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  Abstract 
 

We explored the determinants of the psychological experience of working from home (WFH) in a 
“double” specific context of non-voluntary WFH during the COVID-19 lockdown in Croatia, a 
country where WFH was a highly unusual arrangement. In two studies, using a nationally 
representative and a convenient sample, we investigated whether job and personal 
demands/resources predicted work-life balance (WLB), job performance and well-being of Croatian 
employees WFH during the lockdown. Our comprehensive operationalization of WLB included 
work-to-family and family-to-work conflict, the time structure of working days and psychological 
detachment from work. Both studies showed that WLB, especially time structure, is important for 
job performance and well-being and that childcare responsibilities act as a personal demand that 
lowers WLB. Study 2 showed that childcare responsibilities negatively affect job performance and 
well-being via lower WLB and that conscientiousness, emotional stability and autonomy act as 
resources that contribute to WLB, job performance, and well-being. We believe that these findings 
have implications for work organization in circumstances where WFH is necessary but to unusual 
arrangements such as sudden global or local crises. 
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Introduction 
 

Work from home (WFH) is frequently viewed as a form of work organization 
that helps improve the balance between professional and private life. Implicit in this 
assumption is that WFH is completely voluntary - a choice made by employees who 
believe it allows them to better balance their different life roles (Lapierre et al., 2015). 
However, non-voluntary WFH in “non-ordinary” situations, such as crises, seems 
largely different and possibly less beneficial. This may be especially pronounced in 
countries where WFH is an atypical work arrangement, such as Croatia (Eurostat, 
2025). Given that both global and local crises seem likely in the future, the 
determinants of WFH experience in this “double” specific context are an important 
research topic. In this paper, we describe two studies in which we aimed to 
investigate the experience of WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic in Croatia, using 
Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti & 
Bakker, 2023) as a framework. 
 
Importance of Work-Life Balance in the Work From Home Context 
 

Studies on voluntary WFH indicate that it is related to higher levels of 
productivity. lower work exhaustion, lower work-role stress, and higher job and life 
satisfaction (Bloom et al., 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Golden, 2006). The 
positive effects of WFH partially stem from increased flexibility in organizing and 
combining demands from different life domains (Allen et al., 2015), which, when 
used to achieve better balance between work and private life demands, leads to 
improved functioning (Amstad et al., 2011; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Van 
Steenbergen, & Ellemers, 2009). While work-life balance (WLB) is important for all 
workers, it becomes even more significant for those working from home, as WFH 
blurs the boundaries between work and personal life (Allen et al., 2015). Findings 
from Gajendran and Harrison’s (2007) meta-analysis indicated that work-family 
conflict mediated the impact of telecommuting on job satisfaction, turnover intent 
and role stress, thus supporting this idea.  

However, the findings on the overall positive effects of WFH may primarily 
apply to voluntary WFH in which employees choose to WFH and adjust their home 
and schedule accordingly. Over time, employees who manage to benefit from WFH 
are the ones who remain in this type of work. Thus, autonomy in choosing the place 
of work is likely the precondition for the positive effects of WFH. This is in line with 
some of the influential (work) motivation theories such as the Job Characteristics 
Model (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) and Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 
2000), which stress the importance of responsibility/self-determination for work 
motivation and well-being.  

When WFH is a non-voluntary arrangement imposed on employees by sudden 
global emergencies, workers lose the autonomy to choose their place of work, and 
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many may be unprepared (e.g., lacking proper WFH conditions in their households). 
In terms of Conservation of Resources Theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989), this would be 
considered a critical event that results in loss of resources and leads to stress and 
strain (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). Therefore, non-voluntary WFH as a response 
to crises may be associated with various indicators of lower well-being. However, 
this has been quite an understudied topic.  

Among the pre-pandemic studies, Lapierre et al. (2015) compared work-to-
family conflict in a sample of sales professionals from a Dutch company before and 
after the company implemented a new cost-saving policy requiring all employees to 
WFH. The study showed that switching from voluntary to mandatory WFH 
somewhat worsened work-to-family conflict. However, the correlation between 
WFH and work-to-family conflict was non-significant for employees reporting high 
self-efficacy in maintaining WLB. This suggests that the effect of mandatory WFH 
on WLB depends on other personal and contextual characteristics. 

A much more interesting study was conducted by Donnelly and Proctor-
Thomson (2015) after the 2011 earthquake in Christchurch, New Zealand, on 
workers who were WFH in response to the disaster. Their findings showed that the 
benefits of post-disaster WFH outweighed its costs, enabling employees to better 
address WLB. The positive effect of WFH was linked to increased flexibility in 
scheduling obligations from different life domains.  

Most pertinent for our research, Shirmohammadi et al. (2022) reviewed 48 
studies that examined antecedents and outcomes of WLB among remote workers 
during the COVID-19 pandemic and found that non-voluntary WFH during the 
pandemic was associated with many shortcomings that were not apparent under 
normal circumstances. For example, the personal demand most specifically related 
to pandemic WFH was childcare, considering that institutions that usually provide 
childcare services closed during the lockdown. However, most studies in the review 
were conducted in developed countries in which workers were probably better 
prepared for WFH, and the authors indicated that more research is needed on workers 
from middle- and low-income countries, such as Croatia. 
 
Our Research 
 

The goal of our research was to explore the determinants of job performance 
and well-being among Croatian workers who suddenly and involuntarily WFH 
during the COVID-19 lockdown. The conceptual model of our research (Figure 1) is 
based on the extended JD-R theory (Demerouti & Bakker, 2023) which holds that 
job-related (e.g., job performance) and personal (e.g., well-being) outcomes result 
from the interplay of various job and personal/private demands and resources which 
exert their influence indirectly through more proximal psychological processes.  
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Figure 1  

The Conceptual Framework of Our Research  

 
Note. S1 = Study 1, S2 = Study 2; To keep the diagram readable, we do not show the hypothesized direct 
effects of resources and demands on job performance and well-being. 
Solid lines indicate hypothesized positive relationship and dashed lines indicate hypothesized negative 
relationship; parentheses indicate which study included which variables. 
 

