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Abstract 

 Work-life balance is considered as one of the most important factors in life, being one 

of the most discussed subjects amongst workers. Technology, especially smartphones, are 

becoming increasingly necessary to use in the workforce. Through their increased use, there 

is evidence of a decay in the borders between work and life. Thus, the present study aims to 

examine whether daily changes in phone use would predict daily change in work-life conflict 

and enrichment, as concrete signs of work-life balance. This then investigated how other 

variables may moderate this relationship, and whether outcome variables such as burnout, 

positive and negative affect, job satisfaction, and stress were predicted by this change in 

work-life balance. To test this, I adopted a daily diary type study, where 29 participants 

completed an initial questionnaire and 7 questionnaires in a week.  My findings here suggest 

that the interaction between phone use, acceptance of phone use, and work-life permeability 

are predictive of decreased work-life conflict, which then predicts lower levels of burnout, 

job satisfaction, and negative affect. This may imply that phone use, when you are 

comfortable with its use, is more beneficial than not. This is especially true when paired with 

high work-life permeability. Contributions to the field of work-life and organisational 

psychology are discussed, and future directions for research are discussed. 
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Modern Work-Life Balance: The Role of Differing ICT Use 

Introduction 

You do not have to look far to see evidence that technology has had a growing influence 

on our lives. In 2015, more than three billion people had internet access worldwide (Colbert 

et al., 2016), with more than 4 billion having access in 2020. Within the first five minutes of 

waking up, many teenagers have already reached for their smartphone. Such teens average 

just over six and a half hours of screen time a day outside of school and homework (Common 

sense media, 2015). Similar trends are becoming typical in the workplace, as technology is 

becoming more ubiquitous, and fresh adults with tendencies towards technology are joining 

the workforce (Colbert et al., 2016).   

The vast majority of adults can access internet, email, and social media right at their 

fingertips through their smartphone (Smith, 2015). These workers and family members can 

utilise these devices to communicate anywhere and at any time. Such technology allows us to 

extend our communication through time and space, where we do not need a person’s 

presence or even current attention to convey information. This, combined with the more 

flexible work arrangements developing over the last century, allows for the creation of a 

timeless time. Timeless time is the cancellation of the typical foundations and sequences in 

society, blurring the concept of the past and future (Castells, 2013). 

The changing nature of work and family has created a much greater focus on 

understanding how these ideas fit together. Modern families are diverging away from the 

traditional nuclear family into blended families, and dual-earner couples (Bianchi & Milkie, 

2010), while also getting married later and less often (Raymo et al., 2021). Simultaneously, 

more women are in employment and older workers are retiring later (Toossi, 2012). This 

speaks to the much greater variety of situations and individuals that can be present in the 
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workforce, reducing the applicability of work-family measures and research from the past 

century.  

On top of this, changes in technology and the growing impact of globalisation have 

changed the nature of workplaces entirely, increasing the demands of both work and life 

domains (Spreitzer et al., 2017). The strict barriers that tended to exist between work time, 

family time, and leisure time are fading away along with our mental borders between home 

and work. The level of impact that smartphones and other information and communication 

technologies have had on our ability to balance these domains is undoubtedly great. 

However, there is a distinct lack of research on this relationship, with researchers only 

focusing on it in the past decade (Dén-Nagy, 2014). Despite this, past researchers have 

predicted its dire effects on increasing the amount of spillover between each domain 

(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  

An example of a way in which this has spilt over positively, known as enrichment, can be 

seen in a book published by Yee (2014). Here, it is established that gamers, especially those 

who play massively multiplayer online role-playing games (MMORPGs), manage to develop 

important leadership skills which translate into the workforce.  

The vast majority of studies relating to the effect of Information and Communication 

Technologies on work/life balance have focused on how these are used outside of working 

hours (Hislop & Axtell, 2011). As such, much research has shown that workers who utilise 

these technologies to work extra hours away from the office experience significantly more 

blurred boundaries between work and life (Fenner & Renn, 2010; Olson-Buchanan & 

Boswell, 2006; Towers et al., 2006). Blurring in the other direction can be seen by engineers 

who use their phones consistently to contact non-work relationships during work hours 

(Hislop & Axtell, 2011). 
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As smartphones are unlikely to disappear any time soon, this developing relationship 

between them and the working person’s work-life balance is becoming increasingly 

important to understand. In the current study, I will be investigating this relationship in 

further detail. Here, I am taking an experience sampling approach to answering the question, 

“Is increased phone use, as compared to a person’s average levels, associated with poorer 

work-life balance?”. This dissertation will investigate some of the plausible moderating 

factors in this relationship, and several outcome variables, including burnout, positive and 

negative affect, job satisfaction, and stress. 

Theoretical Background and Hypothesis 

The increasing involvement of technology in the workplace has developed entirely new 

requirements and competencies in the workplace. One of these primary competencies is that 

of digital fluency: the proficiency and comfort in achieving desired outcomes with 

technology (Briggs & Makice, 2012). Those who are technologically fluent may be able to 

use technology, manipulate information, and construct ideas in a way others are unable (Hsi, 

2007). As such, it is becoming more and more necessary for individuals to be entrenched 

within this world of technology. 

One type of technology stands out as having significantly more change and development 

over the past few decades. This technology in question is that of Information and 

Communication Technology (ICT). ICT’s are technologies that can provide access to 

information, entertainment, and relationship building to those using them (Dén-Nagy, 2014). 

The primary ICT over the past half-century has been that of the Personal Computer. This has 

allowed workers to access various applications as well as the internet right at their desk. 

Workers could complete tasks and gain information within moments, which would otherwise 

take hours or even days to complete. For example, the invention of email allowed individuals 
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to communicate and send information instantly over the internet, rather than having to mail or 

directly deliver such information. 

This technology use has shown itself as a double-edged sword of sorts (Dén-Nagy, 2014).  

Overuse of this same email system results in employees perceiving much higher levels of 

overload at work (Barley et al., 2011). This is due to email being set up in such a way that 

email backlogs are common and can be worsened at any time of day. This, along with the 

desire to not appear unresponsive, or to miss information, results in normative pressure to 

answer constantly (Colbert et al., 2016). Thus emails have become a symbol of excessive 

work demands, which distract from our problem solving, idea generation, and ability to 

achieve flow (Colbert et al., 2016; Jackson et al., 2001). 

The latest incarnation of ICT’s is that of mobile technologies or smartphones. These 

devices allow individuals the opportunity for receiving or initiating calls and text messages, 

as well as making email, social media, and internet searches available. Such functions can be 

utilised at any time of the day or night, allowing work-related activities to transcend the 

work-place  (Towers et al., 2006). Such availability has resulted in the average user checking 

their phone up to 150 times a day, or every six and a half minutes (Spencer, 2013). 

The drastic change in these technologies’ availability have made it widely expected that 

how workplaces are organised will continue to change into the future. As such, the temporal 

and spatial boundaries surrounding the workplace will tend to dissolve (Kossek & Michel, 

2010; Kossek, 2015). This dissolution can be beneficial, as when the work allows for 

discretion over where and when to do a task, smartphone use provides great productivity 

returns (Viete & Erdsiek, 2018). Similarly, we can see that employees who utilise 

smartphones can control their working environment to a greater extent than others, thus 

gaining increased flexibility for where and when they may complete a task (Golden & 
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Geisler, 2007; Hislop & Axtell, 2011; Mazmanian et al., 2013). However, such flexibility 

brings across similar problems to that of email. Individuals have begun to experience 

‘telepressure’, the pressure to quickly respond to work and nonwork messages or calls. Such 

telepressure is significantly linked to increased burnout and decreased work-life balance 

satisfaction (Barber et al., 2019; Barber & Santuzzi, 2017). 

The amount that one uses a smartphone has been the focus of a good deal of research, 

increasing over the past decade. For the purposes of this study, I will be considering phone 

use along the lines of a recent scale created by Leung (2020). This scale identifies the level of 

phone use by breaking smartphones down to their most-used components. These components 

include entertainment (playing games, sending pictures, watching videos), sociability 

(sending emails, social media, zoom), information seeking (reading news, internet searches, 

using the dictionary), and utility (using a compass, calculator). Combining these components 

should allow us to distinguish between those who use their phones often and those who 

practically ignore them.  

Acceptance of Phone use 

 As a result of the explosion in smartphone use, it was inevitable that many people 

would approach this technology in a large variety of ways. The significant difference in how 

individuals approach technology is by no means unique to smartphones or other ICT’s. The 

constant change in technological software and hardware required to perform one’s job has 

invoked a good amount of interest amongst businesses and researchers alike. Such interest 

has resulted in the concept of Technology Acceptance, measured through the use of the 

Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1985). Such a model is used to understand how one’s 

acceptance of a model is related to your actual use. Acceptance can help us to understand 

these technologies without straying into associations with age, which seem to be less useful 
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in a work context (Colbert et al., 2016). Thus, I may be able to understand the differing levels 

of Smartphone use among individuals through their technology acceptance.  

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) is heavily based upon Fishbein & Ajzen's 

(1975) theory of reasoned action, which models the relationship between individuals attitudes 

and actual behaviour. Reasoned action presumes that an individual’s behavioural 

performance is predicted entirely by the behavioural intention to perform such a behaviour. 

Davis’s technology acceptance model was designed to relate the psychological constructs 

that determine the acceptance and use of a given new technology. The modern use of the 

TAM specifically focuses on how individuals accept different forms of IT within 

organisations (Sharp, 2006). Early research into this model identified the perceived ease of 

use and the perceived usefulness of a given technology were the primary predictors of 

behavioural intention (Fred D. Davis, 1989a). 

 Davis (1985) defined perceived usefulness as the degree that an individual believes that a 

given system would enhance job performance, while ease of use was defined as the extent to 

which an individual believes the use of a technology to be free of physical and mental effort. 

Counter to the theory of reasoned action, however, it was found that attitudes toward use 

were not predictive of behaviour and thus have been excluded in future studies (Sharp, 2006). 

Furthermore, subjective norms have become a staple predictor of behavioural intention in 

several studies (Devaraj et al., 2008), following results implying that individuals may 

perform a non-favourable behaviour if motivated by a relevant peer (Davis, 1989). This 

inclusion of subjective norms has found further support as a factor of the TAM through meta-

analysis (Schepers & Wetzels, 2007). 

 Further to this, perceived enjoyment has become an important addition to the TAM 

(Davis et al., 1992). This is the degree to which using this technology is enjoyable in its own 
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right, regardless of effectiveness. This factor has been established as a major factor in the 

motivation to use various technologies (Bruner & Kumar, 2005; Fred D. Davis et al., 1992; 

Lee et al., 2005). Therefore, I will be considering the TAM aspects of perceived usefulness, 

perceived ease of use, perceived enjoyment, and subjective norms and behavioural intention. 

