higher work–life conflict T1 predicts higher burnout T2.

Much less studied is the relationship between WLC and work–life balance. Although
WLC was conceptualised as an antecedent of work–life balance more than a decade ago [23],
the empirical evidence on their relationships remains scarce, mainly because of substantial
disagreement about how to define balance. Although balance has been described in various
ways, it is generally considered a holistic perception of how work and family intersect [24].
In this study, we adopt the definition of balance provided by Casper et al. [24], who
emphasised its conceptual difference from work–life conflict, enrichment, effectiveness,
and satisfaction. They defined balance as “employees’ evaluation of the favourability
of their combination of work and nonwork roles arising from the degree to which their
affective experiences and their perceived involvement and effectiveness in work and
nonwork roles are commensurate with the value they attach to these roles.” [24] (p. 197).
This definition has prompted Wayne et al. [43] to develop and validate a multidimensional
scale to assess affective, involvement, and effectiveness balance. Affective balance refers
to the experience of enjoyable emotions. In comparison, involvement balance reflects the
perception of appropriate engagement in multiple roles, proportional to the value ascribed
to those roles, with effectiveness denoting the perception of being effective in one’s roles.
These three distinct dimensions of work–life balance uniquely predict different outcomes
relevant to employees and employers: employee engagement, organisational commitment,
turnover intentions, and emotional exhaustion [43].
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While meta-analytic evidence suggests that WLC is linked to work–life balance [44],
their findings are based solely on a limited number of cross-sectional studies. Moreover,
existing studies (e.g., [45,46]) typically do not distinguish between the balance dimensions
but instead measure balance satisfaction. Therefore, research has yet to respond to calls
for greater attention to the organisational antecedents and mechanisms of multidimen-
sional balance [43]. In their initial research, Wayne et al. [43] found that different balance
dimensions are linked to various constructs in a distinct manner, corresponding to the areas
they are covering, e.g., job and family satisfaction tend to show stronger correlations with
affective balance. In comparison, performance tends to show stronger correlations with
effectiveness balance. The few existing studies in this area suggest that different balance
dimensions might have distinct relationships with WLC: conflict initiated the relational
cycle with effectiveness balance, but not satisfaction balance (comparable to affective bal-
ance) [47]. However, other relevant research, where work–family balance satisfaction was
measured, indicated different results: work interpersonal conflict predicted work–family
balance satisfaction (via negative work reflection) [48].

In summary, the existing research does not provide answers regarding the longitudinal
relations between WLC and work–nonwork balance dimensions. We address this research
gap and, based on theoretical links, raise the following hypothesis:

H2b1. Higher work–life conflict T1 predicts lower effectiveness balance T2;

H2b2. Higher work–life conflict T1 predicts lower involvement balance T2;

H2b3. Higher work–life conflict T1 predicts lower affective balance T2.

2.4. Segmentation Supplies, Work–Life Conflict, Burnout, and Work–Life Balance
When Teleworking

While this study posits that segmentation supplies provided by organisations serve as
a valuable resource that helps reduce WLC, which in turn lowers burnout and enhances
work–life balance, we also expect these effects might be different among teleworkers and
office workers. We base our assumption on the following rationale.

First, as suggested by some studies, for teleworkers who split their working time be-
tween the office and non-office settings, the picture of WLC, its antecedents, and outcomes
becomes less straightforward [49]. More precisely, while teleworkers face increased auton-
omy and flexibility, which can reduce WLC [50], relieve stress, and improve well-being [51],
they also experience more boundary blurring through unwanted or unintentional role
transitions [13], leading to more job strain and exhaustion [52]. In other words, the results
of very scarce research on the relationship between WLC, burnout, and work–life balance
are equivocal.

Second, the role of segmentation supplies in managing work–life conflict for tele-
workers might be dual. On the one hand, due to the pervasive use of information and
communication technologies, teleworkers frequently remain connected and monitor work-
related communications during their off-hours [53]. Therefore, setting temporal, physical,
communicative, and technological boundaries might enable teleworkers to recover from
job demands and devote more time and energy to personal and family demands [54]. In
this case, teleworkers might benefit from organisational efforts to allow them to distance
themselves from work-related matters. On the other hand, as teleworkers possess auton-
omy in terms of time and space, they may respond to family demands during working
hours and vice versa [12]. For example, a diary study by Delanoeije et al. [55] showed that
teleworkers more frequently interrupted work activities during work hours to handle home
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demands, which in turn reduced work–life conflict. In this situation, the segmentation
resources provided by the organisation might not benefit teleworkers in reducing WLC.

