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Abstract 

The aim of this research is to discover the factors that affect the work-life balance of 

administrative and non-administrative employees. A questionnaire was administered by 

Vöxtur – Mannauðsráðgjöf ehf. to 316 participants in an Icelandic company. The sample 

consisted of 68 females and 248 males with a large age span of below 20 to 70-year-old 

respondents. A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used. The hypotheses of the 

study were two. The first was that fair pay and loyalty would predict the admin workers’ 

work-life balance most. The second one was that workload would predict non-admin 

workers’ work-life balance most. The results indicated a good fit for the predictive variables 

of non-admin workers’ perceived work-life balance, specifically for the independent 

variables; job security and flexibility. 

 

Útdráttur 

Tilgangur rannsóknarinnar var að kanna áhrifaþætti jafnvægis milli vinnu og einkalífs hjá 

skrifstofustarfsfólki og stjórnendum annars vegar og öðrum starfsmönnum hins vegar. Vöxtur 

– Mannauðsráðgjöf ehf. framkvæmdi vinnustaðagreiningu hjá einu íslensku fyrirtæki. 

Úrtakið stóð saman af alls 316 einstaklingum, af þeim voru 68 konur og 248 karlmenn með 

víða aldursdreifingu, frá undir 20 ára til 70 ára. Stigbundin fjölbreytuaðhvarfsgreining var 

notuð. Tilgátur rannsóknarinnar voru tvær. Sú fyrsta að sanngjörn laun og tryggð skýri 

jafnvægi milli vinnu og einkalífs hjá skrifstofustarfsfólki og stjórnendum mest. Sú seinni að 

vinnuálag skýri jafnvægi milli vinnu og einkalífs hjá öðrum starfsmönnum mest. Niðurstöður 

rannsóknarinnar benda til þess að líkanið fyrir aðra starfsmenn spái vel fyrir jafnvægi milli 

vinnu og einkalíf, einkum frumbreyturnar; hollusta og sveigjanleiki í starfi. 
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Factors Affecting Work-life Balance for Administrative and Non-administrative Workers in 

an Icelandic Company 

Burnout has ailed multiple people physically, mentally, and emotionally across different 

areas of the world (e.g. Haar, Russo, Sune, & Ollier-Malaterre, 2014; Lewis, Gambles, 

Rapoport, 2007; Byrne, 2005; ). However, to solve this predicament, the focus should not be 

on dealing with burnout itself because it is only a consequence (Jones, Burke, Westman, 

2013). The key would be to invest energy into the prevention of burnout which would entail 

identifying the factors which contribute to a good or bad balance between work and life 

outside of work (Keeton, Fenner, Johnson, & Hayward, 2007).  

Work-life Balance (WLB) can be defined in many different ways since it is mainly a 

subjective measure (Kalliath & Brough, 2008). However, one example of its definition is ‘the 

division of one’s time and focus between working and family or leisure activities’ (“Work-

life balance”, n.d.). With this said, not one explanation for the causes of the lack of WLB has 

been deemed extensive but numerous organizations and studies have assessed factors that 

may be associated with WLB.  

The workplace is where most of the hours in the everyday adult life is spent and thus, 

impacts people’s total well-being more than is often realized (Bloom, Kretschmer, & Van 

Reenan, 2009). Additionally, Crompton and Lyonette (2006) studied WLB in Europe. They 

found that much work-life conflict is to be seen in countries such as Norway, Britain, France, 

Finland, and Portugal. From this, it can be assumed that a good WLB would especially 

benefit people living in that region of the world. Thus, it would be noteworthy to examine 

WLB and factors that may affect it in a country such as Iceland. 

According to statistical information from the World Health Organization ("WHO | 

World Health Organization", 2014), the number of sick days doubled when employees were 

experiencing high psychological distress which were caused mainly by numerous factors 

such as prolonged heavy workload, lack of appreciation toward workers, lack of autonomy 

and low perceived capability. The cause of stress that was most often reported was the 

relationship between the supervisor and employee (e.g. Tepper, 2001; Deery, 2008; Tausig & 

Fenwick, 2001; Lazar, Osoian, & Ratiu, 2010). WHO also performed analyses on how 

people’s absences increased as the psychosocial work environment changed rapidly (Vahtera, 

Kivimaki, Pentti, & Theorell, 2000).  

