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Abstract

As work-life balance (WLB) is considered the main premise of a sustainable workforce,
organizations and policymakers direct their efforts toward helping employees attain it.
However, there is a lack of research on organizational efforts to sustain WLB across dif-
ferent work arrangements. This study, therefore, explores the relationships among WLB
culture, boundary control, and WLB among teleworkers and on-site workers. A two-wave
survey with a six-month time lag involved 379 white-collar employees from various in-
dustries. The results showed that WLB culture was associated with greater boundary
control over time. Moreover, this effect was significant only among office workers but not
among teleworkers, suggesting that WLB culture is more important when working on
site. Additionally, greater boundary control was related to a higher affective dimension of
WLB, but not with the effectiveness dimension, six months later. Practical and empirical
implications for organizational practices that enhance work-life balance across various
settings are discussed.

Keywords: work-life balance; work-life balance culture; boundary control; remote work;
longitudinal study

1. Introduction

Given that work-life balance is considered a critical prerequisite for a sustainable
workforce and personal well-being by researchers [1] and policymakers [2], considerable
organizational effort has been devoted to implementing work-life policies and programs.
Although some research on the organizational benefits of implementing work-life bal-
ance programs and policies has produced mixed results [3], most studies show that these
programs benefit individuals and organizations alike. For instance, work-life balance
programs and policies have been shown to enhance positive attitudes, improve job per-
formance, and retain employees [4,5] as well as reduce work-life conflict [6]. While there
are numerous advantages to work-life balance policies, researchers consistently note that
having formal policies in place does not ensure their effective implementation [7]. As noted
by Weale et al. [8] in their scoping review, the sole availability of policy does not appear
to be related to improved work-life interaction. Not surprisingly, most of the research
examining the underutilization of work-life balance policies and programs focuses on
organizational culture [9].

Work-life balance (WLB) culture refers to a set of behaviors, norms, beliefs, and
values shared by organizational members [5] that may encourage or hinder work-life
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integration [10]. While the impact of organizational cultures on work-life boundary man-
agement has been emphasized theoretically [11], it has been largely neglected in empirical
research, aside from a few studies [12]. We contend that understanding the influence of
organizational cultures on employees’ capacity to implement their boundary management
preferences and achieve a work-life balance is crucial, both in theory and practice, particu-
larly because this issue carries significant consequences for sustainable human resource
management. Furthermore, although the relationship between boundary control and
work-life balance has been established [13], the longitudinal nature of this relationship
remains unclear.

To address the aforementioned gaps, we posit that WLB culture serves as a resource
that strengthens boundary control, while boundary control, in turn, enhances different
types of work-life balance over time.

With this study, we make several timely and relevant contributions. Firstly, drawing on
boundary theory [14,15], we demonstrate that WLB culture is associated with greater boundary
control. In this manner, we provide empirical evidence of the relationship, which to date has
been emphasized theoretically [11] but neglected in empirical studies. Moreover, we strengthen
the findings of existing studies, which predominantly rely on cross-sectional data [16].

Secondly, the relationship between WLB culture and boundary control was found
among office workers but not among teleworkers, thereby suggesting that sustaining WLB
culture is more important for office workers than for teleworkers. As the mere form of
telework can serve as a family-friendly and flexible resource [17], on-site workers need an
organizational culture that supports boundary management behaviors [18].

Thirdly, we explore the long-term connections between boundary control and two
aspects of work-life balance, addressing the request made by Allen and French [19] for
longitudinal studies in the work-family domain. Moreover, by demonstrating a longitudinal
relationship between boundary control and affective balance, but not effectiveness balance,
we empirically confirm Wayne et al.’s [20] prediction that different aspects of work-life
balance might indeed have different antecedents.

Finally, our study offers practical implications for the importance of organizational
support in strengthening employees’ perceptions of their ability to control work and life
boundaries among office workers and enhancing affective work-life balance.