As a proximal outcome of demands/resources, we focused on WLB as probably 
the most important factor for maintaining high levels of functioning while WFH in 
this double specific context. Similar to other studies (e.g., Allen et al., 2015, Wang 
et al., 2020), we conceptualized WLB as the absence of conflict between work and 
family roles (Clark, 2000) and measured how work interferes with family (work-to-
family conflict; WTF) and how family obligations interfere with work (family-to-
work conflict; FTW). However, we also expanded our conceptualization of WLB to 
include effectiveness in handling work and non-work roles (Casper et al., 2018; Hill 
et al., 2001) and identified two additional constructs which we believe reflect this 
component of WLB and are specifically important for WFH. The first is the time 
structure of working days (Jahoda, 1981), which simply denotes how well organized 
a persons’ days are. The other is psychological detachment from work - a sense of 
mental disengagement from work and not thinking about work-related problems and 
opportunities during private time (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). 

As for the distal outcomes reflecting the adjustment to WFH, in all studies we 
focused on two main JD-R outcomes – job performance and psychological well-
being. We expected that better WLB, indicated by lower WTF and FTW conflict and 
higher time structure and psychological detachment from work, would be related to 
job performance (Hypothesis 1a) and well-being (H1b). 

In addition to the central part of the research model, we aimed to investigate 
personal demands, as well as job and personal resources, that should be most 
important for WLB and general functioning during WFH in these unusual 
circumstances.  
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On the demand side, we focused on childcare responsibilities as a personal 
demand that is salient during crises affecting a community or society as a whole 
(Ahmad et al., 2022). We expected that childcare responsibilities while WFH will be 
related to lower WLB, indicated by higher WTF and FTW conflict and lower time 
structure and psychological detachment from work, (H2a), and lower job 
performance (H2b) and well-being (H2c) and that the negative effect of childcare 
responsibilities on job performance (H3a) and well-being (H3b) would be mediated by 
aspects of WLB. 

Among personal resources, we focused on two personality dispositions from the 
Big Five that have been shown to be among the most important personality 
determinants of WLB, work motivation and job performance: conscientiousness and 
emotional stability (Allen et al., 2012; Barrick et al., 2001; Judge & Ilies, 2002).  

Regarding job resources, we focused on autonomy at work (Ryan & Deci, 
2000). Greater autonomy in choosing when and how employees perform their tasks 
should make balancing their work and private life easier than when they are closely 
monitored and micromanaged (e.g., by managers using monitoring software tools; 
Ahmad et al., 2022). Therefore, autonomy at work should be an important resource, 
especially in the case of non-voluntary WFH. 

 To summarize, we expected that higher levels of conscientiousness, emotional 
stability, and autonomy at work would be related to better WLB, indicated by lower 
WTF and FTW conflict and higher time structure and psychological detachment 
from work, (H4a), job performance (H4b) and well-being (H4c). Also, we expected that 
the positive effects of conscientiousness, emotional stability and autonomy at work 
on job performance (H5a) and well-being (H5b) would be mediated by aspects of WLB.  
We believe that our research significantly adds to the literature on the psychological 
experience of WFH in several ways. First, we conducted our study in the specific 
context of the pandemic, in which employees were forced to WFH, and within the 
cultural context of a middle-income country where most workers were largely 
unprepared for WFH. In 2019, the year preceding the pandemic, only 2% of Croatian 
workers regularly and 5.1% occasionally worked from home (Eurostat, 2025), 
compared to the European Union average of 5.4% (regularly) and 9% (occasionally). 
The relatively low percentage of WFH in Croatia could partly be explained by the 
country’s focus on industries where remote work is not feasible, such as tourism and 
hospitality. Yet, the recent Quality of Life in the EU in 2024 report (Eurofound, 
2025) indicates that even when considering only jobs suitable for remote work, 
Croatia still ranks among the lowest in the EU for people working from home (42% 
of men and 32% of women). This suggests that there may be cultural reasons for 
skepticism among people and/or companies in Croatia toward WFH, ranging from 
inadequate housing for WFH to employers’ low trust in employees. 

Second, we investigated both job and personal resources, as well as personal 
demands in an effort to obtain comprehensive information about determinants of the 
WFH experience. Finally, we used an expanded operationalization of WLB – a key 
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outcome variable in WFH research, with indicators that could capture specificities of 
the WFH context (i.e., time structure and job detachment). 

 
 

Study 1  
 
Method 
 
Procedure and Participants 

We collected responses on a nationally representative sample of 583 Croatian 
workers during the April 2020 lockdown, i.e., when most strict measures to suppress 
the COVID-19 epidemic were in place (e.g., most hospitality venues and childcare 
facilities were closed). Data were collected using the computer-assisted web-
interviewing method (CAWI) conducted by a market research agency. Participants 
were compensated for their participation in the research agency’s surveys with points 
that could be converted into a gift voucher. A link to the survey was sent to the 
members of the market research agency’s on-line panel that has over 65 000 
members.  

To ensure that the sample represented the Croatian population, the market 
research agency used quotas based on county of residence, settlement size, age and 
gender. After data collection was completed, the sample was compared with the 
Croatian population (Buršić & Štampar, 2013) in terms of geographical location, age, 
gender and education level. 