Furthermore, many studies have looked into which elements are either correlated or 

directly impact people‘s perception of their own WLB (e.g. Shanafelt, 2015; Guest, 2002; 

McCarthy, Darcy, & Grady, 2010; Eikhof, Warhust, Haunschild, 2007; Greenblatt, 2002). 

Sturges and Guest (2016) looked at a sample of recent graduates starting out their careers. 

They specifically implored the graduates‘ tendencies of working longer hours or taking on 

more workload. They discovered that graduates would often find themselves taking on more 

work due to societal and organizational pressures to climb up the corporate ladder. Their 

results indicated that graduates who were more inclined to have prolonged heavy workload 

were also more likely to have less of a balance between their work and personal lives. From 

this, they made the assumption that if one starts off his or her career with a healthy WLB, 

then it may be more probable to maintain that balance in the future. Also, they pointed out 

that prolonged heavy workload would be a risk factor in having a lack of WLB.  

Smith and Gardner (2007) examined what type of environment an organization would 

need in order to increase the likelihood of WLB initiatives being used. These initiatives are 

ones that have the aim of utilizing WLB programs in order to retain and recruit key human 

resources. In their sample of 153 workers from a large New Zealand organization, they found 

that a supportive organizational climate would lead to the highest probability of WLB 

initiative usage. Factors that they used to explain a supportive organizational climate were, 

for example, the supervisors‘ attitude toward employees’ home responsibilities and allowance 

for employee autonomy.  
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Haar et al. (2014) studied WLB factors in seven different cultures. One of their main 

variables was job satisfaction. Their findings implied that the higher levels of WLB workers 

had, the more likely it was for them to be satisfied with their jobs.  

Hill, Miller, Weiner, & Colihan (2006) looked at the factor of job flexibility. They 

specifically wanted to see which factors of working in a modern ‘virtual office’ would impact 

employees’ perception of their WLB. A virtual office was defined as implementing work-

related activities outside of a confined company space, i.e. tasks which would normally be 

done in an office environment. Working in a virtual office would provide more flexibility 

with regard to individuals’ work schedules and geographical locations. Through their 

analyses, they concluded that increased job flexibility would have a positive influence on 

WLB. However, these results were not statistically significant. The researchers assumed that 

this may have been due to the fact that working at home in a confined space (i.e. with a door 

separating two rooms) would lead to more work-related behavior in the home environment 

which would then be more likely to cause work-life conflict.   

Parkes and Langford (2008) found that workers with higher salaries enjoyed more 

WLB. They also found that having a fair system of career development opportunities as well 

as the provision of more engagement and autonomy led to employees having more alignment 

between their work and personal lives. In addition to this, they also found that workers who 

perceived more WLB were more likely to be more loyal to the organization for which they 

worked.  

The current study was based on the models used in the study by Chimote and 

Srivastava in 2013. They conducted a survey on a sample of 100 call-center employees in 

Gurgaon. They investigated the models that would predict the benefits of WLB from the 

perspective of the organization, on one hand, and of the employees, on the other. Their main 

findings provided support for the impact of factors such as loyalty, image, job satisfaction, 

job security, and autonomy on workers’ perceived WLB. The models used in their study can 

be read about below and compared with the models used in the present study. The present 

study chose to build upon Chimote and Srivastava’s models by changing the variables used in 

order to add to their findings. Also, the above-mentioned studies have supported the use of 

the replacement variables.   

In light of all the above-mentioned findings of the factors that impact WLB, the 

following research questions are raised: Firstly, that fair pay and loyalty would predict the 

admin workers’ WLB the most. Secondly, that workload would predict non-admin workers’ 

WLB most.  