2. Theory and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Work—Life Balance Culture and Boundary Control

In general, organizational culture is defined as a set of shared beliefs and assumptions
that a group develops as it adapts to the external environment and integrates internally.
These beliefs have proven effective enough to be regarded as valid, and they are there-
fore transmitted to new members as the proper way to perceive, think, and feel about
these challenges [21]. The concept of work-life balance culture has been developed by
building upon the idea of work-family culture. Thompson et al. [5] defined work-family
culture as “the shared assumptions, beliefs, and values regarding the extent to which an
organization supports and values the integration of employees” work and family lives”
(p- 394). These assumptions, beliefs, and values outline the organization’s expectations
concerning the allocation of time between work and family responsibilities, the potential
career consequences of using family-friendly benefits, and the level of managerial support
for employees’ family obligations. Relying on this definition, Nitzsche et al. [22] introduced
the concept of work-life balance culture. They emphasized that, in today’s world, personal
life and responsibilities extend beyond the traditional notion of family. Therefore, the
concepts of balance and balance culture should encompass the alignment of work roles not
only with family duties but also with a wider range of personal life obligations.
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Research consistently shows that a supportive WLB culture is crucial because it de-
termines whether formal policies are trusted, utilized, and translated into meaningful
outcomes. While organizations may formally provide WLB benefits, employees often hesi-
tate to use them if prevailing norms signal potential career penalties or lack of managerial
support [5,9]. Thus, policies alone are insufficient; their effectiveness depends on a culture
in which leaders, supervisors, and colleagues genuinely endorse integrating work and
non-work roles [22]. Empirical evidence demonstrates that policy availability, accessibility,
supervisor behavior, and cultural alignment jointly shape employee well-being and sat-
isfaction, but without cultural support, formal practices tend to underperform [5,23,24].
Consequently, a strong WLB culture is essential, as it legitimizes the use of these policies,
reduces fears of negative repercussions, and ultimately enhances employee well-being
and organizational performance across various sectors. For this reason, we anticipate that
boundary control will be the most proximal outcome of WLB culture. Boundary control
refers to an individual’s perceived ability to determine when, where, and how the demands
of work and non-work roles intersect. It is a key psychological mechanism that links
structural work conditions to individuals” experiences of work-life balance [7]. Although
the concepts of WLB and integration between different life domains are commonly dis-
cussed in the public domain, empirical research shows that work-life balance is more about
the autonomy employees have in choosing their own strategies for managing work and
personal life rather than the flexibility of boundaries between these domains—especially
when such flexibility is externally imposed [7]. This is because employees adopt various
strategies to achieve balance [25]. According to boundary theory, different life domains
are defined by boundaries that clarify when, where, and how roles within these domains
are performed [14,15]. Importantly, these boundaries can vary in terms of flexibility and
permeability, and individual preferences regarding them can be placed on a continuum
from segmentation to integration [26]. At one end of this continuum are “integrators,”
who prefer flexibility and permeability between work and personal life, allowing them to
make need-based choices about when to engage in work-related and personal tasks. At the
other end are “segmentators,” who prefer to keep these areas separate to prevent interfer-
ence when issues in one domain affect role performance in another [26,27]. Given these
individual differences, only organizational measures that empower employees to adopt
their preferred work-life balance strategies will be effective [7,27]. Thus, we expect that
an organizational culture conducive to work-life balance will predict greater employees’
perceived boundary control and raise our first hypothesis:

H1. WLB culture will be positively related to boundary control over time.

2.2. The Role of Working Mode in the Relationship Between Work—Life Balance Culture and
Boundary Control

While this study proposed that WLB culture is positively associated with higher
boundary control, we also expect that this relationship may vary between teleworkers and
on-site workers. Our assumption is grounded in two arguments.

First, teleworkers often have more flexible schedules and greater autonomy over their
work environments [28], which can lead to a different approach to managing boundaries
between work and personal life than on-site workers. Additionally, physical separation
from the workplace may empower teleworkers to create clearer boundaries, whereas on-site
workers may face challenges delineating work time from personal time in a traditional
office environment.

Second, on-site employees are more readily available to witness organizational culture
firsthand. On-site workers observe how their colleagues are treated, whether managers
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model healthy boundaries, and whether organizational policies for work-life balance are
translated into practice. This visibility makes their reaction to these cultural elements more
visceral and personally relevant.

Finally, while telework itself can serve as a family-friendly and flexible resource [17],
on-site workers might react more intensely to organizational cues that support their bound-
ary management behaviors [18]. Thus, the relationship between WLB culture and boundary
control may manifest differently across these two groups, warranting further investigation.
Based on this reasoning, we raise our second hypothesis:

H2. The cross-lagged effect of WLB culture on latter boundary control will be significant only
among office (and not hybrid) employees.

2.3. The Relationship Between Boundary Control and Work—Life Balance

Work-life balance is an employee’s overall evaluation of how well their work and
non-work roles fit together in a way that feels positive and meaningful. According to
Casper et al. [29], balance is achieved when individuals perceive that their emotional ex-
periences, level of involvement, and effectiveness across work and personal roles align
with the importance they assign to those roles. Building on this idea, Wayne et al. [20]
developed a multidimensional framework that distinguishes three key aspects of balance:
affective, involvement, and effectiveness balance. Affective balance concerns experiencing
positive emotions in both work and personal life; involvement balance concerns feeling
appropriately engaged in different roles in line with their personal values; and effectiveness
balance reflects the perception of performing well across these roles. Together, these dimen-
sions are linked to important outcomes, including employee engagement, organizational
commitment, turnover intentions, and emotional exhaustion [20].

Boundary control is a central factor in achieving work-life balance, as it reflects an
individual’s perceived capacity to decide when, where, and how work and non-work
demands intersect [7]. As a psychological mechanism, it connects structural aspects of
work—such as flexibility and expectations of availability—to personal experiences of bal-
ance. Empirical research demonstrates that higher perceived boundary control is associated
with lower work—family conflict, reduced psychological strain, and greater satisfaction
with work-life balance [13,30]. When individuals feel they have autonomy over temporal
and spatial boundaries—for example, the ability to disconnect from work communica-
tions after hours or organize tasks around family responsibilities—they are better able to
prevent unwanted role intrusions [13,30]. In contrast, low boundary control intensifies
work—family conflict, particularly when actual boundary arrangements do not align with
personal preferences [31,32], thereby undermining sustainable work-life balance. Based on
this reasoning, we raise our final hypothesis.