From the full sample, our study focused on 166 participants that WFH three or 
more days a week during the lockdown. Sociodemographic characteristics of the 
sample are shown in Table 1. 
 
Table 1  

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Samples From Studies 1 and 2 

 Study 1 (N = 166) Study 2 (N = 575) 
f (%) f (%) 

Females 84 (50.6%) 339 (59.0%) 
Highly educated 123 (74.1%) 442 (76.6%) 
Has underage child(ren) in the household 62 (37.3%) 170 (29.6%) 
Has kindergarten or elementary school 
child(ren) in the household - 131 (22.8%) 

No experience with WFH prior to the pandemic 89 (53.6%) 398 (69.2%) 
 M (SD) M (SD) 
Age 40.4 (11.25) 37.10 (9.99) 
Years of work experience - 12.61 (9.71) 

Note. WFH = work from home. 
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Instruments  

The measures used in this study are outlined in Table 2. We asked participants 
to assess different aspects of WLB for the month preceding data collection (i.e., for 
the period of strict lockdown measures). For work outcomes, we measured job 
performance and well-being. We measured childcare responsibilities as a personal 
demand.  

We also controlled for gender, age, education level, WFH prior to the pandemic, 
and pandemic-related worries (e.g., worries about changes in education and work, 
loss of civil liberties, and a decline in standard of living).  
 
Results 
 

We analyed the data using regression analyses. To further facilitate 
interpretation of the importance of each predictor, we calculated relative weights 
(RW), which reflect the proportion of explained variance in the dependent variable 
that can be attributed to a predictor, considering both its unique contribution and its 
contribution in the presence of other predictors (LeBreton et al., 2007).1 

We show descriptive statistics and correlations between focal variables in Table 3. 
In Table 4, we present the results of regression analyses predicting aspects of 

WLB. The control variables and childcare responsibilities explained 7% to 16% of 
variance in aspects of WLB. Childcare responsibilities predicted higher WTF (b = 
0.57, p < .001) and FTW conflict (b = 0.36, p < .01), but were not related to time 
structure (b = 0.05, p = .90) or psychological detachment (b = 0.13, p = .49). 
However, they were a more important predictor than the control variables for these 
two aspects in WLB, explaining 6% of the additional variance in WTF conflict and 
4% in FTW conflict. According to RWs, 5% of variance in WTF conflict and 3% of 
variance in FTW conflict could be directly attributed to childcare responsibilities.  

In Table 5, we present the results of regression analyses for predicting job 
performance and well-being. Control variables, childcare responsibilities and aspects 
of WLB did not explain a large proportion of variance in job performance (R2 = .10, 
p = .055)  and  childcare  responsibilities  were  unrelated  to  the criterion (b = -0.01, 
p = .55). However, the aspects of WLB explained 5% of the variance beyond control 
variables and childcare responsibilities. The only aspect of WLB that significantly 
explained job performance was better time structure (b = 0.23, p < .01). According 
to the RWs, time structure was also the most important predictor across all variables, 
explaining a total of 4% of the variance in job performance.  

As for well-being, all variables explained 44% of the variance, but most of it 
was attributable to aspects of WLB, which accounted for 27% of the variance beyond 
the other variables in the model. Again, the aspect of WLB that was a significant  
                                                           
1 For both studies, we omit the correlation and regression coefficients of control variables from 
the tables, but they are available in the online supplementary materials.  



Ta
bl

e 2
  

M
ea

su
re

s i
n 

St
ud

y 1
 

C
on

st
ru

ct
 

gr
ou

p 
M

ea
su

re
d 

co
ns

tr
uc

t 
In

st
ru

m
en

t 
N

o 
of

 
ite

m
s 

M
ea

su
re

m
en

t s
ca

le
 

C
ro

nb
ac

h 
al

ph
a 

Pe
rs

on
al

 
de

m
an

d 
Ch

ild
ca

re
 re

sp
on

sib
ili

tie
s 

D
o 

yo
u 

ha
ve

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
yo

un
ge

r t
ha

n 
18

 y
ea

rs
 

liv
in

g 
in

 y
ou

r h
ou

se
ho

ld
? 

1 
0 

= 
no

, 1
 =

 y
es

 
- 

W
or

k-
lif

e 
ba

la
nc

e 

W
or

k-
to

-fa
m

ily
 c

on
fli

ct
 

H
ow

 o
fte

n 
do

 yo
u 

fe
el

 th
at

 d
em

an
ds

 o
f y

ou
r 

wo
rk

 in
te

rfe
re

 w
ith

 yo
ur

 fa
m

ily
 li

fe
? 

1 
1 

(n
ev

er
) t

o 
5 

(a
lw

ay
s)

 
- 

Fa
m

ily
-to

-w
or

k 
co

nf
lic

t 
H

ow
 o

fte
n 

do
 yo

u 
fe

el
 th

at
 d

em
an

ds
 o

f y
ou

r 
fa

m
ily

 li
fe

 in
te

rfe
re

 w
ith

 y
ou

r w
or

k?
 

1 
1 

(n
ev

er
) t

o 
5 

(a
lw

ay
s)

 
- 

Ti
m

e 
str

uc
tu

re
 

La
te

nt
 a

nd
 M

an
ife

st 
Be

ne
fit

s o
f W

or
k 

(L
A

M
B)

 sc
al

e 
(K

ov
ac

s e
t a

l.,
 2

01
9)

 
2 

1 
(n

ot
 a

t a
ll)

 to
 5

 (v
er

y m
uc

h)
 

.8
3 

Ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l d
et

ac
hm

en
t  

Re
co

ve
ry

 E
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

Q
ue

sti
on

na
ire

 
(S

on
ne

nt
ag

 &
 F

rit
z,

 2
00

7)
 

2 
1 

(c
om

pl
et

el
y d

isa
gr

ee
) t

o 
5 

(c
om

pl
et

el
y a

gr
ee

) 
.7

9 

O
ut

co
m

es
 

Jo
b 

pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 

Co
m

pa
re

d 
to

 th
e t

im
e b

ef
or

e 
th

e c
or

on
av

iru
s 

pa
nd

em
ic

, h
ow

 su
cc

es
sf

ul
 a

re
 y

ou
 in

 
co

m
pl

et
in

g 
w

or
k 

ta
sk

s?
 