Differing levels of this totalled technology acceptance may indicate differing approaches 

towards Smartphone use. 

As such, this study will, in part, investigate the relationship that acceptance of smartphone 

use has on the level with which we use this technology. Here it is expected that greater 

smartphone acceptance should result in greater use. As such, I can develop the following 

hypothesis: 

H1: Higher levels of technology acceptance will be associated with higher levels of 

average smartphone use.  

Work-Life Balance 

 The impact that Smartphones have on the workforce is broad in nature, likely 

affecting most of our interactions in some way or another. However, one dimension of our 

lives is of particular importance to us and may be particularly affected by phone use. This 

dimension is that of work-life balance.  

 Work-life balance is a central concern for almost everyone throughout their everyday 

discourse (Boyar et al., 2012; Greenhaus et al., 2012; Kossek et al., 2014). However, despite 

its popularity amongst the current zeitgeist, it has remained one of the least studied concepts 

in work-life research (Greenhaus et al., 2012; Haar et al., 2018). Despite this lack of research, 

there seems to be a general consensus that employees highly value work-life balance (Kossek 

et al., 2014), affecting both wellbeing and productivity globally (Lyness & Judiesch, 2014).  
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 The vast majority of work and home activities are done in different places and times, 

with different people (Googins, 1991). Those who perceive balance between these work and 

life roles tend to be more satisfied and report better physical and mental health (Brough et al., 

2014; Ferguson et al., 2012; Haar, 2013; Lunau et al., 2014). As a result of this and the 

importance of each domain, a major goal by many is to balance the demands of work and life 

(Mortimer et al., 1986).  

 Here, balance is typically seen as a product of how people change aspects of their 

environment according to their preferences. Within this environment, people have various 

choices and spheres of influence to make this change (Covey, 1989; Weick, 1996). Such 

choices will be unique for each person, with their actions depending upon life values, 

priorities, and goals (Kossek et al., 2014). 

 Given that the spheres of work and home are often considered separate and 

contrasting, they can be considered to differ in both culture and purpose. These two life-space 

domains are divided by borders that vary in their level of permeability and flexibility (Sue 

Campbell Clark, 2000, 2002; Hall & Richter, 1988). This idea that borders exist between 

work and life is referred to as boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kreiner et al., 2009). 

The borders in boundary theory reinforce each domains unique characteristics by shielding 

them from outside influences and controlling the flow between them (Sue Campbell Clark, 

2000). 

 These borders are characterised by their permeability and their flexibility. The level of 

each of these factors influences our work schedules, the degree to which we can work at 

home, deal with family activities at work, manage our responsibilities across each, and the 

amount of spillover between them (Clark, 2002). Permeability refers to the degree to which 

aspects of one domain may enter another. Common permeability measures involve dealing 
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with, thinking about, or communicating with people or things from your life while at work, or 

dealing with, thinking about, or communicating with people from your work outside of this 

setting (Sue Campbell Clark, 2000, 2002). Flexibility, on the other hand, refers to the degree 

to which the border between work and life may contract or expand depending on the actions 

and demands of a given domain (Beach, 1989; Hall & Richter, 1988; Piotrkowski et al., 

1987). Clark (2002) confirmed that permeability and flexibility were significantly different 

using factor analysis, and I will be utilising her items throughout this study.   

 Boundary theory defines a phenomenon referred to as role blending, which occurs 

when there exists both high permeability and flexibility around borders (Sue Campbell Clark, 

2002). Here, employees who exhibit low levels of role blending are seen to effectively 

segment/separate their work and life roles (L. Duxbury et al., 2014; Nippert-Eng, 1996; 

Rothbard et al., 2005). Alternatively, those who exhibit high levels of role blending tend to 

make few distinctions between their work and life roles (Nippert-Eng, 1996; Olson-Buchanan 

& Boswell, 2006). 

 High blending can result in several unfortunate consequences, including overwork 

and workaholism (Eikhof, 2007), decreased psychological wellbeing (Evans & Steptoe, 

2002), increased levels of stress (Sauter et al., 1990), increased conflict between roles (Bulger 

et al., 2007; Byron, 2005), marital and family relationship issues (Crouter et al., 2001; 

MacEwen & Barling, 1994), and negative influences on teamwork in the workplace (Hill et 

al., 1998).  

 As the boundary between time intended for work and otherwise is diminished with 

high role blending, such boundaries become increasingly fuzzy, increasing the likelihood of 

spillover. Work-Life spillover can be thought of as the effects of the work and life domains, 

which increase the similarities between the two roles (Rothbard et al., 2005). Spillover is a 
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combination of work-life conflict and enrichment. Here, Low conflict (Duxbury & Higgins, 

2001), and high enrichment (Frone, 2003) are practical markers of good work-life balance, 

and thus low role blending. 

Work-Life Conflict 

 Research on work-life conflict has detailed several specific outcomes. Such outcomes 

include decreased job satisfaction (Allen et al., 2000; Frone, 2003), job performance (Carlson 

et al., 2006; Hunthausen et al., 2003), employee strain (Nohe et al., 2015), relationship 

quality (Fellows et al., 2016), organization commitment and turnover (Parasuraman et al., 

1989), and life satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). As a result of these, work-family 

conflict has become a much-investigated topic in today’s organisational behaviour research.  

 Work-life conflict can be seen as conflict between roles, whereby pressures from 

work and non-work domains are incompatible with one another (Brauchli et al., 2011). Such 

non-work roles may involve friends, family, community activities, self-care (Kirchmeyer, 

1992; Perry & Hammer, 2017), and leisure (Rice et al., 1992). Pressures within these roles 

may present themselves in a various forms (Netemeyer et al., 1996). The main forms which 

have been identified in the literature include time-based conflict, strain-based conflict and 

behaviour-based conflict (Perry & Hammer, 2017).  

 Along with their immediate impact, the jobs demand resources model (Demerouti et 

al., 2001) suggests that maintained work-life conflict affects long term psychological health, 

including stress and burnout (Perry & Hammer, 2017) alongside physical (Bakker et al., 

2004) and behavioural (Allen & Armstrong, 2006) issues. In short: Work-life conflict is a 

stressful thing (Wang et al., 2010). 

 In this study, I will seek to further understand how work-life balance is affected by 

Smartphone use. The relationship between phone use and this more objective measure of 
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work-life balance will be compared. Furthermore, I will investigate how daily changes in 

conflict are affected by an individual’s perception of work-life balance, and the boundary 

flexibility and permeability they have set, in the form of role blending. From this, I have 

developed the following hypotheses:  

H2: Greater phone use, compared with the participant’s average, will be associated with 

greater levels of work-life conflict compared with participant average.  

H3: Higher levels of permeability and flexibility, and lower perceived work-life balance, 

will be associated with greater work-life conflict 

RQ1: To further understand this relationship, I will investigate in which way 

Acceptance of phone use, perceived work-life balance, permeability, and flexibility may 

moderate the relationship between phone use and conflict. 

Work-Life Enrichment 

 Past researchers in the sphere of work-life balance have been calling for greater 

attention to the positive side of work-life spillover (Frone, 2003; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 

2002; Hammer et al., 2003). One of the most successful of these ideas is the concept of work-

life enrichment (Greenhaus et al., 2012).  

 The primary idea of enrichment is that work and other domains each provide a level 

of increased esteem, income, and other benefits which may help one perform in alternative 

domains (Greenhaus et al., 2012). Thus, it may be defined as the extent to which one role 

improves the quality of life, performance, or affect in another role. Initial evidence of this 

enrichment came from studies determining that synergy between work and family life existed 

(Barnett & Hyde, 2001) and that these are separate from work-life conflict (Butler et al., 

2005; Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009). Unfortunately, compared to conflict, this has gained 

significantly less development (Frone, 2003).  
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 Work-life enrichment is most similar to its predecessor, positive spillover (Crouter, 

1984). This refers to moods, skills, values, and behaviour being transferred across domains to 

make the two domains similar (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). However, measures for positive 

spillover tended to suffer improper development and validation, leading to positive spillover 

remaining a significantly less useful variable than work-life conflict (Carlson et al., 2006; 

Grzywacz & Bass, 2003).  

 Thus, enrichment was developed to build upon the basic notion of positive spillover. 

The primary distinction here is for the ability of work-life enrichment to improve the 

individual’s life or performance in a role given this spillover, which positive spillover does 

not discuss. This requires not only for resources to cross the role borders but for individuals 

to successfully apply these towards improvement (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). 

 Such enrichment is exemplified in research which suggests that those who believe 

their family experiences have taught them unique ways of interacting with co-workers had 

improved ability to multitask on the job (Ruderman et al., 2002).  Similarly, analysis by  

Rothbard (2001) showed that greater attentiveness in a given domain resulted in long term 

enhanced enrichment, engagement, and positive affect in others. 

 Such enrichment is oft described as the opposite of conflict; however, it is more than 

merely a presence of low conflict and thus deserves analysis of its own. As such, similarly to 

work-life conflict above, I will be investigating the relationship between phone use and this 

alternate practical measure of work-life balance. Furthermore, I will investigate how daily 

changes in enrichment are affected by an individual’s perception of work-life balance, and 

the boundary flexibility and permeability they have set, in the form of role blending. From 

this, I have developed the following hypotheses:  
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H4: Greater phone use, compared with the participant’s average, will be associated with 

greater levels of work-life Enrichment compared with participant average.  

H5: Greater permeability and flexibility, and lower perceived work-life balance, will be 

associated with greater work-life enrichment. 

RQ2: To further understand this relationship, I will investigate in which way 

Acceptance of phone use, perceived work-life balance, permeability, and flexibility may 

moderate the relationship between phone use and enrichment.  

Work-life balance outcomes 

A large number of physical, behavioural, and psychological outcomes are implicated in 

the change of work-life balance amongst workers. As such, I have selected multiple 

important outcome variables for further analysis. Variables that I will be discussing are: 

Burnout, Affect, Job satisfaction, and Stress.  

 Burnout 

 Burnout is one of such important outcome variables which has often been 

significantly related to work-life balance over the past decade (Gisler et al., 2018). Burnout is 

a multi-dimensional construct comprised of three components: exhaustion, personal 

accomplishment, and cynicism. Exhaustion has shown the strongest relationship with work-

life conflict of the components of burnout, followed by cynicism, and personal 

accomplishment (Demerouti et al., 2016). With work-life conflict as a whole being 

considered detrimental to burnout (Brauchli et al., 2011). 