H3. Boundary control will be positively related to WLB over time. More specifically:

H4. There will be a positive cross-lagged effect between initial (T1) boundary control and latter
(T2) involvement balance.

H5. There will be a positive cross-lagged effect between initial (T1) boundary control and latter
(T2) effectiveness balance.

He6. There will be a positive cross-lagged effect between initial (T1) boundary control and latter
(T2) affective balance.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Sample and Procedure

A two-wave survey was conducted in March-April 2024 (T1) and September-October
2024 (T2). Thus, the interval between the study phases (AT) was 6 months. Participants
were recruited through network sampling, assisted by student research assistants.

An initial heterogeneous sample of 911 employees from Lithuania participated in
the first wave. After completing the online questionnaire, they were asked to consent
to longitudinal surveying by providing a contact e-mail address. In total, 379 emails
were received (a positive response rate 41.6%). After sending invitations to participate
in the second wave, 169 respondents completed the questionnaire again (longitudinal
response rate: 44.6%). We conducted a dropout analysis by comparing participants who
participated in both study waves with those who dropped out, using sociodemographic
and psychological variables. Most differences between the groups were non-significant,
except that dropped-out participants were somewhat more likely to work exclusively in
the office (60.5% vs. 47.9%; x> = 5.954, df = 1, p = 0.015). Given that the dropout analysis
did not provide a basis for assessing systematic attrition bias, the hypotheses were tested
on the full longitudinal sample (n = 379) using the Full Information Maximum Likelihood
(FIML) estimator to account for missing data.

The longitudinal sample consisted of 294 women and 85 men, aged 19 to 74 years
(M = 39.0; SD = 12.5). Most participants were married (50.4%) or living with a partner
(20.3%); 41.2% had underage children, and 11.9% had relatives living with them who
needed medical care. The average tenure of participants was 8.2 years (SD = 9.6); 22.7% of
the subjects held management positions. Regarding work arrangements, 54.9% worked
exclusively in the office, while the remaining 45.1% worked remotely or in a hybrid model.

3.2. Measures

At both time points, the respondents provided demographic data and completed a
questionnaire that included items assessing work-life balance, work-life balance culture,
and boundary control.

Work-life balance was measured by the 15-item scale developed by Wayne et al. [20].
This scale measures three distinct facets of WLB. Involvement balance refers to the per-
ception that one’s involvement in roles across both domains is compatible with the value
attached to those roles (sample item: “I spend enough time on important work and nonwork
activities”). Effectiveness balance means satisfaction with one’s performance in various
roles when the personal value of those roles is considered (sample item: “I perform well in
the life roles that I really value”). Affective balance signifies pleasant emotions experienced
when performing highly valued roles (sample item: “I am happy in the work and nonwork
roles that are most important to me”). All items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
(1—totally disagree, 5—totally agree). Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of this and
subsequent scales is presented in Table 1.

WLB culture was measured by the 5-item scale developed by Nitzsche et al. [22].
All items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1—totally disagree, 5—totally agree).
Sample item: “Our company supports employees in balancing their professional and
private lives”.

The 3-item scale, based on Kossek et al. [30], measured boundary control. All items
were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1—totally disagree, 5—totally agree). Sample
item: “I control whether I am able to keep my work and personal life separate.”
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations among the main variables.
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. WLB culture (T1) 3.0 09 (0.901)
2. Boundary
control (T1) 4.0 0.8 0.334 *** (0.862)
3. invWLB (T1) 3.7 0.6 0272 0.327% (0.839)
4. eff WLB (T1) 3.8 0.7 0.175 *** 0.225 *** 0.676 *** (0.906)
5. affWLB (T1) 3.8 0.7 0.287 *** 0.282 *** 0.588 *** 0.648 *** (0.906)
6. WLB culture (T2) 3.1 09 0701  0.222%* 0.200* 0.108 0.218*  (0.908)
7. Boundary 40 0.8 0.335%*  0507*+*  0224*  0311** 0251*  0312**  (0.872)
control (T2)
8. invWLB (T2) 3.7 0.7 0.168* 0291  0538**  0405%*  0385**  0201*  0278**  (0.854)
9. eff WLB (T2) 3.7 0.6 0.071 0.287 *** 0.304 *** 0.439***  0.417** 0.079 0.288***  (.584 *** (0.898)
10. aff WLB (T2) 37 0.7 0.125 0.346 *** 0.436 *** 0.417 **  0.493 *** 0.178* 0.214** 0.609 ***  0.623***  (0.896)

Notes: WLB —work-life balance, invWLB—involvement work-life balance, eff WLB—effectiveness work-life
balance, aff—affective work-life balance. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are presented on the diagonal. * p < 0.05;
*p < 0.01; ** p < 0.001.

