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Abstract
Objectives: In the present study, the authors focused on the comparison of work characteristics related to the possibility of striking the right work–
nonwork balance, as well as satisfaction with the actual work–life balance (WLB), negative work-to-home conflict and the quality of life related to
social relationships, between a new group of on-line workers (social media or e-marketing specialists, search engine optimization or search engine
marketing specialists, e-public relations experts etc.) and traditional office workers. Material and Methods: The authors conducted a questionnaire
study covering 189 on-line workers (whose work required permanent presence on-line) and 200 office workers (using the Internet mainly to communicate with other departments and to search for information). Results: The results showed that the on-line workers reported a significantly lower
satisfaction with WLB and a higher negative work-home interaction. The authors found no differences as regards the social quality of life between
the studied groups. Conclusions: These findings confirm that technology advancement opens a new chapter in organizational psychology and occupational health, especially in the context of the emerging on-line occupations. Int J Occup Med Environ Health. 2020;33(1)
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INTRODUCTION
New types of on-line work – emerging professions
Work-related Internet and social media use has evolved
rapidly for the last few years. Modern on-line work is no
longer only about telework, based on performing the conventional office work outside the typical workplace [1].
The revolution of the Internet communication has posed

a new challenge for companies and employers – Internet
users are free to express their opinions about services,
products and companies, even if they have no experience with a particular brand. Therefore, timely reactions
and up-to-date communication with the digital world
have become crucial for the company’s success [2,3]. The
task is even more challenging considering the develop-

Funding: this research was supported by the Polish Ministry of Health (project entitled: “The National Health Programme for the years 2016–2020, coordination, evaluation and research – task 6: conducting research aimed at assessing the relationship between potential health risk factors or other risk factors and the state of health of
the population,” project manager: Dorota Merecz-Kot, Ph.D.).
Received: May 2, 2019. Accepted: September 3, 2019.
Corresponding author: Aleksandra Jacukowicz, Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine, Department of Health and Work Psychology, św. Teresy 8, 91-348 Łódź,
Poland (e-mail: aleksandra.jacukowicz@imp.lodz.pl).

Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine, Łódź, Poland

1

ORIGINAL PAPER

    A. JACUKOWICZ AND D. MERECZ-KOT

ment of mobile technology that allows people to access
news, messages and notifications anywhere, anytime [1,4].
As a result, more and more companies are searching for
specialists who will take care of monitoring and reacting
to Internet users’ behaviors on-line – on-line marketing,
social media, search engine optimization (SEO), copywriting, e-public relations (e-PR) specialists etc. As a result,
the volatile nature of Internet interactions makes permanent on-line presence the primary task of their work.
Personal and professional use of the Internet
The role of the Internet and social media in everyday life has
been studied more and more extensively in recent years. Yet,
previous studies have mainly focused on the aspects of wellbeing and health resulting from using the Internet for private
purposes. Hence, the specificity of psychological demands of
the emerging on-line professions requiring permanent presence on-line, and their impact on work ability as well as on
mental and physical health, remain largely unknown [5–8].
On the one hand, previous studies have shown that the majority of people using the Internet for personal purposes feel
that it facilitates their everyday functioning, helping them in
communicating with friends and family, searching for information and entertainment, as well as conducting everyday
transactions [9]. The Internet-based social interactions, in
particular, might enhance the sense of social support, selfesteem and belonging [10–13]. Also, the use of social media
for personal purposes, even when at work, increases workers’ job satisfaction and job performance [14].
On the other hand, many researchers raise the issue of
some potential threats to mental and physical health and
well-being, resulting from the (excessive) Internet and
social media use. For instance, relying on on-line social
interactions might lead to depression and the sense of isolation since on-line relationships are argued to be poorer
and less sustaining [11,13]. It has also been confirmed that
a large amount of time spent on social network sites for
private purposes when at work increases the risk of burn2
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out [5]. Previous research has also revealed a link between
an increased use of social media and the total amount of
sitting time [15], which may pose a challenge to good physical health. Constant presence on-line might also prevent
individuals from focusing on work and, as a consequence,
deteriorate their mental health [16].
If it comes to work-related Internet and social media use,
the current research is exceptionally scarce [5–8]. Current
evidence recognizes some substantial resources (e.g., access
to first-hand information or feedback from the consumers
or partners that increases workers’ engagement) as well as
excess demands (e.g., exhaustion and threat to work–life
balance [WLB] due to “boundary conflicts”) [8, p. 8]. The
intrusion in private lives might result from the potential
fear of any crisis happening as soon as one stops monitoring the Internet. As a result, an individual feels the urge
to check the notifications and messages (perform work activities) also in free time. Moreover, social media and the
Internet are not only work tools, but also means of entertainment and relax for many people. For instance, a Dutch
study on Twitter users showed that it was common for the
respondents to post personal information while at work,
but also work-related news while already at home [7].
Work–nonwork balance
Work–life balance constitutes one of the crucial components of the employees’ quality of life and satisfaction with
work. It is understood as a satisfaction with the way individuals are capable of combining their work life with all
the other spheres and roles in their life, regardless of the
amount of time devoted to each sphere, as well as the proportions between the time and energy allocated to these
domains [17–20]. Earlier studies in the field concentrated
on the conflict between “work” and “family” [21], but the
concept of the balance between work and private life has
changed considerably with the “recognition of the diversity that exists in employees’ pursuits outside of work” [19,
p. 221]. For instance, Keeney et al. distinguished 8 differ-
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ent nonwork life domains that could be interfered by work:
health, family, household, friendships, education, romantic relationships, community and leisure [19, p. 228].
Importantly, some people prefer various life domains
to be clearly separated, whereas for others, it is easier to
fulfill the essential life roles when their private and work
spheres permeate [22,23]. Moreover, what is perceived as
an individual “balance” might change over time, along with
passing through different personal, professional and family
stages [23]. Previous studies have shown that the vast majority of the working population experiences some degree
of work–nonwork conflict [23]. Therefore, it is reasonable
to consider negative as well as positive aspects of this interference, but also the quality and subjective satisfaction with
the achieved balance [24,25].
A satisfactory work–nonwork balance translates into employees’ personal and professional functioning. Studies
provide abundant evidence that work–nonwork balance is
related to a better quality of life [18,26], lower stress and
depression [26]. Also, the experience of a negative as well
as positive work-to-life interface might have a significant
impact on the satisfaction with marriage [27]. Moreover,
the possibility to fully recover after work enhances not only
employees’ health and well-being, but also their work engagement and proactive behavior presented at work [28].
Furthermore, WLB increases the affective organizational
commitment and decreases the intention to leave [26].
Referring to the Greenhaus and Beutell theory of behavior-, time- and strain-related work–life conflict [29], Messersmith suggests that IT workers are especially prone to
experience the latter 2 types of conflicts between their professional and private lives [30]. The author suggests that
these are unpredictable working hours and work overload,
as well as work-related stress affecting the possibility to regenerate at home, that are the main causes for a high risk
of work–life imbalance in this professional group [30].
Previous studies linking technology and WLB have focused
mainly on the use of technology in general and among em-
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ployees of various professions [31,32]. Here, the authors
focused specifically on the professionals whose main task
is to use the Internet to interact with (potential) customers
and followers (e.g., via social media). On the one hand, it
has been already evidenced that using technology at work
and performing work-related activities on-line also after
working hours might blur the boundaries between work
and home spheres. On the other hand, in this particular
profession the demand to stay on-line seems inevitable,
or at least an expected part of the job. The authors assumed that undertaking work-related activities on-line
after working hours based on one’s own decision might
have a different effect on employees than when doing this
because it is a job requirement. Moreover, such work is