As mentioned in previous sections, I can see a changing nature of the boundaries 

between work and non-work domains due to the use of technology in the workplace. This 

change in the boundaries is seen to be especially relevant to the concept of burnout. This can 

be seen through the linking of burnout and increased work-related communication outside 
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work hours, which is mediated by conflict (Ferguson et al., 2016). Telepressure, defined as 

the pressure to quickly respond to both work and non-work messages and calls is also 

significantly related with greater burnout (Barber & Santuzzi, 2017).  

 Another important finding throughout the literature is that the negative effects of 

work-life conflict on burnout accumulate and change over time. Utilising longitudinal 

methods it has been found that conflict is related to increasing levels of burnout over three 

separate time points (Demerouti et al., 2016). Further, both work to life and life to work 

conflict is associated with increased exhaustion and cynicism over time (Reichl, Leiter, et al., 

2014). This suggests that each direction of work-life conflict is implicated in affecting levels 

of burnout (Gisler et al., 2018). As a complement to this, work-life enrichment has a negative 

association with burnout (Peeters et al., 2005). 

 Due to burnouts potential place as an outcome factor for changes in our work-life 

balance, and phone use, I will be investigating this relationship in the current study. I will 

thus be examining this relationship through the lens of the following hypotheses: 

H6: Greater than the persons average conflict and enrichment lower than the persons 

average should be associated with greater than the person’s average burnout. 

H7: Greater than the person’s average phone use in a day should be associated with 

greater than the person’s average burnout. 

 Affect 

 Another factor that is plausibly linked to work-life balance in the workplace is that of 

positive and negative affect. Positive affect refers to the degree to which someone feels alert, 

active, and enthusiastic, while negative affect refers to the degree that someone feels anger, 

nervousness and contempt (Watson et al., 1988a). Almost all research discussing the link 
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between affect and work-life balance has utilised the positive and negative affect schedule, 

the most used and well verified of such scales (Thompson, 2007a). 

 As affect can be seen as both a trait and a current state, it has been used in many 

situations with work-life balance, including as a moderator for (Allen et al., 2014) and as an 

outcome of work-life balance (Kulik et al., 2016). For example, Cho & Allen (2013) found 

evidence that negative affect can strengthen the relationship between high conflict and 

reduced dinner frequency. However, it can be said that the vast majority of studies assess 

affect as an outcome of work-life balance (Gisler et al., 2018), as I shall in this study. 

 Both work-life conflict and state affect show evidence of daily fluctuation and 

consistent change (Gisler et al., 2018; Johnson, 1997), which is why experience sampling 

methods have been discussed as a good way to investigate this dynamic relationship (Gisler 

et al., 2018). An example of this research can be seen from Almeida et al. (2016), who found 

that on days where employees experienced greater work-life conflict, they had higher levels 

of negative affect. In a similar vein, this conflict can predict greater negative affect at night 

(garrosa-hernandez et al., 2013). As affect is considered as a possible outcome of work-life 

balance I have generated a set of hypotheses: 

H8: Greater conflict than the persons average and enrichment lower than the persons 

average should be associated with greater that their average negative affect and lower 

than their average positive affect. 

H9: Greater than the person’s average phone use in a day should be associated with 

greater than the person’s average negative affect and lower than their average positive 

affect.  
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 Job satisfaction 

 Through meta-analysis, it was seen that job satisfaction is the most popular indicator 

studied in relation to the work-life barrier (Amstad et al., 2011). This is no surprise, as job 

satisfaction is related to a good deal of indicators for both mental and physical health (Cooper 

& Faragher, 2013) and is regarded as a central aspect of well-being (Warr, 2007). Here, I am 

using a typical definition of job satisfaction as an attitudinal evaluation of one’s job or 

experience on a particular workday (Heller & Watson, 2005; Ilies & Judge, 2003). 

 Job satisfaction has been studied as both a dependant and independent variable over 

the years (Chen et al., 2011; Judge et al., 2005). As an independent variable, it has shown 

associations with various workplace behaviour, such as manager performance, turnover 

intention, and project success (Bowling, 2007; Parker & Skitmore, 2005; Pheng & Chuan, 

2006). 

With job satisfaction’s place as the most focal employee attitude (Saari & Judge, 

2004), it has been theorised to directly influence employees off work lives significantly  

(Heller et al., 2004). We can see this in cases where employees who have higher job 

satisfaction manage to experience significantly greater positive affect in their home life 

(Judge & Ilies, 2004).     

 As previously discussed, role boundary theory involves the maintenance of 

boundaries around work-family domains (Ashforth et al., 2000). Within this, some 

individuals may have higher or lower levels of role blending (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 

2006), which determines how much influence a job and its relevant characteristics may have 

on other domains (Kossek & Lambert, 2004). From this, I can expect the degree of role 

blending to drastically affect how job satisfaction is experienced for the individual. 

 Research has shown significant negative relationships between work-life conflict and 

job satisfaction (Armstrong et al., 2015). This relationship appears to be unidirectional, 
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whereby longitudinal research has shown conflict to predict greater levels of job satisfaction, 

but for job satisfaction to not predict conflict (Zhang et al., 2014). On the opposite side to 

conflict, work-life enrichment has shown itself to be positively related to job satisfaction 

(Wayne et al., 2004). 

 It has been said that very little research has been completed pertaining to job 

satisfaction within-person at the daily level, especially with work-life variables involved 

(Heller & Watson, 2005; Judge et al., 2005). Due to this and its remarkable close relationship 

with work-life balance, the current study will also look to further understand job satisfaction. 

I will look to find greater understanding through the following hypotheses: 

H10: Greater than the persons average conflict and enrichment lower than the persons 

average should be associated with lower than their average job satisfaction. 

H11: Greater than the person’s average phone use in a day should be associated with 

lower than the person’s average job satisfaction. 

Stress 

 Individual’s surroundings, personality traits and ability to cope with stressors all 

affect the stressfulness of an incident, resulting in our perceived stress (Cohen et al., 1983). 

Modern workers tend to experience demanding and complex job tasks, high levels of job 

insecurity, and increased cognitive and emotional demands. Such demands require workers to 

be in an ideal physical and psychological state to deal with these issues (Sonnentag & Fritz, 

2015). As such, it is highly likely that the demands brought to us through the use of 

smartphones and the related issues with work-life balance serve to exacerbate these problems.  

 Such an assumption is supported by the fact that those who claim to have strong 

work-life balance experience lesser levels of stress than the alternative (Ross & Vasantha, 

2014). Furthermore, it is seen that there is a strong positive relationship between work-life 
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conflict and stress, whereby conflict leads to greater future stress (Brough et al., 2014; 

Minnotte et al., 2013). This is exemplified with a study that examined the relationship 

between conflict and stress over the course of 8 years. In this study, it was found that both 

work-life conflict and stress mutually influenced each other over time (Westrupp et al., 

2016). It is implied that this may display a reciprocal relationship, whereby work-life conflict 

creates greater stress, which in turn creates great conflict, thus creating extra stress etc. 

(Westrupp et al., 2016).  

 Some researchers have even divided stress into multiple work-life domains (work, 

family, life) to be compared with those domains specific conflict (Grandey & Cropanzano, 

1999). This research found that each and every domain-specific kind of conflict were able to 

positively predict their respective domains type of stress. This indicates the importance of all 

types of work-life conflict and its root causes to the creation of stress. Research has also 

shown that smartphone use is directly related to increased stress (Ferdous et al., 2015). Thus I 

have created the following hypotheses 

H12: Greater conflict than the persons average and enrichment lower than the persons 

average should be associated with greater than their average stress. 

H13: Greater than the person’s average phone use in a day should be associated with 

greater than the person’s average stress. 

The Current Study 

 

 From the above literature summary, I have described research on the modern impact 

of smartphones in the workplace on work-life balance. Furthermore, I have described how 

this work-life balance may manifest itself and a number of outcomes to this work-life 

balance, including burnout, positive and negative affect, job satisfaction, and stress. 
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 Much of this previous literature, however, misses the ‘life’ in work-life balance. 

Modern individuals, especially workers, may not have the typical ‘family’ life, which is 

expected through much of work-family research. The vast majority of research focuses 

primarily on family, without considering people’s broader lives, including community, 

leisure, church, sport, and other activities (Hall et al., 2013). As such, more research is 

needed that can underpin how the discussed relationships may work in the context of 

questions aimed towards life rather than just family. Such a changed focus can help us to gain 

increased incremental validity above and beyond family research (Keeney et al., 2013). 

 A review by Casper et al. (2007) indicated that much research on work-life balance 

failed to use longitudinal designs, examine dynamic work-life relationships, or use enough 

outcome measures in their studies. As a result of this, work-life balance research has in and of 

itself failed to develop many practical implications for people and business to manage this 

balance (Kossek et al., 2011). 

Research in general for the positive outcomes of work-life balance has been relatively 

slow to accumulate (Boyar et al., 2012; Greenhaus & Allen, 2011), resulting in a relatively 

grim outlook for much work-life research. This, combined with the aforementioned lack of 

practical implications, makes many of these relationships seem like a lose-lose situation. It is 

hoped that by taking a more modern approach to work-life balance and assessing modern 

smartphone use, I may be able to glean some positive implications. It has been said that 

work-life balance research and positive psychology may be an ideal fit (Greenhaus & Allen, 

2011). Such a blend may open up the door for future research to investigate how this may 

improve leadership, positive change, work engagement, and overall wellbeing, as are much of 

positive psychologies focus (Donaldson & Ko, 2010).  
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 Smartphones have been associated with work-life balance, but the causes of this effect 

and possible differences in this overall relationship are barely explored. This is likely 

exacerbated by the relative lack of research that focuses on the modern uses of the 

smartphone, which are worlds apart from their early 2000’s predecessors. As such, I believe 

it is important to take a look at the smartphone to work-life balance relationship with a more 

modern lens. Furthering this, technology acceptance can provide us with a possible causal 

dimension for differences in smartphone use and its effect on work-life balance. This works 

in parallel with the calls for the Technology Acceptance Model to be used as a mediator in 

relationships more often (Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh & Brown, 2001).  

 Finally, less than 25% of empirical studies over the past decade, examining work-life 

balance have utilised ESM, longitudinal, or experimental designs (Gisler et al., 2018). 

Following this, it is suggested that many relationships between work-life balance and other 

variables may be completely different when analysed over time (Bono et al., 2012; Frone et 

al., 1997; Shockley & Allen, 2013; Wang et al., 2010). This is especially true with work-life 

balance related variables that fluctuate daily (Almeida et al., 2016).  