3.3. Data Analysis

Before testing the hypotheses, we evaluated the measurement model of our study
using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with maximum likelihood (ML) estimation. This
analysis confirmed the five-factor structure of our items, indicating that items from different
sub-scales measure distinct constructs (see Table A1). We also examined the longitudinal
(T1 and T2) and cross-group (office and telework) invariance of the scales. Specifically,
we assessed configural, metric, and scalar invariance [33] to establish the equivalence of
the model form, factor loadings, and intercepts across the two time points and employee
groups. Invariance was confirmed if the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) decreased by less than
0.01, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) increased by less than 0.015,
and the chi-square increased only insignificantly after imposing additional constraints
on either factor loadings or intercepts [34]. The results of these analyses are presented in
Tables A2 and A3. We had to relax the constraint on the second-item slope to confirm partial
metric longitudinal invariance of the effectiveness WLB scale. We also had to relax the
slope restriction for the fourth item of this scale to confirm partial longitudinal multigroup
metric invariance. Finally, we had to relax the constraint on the intercept for the first
item of the WLB culture scale to confirm partial scalar longitudinal multigroup invariance.
In all other cases, the scales were fully scalar invariant both longitudinally and across
employee groups.

We used structural equation modeling (ML estimator) in AMOS 20.0 to estimate the
autoregressive and cross-lagged relationships among our main study variables. In all cases,
we included only two variables, each assessed at two time points, in each model. Structural
equation modeling allows the simultaneous estimation of multiple regression equations
while accounting for measurement error, and the maximum likelihood estimator derives pa-
rameter estimates by minimizing the discrepancy between the observed covariance matrix
and the model-implied covariance matrix under the assumption of multivariate normality.
Estimating autoregressive and cross-lagged effects within the same model is advantageous
because it allows for disentangling stability effects from directional influences between
variables over time, thereby providing a more rigorous test of temporal precedence.

The conceptual research model is presented in Figure 1. To evaluate our first hypothe-
sis, regarding the cross-lagged effect of WLB culture and boundary control, we compared
several cross-lagged models, ranging from the fully reciprocal model (which has the fewest
degrees of freedom) to the most parsimonious model. First, we estimated a full model that
included all possible autoregressive and cross-lagged paths as a reference for subsequent
models. Next, we tested a normal causation model, which included only the autoregressive
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paths and a hypothesized cross-lagged path. Following that, we examined a reversed-
causation model that featured only the autoregressive paths along with a cross-lagged
path that contradicted the hypothesis (i.e., boundary control --> WLB culture). Finally, we
assessed an autoregressive model that excluded any cross-lagged relationships between
the study variables. Model comparisons were based on global fit indices (e.g., x2, CFI,
RMSEA), which evaluate how well the hypothesized covariance structure reproduces the
observed data, with nested models assessed via chi-square difference testing. According to
the principle of parsimony, when competing structural models equally fit the data well, the
simplest model should be selected [35].

Involvement
balance

Work-Llife Boundary Effectiveness
—_—
balance culture control balance

Affective
Step 1: T1T2 balance

Step 2: T1»T2
Figure 1. Conceptual research model.

To test H2, we utilized multigroup autoregressive cross-lagged models. More specif-
ically, we included WLB culture and boundary control in the normal causation model,
which was confirmed in the previous step. We then compared the fit indices of this model
across two scenarios: when the cross-lagged effect was unconstrained and when it was
constrained to 0 in the teleworkers sample. In this multigroup framework, equality con-
straints enable formal testing of whether specific structural paths differ across groups by
comparing constrained and unconstrained models. We consider the hypothesis confirmed
if the constrained path model shows better fit indices than the unconstrained model.

Finally, we tested the H3 hypothesis by incorporating boundary control and various
aspects of work-life balance (WLB), specifically involvement, effectiveness, and affective
WLB, into separate autoregressive cross-lagged models.

4. Results

The correlations between the study variables at both time points are presented in
Table 1. As expected, almost all of the variables were significantly related. The exception
was effectiveness WLB, which was related to WLB culture only cross-sectionally on Time 1.
Similarly, WLB culture at Time 1 was not significantly related to later affective WLB. Not
surprisingly, the strongest correlations were observed between the same variables assessed
at T1 and T2 (especially WLB culture, which appears to be relatively stable) and between
different WLB facets.

To test our H1 hypothesis regarding the cross-lagged effect between WLB culture and
boundary control, we conducted a series of autoregressive cross-lagged models using SEM.
The results presented in Table 2 showed that the normal causation model was superior to
the other models (i.e., full, reversed causation, and autoregressive). All paths in this model
were significant, and it had better fit indices than the reversed-causation and autoregressive
models. The fit indices of the normal causation model were almost identical to those of
the full model, but the latter had fewer degrees of freedom, and thus was less preferable
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according to the principle of parsimony [35] (Preacher, 2006). Therefore, our first hypothesis
was supported.

Table 2. Model comparison results for H1.