usually performed by younger people, who are well-accustomed to using technology in nearly all life situations [33].
Therefore, there remains the question of whether WLB
of such employees is impacted by the demand to use the
Internet for work-related purposes also after work.
Study objective
Bearing in mind the above considerations, the authors
aimed at determining whether working on-line might predict WLB (which is here depicted by the subjective satisfaction with WLB, negative work-home interaction and
the social quality of life), assuming that this type of work
will have an adverse impact on employees’ WLB.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
Methods
To gather the information necessary to achieve the research goals, the authors conducted a questionnaire study
using the methods presented below.
Socio-demographic characteristics and functioning at work
A survey with close-ended questions about the personal
(gender, age), family (life partner, children < 18 years) and
work situation of the participants (on-line work vs. traditional
IJOMEH 2020;33(1)
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office work, the number of paid working hours per week,
and working overtime – here understood as “staying in
the workplace after regular hours,” as opposed to another
variable: work-related activities in free time, e.g., finishing
projects at home, planning work for the next day, additional
paid work). The authors were interested in distinguishing
between the time spent working in the workplace and the
free time devoted to working when at home. The authors
wanted to verify whether the “intrusion” of work into the
private sphere impacts on the workers’ WLB in a different
way than overwork in the workplace does.
Satisfaction with WLB
One item with a 6-point scale of responses ranging
from 0 – “not at all” to 6 – “very much” – “Considering
your engagement in family life, work and other activities,
to what extent are you satisfied with the way you reconcile
these spheres?”.
Negative work-home interaction
A subscale of the Survey Work-Home Interaction – Nijmegen
(SWING) by Geurts et al. [34], in the Polish adaptation
by Mościcka-Teske and Merecz-Kot [35]. The subscale includes 8 questions on various forms of a negative impact of
professional life on the possibility to realize oneself in private life, for instance, being irritated by work even while at
home, no energy to involve in family life because of work,
or the lack of time to relax after work. The participants are
asked to refer to the statements by choosing 1 option on
a 4-point scale – from 0 – “never,” to 3 – “always.” Cronbach’s α for the subscale = 0.89 [35].
Quality of life – the social relationships domain
One subscale of the World Health Organization Quality
of Life – BREF (WHOQOL-BREF) questionnaire [36], in
the Polish translation by Baran-Furga et al. [37]. The subscale includes 3 items on the satisfaction with personal relationships with others, received social support and sexual
4
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life. The participants’ task is to answer the questions by
choosing 1 option on a 5-point scale, ranging from “very
dissatisfied” to “very satisfied.” Cronbach’s α = 0.73, calculated for this study sample (N=389).
The study procedure received the ethics committee approval of the Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine
Bioethics Committee (decision number 12/2016 dated
November 18, 2016).
Recruitment method and participants
To recruit traditional office workers, the authors turned to
a few large Polish companies employing accountants, economics specialists or clerks, whereas mailing and social media posts were addressed to (on-line) marketing agencies/
specialists (for example, posted on special groups gathering
such professionals). The study included 389 respondents –
traditional office workers (N = 200) and on-line workers (N
= 189). “Traditional office workers” referred to those employees whose work might include using the Internet, but
mainly to search for information and exchange documents
between departments, rather than for communication, especially with (potential) customers on-line. On the contrary,
“on-line workers” included only those employees whose
work tasks required permanent presence on-line, mainly to
monitor and react to Internet users’ behaviors on-line.
The authors verified the nature of work of each participant in several ways. To make sure that they addressed the
people performing the desired types of work, the cover letters as well as instructions in the questionnaires included
information that the study was addressed to people performing office work or whose work required being on-line
all the time. This was clear in all the invitations posted
on social media and in mailing. Also, in the socio-demographic part, the survey included questions on the professional background of the participants. They were asked to
decide which of the 2 descriptions referred to their own
work: “work demanding PERMANENT presence on-line,
monitoring and reacting to things happening on-line” vs.
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“traditional office work which involves using the computer
and the Internet.” Lastly, the authors also asked the participants to provide information on their job position, which
made it possible to verify the character of their work.
Analysis
First, the authors calculated descriptive statistics, compared the distribution of responses using χ2 independence
test and compared the means using t-tests for independent samples. Then, they performed a hierarchical linear
regression. In the first step, the following control variables
were introduced: gender, age, children < 18 years, having a life partner, the number working hours per week,
the frequency of overtime work and the frequency of performing work-related activities when at home. The choice
of these variables was based on research evidence on the
factors affecting WLB. In the second step, the authors introduced the type of work – on-line vs. traditional. They
conducted 3 separate regression analyses for 3 dependent
variables, i.e., satisfaction with WLB, negative work-home
interference and the quality of social life. All the analyses
were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 19.
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RESULTS
Descriptive statistics
The results showed some differences in the characteristics
of the study samples – the group of on-line workers included significantly more women and fewer parents of children < 18 years. A similar number of respondents in both
groups declared to have life partners (Table 1). Only 23%
of the studied on-line workers and 8% of traditional office
workers did their work at their own home. Additionally, online workers were significantly younger (M1 = 29.6±(–5.2),
M2 = 39.2±10.6, t(293.3) = 11.5, p < 0.001).
The results also showed that on-line workers worked significantly more hours per week (including all hours of paid
work) than traditional office workers (t(303.6) = – 3.4,
p < 0.01). Traditional office workers spent 41.5 h/week
at work, on average, whereas on-line workers declared to
have worked for 45.0 h/week, on average.
Further, the authors found no significant differences between on-line and traditional office workers as regards the
frequency of overtime work in general (χ2(3) = 7.09, p >
0.05) (self-employed persons were excluded from this analysis, N = 49). However, a closer look at the distribution of