Summing up, the existing scarce research provides equivocal results on the relationship
between segmentation supplies, work–life conflict, burnout, and work–life balance, leading
to the research question of our study:

RQ: Are segmentation supplies related over time to lower burnout and higher work–
life balance through lower work–life conflict for office-based workers and teleworkers?

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Participants and Procedure

A two-wave survey was conducted in the spring and autumn of 2024, using conve-
nience sampling, with 359 employees participating. Respondents originated from various
industries, with the largest being science and education (19.2%), followed by medicine
and social care (12.3%), wholesale and retail trade (10%), and finance and insurance (9.2%).
The sector distribution suggests that the sample is largely drawn from white-collar envi-
ronments, which often involve high cognitive demands, professional responsibility, and a
service-oriented approach. Before conducting the survey, informed consent was obtained
from all the participants. The time lag between the first (T1) and the second (T2) measure-
ments was approximately 6 months; the participation rate at T2 was 42.3% (N = 152).

The mean age of the sample was 39.3 years (SD = 12.5), and, on average, people had
worked in their current organisations for 8.5 years (SD = 9.7). A total of 83% worked
full-time, and 91.9% had permanent contracts. A total of 23.7% were supervisors, and 57.9%
indicated that they worked only in the office (vs. 42.1% who teleworked at least part of
their working time).

More than half (51.8%) of the sample were married, around one-fifth (20.3%) were
unmarried, and another major group (18.7%) were living with a partner. Remaining
participants were divorced (7%) or widowed (2.2%). A total of 41.2% of participants were
living with minor children, and the majority (76.6%) were women. The majority of the
sample (67.1%) had a university education, 15.6% had a higher non-university education,
11.7% had secondary education, and the remaining 5.6% had vocational training.

3.2. Measures

The questionnaires were initially translated from English to Lithuanian, utilising a
backtranslation process to guarantee that all items retained their original meaning [56].
Respondents were asked to evaluate, in general, their perceptions of various aspects of
their work and personal life.

Segmentation supplies were measured at T1 and T2, and segmentation preferences,
serving as a control variable, were measured at T1. The constructs were measured using
four items each, adopted from Kreiner [36]. Items were rated on a five-point Likert-type
scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). A sample segmentation supplies
item is “Where I work, people can keep work matters at work”, and a sample segmentation
preferences item is “I don’t like work issues creeping into my home life”.

Work–life conflict was measured at T1 and T2 using four items from Geurts et al. [25]
on a five-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always/almost always).
A sample item is “Your work schedule makes it difficult to fulfil your responsibilities at home.”

Work–nonwork balance was measured at T1 and T2 using a scale by Wayne et al. [43].
The scale has three dimensions, each measured with five items: (1) involvement balance
(a sample item: “I am able to devote enough attention to important work and nonwork activi-
ties”), (2) effectiveness balance (e.g., “I perform well in the life roles that I really value”), and
(3) affective balance (e.g., “I am happy in the work and nonwork roles that are most important
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to me”). Items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (totally
disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

Burnout was measured at T1 and T2 using the 12-item short version of the Burnout
Assessment Tool (BAT) [57]. It measures the core symptoms of burnout: exhaustion, mental
distance, cognitive impairment, and emotional impairment (a sample item: “At work, I feel
mentally exhausted”). All items were rated on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from
1—never to 5—always.

The telework vs. office group division was based on respondents’ answers about
which working mode they use: fully on-site or telework (at least partially not on-site).

The reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s αs) for all used measures are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, Spearman’s correlation coefficients, and reliability statistics of the
study variables.