Models
Full Cross-Lagged Normal Causation Reversed Causation Autoregressive
Paths (standardized regression weights)
W%g Egﬂﬁig g%g - 0.789 *** 0.771 *** 0.778 *** 0.763 ***
Boundary control (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.476 *** 0.480 *** 0.575 *** 0.577 ***
WLB culture (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.240 ** 0.237 **
Boundary control (T1) — WLB culture (T2) —0.044 —0.036
Explanatory power (R?)
WLB culture (T2) 0.598 0.595 0.585 0.581
Boundary control (T2) 0.371 0.374 0.330 0.333
Model fit measures
x?2 202.190 *** 202.598 *** 210.510 *** 210.780 ***
df 104 105 105 106
Ax? - 0.408 8.320** 8.590*
RMSEA 0.050 0.050 0.052 0.051
CFI 0.965 0.965 0.963 0.963
TLI 0.954 0.955 0.952 0.952

Notes: Ax?>—chi-square difference from the full model, Subscript indices refer to the study wave (1st or 2nd),
*p <0.05;,** p <0.01; ** p < 0.001.

Next, we tested hypothesis H2, which predicted that the cross-lagged relationship
between WLB culture and boundary control would be observed only among office-based
employees. To do this, we compared two multigroup autoregressive cross-lagged models:
unconstrained and constrained. In both models, we included a cross-lagged path from T1
WLB culture to T2 boundary control, but in the constrained model, this path was fixed to 0
among fully or partially remote employees. The fit indices (Table 3) between the models
did not differ significantly, but the constrained model had more degrees of freedom, and
all of its paths were significant, so it should be considered superior to the unconstrained
model. Thus, our H2 was supported.

Table 3. Model comparison results for H2.

Unconstrained Constrained
Office-Only Employees Hybrid Employees Office-Only Employees Hybrid Employees

Paths (standardized regression weights)

WLB culture (T1) — WLB culture (T2) 0.721 *** 0.830 *** 0.720 *** 0.829 ***

Boundary control (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.446 *** 0.508 *** 0.446 *** 0.588 ***

WLB culture (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.338 ** 0.160 0.338 ** -
Explanatory power (R?)

WLB culture (T2) 0.519 0.689 0.519 0.687

Boundary control (T2) 0.428 0.345 0.428 0.346
Model fit measures

x? 385.075 *** 387.052 ***

df 221 222

Ax? 1.977

RMSEA 0.044 0.044

CFI 0.942 0.941

TLI 0.928 0.928

Notes: Ax?>—chi-square difference from the full model, ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18084039


https://doi.org/10.3390/su18084039

Sustainability 2026, 18, 4039

9of 17

Finally, we tested the H3 hypothesis regarding cross-lagged effects between boundary
control and different facets of WLB: involvement WLB (H4), effectiveness WLB (H5), and
affective WLB (H6). For this purpose, we again used autoregressive cross-lagged modeling.
The path coefficients and fit indices of all tested models are presented for each hypothesis

separately in Tables 4—6.

Table 4. Model comparison results for H4.

Models
Full Cross-Lagged Normal Causation Reversed Causation Autoregressive
Paths (standardized regression weights)
fnvoltvement WLB g%g - 0.541 %+ 0.538 ** 0.566 *** 0.563 **
Boundary control (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.552 *** 0.565 *** 0.548 *** 0.561***
Involvement WLB (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.031 0.033
Boundary control (T1) — Involvement WLB (T2) 0.065 0.066
Explanatory power (R?)
Involvement WLB (T2) 0.321 0.318 0.320 0.317
Boundary control (T2) 0.318 0.320 0.313 0.315
Model fit measures
x> 159.158 *** 159.310 *** 159.722 *** 159.895 ***
df 104 105 105 106
Ax? 0.152 0.564 0.737
RMSEA 0.037 0.037 0.037 0.037
CFI 0.974 0.974 0.974 0.975
TLI 0.966 0.967 0.967 0.967

Notes: AXZ—Chi-square difference from the full model, Subscript indices refer to the study wave (Ist or 2nd),
***p < 0.001.

Table 5. Model comparison results for Hb5.

Models
Full Cross-Lagged Normal Causation Reversed Causation Autoregressive
Paths (standardized regression weights)
Effectiveness WLB E%g - 0.433 %+ 0.421 *** 0.472 %+ 0.462 ***
Boundary control (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.518 *** 0.566 *** 0.509 *** 0.559 ***
Effectiveness WLB (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.181* 0.184*
Boundary control (T1) — Effectiveness WLB (T2) 0.157 0.160 *
Explanatory power (R?)
Effectiveness WLB (T2) 0.241 0.232 0.223 0.213
Boundary control (T2) 0.341 0.321 0.333 0.313
Model fit measures
x? 271.705 *** 277.488 *** 275.103 *** 280.975 ***
df 103 104 104 105
Ax? 5.783* 3.398 9.270 ***
RMSEA 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.067
CFI 0.938 0.937 0.937 0.936
TLI 0.919 0.917 0.918 0.917

Notes: Ax?>—chi-square difference from the full model, Subscript indices refer to the study wave (1st or 2nd),
*p <0.05; *** p <0.001.