1 
1 

(s
ig

ni
fic

an
tly

 le
ss

 e
ffe

ct
iv

e)
 

to
 5

 (s
ig

ni
fic

an
tly

 m
or

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
e)

 
- 

W
el

l-b
ei

ng
 (s

ta
nd

ar
di

ze
d 

re
sp

on
se

s o
n 

th
e 

tw
o 

sc
al

es
 

w
er

e 
co

m
bi

ne
d 

in
to

 o
ne

 
co

m
po

sit
e 

m
ea

su
re

 o
f w

el
l-

be
in

g)
 

W
H

O
-5

 W
el

l-B
ei

ng
 In

de
x 

(T
op

p 
et

 al
., 

20
15

) 
3 

1 
(a

t n
o 

tim
e)

 to
 6

 (a
ll 

of
 th

e 
tim

e)
 (t

im
e r

an
ge

 w
as

 d
ur

in
g 

th
e l

as
t m

on
th

) 
.8

7 
A

ll 
th

in
gs

 co
ns

id
er

ed
, t

o 
w

ha
t d

eg
re

e 
ar

e 
yo

u 
sa

tis
fie

d 
w

ith
 y

ou
r l

ife
 th

es
e d

ay
s?

 
1 

1 
(v

er
y u

ns
at

isf
ie

d)
 to

 1
0 

(v
er

y s
at

isf
ie

d)
 

Ta
bl

e 3
  

M
ea

ns
, S

ta
nd

ar
d 

D
ev

ia
tio

ns
, a

nd
 Z

er
o 

O
rd

er
 C

or
re

la
tio

ns
 fo

r F
oc

al
 V

ar
ia

bl
es

 in
 S

tu
dy

 1
 (N

 =
 1

66
) 

M
 

SD
 

1 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

 C
hi

ld
ca

re
 re

sp
on

sib
ili

tie
s 

0.
37

 
0.

49
 

- 
 W

TF
 c

on
fli

ct
 

2.
84

 
1.

08
 

.1
7*  

- 
 F

TW
 c

on
fli

ct
 

2.
62

 
1.

05
 

.1
6*  

.5
4**

 
- 

 T
im

e 
str

uc
tu

re
 

3.
60

 
0.

89
 

.0
2 

-.3
1**

 
-.3

3**
 

- 
 P

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 d
et

ac
hm

en
t 

2.
95

 
1.

19
 

.0
6 

-.3
7**

 
-.1

9*  
.2

1**
 

- 
 J

ob
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

2.
97

 
0.

88
 

.0
1 

-.0
7 

-.0
9 

.2
2**

 
.0

6 
- 

 W
el

l-b
ei

ng
 

0.
00

 
0.

85
 

.0
8 

-.2
9**

 
-.2

3**
 

.5
7**

 
.1

7*  
.3

1**
 

No
te

. W
TF

 =
 w

or
k-

to
-fa

m
ily

, F
TW

 =
 fa

m
ily

-to
-w

or
k.

 
* p

 <
 .0

5.
 **

p 
< 

.0
1.

PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 34 (2025), 3, 707-727 

714 



Ta
bl

e 
4 

 
Ch

ild
ca

re
 R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
tie

s a
s P

re
di

ct
or

s o
f A

sp
ec

ts 
of

 W
or

k-
Li

fe
 B

al
an

ce
 W

hi
le

 W
or

ki
ng

 F
ro

m
 H

om
e 

in
 S

tu
dy

 1
 (N

 =
 1

66
) 

Cr
ite

ria
: 

W
TF

 
co

nf
lic

t 
FT

W
 

co
nf

lic
t 

Ti
m

e 
str

uc
tu

re
 

Ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l d
et

ac
hm

en
t 

B 
(S

E)
 

RW
 

B 
(S

E)
 

RW
 

B 
(S

E)
 

RW
 

B 
(S

E)
 

RW
 

Ch
ild

ca
re

 re
sp

on
sib

ili
tie

s 
0.

57
 (0

.1
7)

**
 

.0
5 

0.
36

 (0
.1

7)
**

 
.0

3 
0.

05
 (0

.1
5)

 
.0

0 
0.

08
 (0

.1
9)

 
.0

0 
R2  

.1
6**

 
.1

0*  
.0

7 
.0

9*  
ΔR

2  o
ve

r c
on

tro
l v

ar
ia

bl
es

 
.0

6**
 

.0
4*  

.0
0 

.0
0 

No
te

s. 
RW

 =
 re

la
tiv

e 
w

ei
gh

ts,
 W

TF
 =

 w
or

k-
to

-fa
m

ily
, F

TW
 =

 fa
m

ily
-to

-w
or

k.
 

* p
 <

 .0
5.

 **
p 

< 
.0

1.