Experience Sampling/ Methods  

 The past few decades have seen a drastic rise in the within-person (Beal & Weiss, 

2003; Dalal et al., 2014) and person-centric work psychology perspectives (Weiss & Rupp, 

2011). Such perspectives personify the use of Experience Sampling Methods (ESM). ESM 

involves participants completing questionnaires one or more times each day in order to 

provide reports of thought, behaviour, context, and emotions (Beal, 2015). This group of  

methodologies allows us to better address dynamic psychological processes while 

simultaneously addressing recall biases and increasing ecological validity (Myin‐Germeys et 

al., 2018; Trull & Ebner-Priemer, 2014). Such a focus on ecological validity can be made 
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even stronger through the use of Smartphones to more easily gain access to participant 

experience (Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 2014). 

 ESM has been referred to as a technique that allows us to ‘open the black box of daily 

life’ (Myin-Germeys et al., 2009). Historically, this has more or less been used as an umbrella 

term for a number of variations and names which can be considered interchangeable, 

including ecological momentary assessment (Beal & Weiss, 2003), ambulatory assessment 

(Trull & Ebner-Priemer, 2013), everyday experience methods (Reis & Gable, 2000), and 

daily diary methods (Bolger et al., 2003). The final of which we have used for this study, 

which is a version of ESM where measures are assessed once at the end of each day. Each of 

these methods share a determination to capture a range of experiences as they occur in the 

real world, seeking greater ecological validity (Beal, 2015).  

 ESM is useful as it allows researchers to tailor their study to the range of time, which 

matches the flow of the changes they would like to measure, whether that be hourly, daily, or 

weekly (Beal, 2015). As people aggregate their experiences over longer and longer periods, 

their reports tend to increasingly reflect the difference between individuals rather than the 

difference within individuals (Beal, 2015). The aim of utilising ESM then is for us to be able 

to focus more upon how individuals change over discreet periods of time.  

 An analysis by Kahneman et al. (2004)  showed that reporting of experiences could 

become very quickly biased through mental aggregation (e.g. Fredrickson & Kahneman, 

1993; Redelmeier & Kahneman, 1996), which implies that even over brief intervals, 

remembered experience is different from that of immediate experience (Huppert et al., 2005). 

On top of this, it has been argued that although instantaneous experience has its uses, one’s 

interpretation of a given episode of experience shortly following this episode may be more 

useful (Bakker & Daniels, 2012; Beal et al., 2005). Thus, I have opted for a daily diary 
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structure to my data collection in an attempt to gain the benefits of an improved focus on 

within-person differences from a recent measure and the gain from the interpretation of 

events.  

 On top of its more person-focused methodology and high ecological validity, ESM 

has the benefit of reducing the impact of self-enhancement bias, which is common in self-

report (Mabe & West, 1982). This self-enhancement bias, especially when present across 

multiple measures, can cause inflated correlations between these variables. However, as ESM 

tends to focus on centred within-person data points (Enders & Tofighi, 2007), inflated scores 

become essentially eliminated from analysis (Beal, 2015).  

 A particular issue of ESM studies is the high amount of missingness that is often 

present within its data. A review of missingness within ESM studies showed an average 

response rate amongst participants of 77% (W. Hofmann & Patel, 2015). Whether this 

missingness is due to missing prompts or intentional design, it is concerning how few of these 

researchers address their missingness (Silvia et al., 2013), with even fewer utilising methods 

such as full information maximum likelihood imputation to remedy this (Beal, 2015).   

Summary 

 In summary, the current study seeks to further identify the relationship between 

smartphone use and modern worker’s work-life balance. I am assessing measures of 

technology acceptance, phone use, work-life perception, role blending, and spillover to 

investigate this. To assess whether such relationships are positive or negative regarding the 

worker, I am also investigating how these affect several outcome variables. These outcome 

variables include burnout, affect, job satisfaction, and stress. To understand how these 

relationships play out in participants’ actual lives, I have decided to take an experience 

sampling approach. Here, full-time workers from New Zealand and Australia will be tasked 
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to complete daily questionnaires over the course of a week. It is hoped that this study may be 

able to get us closer to providing the practical implications that past work-life balance 

research has sorely lacked (Kossek et al., 2011).  

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were recruited via convenience sampling through personal networks such 

as friends, family, and colleagues. In total, 33 participants contributed data through the course 

of this research. Participants were composed entirely of adult (18 or older) full-time workers. 

Out of the 33 participants who participated, 4 had to be removed for failing to complete at 

least 4 of the 7 daily surveys. This resulted in a final participant number of 29, which is in 

line with the sample range of 22-50 used in other recent research utilising similar designs 

(Bailon et al., 2019; Pos et al., 2018; Wohlfahrt-Laymann et al., 2019). The majority of these 

29 participants resided in New Zealand, although a total of 6 participants resided in Australia. 

The 29 participants who remained showed a Mean response rate of 87.7% (100% Median and 

Mode), which is higher than the 77% average response rate for other daily diary and ESM 

studies shown in a meta-analysis by Hofmann & Patel (2015). This response rate was 

calculated as the number of days in which a participant completed a survey. Participants were 

offered a token of appreciation in the form of a $20 voucher for completing the study.  

 Participant recruitment primarily involved e-advertising through the use of Facebook 

and LinkedIn, an example of which can be seen in Appendix A. This was augmented with 

snowball sampling, whereby participants, as well as other non-working contacts (such as 

family) would send an invitation to participate through their networks, typically as a 

forwarded email. An example of the snowball sampling invitation can be seen in Appendix B.  

Participants were required to have owned a smartphone which is capable of accessing 
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Qualtrics, and to be working full time. Participants were not restricted based on age (for those 

over 18), gender, or ethnicity.  

Ethical approval 

 This project was reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human 

Ethics Committee. HEC Reference number: HEC 2020/120 

 Design 

 The current study follows a daily diary design, a variation of experience sampling 

whereby participants are measured each day of the week. Data was obtained using an initial 

questionnaire, and 7 daily questionnaires. The daily questionnaires involve several within-

person measures, which are presumed to vary on a daily basis (Level 1). The initial 

questionnaire assesses baseline versions of daily measures, as well as other person level 

variables which were expected to not vary over the course of a week (Level 2).  Thus, this 

study involves daily data nested within participants. 

Procedure 

 

 Following online recruitment through e-advertisement or emails, each participant 

provided their emails alongside displaying interest. Here, participants would indicate which 

week they would be able to participate in. On the Wednesday prior to their designated 

participation week, the initial questionnaire was sent to each relevant participant. Participants 

were told that this must be completed before the Monday of their participation week. Each 

questionnaire was presented via a personalised link to the Qualtrics platform (Qualtrics, 

Provo, UT) sent to participants through an email (Appendix P).  The first questionnaire 

briefed participants through an information sheet (Appendix D), where they were also 

informed that participation is confidential, and voluntary. Informed consent was then 

acquired from all participants, through a consent form (Appendix C). Participants complete 
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baseline versions of all measures, which involved the initial questionnaire’s unique measures 

of: Technology acceptance, Perceived work-life balance, Work-life permeability, and Work-

life flexibility. Items in this questionnaire had their wording changed to reflect a focus on 

typical/average days and experience.  

 For each day of the week of participation (Monday-Sunday), participants were 

provided with another link to a questionnaire through a pre-generated email (Appendix Q). 

These daily questionnaires were sent to participants at 4:30Pm in their respective time zones 

to ensure all participants saw the email. Participants had until midnight that night to complete 

the questionnaire, before the survey link would deactivate. Participants were instructed to 

complete this questionnaire as late in the day as possible, to ensure it encompassed the most 

daily events. This daily questionnaire involved: Phone use, Work-life conflict, Work-life 

enrichment, Burnout, Job satisfaction, and stress.   

 Measures  

 Initial survey: Technology acceptance 
 

 Technology acceptance was measured with a 14-item scale assessing the perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use, perceived enjoyment, subjective norms, and behavioural 

intention surrounding a given technology. This scale was originally developed by Davis 

(1989), but has been expanded and improved in later studies  (Davis et al., 1992; Taylor & 

Todd, 1995; Venkatesh et al., 2008; Venkatesh & Davis, 1996). Example items are as 

follows; “I find my smartphone to be useful in my job” (Perceived usefulness), “I find my 

smartphone to be easy to use” (Perceived ease of use), “Using my smartphone can be 

enjoyable” (perceived enjoyment), “people who are important to me think that I should use 

my smartphone” (Subjective norms), “Given that I have access to my smartphone, I intend to 

use it in the  future” (Intention to use). Components of this measure have been shown to have 
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a reliability between .80 and .95 (Venkatesh et al., 2008). Reliability was .814 for the current 

study. This scale as presented to participants can be seen in Appendix E. 

 Initial survey: Perceived work/life balance 
 

  A three item scale developed by Haar (2013) was used to assess how participants 

perceive their general work life balance. This measure was specifically designed to use a 

broad approach, and better fit the more diverse family/life continuum of the modern 

workforce. Each item is assessed on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 

7 = strongly disagree. An example item is “I am satisfied with my work-life balance, 

enjoying both roles’. This measure had been validated across multiple New Zealand national 

samples (Haar, 2013; Haar et al., 2014). Reliability was .731 for the current study. Here, 

higher scores imply worse work-life balance, while lower scores imply better work-life 

balance. Reliability scores have been found at 0.80 and 0.74. This scale as presented to 

participants can be seen in Appendix F. 

Initial survey: Work/life permeability 
 

 Permeability of the work/life border was assessed with a modified version of the 

twelve-item scale created by Clark (2002). Example items of this include “I stop in the 

middle of my work to address other life concerns”, and “I receive work related calls outside 

of work”. To shorten the length of this questionnaire, the two components with the lowest 

factor loadings for the life and work borders were removed. This included the removal of: “I 

have family related items at my workplace”, “I think about my family members when I am at 

work”, “I have work related items at my home.”, and “I think about work related concerns 

when I am at home”. This reduction in length also brought it in line with the number of 

work/life flexibility questions (8). This has previously shown a Cronbach’s alpha range of .80 
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and .89 (S. C. Clark, 2002). Reliability was .785 in the current study. This scale as presented 

to participants can be seen in Appendix G. 

 Initial survey: Work/life flexibility 
 

 Flexibility of the border between work and life is measured using an 8 item scale 

developed by Clark (2002). Items used a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = never to 7 = 

always. Wording for these items are changed to apply to a life, rather than purely family 

context. Example items include “I can arrive at and depart form work when I want to”, and “I 

can easily work an extra day when I want to”. This has previously shown a Cronbach’s alpha 

of 0.70 and 0.80 (S. C. Clark, 2002). Reliability was .761 for the current study. This scale as 

presented to participants can be seen in Appendix H. 