In the case of Involvement WLB (Table 4), the fit indices of all the tested models were
similar, and none of the cross-lagged paths were statistically significant. Therefore, and
based on the principle of parsimony, we must consider the autoregressive model, according
to which involvement WLB and boundary control are not longitudinally related, to be the
best fit to the data. Thus, our hypothesis H4 was not confirmed.
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Table 6. Model comparison results for Hé.
Models
Full Cross-Lagged Normal Causation Reversed Causation Autoregressive
Paths (standardized regression weights)
yrsrALL At 0.477 #++ 0.476 *++ 0.532 #++ 0.532 #++
Boundary control (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.531 *** 0.567 *** 0.531 *** 0.568 ***
Affective WLB (T1) — Boundary control (T2) 0.173* 0.114
Boundary control (T1) — Affective WLB (T2) 0.114 0.173*
Explanatory power (R?)
Affective WLB (T2) 0.302 0.301 0.283 0.283
Boundary control (T2) 0.327 0.322 0.327 0.322
Model fit measures
x? 242.314 *** 244.361 *** 246.642 *** 248.682 ***
df 104 105 105 106
Ax? - 2.047 4.328* 6.368 *
RMSEA 0.059 0.059 0.060 0.060
CFI 0.950 0.950 0.949 0.949
TLI 0.935 0.935 0.934 0.934

Notes: Ax?>—chi-square difference from the full model, Subscript indices refer to the study wave (1st or 2nd),
*p <0.05; ** p <0.001.

Table 5 presents the results we obtained when testing hypothesis H5 about the relation-
ship between the effectiveness of WLB and boundary control. The results were the opposite
of what we expected. The best fit to the data was a reversed causation model, according to
which T1 effectiveness WLB predicted T2 boundary control, and not vice versa. In other
words, employees who felt able to function effectively in their work and personal lives at
the beginning of the study were more likely to feel in control of the boundaries between
their work and personal lives after 6 months. Therefore, H5 was not supported.

The results obtained when testing hypothesis H6 are presented in Table 6. In this
case, the normal causation model, according to which boundary control predicts later
affective WLB, but not vice versa, was the best fit to the data. Subjects who felt better able
to control the boundaries between work and personal life at the beginning of the study
were more satisfied with the emotions they experienced in these domains. Thus, hypothesis
H6 was supported.

To sum up, the results of our study show WLB culture to be positively related to
boundary control over time. Moreover, this relationship was significant only among office
employees but not among teleworkers. Finally, employees who had higher boundary
control had higher affective WLB six months later.

5. Discussion

The current study investigates whether and how an organizational balance culture pro-
motes work-home boundary control and whether greater boundary control subsequently
translates into work-life balance over time. We further test how these relationships differ
between office-based and hybrid workers, shedding light on how work arrangements
may shape the pathways through which organizations enable healthier, more sustainable
working lives.

The topic of work-home interface has received increasing scholarly attention, par-
ticularly in the context of expanded flexibility and remote/hybrid work arrangements.
However, beyond formal policies, it is important to understand how informal aspects,
such as those reflected in organizational culture and norms, may help employees maintain
functional boundaries between work and home. Our findings address this knowledge gap
in several ways. First, in the current study, balance culture was found to be a positive pre-
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dictor of boundary control over time. This pattern aligns with the existing literature, which
shows that boundary control occurs not only due to individual preferences or skills but also
relies on resources collectively available through the work environment. For instance, prior
research has shown that managerial support (e.g., family-supportive supervisor behaviors)
is linked to more favorable work-home outcomes [36] and that the use of work-family
practices offered by the organization can shape the work-family relationship partly through
boundary control [31]. Extending this evidence, our findings suggest that balance culture
may function as a normative mechanism that strengthens employees’ capacity to enact
boundaries in their work and home lives.

Second, our results contribute to a discussion about why work-life balance supportive
strategies sometimes yield inconsistent effects. Recent literature reviews emphasize that
the benefits of flexibility and organizational work-life balance policies largely depend on
implementation, that is, on whether employees feel able to use organizational supports
and whether the surrounding norms reinforce boundary control [7]. Balance culture
can be particularly important here because it reflects the informal atmosphere in which
employees interpret formal rhetoric. It thus determines whether the flexibility offered by
the organization is perceived as genuine and may help translate organizational support
initiatives into individual action [37]. This reasoning contributes to a better theoretical
understanding of mechanisms supporting work-life balance. For instance, within the
boundary theory framework, it encourages scholars and practitioners to view boundary
management not only as an individual strategy but also as a meso-level (i.e., organizational)
phenomenon, in which, through balance culture, the organization establishes a normative
basis for boundary enactment.

Our analyses also highlight the role of work arrangements in the above relationships.
After the COVID-19 outbreak and the forced shift to working from home, the work-
life interface literature has understandably focused on remote and hybrid work modes,
identifying both their benefits and risks. For instance, research shows that availability
pressures can shape the effect of boundary management on recovery in telework [38],
whereas flexibility associated with working from home can compensate for lower autonomy
and reduce the negative spillover of work into private life [39]. However, such studies
typically focus on teleworking samples without comparing them to on-site workers. Our
findings contribute to the literature by providing a comparative perspective. Notably,
we demonstrate that balance culture is particularly important for office-based workers,
whereas its longitudinal effect on boundary control is weaker for hybrid workers. Such
findings may be interpreted in several ways. Presumably, the hybrid work arrangement
itself provides workers with more discretion (e.g., through autonomy over working time
and location or less face-to-face work monitoring), which, at the same time, supports
boundary control. In other words, the very possibility of hybrid work may reflect a job
design that supports balance, and therefore, employees need to rely less on organizational
culture cues. By contrast, for office-based workers, boundary management may depend
more on expectations of availability and the organization’s responsiveness to their needs.
In such a case, balance culture becomes the primary guide for whether, and to what extent,
boundary control is possible. From a theoretical perspective, this suggests an interesting
mechanism whereby structural aspects of work organization (such as hybrid work) may
partly compensate for the psychosocial support for work-life balance, and vice versa.