M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Segmentation preference T1 3.95 (0.75) (0.74) 0.13 * 0.00 0.05 0.08 0.25 *** 0.23 ** −0.06 −0.10 0.01 −0.16 * −0.07 −0.09

2. Segmentation supplies T1 3.30 (0.96) (0.91) 0.66 *** −0.52
***

−0.43
***

−0.33
***

−0.23
** 0.30 *** 0.14 0.24 *** 0.14 0.26 *** 0.08

3. Segmentation supplies T2 3.32 (0.90) (0.91) −0.36
***

−0.50
***

−0.28
***

−0.37
*** 0.27 *** 0.27 *** 0.26 ** 0.15 0.22 ** 0.17 *

4. Work–life conflict T1 2.34 (0.94) (0.87) 0.65 *** 0.58 *** 0.44 *** −0.43
***

−0.27
***

−0.32
*** −0.31 *** −0.31 *** −0.23 **

5. Work–life conflict T2 2.21 (0.85) (0.85) 0.43 *** 0.58 *** −0.42
***

−0.45
***

−0.31
*** −0.35 *** −0.26 *** −0.34 ***

6. Burnout T1 2.32 (0.55) (0.84) 0.71 *** −0.44
***

−0.36
***

−0.41
*** −0.39 *** −0.47 *** −0.41 ***

7. Burnout T2 2.32 (0.53) (0.84) −0.46
***

−0.38
***

−0.39
*** −0.39 *** −0.42 *** −0.45 ***

8. Involvement balance T1 3.73 (0.64) (0.84) 0.51 *** 0.62 *** 0.32 *** 0.55 *** 0.44 ***
9. Involvement balance T2 3.68 (0.65) (0.85) 0.41 *** 0.62 *** 0.39 *** 0.65 ***
10. Effectiveness balance T1 3.76 (0.65) (0.91) 0.43 *** 0.62 *** 0.36 ***
11. Effectiveness balance T2 3.67 (0.65) (0.90) 0.43 *** 0.56 ***
12. Affective balance T1 3.76 (0.71) (0.90) 0.47 ***
13. Affective balance T2 3.70 (0.69) (0.90)

Notes. All variables were measured on a 5-point scale. Cronbach’s αs are provided in the brackets on the diagonal.
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

3.3. Data Analyses

Longitudinal semi-mediated multigroup models were tested using Mplus v8.4. Cor-
relational analyses and descriptive statistics were performed using the SPSS 28 software.
Analyses were conducted using the maximum likelihood (MLR) estimator, which accounts
for missing data via full-information maximum likelihood (FIML). We tested the drop-
out patterns of all relevant variables in the models. The two variables that differed in
the groups were working mode and segmentation supplies: slightly more people in the
drop-out group worked in a telework setting (∆M = −0.11, p = 0.047), and they had slightly
more segmentation supplies (∆M = −0.22, p = 0.032). To ensure that drop-out cases did
not alter results, primary analyses were repeated on cases with no missing data, and the
patterns were the same as reported using FIML.

Since full mediation testing is not possible with two waves of data, a two-step proce-
dure was applied for hypothesis testing, as shown in Figure 1. We followed the guidelines
of Cole and Maxwell [58] and a procedure by Taris et al. [59]. In the first step, we tested
the longitudinal relationship between the hypothesised predictor (segmentation supplies)
and the mediator (work–life conflict). In the second step, we explored the longitudinal
relationships between the mediator and the outcomes (burnout and work–life balance
dimensions). If the predictor is related to the mediator over time and the mediator predicts
the outcomes, this pattern suggests a likely mediating role of the intermediary construct.



Sustainability 2025, 17, 11302 8 of 17

Figure 1. Conceptual research model, tested for office-based employees and teleworkers.

In the first step, four models were tested to evaluate their fit to the data: a stability
model, a forward model (predicting the expected direction), a reverse model, and a re-
ciprocal model. The stability model had autoregressive paths only, with no cross-lagged
effects. The forward model added a cross-lagged path from segmentation supplies T1 to
work–life conflict T2. The reverse model specified the opposite direction, with work–life
conflict T1 predicting segmentation supplies T2. The reciprocal model incorporated both
the autoregressive and the bidirectional paths between the two constructs.

In the second step, four sets of analyses were conducted, each focusing on a different
outcome variable. Each set of the analyses followed the same model structure as in step 1,
testing the four competing models. The stability models included only autoregressive
paths; the forward models had work–life conflict at T1 as a predictor of one of the outcomes
at T2; the reverse models had one of the outcome variables at T1 predicting work–life
conflict at T2; and the reciprocal models included both autoregressive and cross-lagged
paths in both directions.