Daily survey: Job burnout 
 

 Burnout was measured using 3 items from the Maslach burnout inventory (Maslach & 

Jackson 1981). Originally designed to measure a syndrome of emotional exhaustion, 

depersonalisation, and reduced personal accomplishment, the Maslach Burnout Inventory has 

become the primary method for researching and diagnosing burnout. Coded 1 = totally 

disagree, to 7 = totally agree. An example item is “today, I felt emotionally drained from my 

work”. This scale has been shown through meta-analysis to have typically good reliability 

with alpha statistics between .70 and .90 (Wheeler et al., 2011). Reliability was .933 for daily 

and .875 for initial in the current study. The wording of some portions of this measure have 

been altered between the initial and daily questionnaires, to better fit their context. Both 

versions of this scale as presented to participants can be seen in Appendix I. 

 Daily survey: Work-life Conflict 
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 Work-life Conflict is a measure used to operationalise the state of an individual’s 

work/life balance. Work/life conflict has been measured using 6 items from a measure 

created by Carlson et al. (2000). This measure is assessed on a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree. Example items are “Today, due to all the 

pressures at work, I came home too stressed to do the things I enjoy”, and “Today due to 

stress outside of work, I was preoccupied at work”. In the past this measure of work-life 

conflict has shown Cronbach’s alpha of .78-.87 (Carlson et al., 2000). Reliability was .754 for 

daily and .483 for initial in the current study. The wording of some portions of this measure 

have been altered between the initial and daily questionnaires, to better fit their context. Both 

versions of this scale as presented to participants can be seen in appendix J. 

 Daily survey: Work-life Enrichment 
 

 Work/life enrichment is another measure used as a component of operationalised 

work/life balance. Work/life enrichment was assessed using 6 items designed as an expansion 

of and companion to the previous work/life conflict measure (Carlson et al. 2006). This 

measure is assessed on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = 

strongly agree.  Example items include “My involvement in my work makes me feel happy 

and this helps me be a better family member” and “My involvement in my life outside of 

work helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better worker”. This measure of 

enrichment has shown a Cronbach’s alpha of .92 (Carlson et al., 2006). Reliabilities were 

.878 for daily and .841 for initial in the current study. The wording of some portions of this 

measure have been altered between the initial and daily questionnaires, to better fit their 

context. Both versions of this scale as presented to participants can be seen in appendix K. 

 Daily survey: Affect  
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The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was originally created by 

(Watson et al., 1988b) in the form of a 20-item questionnaire, whereby 10 questions would 

assess positive affect, and 10 would assess negative affect. This schedule has been used in a 

countless number of studies throughout the years, as a mainstay of affective research. 

However, the original PANAS is too long in situations where a reduction in time may be 

important (Thompson, 2007b). Thus, the International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

Short-From (I-PANAS-SF) created by (Thompson, 2007b) will be used. The five positive 

affect items are: Active, determined, attentive, inspired, and alert. The five negative affect 

items are: afraid, nervous, upset, hostile, and ashamed. Participants were asked to rate to what 

extent they currently felt for each item from a scale of 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely. This 

has displayed a Cronbach’s alpha of .78 for the positive half, and .76 for the negative half 

(Thompson, 2007). Reliabilities were .827 for daily and .781 for initial positive affect, and 

.787 for daily and .747 for initial negative affect in the current study. This scale as presented 

to participants can be seen in appendix L. 

 Daily survey: Job satisfaction 
 

 Job satisfaction has been measured using the short form of the Brayfield & Rothe, 

(1951) Job Satisfaction Index. This scale attempts to measure the affective state individuals 

have about their current job. This is assessed with 5 items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree. A sample question is “Most days I am 

enthusiastic about my work”. This has displayed reliabilities of .70 to .75 (Brayfield & Rothe, 

1951; Ho & Au, 2006). Reliabilities were .660 for daily and .714 for initial in the current 

study.  The wording of some portions of this measure have been altered between the initial 

and daily questionnaires, to better fit their context. Both versions of this scale as presented to 

participants can be seen in appendix M.  
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Daily survey: Stress 
 

 Perceived stress will be measured using the 4 item perceived stress scale (PSS-4) 

developed by Cohen et al. (1983). Here, respondents rated four items on a 7-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 = never, to 7 = very often. An example item is “In the last day, how 

often have you found that you could not cope with all the things that you had to do?”. Here, 

Cronbach’s alpha ratings range from .73 to .82 (Lesage et al., 2012; Mitchell et al., 2008). 

Reliabilities were .696 for daily and .780 for initial in the current study. The wording of some 

portions of this measure have been altered between the initial and daily questionnaires, to 

better fit their context. Both versions of this scale as presented to participants can be seen in 

appendix N. 

Daily survey:  Smartphone/ICT use 
 

 Daily ICT use will be assessed through the smartphone activities scale recently 

developed by Leung (2020). To assess smartphone activities, respondents are asked to report 

how often they use 19 features of their smartphones in four main functional domains: 

Entertainment, sociability, information seeking, and utility. However, this was shortened by 

removing the utility section of this scale, to reduce the time spent by participants. As such, 

this scale involved 13 questions assessed with a 7-point Likert scale with 1 = never and 7 = 

very often. Respondents are asked “How often do you use the following features of your 

smartphone?”, and an example item is “watching livestreaming or pre downloaded video”. 

The Cronbach’s alpha values for these activity types ranged from 0.69 to 0.76 (Leung, 2020), 

for my study this was .826 for daily and .798 for initial. The wording of some portions of this 

measure have been altered between the initial and daily questionnaires, to better fit their 

context. Both versions of this can be seen in appendix O.   
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Analyses 

Before hypothesis testing, the data in this study required reformatting before it could 

be used. Specifically, the data was reformatted from wide format to long format. The rows in 

this format each had a code pertaining to the day of collection, ranging from 1 to 7 (1 = 

Monday, 7 = Sunday). Here, the initial version of each level 1 variable was assigned as its 

own level 2 variable.  

Next, Expectation maximisation (EM) imputation was utilised to deal with the 

missingness within the data. EM imputation was computed using SPSS statistics 27. The 

imputation process showed a significant chi-square for Little's MCAR test (χ2 = 

1686.332(1559), p = .013), implying that the data was not missing completely at random 

(MCAR). To further investigate the source of this missingness, I completed another 

missingness analysis, excluding weekends. Here, Little's MCAR test was no longer 

significant (χ2 = 1040.568(986), p = .111). This change in chi-square significance implies 

that results from Monday to Friday were missing completely at random (MCAR), whilst 

results from Saturday and Sunday were missing at random (MAR) due to missingness likely 

being associated with the day variable (Graham, 2009).  Participants are typically less likely 

to respond on weekends in daily diary type studies (Rendina et al., 2016), thus this 

missingness pattern was expected. 

Missingness can prove detrimental in research, as it drastically increases the error in 

parameter estimates, resulting in power loss (Little & Rhemtulla, 2013). Estimates and power 

suffer most when estimations involve variables from multiple item sets (Rhemtulla et al., 

2014), which is common in much psychological research. Typically, many statistical methods 

and programs will automatically utilise pairwise and listwise deletion to deal with 

missingness (Palmer & Royall, 2010). However, only using complete cases in your analysis 
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can lead to needlessly degrading the final sample, decreasing statistical power and causing 

selection bias, reducing generalizability (Allison, 2001). In contrast, imputation methods have 

significantly reduced error in parameter estimation compared to pairwise and listwise 

deletion while maintaining power and generalizability (Graham, 2009; Little & Rhemtulla, 

2013; Newman, 2003; Palmer & Royall, 2010). Through their review of ESM usage in 

organisational research, Beal (2015) stated that imputation of missing data is much rarer 

throughout this research than it should be. Despite these methods' underutilisation, it is 

considered remiss for any researchers not to deal with missingness through the various 

methods of imputation (Palmer & Royall, 2010). I chose Expectation Maximisation 

imputation as my method of choice due to its simplicity and convenience, which can be used 

alongside data cleaning and reformatting in SPSS.  

Daily measures involving the same individual are not independent of one another, 

resulting in a hierarchical data structure where repeated measures are nested within 

individuals. This structure leads to utilising a two-level model with the repeated measures (7-

days) at the day level (Within-person, n = 203 data points) and the participant number and 

baselines at the person-level (Between-person, n = 29 participants). This data is here treated 

as multi-level, and thus multi-level modelling (MLM) is considered the most appropriate 

method for analysis (Nezlek, 2011; Snijders & Bosker, 2011). This multi-level modelling was 

computed with Mplus8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). 

To gain unbiased estimates of the hypothesised relationships, I use centred scores for 

the analyses (D. A. Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). Variables at the day-level (Level 1, i.e. Work-

Life Conflict) were centred to the individual’s mean, representing a person’s daily 

fluctuations from their average for the week, and person-level (Level 2, i.e. Work-Life 

Perception) were centred to the grand mean. This centring method is consistent with Ohly et 

al. (2010) recommendations for analyses in daily-diary studies.  



David Kunz  Modern Work-Life Balance 

37 
 

Results 

Descriptive statistics 

 Descriptive statistics for all variables were calculated prior to person mean and grand 

mean centring. A full table of the descriptive statistics of the variables used in this study 

describing mean, standard deviation, min, max, and Cronbach's alpha statistics can be seen in 

Appendix R. Participants’ tended to report low levels (1-2.9) of phone use (M = 1.775), 

conflict (M = 2.555), burnout (M = 2.031), negative affect (M = 1.290), and stress (M = 

1.972) daily. Similarly, participants tended to report moderate levels (3-5.9) of enrichment (M 

= 4.689), positive affect (M = 4.283), and job satisfaction (M = 4.972) daily. For initial 

‘typical’ reported variables, participants reported typically low levels of phone use (M = 

2.675), burnout (M = 2.954), negative affect (M = 1.290), stress (M = 2.138). Participants also 

reported typically moderate levels of conflict (M = 3.477), enrichment (M = 5.494), positive 

affect (M = 4.476), job satisfaction (M = 5.697), technology acceptance (M = 4.549), work-

life balance perception (M = 4.333) permeability (M = 3.547), and flexibility (M = 4.177). 

 Following this, I computed correlations for both the within-person variables (Level 1) 

and the between-person variables (Level 2) through Mplus to ensure the hierarchical structure 

was accounted for. These correlations can be seen in Table 1, where values above the centre 

line are within-subjects, and those below are between subjects. From these correlations, we 

can glean an early sign of possible hypothesis support.  

Between person scores were calculated using person mean aggregated daily data scores to be 

properly compared with person-level data. First, I looked at how these aggregated daily 

scores correlated with their baseline values recorded in the initial questionnaire job 

satisfaction (r = .253, p = .004), negative affect (r = .101, p = .023), positive affect (r = .451, 

p = .002), and burnout (r = .410, p = .030) were all significantly and positive correlated with 

their initial values. However, conflict (r = .082, p = .358) was not significantly correlated 
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with its initial value, indicating that global, general perception of conflict may not be the 

same as experienced daily conflict.  