Method 

Participants 

Purposive sampling was the method utilized since the goal was to perform a 

workplace analysis for a specific company. The data provided was gathered from one 

Icelandic company with responses from 258 employees and 58 administrative staff, responses 

from 2 individuals were invalid because they did not answer all the questions required. There 

were 68 females and 248 males in the sample. Age groups were defined and participants were 

asked to choose their respective age group; 20-25, 26-30, 31-35, 36-40, 41-45, 46-50, 51-55, 

56-60, 61-65. For the admin group, the largest group contained 14 people who were 51-55 

years old. The smallest groups were also the youngest, 20-25 and 31-35 with no one between 

26 and 30 years old. For the non-admin group,  the age group of younger than 20 was added 

as an option. The largest age group was 20-25 years old with the smallest being the oldest 

group of 66-70-year-olds. 

Participation was voluntary which was communicated internally in the company and 

participants were not paid, nor were there any incentives offered to them. Additionally, the 

respondents had received an information sheet to approve via email and give their informed 

consent prior to filling out the questionnaire. It provided them with information relevant to 
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the workplace analysis along with its benefits and potential risks. Also included in the 

information sheet was the emphasis that participants had the right to withdraw their consent 

at any time.  

Instruments and Measures 

The survey had different sections,  In order to check the background information of 

the participants, questions asking about demographic information (i.e. age, gender, education 

level) and the number of years worked with the company were included. The inventory was 

divided into several categories which were, for example, organizational commitment, 

questions relating to employees’ opinions of their jobs, workload, and coordination between 

work and personal life.  

Six questions were used per survey by the researcher that was thought to impact WLB 

of the participants based on literature on the topic. To measure perceived WLB, one question 

was used. The question was posed as a five-point Likert scale asking respondents how much 

they were in agreement about them currently having a good balance between their work and 

personal lives, from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’. All the other questions used for 

the predictor variables were structured in the exact same way except for the question used for 

the prolonged heavy workload variable which asked the subjects how often or rarely they had 

too much to do at work, with alternatives from ‘Very rarely’ to ‘Very often’. Each variable 

(independent and dependent) only contained one question and none of the questions needed 

to be reversed nor computed into a new variable.  

For the admin workers, the following questions were used. To measure fair pay, the 

question asked if workers felt that their salaries were fair in comparison to their job 

responsibilities. For capability, they were asked if they felt that they had a good grip on all 

areas of their job. To measure loyalty, the question that asked if the staff would recommend 

the company as a good workplace to their friends was used. The company image was 

assessed with the question asking about whether they were proud to work for the company. 

Appreciation was measured by asking if employees felt appreciated within the company. 

Career development opportunities were measured by asking about whether they had the 

opportunity to learn and develop in their jobs in the last 12 months.  

For the non-admin workers, the study used the following questions from the survey. 

Job satisfaction was measured by asking whether the employees were, in general, satisfied 

with their job. To measure job security, they were asked if they experience job security in the 

company. For autonomy, they were asked if they feel that they can impact the methods of 

implementation of their jobs. To measure the support of the supervisor, workers were asked if 

they felt that their supervisors had a positive attitude toward their home responsibilities. 

Finally, job flexibility was measured by asking them if they felt that they had a lot of 

flexibility in their jobs in general. 

To check the questionnaires’ reliability, the Chronbach’s alpha measure was 

calculated. The values for both data sets could be rounded up to 0.7 (0.66 for admin workers 

and 0.65 for non-admin workers) which would imply acceptable reliability.  

Research Design 

A cross-sectional design was used and the data was collected via questionnaires. The 

independent variables of the research were questions from questionnaires made by Vöxtur – 

Mannauðsráðgjöf ehf. for a workplace analysis. The 12 independent variables were fair pay, 

capability, loyalty, image, appreciation, career development opportunities, job satisfaction, 

job security, autonomy, workload, a supportive supervisor, and job flexibility. The dependent 

variables of the study were WLB of admin workers on one hand and non-admin workers on 

the other. These variables could each take 5 different values.   

The models used in the research were two. The main differences in the models 

between the the present study and Chimote and Srivatava’s 2013 study lie in the fact that the 

current study is not looking at the benefits of WLB but rather the predictor variables in 

workers’ perceived WLB. Also, different variables were used, especially in the model for the 



FACTORS AFFECTING WORK-LIFE BALANCE 6 

 

organization (administrative workers in this study’s case), as can be read in the description 

below. Additionally, a couple of variables were also added in this study that do not directly 

correspond to the variables used in the models of Chimote and Srivastava’s study. The main 

similarities are the two models and the statistical analysis used.  