Ta
bl

e 
5 

Ch
ild

ca
re

 R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

tie
s a

nd
 A

sp
ec

ts 
of

 W
or

k-
Li

fe
 B

al
an

ce
 a

s P
re

di
ct

or
s o

f J
ob

 P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 a
nd

 W
el

l-B
ei

ng
 W

hi
le

 W
or

ki
ng

 F
ro

m
 H

om
e 

in
 S

tu
dy

 1
 (N

 =
 1

66
) 

Cr
ite

ria
: 

Jo
b 

pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 

W
el

l-b
ei

ng
 

St
ep

 2
 

St
ep

 3
 

St
ep

 2
 

St
ep

 3
 

B 
(S

E)
 

B 
(S

E)
 

RW
 

B 
(S

E)
 

B 
(S

E)
 

RW
 

Ch
ild

ca
re

 re
sp

on
sib

ili
tie

s 
-0

.0
6 

(0
.1

4)
-0

.0
1 

(0
.1

5)
.0

0 
0.

01
 (0

.1
3)

 
0.

06
 (0

.1
2)

 
.0

1 
W

TF
 c

on
fli

ct
 

0.
06

 (0
.0

8)
.0

0 
-0

.0
7 

(0
.0

6)
.0

3 
FT

W
 c

on
fli

ct
 

-0
.0

1 
(0

.0
8)

.0
0 

-0
.0

1 
(0

.0
6)

.0
2 

Ti
m

e 
str

uc
tu

re
 

0.
23

 (0
.0

8)
**

.0
4 

0.
48

 (0
.0

6)
**

.2
5 

Ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l d
et

ac
hm

en
t 

0.
00

 (0
.0

6)
.0

0 
-0

.0
1 

(0
.0

5)
.0

1 
R2  

.0
7 

.1
2*  

.1
6**

 
.4

4**
 

ΔR
2 
ov

er
 c

on
tro

l v
ar

ia
bl

es
 

.0
0 

.0
5 

.0
0 

.2
7**

 
No

te
. R

W
 =

 re
la

tiv
e 

w
ei

gh
ts,

 W
TF

 =
 w

or
k-

to
-fa

m
ily

, F
TW

 =
 fa

m
ily

-to
-w

or
k.

 
* p

 <
 .0

5.
 **

p 
< 

.0
1.

Ružojčić, M., Galić, Z., Palanović, A., Parmač Kovačić, M., Žnidar, K.: 
WFH as Necessary but

 

 Unusual Arrangement 

715 



PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 34 (2025), 3, 707-727 

716 

predictor of higher well-being was better time structure (b = 0.48, p < .001), which 
was by far the most important among all tested predictors, explaining 25% of the 
variance. Childcare responsibilities were not related to well-being (b = 0.06, p = .59). 
Given that childcare responsibilities did not predict time structure, and time structure 
was the only aspect of WLB that predicted job performance and well-being, we did 
not conduct mediation analyses but concluded that, in Study 1, the effect of childcare 
responsibilities was not mediated by the aspects of WLB. 

Study 2 

In Study 2, we aimed to constructively replicate (Lykken, 1968) the findings 
from Study 1, using different and psychometrically more advanced indicators of 
childcare responsibilities, WTF and FTW conflict, and job performance. We also 
added two additional control variables that we believed were important for the WFH 
experience: WFH working conditions (e.g., separate working space, adequate IT 
equipment) and participants’ digital literacy. More importantly, in this study, we 
investigated personal and job resources that might enhance the non-voluntary WFH 
during a crisis. 

Method 

Procedure and Participants 

As in Study 1, we collected our data in April and early May 2020, while most 
strict lockdown measures were still in effect. We collected a convenient sample of 
575 Croatian employees who were WFH at least three days a week. The participants 
completed an online survey and were given the option to enter a raffle to win a gift 
card valued at 13.3 euros (100 kunas). We recruited 67.7% of participants through 
social media channels and 32.3% with the help of undergraduate psychology 
students. Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 1.  

Instruments 

The measures used in this study are outlined in Table 6. We again asked 
participants to assess different aspects of WLB for the month preceding data 
collection, but here we used more detailed measures of WTF and FTW conflict. We 
also measured job performance more comprehensively and used the exact number of 
kindergarten and elementary school-aged children in the household as a measure of 
childcare responsibilities. Finally, we assessed conscientiousness and emotional 
stability as personal resources and job autonomy as a job resource.  

We again controlled for gender, age, education level, and WFH status prior to 
the pandemic. Additionally,  we  asked  participants about the working conditions in 
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their home and assessed their digital literacy. We provide more details about the 
measurement of control variables in the online supplementary materials. 

Results 

We show descriptive statistics and correlations between focal variables in Table 7. 
We present the results for predicting aspects of WLB in Table 8. Control 

variables, demands, and resources explained 15% to 33% of the variance in aspects 
of WLB. Demands and resources accounted for most of the variance beyond control 
variables for time structure (ΔR2 = .23). For other WLB aspects, they explained an 
additional 9% of the variance. Emotional stability outperformed other personal and 
job resources/demands and control variables in predicting WLB (b = -0.35 to 0.61, 
all p < .001). It explained more variance (4% to 15%) in all aspects of WLB except 
FTW conflict. For FTW conflict childcare responsibilities explained 9% of the 
variance (b = 0.60, p < .001) and working conditions, a control variable, explained 
10% of the variance (b = -0.63, SE = 0.10, p < .01).  

In Table 9, we present the results of regression analyses for predicting job 
performance and well-being. The resources/demands accounted for 5% of the 
variance in job performance beyond the control variables, while aspects of WLB 
predicted an additional 8% of the variance over the control variables, resources, and 
demands. We explained 26% of variance in job performance with the full regression 
model. Among the focal variables, the most important predictor of job performance 
was FTW conflict (b = -0.09, p < .001, RW = .06), followed by time structure (b = 
0.10, p < .001, RW = .04) and conscientiousness (b = 0.09, p < .01, RW = .03). These 
variables were also more important predictors of job performance than most control 
variables, with the exception of working conditions (b = 0.10, p < .01) and digital 
literacy (b = 0.08, p < .001), which explained the same amount of variance as 
conscientiousness (3%). 