 To gain an initial idea of the relationships between the variables which will be used to 

test my hypotheses, I looked at several of their correlations. Technology acceptance is 

slightly negatively correlated with smartphone use (r = -.089, p = .057). Permeability was 

significantly negatively correlated with work-life conflict (r = -.292, p = .041), while 

flexibility was not correlated (r = .099, p =.446). This result possibly indicates that 

permeability is protective against conflict. However, work-life perception was significantly 

correlated with conflict (r = -.248 p = .032), whereby rating the work-life balance as better is 

associated with reduced conflict. Neither permeability (r = .019, p = .892) or flexibility (r = -

.132, p = .342) correlated with work-life enrichment. However, work-life perception was 

significantly correlated with enrichment (r = .251, p = .043), whereby rating work-life 

balance as better is associated with higher enrichment.  

At the within level, almost all the correlations between the constructs were significant. 

This high amount of correlation indicates that these variables, or the changes in such, are 

associated across the days of the week. This was not the case with phone use, which was only 

correlated with enrichment (r = .094, p = .001), and positive affect (r = .083, p = .003).  

  Conflict (r = .480, p < .001), and enrichment (r = -.172, p = .035), were both 

significantly correlated with burnout in an expected direction. These correlations indicate that 

greater burnout is associated with greater conflict and lower enrichment. Conflict (r = -.168, 

p = .008), and enrichment (r = .392, p <.001) were also significantly correlated to positive 

affect in an expected direction. These results show that lesser conflict and greater enrichment 

are associated with higher positive affect. For negative affect. conflict (r = .136, p <.001) and 

enrichment (r = -.065, p = .042) are also significantly correlated in the expected direction.  
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In the case of job satisfaction, we can see a similar set of results. Here, conflict (r = -351, p 

<.001) and enrichment (r = .357, p <.001) are each significantly correlated with job 

satisfaction in their respective hypothesised directions. This result implies that less job 

satisfaction is associated with greater conflict and lesser enrichment. Finally, stress is 

significantly correlated with conflict (r = .187, p <.001) and enrichment (r = -.126, p = .004) 

in expected directions. Here, greater stress is associated with greater conflict and less 

enrichment. 

The final step I completed before moving on to hierarchical linear analysis was first 

testing an unconditional model within MPlus. An unconditional model such as this allows me 

to assess the intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC) of the within-individual variables. 

Typically, a high ICC (.5 or more) is considered as excellent  (Liljequist et al., 2019), with 

the vast majority of variables having quite low ICC values (Musca et al., 2011). This score 

describes how much of the variance of a variable is between-subjects versus within subjects, 

with a higher ICC implying greater between-person variance. Here I am using ICC to identify 

whether a nested structure is necessary for analysing the relationships between variables in 

question. Here, it is considered that an ICC cut-off of .2 or higher shows that it is necessary to 

use a nested analysis structure such as MLM for the data (Musca et al., 2011). 

Intra-class correlation coefficients can be seen in Table 2. These values show that 

these within person-variables each have substantial between-person components to their 

variance. As each is above the cut-off of .2, I can conclude that the nested structure is 

important for analysing this data, and thus a hierarchical linear model is appropriate. 

Hypothesis testing 

  For my multi-level hypothesis, I have decided to present unstandardised coefficients 

(b-weights represented by b). This has been argued to give the most accurate representation 
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of the model at hand (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The first model, along with this, can be 

seen in Table 3. 

 

Model 1 

This model seeks to find an answer to H1 by regressing phone use on technology 

acceptance. Hypothesis 1, which states that greater acceptance of technology should predict 

greater phone use levels was supported, with results of both initial phone use (b = .456 t = 

3.379) and daily phone use (b = .189 t = 2.196). This shows a significant, albeit small, 

relationship between accepting the use of phones and using them more often. 
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Model 2 

Model 2 seeks to address H2-5 by regressing work-life conflict and enrichment onto 

phone use, perceived work-life balance, work-life permeability, and work-life flexibility. This 

model can be seen in Table 4. The relationship between phone use and either work-life 

conflict or work-life enrichment was non-significant, thus failing to support Hypothesis 2 and 

4. Hypothesis 3, which states that greater permeability and flexibility and lower work-life 

balance will predict greater conflict, was partially supported by this model. Here, less work-

life perception (b = -.309 t = -2.923), and greater flexibility (b = .142 t = 1.743) predict 

work-life conflict, in line with the hypothesis. However, permeability has the opposite of the 

hypothesised relationship, where greater permeability predicts decreased work-life conflict (b 

= -.248 t = -3.225). Further, Hypothesis 5, which states that greater permeability and 

flexibility and lower work-life balance will predict greater enrichment, was not supported. 

Here, it is shown that greater flexibility predicts less enrichment (b = -.184 t = -1.971), which 

is the opposite of the hypothesised relationship. Furthermore, Permeability and work-life 

perception had no significant relationship with enrichment.  

Although there was no significant relationship between phone use and conflict or 

enrichment, it may be possible that this relationship may exist in subgroups and become 

evident with another variable. As such, research question 1 involves assessing whether 

Technology acceptance, work-life perception, permeability, or flexibility may moderate the 

relationship between phone use and work-life conflict. These results can also be seen in Table 

3. Here, it is shown that technology acceptance has a significant moderating effect on this 

relationship (b = -.950 t = 2.458). This relationship has been graphed in figure 1. This 

relationship shows that greater technology acceptance at high phone use levels is protective 

against work-life conflict, while those with low technology acceptance experience greater 

conflict as a result of greater than their average phone use.  
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Research question 2 seeks to identify whether technology acceptance, work-life 

perception, permeability, or flexibility may moderate the relationship between phone use and 

conflict. However, results suggest that neither of these are significant moderators of the 

relationship between phone use and conflict. As well as technology acceptance, permeability 

also moderates the relationship between phone use and conflict (b = -.465 t = 1.647). This 

relationship has been graphed in figure 2. This moderation shows that the level of 

permeability that individual's display changes the impact that phone use has on conflict. 

Lower permeability has a lower impact, and greater permeability has a greater impact. 

Flexibility also shows a significant moderating effect on the relationship between phone use 

and conflict relationship (b = .345 t = 1.631), although opposite to the other moderators. This 

moderation relationship has been graphed in figure 3. This shows a similar relationship to 

permeability, whereby greater flexibility accentuates the impact of phone use. However, 

while high permeability is related to less conflict, high flexibility is associated with greater 

conflict. Finally, work-life perception was not a significant moderator of conflict.  
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Model 3 

Model 3 seeks to address H6-13, which involve the daily outcome variables of 

positive affect, negative affect, job satisfaction, stress, and burnout regressed onto phone use, 

conflict, and enrichment. The results of this model are summarised in Table 5 and Table 6. 

Hypothesis 6 states that greater than an individual’s average conflict, and enrichment 

lower than average, should be associated with greater than their average burnout. Here, we 

can see partial support for this hypothesis, as greater than average conflict predicts greater 

than average burnout (b = .411 t = 4.099). However, enrichment has no significant 

relationship with burnout here. Hypothesis 7 states that greater than average phone use should 

be associated with greater than average burnout. Similar to enrichment, there was no 

significant relationship here. Thus Hypothesis 7 is not supported. 
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Hypothesis 8 states that greater than an individual’s average conflict, and enrichment 

lower than average, should be associated with greater than their average negative affect and 

decreased positive affect. Here, enrichment shows a significant positive relationship with 

positive affect (b = .288 t = 3.887), whereby lower enrichment would be predictive of lower 

positive affect. Furthermore, conflict showed a significant positive relationship with negative 

affect (b = .073 t = 1.933), whereby greater than the persons average conflict is predictive of 

greater than their average negative affect. No other significant relationships were found. Thus 

hypothesis 8 is partially supported. Hypothesis 9 stated that greater than average phone use in 

a day should be associated with an increase in their average negative affect and a decrease in 

their average positive affect. There were no significant relationships here. Therefore 

hypothesis 9 is not supported by our data.  

 

 Hypothesis 10 states that greater than a person’s average conflict, and lower than a 

person’s average enrichment should be associated with lower than the persons average job 

satisfaction. Here, the results of model 3 support this hypothesis. Conflict negatively predicts 

job satisfaction (b = -.234 t = -3.170), while higher than the average levels of enrichment 

predict greater than average job satisfaction (b = .292 t = 4.117). Alternatively, my results do 

not support Hypothesis 11. Hypothesis 11 states that greater than a person’s average phone 

use should be associated with greater than the persons average job satisfaction. However, the 

relationship between these was non-significant. 
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 Hypothesis 12 states that greater than a person’s average conflict, and lower than a 

person’s average enrichment should be associated with greater than their average stress. This 

hypothesis is partially supported, as greater than the persons average conflict is associated 

with higher than the person’s average stress (b = .081 t = 1.889). However, there is no 

significant relationship between enrichment and stress. Finally, hypothesis 13 states that 

greater than a person’s average phone use should be associated with greater than their 

average stress. There is no significant association between phone use and stress. Therefore 

hypothesis 13 is not supported.  

Discussion  

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how daily phone use may affect one's 

work-life balance and how this work-life balance related to tangible outcome measures. 

While I aimed to test the relationship between phone use and work-life balance, my main 

goal was to add to the literature by expressing this relationship and its outcomes in the 

context of daily changes within working people. Therefore, the current study utilised a daily 

diary format of experience sampling to investigate my hypothesis. The data obtained through 

this study support a positive relationship between Technology acceptance and phone use, a 

relationship between phone use and work-life conflict moderated by technology acceptance, 

permeability, and flexibility, and a relationship between work-life balance and the outcome 

measures of burnout, affect job satisfaction, and stress. 

 More specifically, we can see a significant positive relationship between the 

acceptance of smartphones and the actual use of them (Hypothesis 1 supported). This 

relationship is expected as the technology acceptance model is designed to assess how 

comfortable and likely a person is to use the technology in question (Fred D. Davis, 1989b; 

Venkatesh et al., 2008). Adding to this, it was found that technology acceptance also had a 

moderating effect on the relationship between phone use and work-life conflict, one of the 
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work-life balance measures. This moderating effect shows that those with greater technology 

acceptance levels experience less conflict associated with greater phone use. This relationship 

implies that those familiar with and intend to use their phone may be better at organising their 

work-life balance to reduce conflict through the use of the benefits that smartphones allow us. 

Similar effects are seen in the literature, where how a person uses their phone can determine 

how it affects balance (Golden & Geisler, 2007; Wajcman et al., 2008). This result raises the 

question of whether the blurred boundaries resulting from phone use are necessarily an 

indicator of bad work-life balance (Cousins & Robey, 2005; Hislop & Axtell, 2011).  