The first model had the dependent variable of WLB for admin-workers. The 

independent variables were fair pay, capability, loyalty, image, appreciation, and career 

development opportunities. 

The second model consisted of the dependent variable which was WLB for non-

admin workers. The independent variables were job satisfaction, job security, autonomy, 

workload, supervisors’ support, and job flexibility.  

Procedure 

The data gathered from the questionnaires used in this research was provided by the 

company, Vöxtur – Mannauðsráðgjöf ehf., which is an Icelandic human resource consultancy 

firm. Neither survey is included in the Appendix due to an agreement between the firm and 

the researcher about company confidentiality. The questionnaire contained 51 multiple-

choice questions with a varying number of choices with most options in the form of Likert 

scales. 

The questionnaires were administered to all employees (both administrative and non-

administrative) of one company at the same time period for all those who chose to and were 

able to answer them. The survey format used was from a webpage called Surveymonkey.com 

which could be taken online for a limited time period which was not disclosed by the firm. 

Responses could not be traced to participants and the survey’s first page contained an 

informed consent letter notifying subjects about anonymity and voluntary participation before 

they could answer any questions.   

Data Analysis 

The computer program SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) was used 

for data analysis. For the descriptions of the participants, frequency analyses were used. 

Descriptive statistics was calculated for all variables. To examine the impact of the 

independent variables on the dependent variable, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis 

was done. The assumptions of multiple regression analysis were assessed by using the 

Durbin-Watson test, VIF test, and plots.  

Results 

The independent variables; fair pay, capability, loyalty, image, appreciation, and 

career development opportunities were utilized to predict the dependent variable of WLB for 

admin workers, whilst the independent variables; job satisfaction, job security, autonomy, 

workload, supervisors’ support, and job flexibility were utilized to predict the later dependent 

variable of non-admin workers’ perceived WLB.  

 The descriptive statistics for the admin-worker models can be seen in Table 1. The 

table contains the number of valid responses for each question. It also shows the lowest and 

highest values that each question could take along with the mean of the responses. The mean 

for WLB of admin workers was on the higher end of the scale (M = 3.37, SD = 1.10). 

Notably, loyalty measured the highest (M = 4.27, SD = .71).  

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics for admin workers 

Variables Nr. of 

responses 

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

deviation 

WLB 52 1 5 3.37 1.10 

Fair Pay 55 1 5 3.04 1.09 
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Capability 56 1 5 3.98 .70 

Loyalty 55 1 5 4.27 .71 

Image 56 1 5 4.02 .80 

Appreciation 55 1 5 3.67 .90 

Career 

development 

opportunities 

55 1 5 3.67 1.06 

 

The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis are presented in the tables 

below (see Table 2 and Table 4).  

Table 2 shows that no independent variable had a significant effect on the WLB of 

admin workers. However, loyalty got the lowest p-value which made it closest to being 

significant out of all the independent variables in both model 1 (b = .34, p = .10) and model 2 

(b = .62, p = .11). All the independent variables had a positive relationship with the 

dependent variable with the exception of capability and image.   

Table 2 

Results from hierarchical multiple regression analysis for admin workers 

Independent 

variables 

b SE B  β p-value 

Model 1     

Constant 1.23 .94  .19 

Fair Pay .20 .14 .19 .17 

Loyalty .34 .21 .23 .10 

Model 2     

Constant .88 1.17  .45 

Fair Pay .09 .19 .81 .64 

Capability -.33 .31 -.21 .30 

Loyalty .62 .40 .40 .11 

Image -.13 .32 -.10 .67 

Appreciation  .17 .22 .134 .45 

Career 

Development 

Opportunities 

.21 .18 .20 .25 

 Table 3 shows the descriptives statistics for non-admin workers. It has the number of 

valid answers for each question. It also shows the minimum and maximum value that each 

question could take along with the average of the responses. The mean for WLB of non-

admin workers was also on the higher end of the scale (M=3.46, SD=1.02). It is interesting to 
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point out that the independent variable that measured the highest was workload (M=4.04, 

SD=.89). 