However, we should not dismiss an alternative interpretation of the observed differ-
ences between hybrid and office-based workers linked to a selection effect. It is possible that
those who use hybrid work arrangements are already in a somewhat more favorable work
situation than those who do not have that option. Earlier studies suggest that telework is
unequally distributed, with it more common among highly educated, white-collar, and
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better-paid employees [40-42]. A better position in the labor market may already provide
workers with higher autonomy, more flexibility, and a better fit with their individual needs
or boundary preferences. Therefore, it should be noted that, in addition to directly affecting
boundary control, hybrid work may also reflect pre-existing differences between workers
who do and do not have access to such working arrangements. Future research should test
these mechanisms in more detail.

Finally, contrary to our expectations, we did not find strong support for the assumption
that boundary control would be associated with higher work-life balance over time. Of the
three tested aspects, only affective balance (but not involvement or effectiveness balance)
was longitudinally predicted by boundary control. Prior empirical evidence generally
supports the view that boundary control is an important factor in promoting better work—
life outcomes, including work-life balance and related indicators of well-being [7,31,43]. Yet,
our findings highlight the importance of differentiating these outcomes. As suggested by
Wayne et al. [20], different aspects of work-nonwork balance may have distinct antecedents,
and our study at least partly supports this claim. Specifically, affective balance refers
to “feeling good” about one’s work and nonwork lives and may be considered the most
proximal outcome of being able to control boundaries across domains. When workers
feel they can decide for themselves to what extent work can spill into their home lives
(and vice versa), this is likely to lead to a more positive emotional evaluation of the
overall situation. However, engagement and effectiveness of WLB may require additional
favorable conditions (such as energy, time, partner or supervisor support, compatible
work and home demands, etc.). It is therefore possible that while boundary control is
a first step towards improving felt balance, it does not necessarily guarantee balanced
functioning across domains. This calls for more research on the multidimensionality of
work-life balance to better understand how healthier working lives can be promoted over
time. Future studies could also explore whether the balance among affective, involvement,
and effectiveness unfolds in a specific sequence. It may simply take more time or additional
skill to become equally effective and involved in both domains. This assumption aligns
with recent work suggesting that work-nonwork balance outcomes are multidimensional
and cannot be reduced to a single experience, as their facets may relate differently to
antecedents and outcomes [20,44]. More sophisticated longitudinal designs, ideally with
more than two waves, would be needed to test whether these aspects of balance indeed
develop in a temporal sequence and under what conditions boundary control may extend
beyond affective balance.

5.1. Study Limitations and Future Directions

The findings of the present study should be interpreted in light of several method-
ological considerations. First, although the dropout analysis generally did not indicate
systematic attrition, a statistically significant difference was observed in work arrangement:
participants who discontinued participation were somewhat more likely to work exclu-
sively on-site. While this difference was modest, it may have affected the composition of
groups used in the multigroup analyses for H2. At the same time, given that most other
differences were non-significant, the overall risk of substantial bias appears limited.

Second, the two-wave longitudinal design provides a useful basis for examining
temporal associations, yet it also entails limitations. Although autoregressive cross-lagged
models allow for testing directional hypotheses, two measurement occasions do not permit
a more fine-grained assessment of developmental trajectories or stronger causal inference.
Future studies employing three or more waves could further strengthen conclusions by
capturing more complex temporal dynamics.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18084039


https://doi.org/10.3390/su18084039

Sustainability 2026, 18, 4039

13 of 17

Third, the structural equation models did not include additional control variables that
might act as confounders. Factors such as age, gender, number of children, job position, or
work schedule may be associated with both work-life balance and boundary management,
particularly in hybrid work contexts. While the use of a longitudinal design and autoregres-
sive controls partially mitigates this concern, incorporating such variables in future research
would provide a more comprehensive understanding of the observed relationships.

Finally, the relatively high autoregressive coefficients (3 ~ 0.77-0.83) indicate that
the constructs under study are quite stable over time. Although this stability supports
the reliability of the measures, it also leaves less variance to be explained by cross-lagged
effects, potentially leading to more conservative estimates of these relationships. It is
noteworthy that the time interval between measurements was chosen rather arbitrarily.
Since the size of the autoregressive effect depends on both the stability of the phenomena
and the elapsed time, a longer time interval would be valuable in future studies, allowing
for a more long-term assessment of the mutual effect of the variables.