Table 1. Differences in the sample characteristics between on-line and traditional office workers (χ2 independence test) in the study
on on-line work as a threat to work–life balance, conducted on a group of 189 on-line workers and 200 office workers
Participants
(N = 389)

Variable

total
n

traditional office workers
%

n

%

on-line workers
n

χ2

p

22.7

< 0.001

18.3

< 0.001

0.60

> 0.05

%

Gender
women

275

71

120

60

155

82

men

114

29

80

40

34

18

Children < 18 years old
no

280

72

125

63

155

82

yes

109

28

75

38

34

18

Life partner
no

110

28

53

27

57

30

yes

279

72

147

74

132

70
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responses reveals that even though a similar percentage of
both kinds of workers worked overtime in general, these
were on-line workers who declared to do it “often” or “very
often” (38% of on-line workers vs. 25% of traditional office workers working overtime often or very often).
On the other hand, the results revealed significant differences in the number of people who admitted to performing work-related activities in their free time (χ2(4) = 28.8,
p < 0.001). In total, 9 out of 10 on-line workers, in comparison to 74% of traditional office workers, worked also
besides their paid working hours (in their free time). The
analysis revealed that 40% of on-line workers “often” performed work activities after their official working hours,
and other 35% did so “very often” or “almost always.”
Nature of work and work–life balance
To verify whether the nature of work (traditional office
work vs. on-line work) predicts WLB, the authors conducted a series of hierarchical linear regression analyses
for 3 separate dependent variables: satisfaction with the
achieved WLB, negative work-home interaction and the
quality of social life. In the first step, control variables
were entered, including gender, age, children < 18 years,
having a life partner, as well as work-related characteristics likely to impact on WLB: the number of working hours
per week, the frequency of working overtime (in the workplace) and performing working-related activities when already at home. In the second step, the potential predictor
was introduced, being the nature of work (traditional office work vs. on-line work).
Predictors of the negative work-home interaction
The model in the first step was statistically significant and
accounted for 37% of the variance in the negative workhome interaction. The addition of the nature of work significantly improved predictions. In this case, working online predicted a higher negative impact of work on home
life (β = 0.16, p < 0.01). Similarly, also older participants
6
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and those having no life partner were more likely to report a higher negative work-to-home spillover (β = 0.14,
p < 0.01 and β = – 0.09, p < 0.05, respectively). The higher frequency of working overtime (β = 0.15, p < 0.01)
and performing work-related activities at home (β = 0.48,
p < 0.001) were also significant predictors of the negative
work-home interaction, with the last being the strongest
predictor. The model explained 38% of the variance in
total (Table 2).
Predictors of the satisfaction with work–life balance
The model in the first step was statistically significant and
accounted for 18% of the variance in the satisfaction with
WLB. As hypothesized, the addition of the type of work
significantly improved predictions (∆F = 9.30, p < 0.01).
The negative β coefficient value revealed that working
on-line predisposed to experiencing a lower satisfaction
with WLB (β = –0.17, p < 0.01). The results also showed
that having no life partner (β = 0.17, p < 0.01), as well
as a higher frequency of working overtime (β = –0.25,
p < 0.001) and performing work-related activities at home
(β = –0.22, p < 0.001) were significant predictors of the
satisfaction. The model explained 20% of the variance in
total (Table 3).
Predictors of the quality of social life
The first-step model was significant and explained 10%
of the variance in the quality of social life. The additional
variable in the second step significantly improved predictions and the final model predicted 11% of the variance
(F change = 7.27, p < 0.001). Beta coefficients values
indicated that having no life partner could be regarded
as a significant predictor of a worse quality of social life
(β = 0.34, p < 0.001). As hypothesized, the nature of work
allowed for predicting the dependent variable also in this
case, but this time working on-line predicted better indicators of WLB, being the quality of social life in this case
(β = 0.13, p < 0.05) (Table 4).
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Table 2. Hierarchical linear regression for the negative work-home interaction (SWING) in the study on on-line work
as a threat to work–life balance, conducted on a group of 189 on-line workers and 200 office workers
Step/Predictor
Step 1
gender
age
children < 18 years old
life partner
working time [h/week]
overtime work
work-related activities when at home
Step 2
gender
age
children < 18 years old
life partner
working time [h/week]
overtime work
work-related activities when at home
type of work