Table 3 

Descriptive statistics for non-admin workers 

Variables Nr. of 

responses 

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

deviation 

WLB 220 1 5 3.46 1.02 

Job Satisfaction 228 1 5 3.93 .82 

Job Security 230 1 5 3.94 .80 

Autonomy 220 1 5 3.94 .91 

Workload 220 1 5 4.04 .89 

Supervisors’ 

Support 

210 1 5 3.96 .84 

Job Flexibility 220 1 5 3.8 .84 

Table 4 shows that two independent variables had a significant effect on the WLB of 

non-admin workers, job security (b = .24, p < .001) and job flexibility (b = .36, p < .001). 

Additionally, workload had a marginally significant effect in Model 1 (b = -.14, p = .05). 

Workload and autonomy were the only independent variables which had a negative 

relationship with the dependent variable. 

Table 4 

Results from hierarchical multiple regression analysis for non-admin workers 

Independent 

variables 

b SE B  β p-value 

Model 1     

Constant 4.03 .30  .00* 

Workload -.14 .07 -13 .05 

Model 2     

Constant .75 .48  .12 

Job Satisfaction .13 .08 .11 .11 

Job Security .24 .08 .19 .00* 

Autonomy -.03 .08 -.03 .70 

Workload -.12 .70 -.10 .08 

Supervisors’ 

Support 

.10 .83 .09 .22 

Job Flexibility .36 .84 .31 .00* 
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Note: *p-value < 0.001 

Discussion 

The multiple regression was divided into two sections. The first hypothesis was that 

fair pay and loyalty would predict the admin workers’ work-life balance most. The second 

one was that workload would predict non-admin workers’ work-life balance most.  

In line with past studies (e.g., Chimote & Srivastava, 2013; Parkes & Langford, 

2008), loyalty explained the most out of all the independent variables in the models for admin 

workers despite its statistical non-significance. So, that part of the first hypothesis was 

confirmed by the current study’s findings. However, fair pay did not have a significant effect 

on the WLB of admin workers. 

Also in alignment with previous findings (e.g. Chimote & Srivastava, 2013), 

workload was marginally significant. However, this study’s second hypothesis about 

workload significantly affecting non-admin workers’ WLB did not stand. Although, as 

previous research has shown, job security and job flexibility had significant effects on non-

admin workers’ WLB.  

Limitations 

Despite the relative concordance of the current study’s results with previous findings, 

it has a number of limitations to be aware of. It must be taken into consideration that the 

dependent variables for both models were considered by the researcher as continuous despite 

them being measured with a Likert-scale which would generally place them in the categorical 

(more specifically, ordinal) classification of a variable. This, then, limits the validity of the 

results calculated. Additionally, the main study that was based upon was performed in an 

Indian context and culture which may not be as generalizable as, for example, Western or 

Nordic studies. Thus, it would be good for researchers to further investigate and compare 

studies done in more similar contexts (Crompton & Lyonette, 2006). 

Implications and Future Research 

With this in mind, it is still noteworthy to see that job security and flexibility had a 

significant contribution in predicting WLB. This would be a good thread to follow for further 

research on this topic. Especially, in a country such as Iceland where the market for 

recruitment is significantly smaller than in other Nordic countries due to its small population, 

it is key for organizations to increase retention rates by investing in WLB initiatives for 

employees that would include providing them with relevant flexibility and substantial job 

security to make average employee tenure rise (Beauregard & Henry, 2009).   

Another way to further delve into this matter would be to use the same predictors for 

both admin and non-admin workers and compare them. For example, this study is limited in 

not being able to compare the predictive value for job flexibility and security for admin 

workers.  

After the recession in 2008, Iceland has founded an organization called VIRK (2018) 

to rehabilitate workers back into their professions using incremental methods, slowly getting 

them back on their feet. With the country seeing more and more of its workforce needing to 

take sabbaticals due to burnout and fatigue from chronic stress, it is vital to further investigate 

which factors can be preventive (Gregory, 2009). As this study has contributed its findings by 

focusing on factors that may be preventive for burnout (Keeton, Fenner, Johnson, & 

Hayward, 2007), further research should also place its emphasis on preventive measures 

which are the root of the issue that starts as lack of WLB and can be seen in the direct 

consequence that is burnout.  
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