The relationship between phone use and conflict was also moderated by the flexibility 

and permeability of the work-life border. Permeability showed a similar effect to technology 

acceptance, whereby greater permeability was associated with lower conflict, with a greater 

difference at higher phone use. Flexibility had the opposite effect of permeability, where 

greater flexibility and phone use was predictive with significantly worse conflict. This is 

compounded by the findings pertaining to hypothesis 3, whereby greater permeability and 

perceived work-life balance directly predict less average conflict, and greater flexibility 

predicts greater average conflict (partially supports hypothesis 3). These findings imply that 

those who have a more permeable and less flexible border and are more comfortable with 

smartphones may have greater experienced work-life balance. This is opposed to typical 

work-life research which would imply that greater permeability should result in greater 

conflict (Duxbury & Higgins, 2001; Eagle et al., 1997; Frone, 2003). 

The data from this research also showed some significant outcomes of the above 

relationships. When work-life conflict is greater than the participants’ average, participants 

tend to experience greater than their average level of burnout within a day (partially supports 

hypothesis 6). Similarly, greater than average conflict is predictive of greater than average 

negative affect. In contrast, greater than average enrichment, considered the opposite of 
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conflict, is associated with greater positive affect (partial support for hypothesis 8). This 

greater than average conflict predicts decreased job satisfaction to the average, while 

enrichment predicts greater than average job satisfaction (full support for hypothesis 10). 

Finally, greater than average conflict also predicts greater than average stress within a day 

(partial support for hypothesis 12). This shows that greater conflict experiences within a day 

are associated with worse outcomes in each of the four outcome variables included in this 

study. This is not surprising, as conflict is defined as incompatible pressures between the 

work and non-work domains (Brauchli et al., 2011). Greater conflict can even lead to long 

term psychological (Perry & Hammer, 2017), physical (Bakker et al., 2004), and behavioural 

(Allen & Armstrong, 2006) issues. 

Similarly, greater than average enrichment was associated with greater positive affect 

and job satisfaction within a day. This is also not surprising, as enrichment is considered a 

positive alternative to conflict, with positive outcomes in the workplace (Rothbard, 2001; 

Ruderman et al., 2002). This may imply that even within the context of a day, individuals 

must attempt to reduce their work-life conflict as much as possible while fostering 

enrichment.  

On top of the above data that supported some of my hypotheses, there were also many 

of my hypotheses for which I did not find any support. I did not find any direct relationship 

between phone use and work-life conflict (hypothesis 2), or enrichment (hypothesis 4). I 

believe that this is due to the effect of phone use on work-life balance working through and 

alongside effects of border permeability and flexibility, which alter the impact of this phone 

use (Leung, 2011). This is partially evidenced by the significant moderation patterns which I 

have previously discussed. Furthermore, phone use was not significantly predictive of 

burnout (hypothesis 7), positive or negative affect (hypothesis 9), job satisfaction (hypothesis 

11), or of stress (hypothesis 13). It is possible that these results are also caused by the effect 
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of phone use only being felt through its removed effects on the work-life balance. 

Alternatively, this may imply that the measure used for assessing phone use is not appropriate 

for identifying the types of phone use that may impact these outcome variables.  

Finally, we can see some interesting results which may indicate further sources of 

research opportunities. Particularly, greater work-life flexibility is shown to predict less 

enrichment among participants. This is the opposite of the direction in which I had initially 

hypothesised (hypothesis 5 not supported). This may be related to the idea that enrichment is 

not just the opposite of conflict but is its own unique display of positive spillover (Greenhaus 

& Powell, 2006). This idea is further supported by the fact that enrichment showed no 

moderated relationships with phone use, unlike conflict. This can also be explained by the 

idea that in order for enrichment to occur, cognitive and social resources such as information 

or increased self-esteem must be both transported across the work-life barrier and 

successfully applied in a way that results in increased performance (Greenhaus & Powell, 

2006). This ability to apply resources was not assessed in the current study and could be a 

missing variable needed to explain this variable's variation. It is plausible then that increased 

flexibility may prevent us from properly applying these resources to the correct role, as this 

flexibility reduces our ability to distinguish between roles. 

Strengths 

 I believe that the current study has several strengths and contributions to be made 

towards the work-life and applied psychology literature. Firstly, I believe that this research 

contributes to our understanding of how phone use, global work-life balance, and daily 

fluctuations of work-life balance can explain some of the variance in burnout, affect, job 

satisfaction, and stress in the workplace. Daily relationships between these variables may be 

concealed or even actively ignored in traditional longitudinal research approaches (Maertz & 
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Boyar, 2011). Many of the work-life and related variables tend to disappear or change when 

we compare cross sectional and longitudinal data (Bono et al., 2012; Frone et al., 1997; 

Shockley & Allen, 2013; Wang et al., 2010), and thus daily data can provide us with greater 

insight into the evolving relationship between variables, and their daily fluctuation (Almeida 

et al., 2016). For example, it may be necessary for work-life conflict to be assessed daily 

along with its outcomes, as such conflict may be altered or compensated for overtime. This is 

compounded by the fact that many work-life research pieces fail to utilise intensive 

longitudinal designs, assess outcome measures, or employ moderation (Casper et al., 2007), 

while this study employs all of these.  

 There are several specific strengths to our utilisation of a daily diary methodology. 

Firstly, this type of study reduces retrospective biases which are typical in most cross-

sectional designs. Research has shown that intra-class correlations tend to increase 

significantly as the question framing becomes more and more distant (Bolger et al., 2003). 

This means that as people aggregate their own experience over longer intervals, reports 

increasingly display between-individual variance rather than within-individual variance. 

Daily diary and ESM designs seek to reverse this and better understand within-person 

variances. Here, although immediate experience provides the least bias (Kahneman et al., 

2004), overall daily measures such as I have used provide greater insight into the perception 

and impact of these variables (Beal, 2015). These repeated measures reduce self-

enhancement bias, which plagues cross-sectional research (Beal, 2015). As the source of this 

bias is that individuals bias their results to be more desirable, it is expected that every 

instance is likely evenly biased with repeated measures. As a result, using within-person 

centring such as I have should eliminate the effects of self-enhancement on the results 

(Enders & Tofighi, 2007). 
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 Much research on the modern workplace has not looked at the impacts that the new 

generations of smartphones may have. Further than this, those that have are typically limited 

in their scope and analysis of resulting outcomes. Thus, I believe it is a strength that the 

current study assesses modern uses of smartphones and their possible effects on the 

workforce. Furthermore, the use of technology acceptance is a strength. It allows for a 

possible explanation behind why some may have different smartphone use levels, which 

many studies tend to ignore. This is reinforced as researchers have called for technology 

acceptance to be more often used for moderating other relationships (Venkatesh, 2000; 

Venkatesh & Brown, 2001), which I have done here.  

Finally, very little research provides practical ways to deal with increased work-life 

conflict and its results (E. E. Kossek et al., 2011). Therefore, a strength of this study is that 

the results allow us a research base with which to test possible interventions in the workplace 

to address work-life balance. Here, a focus on increased technology acceptance for 

smartphones and increased work-life permeability, but not flexibility, appear to be reasonable 

targets for interventions and workshops. Thus, future research could investigate the 

applicability of workplace practices addressing these. 

Implications.  

Previous work-life balance research has implied that work-life constructs are stable 

over time (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). However, this research's daily diary type design has 

provided the ability to better understand the dynamic effects within this field of study. To 

reiterate, the results of this study show that technology acceptance predicts greater daily 

phone use, which in turn, when combined with work-life flexibility and permeability, predict 

our experienced daily work-life conflict. Here, daily changes in both work-life conflict and 

enrichment predict daily change in several outcome variables. Thus, this dissertation serves to 
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help fill the literature gap surrounding the daily interactions between work-life balance, its 

possible causes, and outcomes. The inclusion of a moderating analysis for conflict and 

enrichment can also help identify linking mechanisms within work-life research 

(Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). 

These results show that the importance of avoiding work-life conflict issues goes 

beyond purely individual wellbeing. Its significant positive relationship with burnout and job 

satisfaction is of direct importance for organisations and their effectiveness. Work-life 

research has provided few ways in which to directly affect work-life conflict and its adverse 

outcomes (E. E. Kossek et al., 2011). The results in this dissertation point to some ways in 

which workers can attempt to address this lack in the literature. The primary method of 

creating beneficial daily change in work-life conflict appears to be from addressing the work-

life boundary. Here, workers should strive to create well defined spatial and temporal borders 

between life and work, which stay consistent (low flexibility) while at the same time allowing 

for communication and thoughts to more or less freely cross this barrier (high permeability). 

Next, workers should actively work to familiarise themselves with smartphones and their 

uses and accept their use in the workplace and family settings. Businesses may address these 

selections by providing smartphone-based training to those who have worse technology 

acceptance while promoting smartphones for work and non-work purposes in the workplace. 

Furthermore, workshops that outline the benefits of a consistent unchanging barrier between 

work and life may significantly affect work-life conflict. As work life balance is considered 

among workers and business as one of the most important factors to navigate (Casper et al., 

2018) such programs which target work-life balance will only become more important in the 

future, to prevent the stress and strain of having multiple, converging work-life roles 

(González-Romá & Gamero, 2012).  
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Limitations and future research. 

 Firstly, the questionnaires used in this study were relatively long, with many items to 

complete daily, and especially initially. It is suggested that this length imposes a greater 

burden on participants, potentially affecting compliance rates. Simultaneously, longer 

questionnaires may improve data quality by comparatively decreasing mental load for each 

question (Palmier‐Claus et al., 2011). Due to the higher than average response rate in this 

study, the compliance burden's effect was likely minimal. Furthermore, it is emphasised by 

Hektner et al. (2007) that appropriate attention is to be made to reminding participants when a 

daily questionnaire is to be completed. Here, it is advised by some researchers that 

participants should be called shortly before the questionnaire is sent or having payment 

increase conditionally based on the level of participation (Palmier‐Claus et al., 2011). I did 

not utilise either of these methods. However, the daily measures were sent shortly before the 

end of the workday to ensure that workers would be less likely to miss it. 

  As I utilised nonexperimental data, I cannot determine causal relationships between 

my studied variables (Ilies et al., 2018). Specifically, while I hypothesised the relationship 

between work-life conflict and burnout and job satisfaction, it is entirely possible that lower 

job satisfaction and greater burnout somehow shape the work-life boundary and experienced 

conflict. This study primarily aimed to understand the inter-relatedness of the investigated 

variables; therefore, causality was not of importance here. However, to compliment the 

current study, future research may investigate ways to experimentally alter work-life conflict 

and determine its causal relationship with burnout, job satisfaction, affect, and stress.  