B
0.89
0.04
–0.08
–0.87
0.05
0.56
2.13
0.71
0.07
0.09
–1.02
0.03
0.65
1.99
1.59

SE
0.46
0.02
0.49
0.48
0.02
0.19
0.18
0.46
0.03
0.49
0.48
0.02
0.19
0.19
0.48

β
0.08
0.07
–0.01
–0.08
0.10
0.13
0.52
0.07
0.14
0.01
–0.09
0.07
0.15
0.48
0.16

t
1.92
1.58
–0.16
–1.81
2.31
2.90
11.54
1.53
2.81
0.18
–2.14
1.74
3.40
10.64
3.31

p

F

p

Adjusted
R2

∆F

p

32.47

0.000

0.37

32.47

0.000

30.54

0.000

0.38

10.98

0.001

0.055
0.115
0.874
0.072
0.021
0.004
0.000
0.127
0.005
0.854
0.033
0.083
0.001
0.000
0.001

Gender: 0 – men, 1 – women; children < 18 years old: 0 – no, 1 – yes; life partner: 0 – no, 1 – yes; type of work: 1 – traditional office work, 2 – on-line work.

DISCUSSION
The presented study showed that on-line work had a small,
but negative, impact on the possibility to achieve WLB,
namely the satisfaction with WLB and the negative workhome interaction. Contrary to the authors’ expectations,
on-line work facilitated a better quality of social life.
First, this study indicated that on-line work increased the
risk of a greater negative work-home interaction. It seems
that, apart from longer working hours, it is also work engagement, or being absorbed and burdened with work, that
might determine the possibility to gain satisfaction with
one’s WLB. The requirement (and/or the need) to monitor and react to people’s behaviors on-line might refer to
the phenomenon of the fear of missing out (FoMO) – the
need to follow what others are doing all the time [38,39].
Previous studies have revealed that FoMO directly re-

lates to mental and physical health. For instance, Polish
researchers showed that people expressing higher FoMO
felt a lower life satisfaction [40]. As argued by the authors,
this lower life satisfaction might result from the increased
stress imposed by a heavy emotional and cognitive burden
related to the constant inner pressure to know what others
are doing [40]. Similarly, a study on professionals using
social media for work showed that this nature of work increased the experienced work–life conflict [41], and further, that even though this led to greater engagement, it
also drove people to exhaustion [8].
Further, the study proved that on-line work predisposed to
a lower satisfaction with the capability to reconcile work
and private life. Such result is supported by some earlier
findings – for instance, previous researchers have found
that the more time devoted to receiving and replying to
IJOMEH 2020;33(1)
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Table 3. Hierarchical linear regression for the satisfaction with work–life balance in the study on on-line work as a threat
to work–life balance, conducted on a group of 189 on-line workers and 200 office workers
Step/Predictor
Step 1
gender
age
children < 18 years old
life partner
working time [h/week]
overtime work
work-related activities when at home
Step 2
gender
age
children < 18 years old
life partner
working [h/week]
overtime work
work-related activities when at home
type of work