As for the well-being criterion, resources and demands explained 18% of the 
variance beyond the control variables and aspects of WLB explained an additional 
16% of the variance over the other variables in the model. In total, we explained 40% 
of the variance in well-being among employees who WFH. The most important 
predictor variable was time structure (b = 0.23, p < .001), which explained 11% of 
the variance in well-being, followed by emotional stability (b = 0.25, p < .001), 
which explained 9% of the variance. Psychological detachment (b = 0.12, p < .001) 
and WTF conflict (b = -0.09, p < .001) explained 7% of the variance each. Compared 
to the control variables, all focal variables were more important predictors of well-
being.  
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Finally, we conducted mediation analyses, estimating the indirect effects as 
significant if their bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals, based on 10 000 
bootstrap samples, did not include zero. In all mediation analyses we also added 
control variables. Here we discuss the most important results of the mediation 
analyses and present the full results in Table SVII of the online supplementary 
materials. 

For the job performance criteria, the effects of both personality traits were 
mediated by FTW conflict (b = 0.02, 95% CI [0.002, 0.04]) and time structure (b = 
0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 0.05]). The effect of autonomy was mediated by time structure 
(b = 0.02, 95% CI [0.01, 0.04]), while the effect of childcare responsibilities was 
mediated by FTW conflict (b = -0.07, 95% CI [-0.11, -0.04]). As for the well-being, 
the  effect  of  childcare  responsibilities  was  mediated  through  WTF conflict (b = 
-0.02, 95% CI [-0.05, -0.004]) and the effects of conscientiousness (b = 0.07, 95% 
CI [0.03, 0.11]) and autonomy at work (b = 0.04, 95% CI [0.01, 0.08]) were mediated 
through time structure. The effect of emotional stability on well-being was mediated 
through WTF conflict (b = 0.06, 95% CI [0.02, 0.10]), time structure (b = 0.12, 95% 
CI [0.07, 0.17]) and psychological detachment (b = 0.06, 95% CI [0.02, 0.10]).  

 
 

Discussion  
 

Our future will likely include more crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic. In 
line with this and recent calls to advance theoretical understanding of WFH and WLB 
during crises (e.g., Ahmad et al., 2022), we framed our study using the extended JD-
R theory (Demerouti & Bakker, 2023) and aimed to identify important resources and 
demands related to the WFH experience which influence the key outcome in WFH 
– work-life balance, as well as more distal outcomes of job performance and well-
being. More importantly, we conducted our research in Croatia - a country whose 
workers and organizations were unaccustomed to WFH. Along with other recent 
research on WFH during COVID-19 (e.g., Wang et al., 2020), insights from our 
studies should help both employees and organizations manage work in future 
scenarios that require an abrupt and non-voluntary shift to WFH.  

Across both studies, it seemed clear that WLB is important for job performance 
(H1a) and, especially, for well-being (H1b) while WFH in these specific conditions. 
Furthermore, our expanded operationalization of WLB enabled us to observe that the 
most important aspect of WLB seemed to be the time structure of working days. 
According to Jahoda’s model of latent functions of work (1981), in addition to the 
obvious manifest function of earning a living, employment has five latent 
psychological functions: time structure, a sense of meaning and participation, social 
contacts, status, and enforced activity. Deprivation of these functions leads to 
distress. A sudden switch to WFH should primarily affect the time structure that 
people receive from work, since WFH erases the physical and temporal boundaries 
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between work and home. Our research shows that individuals who were able to retain 
the time structure at home and clearly differentiate between working and free time 
were most likely to achieve high job performance and well-being. This was the case 
even after we considered important sociodemographic variables such as WFH 
conditions, prior experience with WFH, and digital literacy.  

We also investigated the effect of childcare responsibilities, a specific personal 
demand that may be especially important for employees working from home during 
community-wide crises. The findings were less clear. Across Studies 1 and 2, 
childcare responsibilities emerged as an important determinant of WLB (H2a). 
However, only in Study 2, where we focused on childcare responsibilities towards 
kindergarten and elementary-school children, did this demand indirectly negatively 
affect job performance (H3a) and well-being (H3b). This suggests that childcare while 
WFH is especially demanding for employees with young and thus more dependent 
children. However, childcare did not have a direct impact on job performance (H2b) 
or well-being (H2c) in either of the studies. 

Study 2 findings further added to those of Study 1 by identifying some personal 
and job resources that can help employees adapt more easily to WFH and 
compensate for endangered resources (e.g., a quiet place for work and focus; Hobfoll, 
1989). Among personal resources, conscientiousness and emotional stability were 
important drivers of WLB (H4a). Among job resources, autonomy at work helps 
employees achieve WLB, but only by enhancing the time structure of the day (H4a). 
The three resources also had a direct effect on job performance (H5a) and well-being 
(H5b) while WFH. The mediation analyses indicated that better time structure of 
working days, achieved by conscientious and emotionally stable employees, as well 
as those who had more autonomy at work, was the key mechanism through which 
the three resources indirectly affected both job performance (H4b) and well-being 
(H4c). 
 
Limitations 
 

Our findings may be limited by common method variance, given that our 
research design was cross-sectional and relied solely on self-reports. This issue may 
have been particularly problematic for certain constructs, such as job performance. 
However, since peers and supervisors would maintain only limited opportunities to 
observe participants’ work behaviour while they are WFH, participants were the only 
individuals with complete insight into their working behaviour. Furthermore, most 
of the “known” relationships presented here have been supported by meta-analyses 
in general populations of workers (e.g., Amstad et al., 2011; Anglim et al., 2020; 
Barrick et al., 2001; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007), and some of these relationships 
held with objective indicators of performance and well-being (e.g., Gajendran & 
Harrison, 2007).  
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Also, although we suggest that WLB determines performance and well-being 
while WFH, our research design was not suited to properly test the causality of this 
relationship. As it seems likely that the causality of these relationships may be 
bidirectional, future research should investigate the causal dynamics of the WLB 
relationship with job performance and well-being in more detail, using longitudinal 
and/or experience sampling methods. 