 Due to the daily diary design of this study, my data was entirely self-reported. It is 

typically accepted that self-reported data is the most useful for daily research, as individuals  
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tend to be the most informed source for their own behaviour (Berry et al., 2012). The use of 

self-report data is appropriate as all of the variables I studied here capture an individual’s 

assessment of their experiences. However, future research may want to explore utilising 

reports from others to have greater depth in assessing these variables. Previous studies have 

shown that work-life conflict self-partner ratings are related but not overlapping constructs 

(Grandey et al., 2005). Thus, these individuals may provide greater insight into the 

relationships presented here.  

 As previously mentioned, although this daily diary design can provide us with critical 

daily interpretations of the variables in question, this does not have the exact accuracy of a 

rapid experience sampling method (Kahneman et al., 2004). To build upon my findings in 

this study, it could be interesting to investigate the occurrence of conflict and enrichment 

throughout the day, whereby participants would directly report instances of conflict or 

enrichment as they occurred. 

 There was some amount of issue with reliability amongst the measures utilised in this 

study. However, it is not uncommon for daily diary studies to report less than optimal 

reliability (Binnewies et al., 2010; Song et al., 2008). Job satisfaction (α = .660) and stress (α 

= .696) each displayed less than preferable reliability when considering the .7 cut-off. 

However, as these item sets were partially altered to reflect a focus on just the current day 

and are thus adjusted scales, we can look at them from the temporary recommended cut-off of 

.6 (Nunnally, 1994). However, this implies that further scale development should be 

undertaken to better adjust stress and job satisfaction to this day specific context. 

 I did not include demographic variables in my study, as technology acceptance 

seemed like a more general differentiating variable to display the differences in the studied 

relationships between individuals. However, future research which builds upon these findings 
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for specific demographics may be of interest. Previous research has identified that the 

relationship between work-life conflict and burnout is stronger for those who are single, did 

not have children, and are younger than 43 (Reichl, Leiter, et al., 2014). It is believed that 

these individuals receive less social support than others. This is supported by findings that 

non-work social support structures moderate the relationship between burnout and some of its 

causes (Huynh et al., 2013). Furthermore, younger individuals may face more job demands 

based on their lack of experience, thus displaying lesser work-life balance than their older 

counterparts (Reichl, Wach, et al., 2014). A modification of my methodology could be used 

to investigate how these relationships differ amongst age and family type/status. 

 Cultural demographics may also be important for the investigated relationships, 

especially in the context of New Zealand. Currently, there is much disagreement on the likely 

interactions between work-life balance differences and collectivist culture. Some evidence 

suggests that collectivistic cultures (Māori and Pasifika: Brougham & Haar, 2013; Lomax & 

Lemon, 2007) tend to have closer in-group relations, which can make it more difficult to 

detach from in-group roles, amplifying the effects of impacts on work-life balance (Hofstede 

& Bond, 1984; Reichl, Leiter, et al., 2014). Alternatively, some research indicates that this 

collectivism is protective against work-life conflict's adverse effects (Lu et al., 2006; Spector 

et al., 2007). Thus, it would be interesting to investigate the relationships displayed by the 

current study in the context of comparing individualistic and collectivistic cultures. 

 Now that there is evidence that there is a relationship expanding from technology 

acceptance to phone use to conflict to outcome variables, future research may expand this 

relationship to include a more diverse set of outcomes. This may involve physical health 

measures, such as blood pressure (Grzywacz & Tucker, 2008) or heart variability (Rajendra 

Acharya et al., 2006), which have exploded in importance over the past few decades. Thus, 

data from multiple sources can be combined to provide a more holistic view of worker’s 
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outcomes (Eatough et al., 2016). For example, wristwatch style monitors and smartphones 

may be used to measure blood pressure, heart rate, physical activity, and sleep following 

modern innovations (Crain et al., 2014; Shockley & Allen, 2013).  .  

Conclusion  

 Work-life balance is becoming increasingly important, as one of the most discussed 

topics by individuals within organisations. As technology, especially smartphones, are 

becoming more ubiquitous throughout the workforce, there is an increasing tendency for the 

ever-important borders that define our lives to blur and change. Such borders affect our 

experienced spillover, and thus several outcomes related to this. In this dissertation, I 

proposed and tested a multi-level model which investigated the effects of technology on 

phone use, phone use on daily work-life balance, and daily work-life balance on burnout, job 

satisfaction, affect, and stress.  This involved a two-level daily diary methodology where 

daily variables were nested within participants. To my knowledge, although other studies take 

a daily diary approach to work-life balance, none involve phone use as a predictor while also 

involving several outcome variables in the process. As such, this may give one of the most 

comprehensive ideas of the daily work-life balance relationship. My findings suggest that 

greater technology acceptance is predictive of greater phone use. Greater than participant 

average phone use is associated with work-life conflict when moderated by technology 

acceptance, permeability, or flexibility. While greater technology acceptance, permeability, 

and phone use result in greater than the person’s average conflict. This greater than average 

conflict is then predictive of greater than their average burnout, negative affect, stress, lower 

job satisfaction, and positive affect. These findings advance our understanding of how 

individuals experience variation in work-life balance daily.  This dissertation highlights the 

importance of daily changes in work-life balance and its association with smartphone use. 
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Appendix B- Invite Email 
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Appendix C- Consent Form 
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Appendix D- Information Sheet 

Modern Work-Life balance: The role of differing ICT use 
 

 Kia Ora! Thank you very much for checking out this research. The current questionnaire 

seeks to investigate your Smartphone related perception and usage, and how this relates to a 

few measures of work-life balance. This is further expanded on by including a number of 

quality of life indicators such as job satisfaction, stress, burnout, and affect. In total this 

questionnaire is likely to take 25 minutes, as it is used to create a comprehensive baseline of 

these measures. If you agree to participate, a much shorter questionnaire will be sent to you 

each day of your next available working week. 

 

What is the purpose of this research? 

 

This research will allow us to examine how your opinion and use of your smartphone relate 

to your work-life balance and experience. 

 

Who is conducting this research? 

 

-     We are researchers in the School of Psychology, Speech and Hearing at the University of 

Canterbury. David Kunz will be conducting the research, while Professor Katharina Naswall 

is supervising this project. This project is being carried out as a requirement for the Master of 

Science in Applied Psychology 

 

What is involved if you agree to participate? 

 

-     By participating you confirm that you are over the age of 18, and are currently employed. 

-     We will ask you to complete this initial survey, and a further 7 daily surveys over a 

seven-day period. In the surveys you will respond to questions such as "Using my 

smartphone improves my job performance" or "I felt emotionally drained from my work". 

-     We anticipate that your active involvement will be roughly 10-15 minutes each day. This 

first survey will take about 25 minutes and will need to be completed before your first daily 

survey. We will send you an email at 4:30pm each day where you will have until midnight 

that day to answer a few short questions (estimated time: 10 minutes per survey). 

-     You are able to cease participation at any time up until the end of submitting the final 

survey. 

-     Those who complete all surveys will receive a $20 MTA voucher as a thank you. 

 

Privacy and Confidentiality 

 

-     This survey is completely confidential. 

-     Your email will be matched to an anonymous code which will allow us to link your 

responses over time. Once the project is completed, your contact information will be 

permanently deleted, and the final data set will not have any identifying information about 

the participants. The presentation of findings will include only aggregated information (i.e, 

summarised responses rather than individual responses). 

-     In accordance with the requirements of some scientific journals and organisations, your 

anonymized survey data may be shared with other qualified researchers.  

-     A copy of the coded data will remain in the custody of Professor Katharina Naswall from 
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the School of Psychology, Speech and Hearing at the University of Canterbury. 

 

What happens to the information that you provide? 

 

-    The data you provide may be used for one or more of the following purposes: 

-    The overall findings (but never individual responses) may be submitted for publication  

-     The overall findings may form part of a student dissertation that will be submitted for 

assessment. This is a public document and will be available through the UC Library. You 

may be assured of the complete confidentiality of data gathered in this investigation: your 

identity will not be made public. 

-     The overall findings may be used for grant application. 

 

If you would like to know more about the results of this study, please email the primary 

researcher at david.kunz@pg.canterbury.ac.nz with your interest. Following this you will be 

provided a summary of the research once it has been completed.  

 

Participation is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw at any stage without penalty. 

You may ask for your raw data to be returned to you or destroyed at any point. If you 

withdraw, I will remove information relating to you. However, once analysis of raw data 

starts, it will become increasingly difficult to remove the influence of your data on the 

results.  
  
Human Ethics Committee Information 
 

If you have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research, this project has been 

reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics Committee, and 

participants may forward any complaints to The Chair, Human Ethics Committee, University 

of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 
HEC Reference number: HEC 2020/120 

Contacts: 

David Kunz 

MSc APSY student 

david.kunz@pg.canterbu

ry.ac.nz 
  

Professor Katharina 

Naswall 

Phone: 03 369 4332 

katharina.naswall@canterb

ury.ac.nz 

Dr. Jennifer Wong 
jennifer.wong@canterbu

ry.ac.nz  
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Appendix E- Technology Acceptance 
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Appendix F- Perceived Work/Life Balance 
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Appendix G- Permeability 
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Appendix H- Flexibility 
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Appendix I- Burnout Initial and daily 

Initial: 
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Daily: 
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Appendix J- Work/Life Conflict Initial and Daily 

Initial: 

 



David Kunz  Modern Work-Life Balance 

96 
 

Daily: 
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Appendix K- Work/Life Enrichment Initial and Daily 

Initial: 
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Daily: 
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Appendix L- Affect 
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Appendix M- Job Satisfaction Initial and Daily 

Initial: 
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Daily: 
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Appendix N- Perceived Stress Initial and Daily 

Initial: 
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Daily: 
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Appendix O- Phone Use Initial and Daily 

Initial: 
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Daily 
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Appendix P- Initial Questionnaire Email 

 

 

Kia Ora, *participant name* 

 

Here is the initial survey for our study: 

 

*Survey link* 

 

This survey will provide you with an initial information sheet and consent form, please read these 

carefully. 

 

You will have until Monday on your week of participation to complete this survey.  

 

If you have any questions about the survey, or study as a whole, do not hesitate to reply to this 

email. 

Thanks, 

David Kunz 
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Appendix Q – Daily Survey Email 

 

Kia Ora, *participant name* 

 

Here is a link to your survey for today: 

 

*Survey link* 

 

You will have until midnight tonight to complete this.  

 

Please complete it as late in the evening as you are able. 

 

If you have any questions about the survey, or study as a whole, do not hesitate to reply to this 

email. 

 

Thanks, 

David Kunz 
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Appendix R 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