To analyse whether the relationships were the same or differed for office and telework-
ers, the Mplus multi-group function was applied. Model comparisons were conducted
using the Satorra–Bentler scaled ∆χ2 test (T-statistic, an alternative to ∆χ2 when MLR is
used), which allows for assessing whether increasing model complexity results in substan-
tive and statistically meaningful gains in fit. Additionally, the standard comparative fit
index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) were used. A good fit is indicated by conventional CFI and TLI values of at least
0.90 [60], and an RMSEA value of 0.08 or less is expected [61].

Controlling for demographics (age, gender, and having or not having minor children)
and segmentation preferences, segmentation supplies were modelled to predict different
outcomes (different dimensions of work–life balance and burnout) through work–life
conflict. Models were tested in telework and office-based employee groups.

4. Results
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1, and the descriptive statistics for telework

and office-based groups are provided separately in Appendix A, Table A1. All correla-
tions were in the expected direction. Segmentation supplies were negatively correlated
with work–nonwork conflict and burnout. Segmentation supplies and work–life balance
dimensions were either positively correlated or had no relationship.
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Table 2 presents the fit indices for all the tested models. In step 1, the reciprocal model
showed the best fit based on all fit criteria, and it was significantly better compared to the
second-best-fitting model.

Table 2. Fit indices of the tested models.

Model χ2 # df Scaling Correction Factor CFI TLI RMSEA Model Comparisons T ∆df

Step 1: predictor → mediator

S1-Stability 48.779 20 0.9425 0.87 0.83 0.090 - - -

S1-Forward 35.445 18 0.9445 0.92 0.89 0.073 S1-Stability vs.
S1-Forward 13.52 ** 2

S1-Reverse 31.855 18 0.9810 0.94 0.91 0.065 S1-Stability vs.
S1-Reversed 24.71 *** 2

S1-Reciprocal 20.141 16 0.9866 0.98 0.97 0.038

S1-Stability vs.
S1-Reciprocal;

S1-Reversed vs.
S1-Reciprocal

34.07 ***
12.15 **

4
2

Step 2a: mediator → outcome 1—Burnout

S2a-Stability 34.048 20 0.9652 0.94 0.93 0.063 - - -

S2a-Forward 20.780 18 0.9621 0.99 0.98 0.029 S2a-Stability vs.
S2a-Forward 12.96 ** 2

S2a-Reverse 33.429 18 0.9766 0.94 0.91 0.069 S2a-Stability vs.
S2a-Reversed 0.25 2

S2a-Reciprocal 20.169 16 0.9786 0.98 0.97 0.038

S2a-Stability vs.
S2a-Reciprocal;
S2a-Forward vs.
S2a-Reciprocal

14.40 **
0.31

4
2

Step 2b: mediator → outcome 2—Effectiveness balance

S2b-Stability 33.056 20 1.0125 0.90 0.87 0.060 - - -

S2b-Forward 27.305 18 1.0189 0.93 0.90 0.054 S2b-Stability vs.
S2b-Forward 5.91 ♢ 2

S2b-Reverse 31.781 18 1.0107 0.90 0.85 0.065 S2b-Stability vs.
S2b-Reversed 1.31 2

S2b-Reciprocal 26.338 16 1.0164 0.92 0.87 0.060 S2b-Stability vs.
S2b-Reciprocal 6.72 4

Step 2c: mediator → outcome 3—Involvement balance

S2c-Stability 35.322 20 0.9480 0.90 0.87 0.065 - - -

S2c-Forward 27.777 18 0.9724 0.94 0.91 0.055 S2c-Stability vs.
S2c-Forward 8.89 * 2

S2c-Reverse 31.013 18 0.9322 0.92 0.88 0.063 S2c-Stability vs.
S2c-Reversed 4.20 2

S2c-Reciprocal 24.612 16 0.9575 0.95 0.91 0.055

S2c-Stability vs.
S2c-Reciprocal;
S2c-Forward vs.
S2c-Reciprocal

10.90 *
3.16

4
2

Step 2d: mediator → outcome 4—Affective balance

S2d-Stability 35.370 20 0.9693 0.90 0.87 0.065 - - -

S2d-Forward 26.309 18 0.9949 0.94 0.92 0.051 S2d-Stability vs.
S2d-Forward 10.97 ** 2

S2d-Reverse 34.908 18 0.9782 0.89 0.84 0.072 S2d-Stability vs.
S2d-Reversed 0.15 2