B
0.03
0.00
–0.06
0.46
–0.01
–0.26
–0.28
0.08
–0.01
–0.10
0.50
0.00
–0.29
–0.24
–0.45

SE
0.14
0.01
0.15
0.15
0.01
0.06
0.06
0.14
0.01
0.15
0.15
0.01
0.06
0.06
0.15

β
0.01
–0.01
–0.02
0.16
–0.05
–0.22
–0.25
0.03
–0.08
–0.04
0.17
–0.03
–0.25
–0.22
–0.17

t
0.18
–0.12
–0.38
3.10
–1.06
–4.45
–4.95
0.55
–1.35
–0.70
3.41
–0.53
–4.91
–4.19
–3.05

p

F

p

Adjusted
R2

∆F

p

12.79

0.000

0.18

12.79

0.000

12.60

0.000

0.20

9.30

0.002

0.857
0.905
0.707
0.002
0.290
0.000
0.000
0.581
0.177
0.487
0.001
0.595
0.000
0.000
0.002

Explanations as in Table 2.

work-related electronic communication besides working
hours, the greater the perceived work–life conflict experienced by the studied workers [42], and the higher the risk
of having family problems, such as issues related to marriage, children or elderly family members [43]. It is possible that the on-line workers whose work demands monitoring the Internet users’ behaviors might experience the
negative consequences of what is particularly apparent in
their case – the issue of blurred boundaries between home
and working time.
What is particularly alarming in this case is the frequency
of engaging in work-related activities in nonwork time
among on-line workers that was shown in the results of
this study. Researchers underline the role of detachment
from work for employees’ well-being, including a higher
life satisfaction and lower emotional exhaustion [44].
8
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Similarly, the work-related Internet use besides working
hours has previously been evidenced to increase the risk of
family problems [43]. As a result, the integration of work
and private spheres, manifested in performing some family-related activities when at work and work-related tasks
besides working hours is assumed to improve individual’s
work performance, while deteriorating family engagement
or satisfaction [45].
Considering the total amount of time and engagement
related to work, the authors found it surprising that online work increased the quality of life related to social
relationships. Possibly, on-line workers may satisfy their
need for social interactions via Internet contacts that,
at least partially, could be realized also during working
hours. Permanent access to the Internet and social media
might enhance maintaining relationships with friends and

ON-LINE WORK AS A THREAT TO WORK-LIFE BALANCE    

ORIGINAL PAPER

Table 4. Hierarchical linear regression for the quality of social life in the study on on-line work as a threat to work–life balance,
conducted on a group of 189 on-line workers and 200 office workers
Step/Predictor
Step 1
gender
age
children < 18 years old
life partner
working time [h/week]
overtime work
work-related activities when at home
Step 2
gender
age
children < 18 years old
life partner
working time [h/week]
overtime work
work-related activities when at home
type of work

B
–0.26
–0.01
–0.34
2.50
0.01
–0.15
–0.20
–0.36
0.01
–0.25
2.42
0.00
–0.10
–0.27
0.82

SE
0.37
0.02
0.40
0.39
0.02
0.15
0.15
0.37
0.02
0.40
0.39
0.02
0.15
0.15
0.39

β
–0.04
–0.02
–0.05
0.35
0.02
–0.05
–0.07
–0.05
0.04
–0.03
0.34
0.00
–0.03
–0.10
0.13

t
–0.71
–0.30
–0.86
6.49
0.41
–0.97
–1.34
–0.97
0.58
–0.64
6.29
0.04
–0.65
–1.79
2.12

p

F

p

Adjusted
R2

∆F

p

7.27

0.000

0.10

7.27

0.000

6.98

0.000

0.11

4.49

0.035

0.478
0.765
0.392
0.000
0.684
0.333
0.182
0.333
0.559
0.520
0.000
0.968
0.518
0.075
0.035

Explanations as in Table 2.

family, even though it is done via virtual reality. Previous studies have provided similar findings, showing positive relationships between the use of social media and
perceived social support [11–13,46]. Thus, despite the
blurred lines between private and working time, on-line
workers might have more freedom to maintain their social contacts whenever they need to, not only in their free
time. Moreover, since on-line workers were less likely to
have children aged < 18 years than the studied traditional
office workers, it might have been easier for them to find
the time to meet friends or engage in social life than it was
for working parents.
Additionally, the obtained results revealed that the average number of paid hours per week, both in the case of
traditional office as well as on-line workers, exceeded the
typical full-time 40 h, and it was even higher for on-line