5.2. Practical Implications

The results of our study offer meaningful insights that can be effectively utilized in
practical applications. First, the results of our study show the importance of a work-life
balance culture. Organizations can support a work-life balance culture by implementing
flexible working arrangements, limiting excessive working hours, and fostering supportive
leadership. The latter measures would be especially important for office-based workers, as
for them, stronger organizational support is related to higher boundary control.

Second, while work-life balance policies have become a central element of organi-
zational and public policies [45,46], one way to implement policies related to a work-life
balance culture is through managerial support, which has been shown to be an effective
strategy for achieving WLB through various mechanisms [47]. Managers should enhance
their awareness of their role as role models for their employees. They must approach the
topic of work-life balance with care and demonstrate that they regard it as significant.
One effective way to achieve this is by regularly meeting with employees to discuss their
work-life balance needs. Such initiatives can serve as an initial step toward enhancing
boundary control and promoting work-life balance.

Second, according to our study, work-life balance, or at least certain types of it, is
related to employees’ beliefs about their ability to maintain boundaries between profes-
sional and personal life. The boundaries between work and life are influenced by specific
habits [48]; thus, employees ought to consider their daily practices, whether at work or
during leisure time, and assess whether those habits help or hinder the establishment and
maintenance of boundaries between their professional and personal lives.

Finally, managers and human resources staff should analyze the types of em-
ployee behaviors that are recognized and promoted within the organization to ensure
work-life balance.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Model fit indices for the T1 confirmatory factor analysis (measurement) models.

Model chi-Square (df) CFI TLI RMSEA
1 factor 2824.601 (230) *** 0.542 0.451 0.173

2 factors (single factor for facets of WLB, single factor for WLB culture and 1763.049 (229) **+ 0.729 0.674 0133
boundary control)

3 factors (single factor for facets of WLB, separate factors for WLB culture 1209.981 (227) **+* 0827 0.789 0107
and boundary control)

5 factors 546.217 (220) *** 0.942 0.928 0.063

Notes: Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in the full longitudinal sample, based on T1 data. *** p < 0.001.

Table A2. Model fit indices for the longitudinal measurement invariance models.

Variable Model chi-Square (df) CFI TLI RMSEA
Configural 96.798 (29) *** 0.963 0.929 0.079
WLB culture Metric 102.560 (33) *** 0.962 0.936 0.075
Scalar 104.407 (38) *** 0.963 0.947 0.068
Configural 5.282(5) 1.000 0.999 0.014
Boundary control Metric 10.045 (7) 0.997 0.990 0.034
Scalar 15.190 (10) 0.994 0.988 0.037
Configural 64.675 (29) *** 0.969 0.942 0.057
Involvement WLB Metric 68.319 (33) *** 0.970 0.949 0.053
Scalar 72.153 (38) *** 0.971 0.957 0.049
Configural 142.138 (29) *** 0.935 0.877 0.102
Effectiveness WLB Metric 152.914 (33) *** 0.931 0.886 0.098
Partial metric 147.477 (32) *** 0.934 0.886 0.098
Scalar 152.998 (37) *** 0.934 0.901 0.091
Configural 130.070 (29) *** 0.944 0.894 0.096
Affective WLB Metric 131.592 (33) *** 0.945 0.909 0.089
Scalar 132.665 (38) *** 0.948 0.924 0.081

Notes: Longitudinal invariance tests were conducted in the full sample using T1 and T2 data. All analyses were
conducted using the original scales, with errors uncorrelated. Chi-square scores, which significantly increased
after imposing additional constraints, are marked in bold. *** p < 0.001.
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Table A3. Model fit indices for the multigroup longitudinal measurement invariance models.

Variable Model chi-Square (df) CFI TLI RMSEA
Configural 146.056 (58) *** 0.951 0.907 0.063
WLB culture Metric 157.411 (70) *** 0.951 0.925 0.058
Scalar 191.115 (85) *** 0.941 0.924 0.058
Partial scalar 178.274 (82) *** 0.946 0.928 0.056
Configural 9.150 (10) 1.000 1.000 0.000
Boundary control Metric 18.218 (16) 0.998 0.994 0.019
Scalar 32.708 (25) 0.991 0.986 0.029
Configural 108.087 (58) *** 0.957 0.918 0.048
Involvement WLB Metric 120.415 (70) *** 0.956 0.931 0.044
Scalar 131.459 (85) *** 0.960 0.948 0.038
Configural 180.474 (58) *** 0.931 0.869 0.075
Effectiveness WLB Metric 203.578 (70) *** 0.924 0.881 0.071
Partial metric 192.123 (67) *** 0.929 0.884 0.070
Scalar 207.405 (82) *** 0.929 0.905 0.064
Configural 186.277 (58) *** 0.931 0.869 0.077
Affective WLB Metric 192.603 (70) *** 0.934 0.896 0.068
Scalar 201.833 (85) *** 0.937 0.918 0.060

Notes: Multigroup longitudinal invariance was tested by imposing invariance constraints across the subsamples
(office employees vs. teleworkers and hybrid workers) and time points (T1 and T2). Chi-square scores, which
significantly increased after imposing additional constraints, are marked in bold. All analyses were conducted
using the original scales, with errors uncorrelated. *** p < 0.001.
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