S2d-Reciprocal 25.742 16 1.0078 0.94 0.89 0.058

S2d-Stability vs.
S2d-Reciprocal;
S2d-Forward vs.
S2d-Reciprocal

10.23 *
0.26

4
2

Notes. # Satorra–Bentler scaled χ2 value. T—Satorra–Bentler scaled ∆χ2 test. Forward—forward direction model,
Reverse—reverse direction model, Reciprocal—reciprocal model. ♢ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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In step 2, four sets of analyses were conducted to examine the relationships between
work–life conflict and the four outcomes: burnout, effectiveness balance, involvement
balance, and affective balance. As shown in Table 2, the forward model provided the best
fit to the data across all sets.

Group analyses in step 1 revealed that segmentation supplies predicted lower work–
life conflict after six months for both telework and office settings. In contrast, work–life
conflict predicted lower segmentation supplies after six months for the telework setting only.
In step 2, all tested models showed that cross-lagged effects were present for teleworkers but
not for office workers. As shown in Figure 2, for teleworkers, work–life conflict predicted
the modelled outcomes after six months in the theoretically expected direction: higher
burnout and lower effectiveness, involvement, and affective balance. The autoregressive
paths were significant for all variables in both groups.

 

Figure 2. Analyses results for telework and office workers (final models). Standardised (Beta)
regression coefficients are provided before and after the slash sign: for office workers/teleworkers.
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. ns—non-significant.

The findings supported hypotheses H1 (in both groups, office and telework) and
H2 (in the telework group only). In the telework group, higher work–life conflict was
associated with lower work–life balance in all three dimensions and higher burnout. For
the office workers group, no relationships were confirmed between work–life conflict and
all the tested outcomes (neither work–life balance nor burnout).

5. Discussion
Using a cross-lagged design, this study aimed to test the role of organisational segmen-

tation supplies in reducing burnout and enhancing work–life balance through diminishing
WLC among teleworkers and office workers. The results of our study show that organ-
isational support for employees in maintaining boundaries between work and personal
life indeed acts as resources that prevent WLC, even when accounting for individual seg-
mentation preferences. This suggests that organisational segmentation supplies act as a
resource independently of personal preferences. This finding aligns with boundary the-
ory [20] and adds robustness to some previous studies (e.g., [32,37,62]) that were primarily
cross-sectional. Moreover, the longitudinal link between segmentation supplies and WLC
was weaker for teleworkers than for office-based employees. There might be several related,
yet different, explanations for this result. First, telework usually involves more permeable
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physical boundaries [63]. Even when organisations provide segmentation-supporting
practices, it is difficult to avoid reading work emails when the surroundings of work and
nonwork are the same, especially if the same communication devices are used for both
personal and work matters (e.g., [64]). Second, teleworking requires more self-discipline
to implement segmentation well. With fewer social cues and weaker external pressure,
such as work monitoring, it may be challenging for employees to effectively apply the
segmentation supplies provided by the company [65].

The results of our study also found that WLC predicts lower segmentation supplies
over time among teleworkers. In other words, experiencing WLC led employees to lower
perceptions of organisational segmentation-supportive policies. Although contrary to
expectations, this result aligns with the self-undermining processes identified in previ-
ous research, indicating that impaired states of well-being predict lower resources and
higher demands over time. This suggests that strained employees create more demands
for themselves (see [66]). Furthermore, as teleworking is expected to improve the man-
agement of work and home demands [11], failing to achieve this might cause employees
to attribute it to a lack of organisational resources. For example, using the perspective of
source attribution, which posits that when people experience work–family conflict, they
psychologically attribute blame to the domain that is the source of the conflict and thus
develop a negative attitude toward this domain, Zhao et al. [67] found that work conflict
predicts lower job satisfaction. Similarly, a study by Darouei and colleagues [68] found that
it is not work–home interference itself that has implications for employees’ well-being but
rather how the employee perceives that interference. Our findings also provide empirical
evidence that not only the actual organisational environment and its resources but also
their cognitive appraisals should be evaluated in studies exploring work–life interaction.