Regarding theoretical limitations, although we expanded our definition of WLB 
to align with recent theoretical developments in conceptualization (Casper et al., 
2018), we still did not capture the full scope of the construct. Future research could 
further expand both the conceptualization and operationalization of WLB to include 
its affective (i.e., satisfaction and emotions related to different roles) and involvement 
aspects (i.e., experience of adequate involvement in different roles).  

Finally, future research could also include perspectives from other household 
members, as spillover effects of job demands and resources are likely to cross over 
to them and influence their well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2013). This may be 
especially pronounced if more household members are WFH. 
 
Practical Implications 
 

It seems that the most efficient way for employees to improve their WLB and, 
consequently, job performance and well-being is to structure their days in a way that 
would enable better balance between work and life demands. This skill appears even 
more important than digital skills, which are often intuitively associated with 
successful WFH. Improving time-structuring skills can be done through time 
management training, where employees can learn optimal goal setting and task 
prioritization (Fenner & Renn, 2010). 

Moreover, managers should invest effort in providing resources such as 
autonomy or coaching interventions for employees with specific personality profiles 
and/or greater childcare responsibilities to help them work from home productively 
and happily.  

 
 

References 
 

Ahmad, Z., Asmawi, A., & Samsi, S. Z. M. (2022). Work-from-home (WFH): The 
constraints–coping–effectiveness framework. Personnel Review, 51(8), 1883–1901. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2022-0072 

Allen, T. D., Golden, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2015). How effective is telecommuting? 
Assessing the status of our scientific findings. Psychological Science in the Public 
Interest, 16(2), 40–68. https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100615593273 



PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 34 (2025), 3, 707-727 
 

724 

Allen, T. D., Johnson, R. C., Saboe, K. N., Cho, E., Dumani, S., & Evans, S. (2012). 
Dispositional variables and work–family conflict: A meta-analysis. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 80(1), 17–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.004 

Amstad, F. T., Meier, L. L., Fasel, U., Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2011). A meta-analysis 
of work–family conflict and various outcomes with a special emphasis on cross-domain 
versus matching-domain relations. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(2), 
151–169. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022170 

Anglim, J., Horwood, S., Smillie, L. D., Marrero, R. J., & Wood, J. K. (2020). Predicting 
psychological and subjective well-being from personality: A meta-analysis. 
Psychological Bulletin, 146(4), 279–323. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000226 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of the art. 
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22(3), 309–328.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2013). The spillover-crossover model. In J. G. Grzywacz & 
E. Demerouti (Eds.), New frontiers in work and family research (pp. 55–70). 
Psychology Press.  

Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Personality and performance at the 
beginning of the new millennium: What do we know and where do we go next? 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9(1-2), 9–30.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00160 

Bloom, N., Liang, J., Roberts, J., & Ying, Z. J. (2015). Does working from home work? 
Evidence from a Chinese experiment. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 130(1), 165–
218. https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qju032 

Buršić, I., & Štampar, G. (2013). Popis stanovništva, kućanstava i stanova 2011.: 
stanovništvo prema spolu i starosti [Census of population, households and dwellings 
2011.: Population by sex and age]. Zagreb: Državni zavod za statistiku Republike 
Hrvatske [Croatian Bureau of Statistics]. 

Casper, W. J., Vaziri, H., Wayne, J. H., DeHauw, S., & Greenhaus, J. (2018). The jingle-
jangle of work–nonwork balance: A comprehensive and meta-analytic review of its 
meaning and measurement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(2), 182–214. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259  

Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/ family balance. 
Human Relations, 53, 747–770. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726700536001  

Demerouti, E., & Bakker, A. B. (2023). Job demands-resources theory in times of crises: New 
propositions. Organizational Psychology Review, 13(3), 209–236.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221135022 

Donnellan, M. B., Oswald, F. L., Baird, B. M., & Lucas, R. E. (2006). The mini-IPIP scales: 
Tiny-yet-effective measures of the Big Five factors of personality. Psychological 
Assessment, 18(2), 192–203. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.18.2.192 



Ružojčić, M., Galić, Z., Palanović, A., Parmač Kovačić, M., Žnidar, K.: 
WFH as Necessary but Unusual Arrangement 

 

725 

Donnelly, N., & Proctor-Thomson, S. B. (2015). Disrupted work: Home-based teleworking 
(HbTW) in the aftermath of a natural disaster. New Technology, Work and Employment, 
30(1), 47–61. https://doi.org/10.1111/ntwe.12040 

Eurofound (2025). Quality of life in the EU in 2024: Results from the Living and Working in 
the EU e-survey. Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg. 
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publications/2025/quality-life-eu-2024-results-
living-and-working-eu-e-survey 

Eurostat (2025). Employed persons working from home as a percentage of the total 
employment, by sex, age, and professional status (%). European Commission. 
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/LFSA_EHOMP/default/table?lang=en 

Fenner, G. H., & Renn, R. W. (2009). Technology-assisted supplemental work and work-to-
family conflict: The role of instrumentality beliefs, organizational expectations, and time 
management. Human Relations, 63(1), 63–82.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709351064 

Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the unknown about 
telecommuting: Meta-analysis of psychological mediators and individual consequences. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(6), 1524–1541. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.92.6.1524 