workers. Similar results were offered in a large analysis of
working hours across Europe – 27% of male and 22% of
female workers from Eastern Europe (including Poland)
worked 41–50 h on average and these were the highest
indicators in comparison to other European regions [47].
Previous studies have shown that longer working hours or
performing work while at home, and besides paid working hours, might bring negative consequences for workers’
well-being, health as well as the quality of life. For instance,
working moderately long hours (41–50 h) predicted poor
self-assessed health among men from Eastern European
countries [47]. Similarly, a large European study showed
that the level of the perceived stress increased with the
number of hours worked per week, both among men and
women. Stress was also positively related to performing
overtime, evening and weekend work [48].
IJOMEH 2020;33(1)
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Limitations
The conclusions from this study are somewhat limited,
due to the lack of control over dropouts. As on-line specialists were recruited via social media, the authors were
unable to control the demographics of those who did not
respond to their invitation. Thus, some bias in the results
could have appeared. The direction of this bias is speculative: either the topic of the study was not the issue for
non-respondents – a possibility to obtain an even smaller effect in the regression models, or those who did not
respond were overwhelmed with work and did not have
time to participate – a possibility to obtain stronger effects
in the regression models. Nevertheless, future research
aimed at studying the predictors of WLB in new on-line
professions should be performed in larger groups with
restricted control for dropouts. It would also be valuable
to conduct cohort studies on these phenomena to follow
the relationship between the type of job, WLB and wellbeing of employees working on-line. Nevertheless, future
research should aim at comparing the professional groups
of more similar age, since previous studies have suggested
that WLB might be affected by the worker’s age [9].
The above research focused on work-home interference,
whereas it would also be worth verifying the impact of private life on the possibilities to perform on-line work (for
example, when working from home is needed). Last but
not least, working with a (potential) client via the Internet
(an Internet user) is more similar to work in customer service than to a traditional office work. Thus, future research
should also aim at comparing representatives of different
office and on-line professions so as to achieve a more detailed insight and a better understanding of the potential
similarities and differences between the studied groups.
CONCLUSIONS
The presented study reveals that the modern on-line workers whose work requires permanent monitoring and reacting to Internet users’ behaviors on-line might experience
10
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more problems with striking the right work–nonwork balance. In the era of the growing need for satisfactory reconciliation of work and all the other spheres of life [50,51], the
issue of increasing the awareness of, and supporting young
professionals in achieving, the right WLB becomes of cardinal importance. In the case of emerging on-line professions,
it is not possible to implement the protective and preventive
measures usually offered by traditional health and safety
procedures. Thus, it appears indispensable to find new ways
of protecting employees’ well-being at work.
For instance, the results of this study reveal 2 domains
requiring management and HR departments’ attention –
a lower satisfaction with the way workers reconcile their
work and life spheres, and a greater negative impact of
work on private life than it is observed among “traditional” office workers. Numerous studies have evidenced
the effectiveness of family-friendly policies including, for
instance, WLB benefits [30,52,53]. Such benefits as flexible working hours, a task-based system, telework, support
in organizing care for their children (e.g., company kindergartens) and flexibility as regards leaves (especially in
unexpected situations like the child’s illness) might significantly help employees achieve the desired WLB.
It is also worth noting that the liaison between modern online employees and their employers is completely different
from what it once was. Employers are no longer the only
ones responsible for working conditions; therefore, online employees should be trained in how to organize their
work to protect themselves against the negative impact of
psychosocial and ergonomic risks [54]. For instance, Duxbury and Smart suggest increasing the sense of WLB by
enhancing the person-environment fit. The authors underline the potential of the cooperation between an organization and its employees in terms of communicating needs
and expectations as regards work–life integration, as well
as taking an individual approach to an employee [54].
In their thought-provoking paper on the future of work
and WLB, Khallash and Kruse state that in the nearest

ON-LINE WORK AS A THREAT TO WORK-LIFE BALANCE    

future more and more jobs will offer the possibility to
work from wherever one wants [55]. This, on the one hand,
will further enhance flexibility but, on the other, it might
pose an even greater challenge to what is now understood
as WLB [55]. It is obvious that technology advancement
opens a new chapter in organizational psychology and occupational health, requiring that both the definition of
work environment, and the aims and tasks of health protection in the workplace, be reformulated.
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