The results of our study also showed that for teleworkers, segmentation supplies
predict lower burnout and higher work–life balance through lower WLC over time. Impor-
tantly, these beneficial effects of segmentation supplies through WLC were evident among
teleworkers but not office workers. In other words, the results of our study indicate that it is
teleworkers who benefit from organisational resources, enabling them to separate work and
private life. This implies that when boundaries are blurred, as in telework, segmentation
resources become particularly valuable, whereas office arrangements provide physical
separation that diminishes their importance. Moreover, these results also suggest that
telework arrangements uniquely amplify the adverse effects of work–life conflict on em-
ployee burnout and work–life balance. This finding aligns with Wang et al.’s [65] research,
which identified work–home interference as the most frequently mentioned challenge
during the COVID-19 pandemic, having deleterious effects on employee well-being. This
illustrates that employees identified permeable or blurred boundaries as their primary
strain in telework arrangements. An additional argument also comes from the boundary
management field, suggesting that telework settings might offer fewer transition rituals,
which benefit office workers. In contrast to office-based employees, teleworkers usually do
not have a clear-cut marking where the working ends, e.g., closing office doors or arriving
home [69]. Another line of thought to explain the relationships in a telework setting stems
from the conservation of resources theory [17]. Grounded in it, work-related stressors
can deplete personal resources when external support is weak. Hence, work–life conflict
might be more deleterious when organisational support is weak, and telework settings
might suggest lower levels of support from colleagues and the organisation. This finding is
consistent with previous research, which has shown that the impact of working at home on
health outcomes is strongly influenced by the degree of organisational support [70].

By demonstrating the longitudinal relationship between WLC and work–life balance
for teleworkers, we broaden the understanding of WLC outcomes and answer the call by
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Wayne et al. [47] to study the antecedents of different types of work–life balance, using
a longitudinal design [2]. Importantly, the results of our study show that when WLC is
lower, teleworkers report higher involvement balance and better effectiveness balance in
highly valued roles, as well as more positive emotions in these roles over time. From a COR
theory perspective, this reflects not only the prevention of resource loss but also suggests
the initiation of a positive resource spiral, where segmentation supplies predict lower WLC,
which in turn predicts better work–nonwork balance dimensions. Our findings support
the interpretation that segmentation supplies not only prevent resource depletion (and,
hence, burnout) but also create conditions for resource gain, as organisational segmentation
supplies can increase the likelihood that employees actually obtain recovery experiences
at home. Finally, although we did not find the longitudinal relationship between WLC,
burnout, and work–life balance among office workers, the cross-sectional relationships
were present and in the expected direction. This suggests that although the adverse effects
of WLC may not persist over time for on-site workers, they may be observed concurrently,
thereby calling for efforts to manage WLC.

In summary, our study posits that organisational support for segmentation serves as a
resource that reduces work–life conflict for both teleworkers and onsite workers, thereby
demonstrating the role of organisational efforts in employees’ efforts to manage work and
home demands. This comprehension contributes to the realisation of Sustainable Devel-
opment Goal 8 established by the United Nations [16], which seeks to foster sustainable
economic growth and ensure decent work opportunities for all individuals. Moreover, the
results of our study demonstrate that organisational resources for segmentation are the
most beneficial for teleworkers in helping them to reduce WLC and burnout and increase
work–life balance. Understanding the aspects of work and employee well-being in the
modern telework setting is key to sustainable workforce and workplace development.

5.1. Practical Implications

The findings of our study provide valuable insights that can be applied in practical
settings. First and foremost, as our research highlights the importance of segmentation
supplies in managing work–life conflict for both teleworkers and on-site workers, organisa-
tions should consider directing their efforts to support employees’ ability to maintain clear
boundaries between work and personal life. Notably, an organisational culture that openly
values work–life boundaries, discourages overwork, and supports utilisation of offered
flexibility reinforces individual efforts to segment work and personal domains [71]. The
importance of maintaining work–life boundaries is reflected in the discourse on the “right
to disconnect” among policymakers and leaders [72].

Establishing clear boundaries between professional and personal life can be accom-
plished by implementing specific policies related to organisational expectations regarding
employee availability outside of working hours (for instance, employees should not be
required to—or, ideally, should refrain from—responding to work emails during weekends
and vacations or after a predetermined time on weekdays). Importantly, formal policies
within organisations should be complemented by informal practices that embody these
expectations, particularly through the behaviours demonstrated by supervisors. For in-
stance, supervisors play a crucial role in modelling appropriate behaviours; by adhering to
established temporal and physical boundaries—such as refraining from sending emails
outside designated hours—they can encourage employees to emulate these practices [73].