Golden, T. D. (2006). Avoiding depletion in virtual work: Telework and the intervening 
impact of work exhaustion on commitment and turnover intentions. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 69(1), 176–187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2006.02.003 

Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The conservation of resources model applied to 
work–family conflict and strain. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(2), 350–370. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a 
theory. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 16(2), 250–279. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(76)90016-7 

Hill, E., Hawkins, A. J., Ferris, M., & Weitzman, M. (2001). Finding an extra day a week: 
The positive influence of perceived job flexibility on work and family life balance. 
Family Relations, 50, 49–58. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.00049.x  

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. 
American Psychologist, 44(3), 513–524. doi:10.1037/0003-066x.44.3.513 

Jahoda, M. (1981). Work, employment, and unemployment: Values, theories, and approaches 
in social research. American Psychologist, 36(2), 184–191.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.36.2.184 

Judge, T. A., & Ilies, R. (2002). Relationship of personality to performance motivation: A 
meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 797–807.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.797 

  



PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 34 (2025), 3, 707-727 
 

726 

Kovacs, C., Batinic, B., Stiglbauer, B., & Gnambs, T. (2019). Development of a shortened 
version of the latent and manifest benefits of work (LAMB) scale. European Journal of 
Psychological Assessment, 35(5), 685–697. https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-
5759/a000434 

Lapierre, L. M., van Steenbergen, E. F., Peeters, M. C. W., & Kluwer, E. S. (2015). Juggling 
work and family responsibilities when involuntarily working more from home: A 
multiwave study of financial sales professionals. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
37(6), 804–822. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2075 

LeBreton, J. M., Hargis, M. B., Griepentrog, B., Oswald, F. L., & Ployhart, R. E. (2007). A 
multidimensional approach for evaluating variables in organizational research and 
practice. Personnel Psychology, 60, 475–498. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2007.00080.x 

Lykken, D. T. (1968). Statistical significance in psychological research. Psychological 
Bulletin, 70(3, Pt. 1), 151–159. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0026141 

Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development and validation of 
work–family conflict and family–work conflict scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
81(4), 400–410. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68–78. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.55.1.68 

Shirmohammadi, M., Chan Au, W., & Beigi, M. (2022). Antecedents and outcomes of work-
life balance while working from home: A review of the research conducted during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Human Resource Development Review, 21(4), 473–516. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/15344843221125834 

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). The recovery experience questionnaire: Development and 
validation of a measure for assessing recuperation and unwinding from work. Journal 
of Occupational Health Psychology, 12(3), 204–221. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.12.3.204 

Tafvelin, S., & Stenling, A. (2018). Development and initial validation of the need satisfaction 
and need support at work scales: A validity-focused approach. Scandinavian Journal of 
Work and Organizational Psychology, 3(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.30 

Topp, C. W., Østergaard, S. D., Søndergaard, S., & Bech, P. (2015). The WHO-5 well-being 
index: A systematic review of the literature. Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics, 84(3), 
167–176. https://doi.org/10.1159/000376585 

Van Steenbergen, E. F., & Ellemers, N. (2009). Is managing the work-family interface 
worthwhile? Benefits for employee health and performance. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 30(5), 617–642. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.569 

Wang, B., Liu, Y., Qian, J., & Parker, S. K. (2020). Achieving effective remote working 
during the COVID-19 pandemic: A work design perspective. Applied Psychology, 
70(1), 16-59. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290 



Ružojčić, M., Galić, Z., Palanović, A., Parmač Kovačić, M., Žnidar, K.: 
WFH as Necessary but Unusual Arrangement 

 

727 

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as 
predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. Journal of Management, 
17(3), 601–617. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305 

Rad od kuće kao nužan, ali neuobičajen oblik rada: slučaj 
hrvatskih radnika tijekom pandemije bolesti COVID-19 

Sažetak 

Istražili smo odrednice psihološkoga doživljaja rada od kuće u „dvostruko” specifičnome kontekstu 
obveznoga rada od kuće tijekom razdoblja prisilnoga zatvaranja zbog pandemije bolesti COVID-19 
u Hrvatskoj, zemlji u kojoj je rad od kuće bio vrlo neuobičajen tip rada. U dvjema studijama,
koristeći nacionalno reprezentativan i prigodan uzorak, ispitali smo predviđaju li radni i osobni 
zahtjevi/resursi ravnotežu između poslovnoga i privatnog života (RPPŽ), radnu uspješnost i 
dobrobit zaposlenih u Hrvatskoj koji su radili od kuće tijekom zatvaranja. Naša sveobuhvatna
operacionalizacija RPPŽ-a uključivala je konflikt između posla i obitelji te obitelji i posla, 
vremensku strukturu radnih dana i psihološko odvajanje od posla. Obje su studije pokazale da je
RPPŽ, a osobito vremenska struktura, važan za radnu uspješnost i dobrobit te da obveze povezane
s brigom o djeci djeluju kao osobni zahtjev koji smanjuje RPPŽ. Druga je studija pokazala da su
obveze povezane s brigom o djeci povezane s nižom radnom uspješnošću i dobrobiti putem 
smanjenoga RPPŽ-a te da savjesnost, emocionalna stabilnost i autonomija djeluju kao resursi koji
pridonose RPPŽ-u, radnoj uspješnosti i dobrobiti. Smatramo da ti nalazi imaju važne implikacije za
organizaciju rada u okolnostima kada je rad od kuće nužan, ali neuobičajen oblik rada, kao što je to
slučaj tijekom iznenadnih globalnih ili lokalnih kriza.

Ključne riječi: rad od kuće, krize, ravnoteža između poslovnoga i privatnog života, zahtjevi i 
resursi na poslu 
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