Moreover, organisations could train supervisors to be attuned to their employees’
boundary management preferences and empower them to provide family-supportive super-
vision, which has been shown to substantially reduce boundary blurring and burnout [74].
The role of supervisors is pivotal in fostering an environment where employees feel em-
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powered to communicate their needs and receive tailored support that aligns with their
individual circumstances [75]. Similarly, direct interventions, such as boundary manage-
ment training programs, help employees learn and practice strategies to manage and defend
their boundaries [10] actively. Organisations could guide employees on how to establish
“microborders,” such as scheduling regular nonwork periods, which can empower them to
maintain boundaries even under flexible or remote work arrangements [76].

Notably, when employing policies and cultivating a culture focused on boundary
management, organisations should be aware of employee preferences. Some research
shows that a misfit between individual boundary preferences and the organisational envi-
ronment might increase the risk of dissatisfaction and conflict [77]. Moreover, as boundary
challenges differ across demographic groups, including generational and parental status
differences [75], organisational actions should be attuned to the differing actual needs
of employees.

5.2. Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations of the study should be considered when evaluating our findings.
First, we have investigated segmentation supplies as organisational resources, which

appeared to be important in managing WLC for both teleworkers and office workers.
However, there might also be other resources relevant for managing work and life demands,
such as family-supportive supervisor behaviours that have not received much attention in
the context of telework [78].

Second, when examining the role of segmentation supplies on WLC, it might be impor-
tant to consider the interplay between individual preferences for segmentation and the seg-
mentation resources provided by organisations. While we have accounted for segmentation
preferences in our analysis, findings from studies such as Basile and Beauregard ([21,79])
indicate that an important factor may not lie in the individual preferences or the organ-
isational resources themselves but rather in how well they align with one another, also
taking into account the fluctuating demand of family needs. Therefore, future studies could
examine the fit between varying segmentation preferences and supplies and their role for
WLC, burnout, and work–life balance.

It should be noted that the study used a convenience sample, which limits the possi-
bility of generalising these findings. Naturally, we invite other scholars to investigate the
same questions in different work settings and cultures and with various samples, such as
examining the possible effects of age, gender, having minor children, and different pro-
fessions, among others. For example, segmentation supplies could be more influential in
autonomy-rich sectors where employees have greater control over work scheduling or dif-
ferent industries that may have different availability norms, as well as possible differential
dynamics for individuals with high versus low education, which contributes to jobs with,
respectively, higher and lower autonomy. Additionally, in our study, participants were
asked to evaluate their general perception of work and personal life. There is a possibility
that other reference points, such as the previous day or week, could introduce additional
insights—this also offers a path for future analyses.

Finally, scholars should consider a broader range of outcome variables to capture a
more comprehensive and precise picture of the consequences of segmentation supplies and
WLC, especially considering their importance among teleworkers. Going beyond employee
well-being indicators and focusing on performance or work well-being evaluations [4] or
taking into account more family-specific outcomes, such as partners’ well-being [5], may re-
veal additional benefits or trade-offs associated with organisational segmentation practices.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Descriptive statistics of the main variables in the study for telework and office-based groups.

M for
Office Workers

SD for
Office Workers

M for
Teleworkers

SD for
Teleworkers

1. Segmentation preference T1 3.94 0.75 3.95 0.73
2. Segmentation supplies T1 3.30 0.99 3.38 0.90
3. Segmentation supplies T2 3.21 0.87 3.45 0.89
4. Work–life conflict T1 2.39 0.98 2.26 0.86
5. Work–life conflict T2 2.32 0.87 2.08 0.82
6. Burnout T1 2.36 0.56 2.27 0.53
7. Burnout T2 2.37 0.53 2.26 0.52
8. Involvement balance T1 3.71 0.65 3.76 0.63
9. Involvement balance T2 3.58 0.66 3.76 0.65
10. Effectiveness balance T1 3.76 0.66 3.75 0.66
11. Effectiveness balance T2 3.65 0.69 3.69 0.61
12. Affective balance T1 3.72 0.70 3.79 0.74
13. Affective balance T2 3.64 0.76 3.77 0.59

Notes. N (office workers) for measurements at T1 = 208 and T2 = 78–80. N (teleworkers) for measurements at T1 =
171 and T2 = 81–84.
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