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Abstract
This research focuses on investigating a certain process of the home-work conflict and
the introduction of a new concept, namely Future-Time Perspective at an Organization
(FTPO). First, the study tries to prove that personal resources mediates the negative
relationship between home demands and work outcomes. Second, it is hypothesized that
FTPO moderates the relationship between home demands and personal resources. Third, the
study aims to analyze the new variable FTPO and draw out some of its tendencies and
predictive power. Two cross-sectional datasets were used for the analysis of the research,
both conducted using an online survey spread through convenience sampling. The results
showed that the relationship between home demands and work outcomes are mediated by
personal resources. FTPO had no moderating effect on the relationship between home
demands and personal resources. Further, the results acknowledge FTPO as a unique concept
that has some predictive power towards attitudinal variables.

Keywords: Future-Time Perspective in the Organization, Home Demands, Work Outcomes,
Personal Resources
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This chapter will provide the reader with an introduction into the thesis, description of the
concepts that will be used, and its scientific and societal relevance.
Do the demands an employee faces at home have a relation to their performance at
work? With a rise of non-traditional families, such as dual-earning or single-parent
households, individuals in the current society tend to work and contribute to other (domestic)
duties equally. Between 1977 and 2014, employment in the Netherlands grew significantly in
terms of people employed but there was no significant change in terms of households with
members employed, i.e., more members per household were working (Nolan, 2018). This
employment growth led to lesser average hours worked which can be contributed to the
increasing popularity of temporary employment. Further, the same time period showed an
increase of single-parent households from 20% to 35%. This can be interpreted as more
people having to combine work and household responsibilities (Eurostat, 2015). The
combination of work demands and home demands, which could include child-rearing,
household chores, studying, hobbies, social life, and caring for elderly parents, can be
challenging. Poor balancing of the work and home domains leads to work-home conflict,
making it a persisting concern for society.
Many terms are used to describe this conflict, which are sometimes used
interchangeably while others encompass similar but different concepts. These include worklife conflict, work-family conflict, work-home interference, work-home conflict, work-life
balance and spill-over. Based on Greenhaus & Beutell’s (1985) work on work-family
conflict, Siegel et al. (2005, p.13) defines work-life conflict as ‘the competing role pressures
brought on by activities that are related versus unrelated to work, such that fulfilling one’s
work responsibilities makes it difficult to attend to activities outside the work domain, and
vice versa.’ Research on work-life conflict has correlated it to poorer well-being, decreased
job satisfaction, poorer performance at work and emotional exhaustion (Amstad et al., 2011;
Boles et al., 1997; Kinman et al., 2017). Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker (2012) use the term
'contextual demands’ to describe factors or stressors that contribute towards conflict between
the home and work domains. More specifically, home demands refer to the ‘physical,
emotional, social, or organizational aspects of the home context that require sustained
physical or mental effort’ (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, p. 549). On the other side, work
outcomes are the results achieved in the work domain measured by factors such as meeting
6

deadlines, absenteeism, and commitment. Home demands will be understood through
assessing how demanding individuals’ feel their home domains are, while work outcomes
will be understood through self-rated job (in-role) performance. The initial aim of the
research is to break this conflict down to what makes home demands effect work outcomes.
Years of research has built up various theories and models that have been used to
generate evidence for the implications and mechanisms behind the home-work relationship.
Conservation of resources theory by Hobfoll (1989) and the Job Demands-Resources
(Demerouti et al., 2001a) are usually used within the context of stress and burnout. But, they
have also been used in multiple studies as tools to understand the role of an individual’s
resources on how they deal with demands, or how the demands employees face in one
domain have an effect the other (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999,
ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, Amstad et al., 2011). In accordance, this research will use
personal resources to explain why home demands have an impact on work outcomes.
To be able to deal with demands, individuals need to utilize their personal resources.
These are the characteristics that an individual has or develops that gives them a sense of
control and self-evaluation (Braunstein-Bercovitz et al., 2012). Personal resources are
proximate to the self, as in, the traits and energies stem directly from an individual and not
due to social contexts, and help build resistance against stressors (Hobfoll, 2002; Hobfoll,
1989). The process now is that home demands end up using personal resources which take
away from the personal resources that are also used to achieve work outcomes. Conflict only
emerges when the use of personal resources to fulfil demands in one domain depletes them to
the point of negatively affecting the outcomes in the other domain. This can be illustrated by
an example of an employee having to leave work early due to an emergency situation, where
they perhaps use their personal resources of time, empathy, focus, physical energy and mental
resilience, which takes away some of resources like time, physical energy, and focus that
would have otherwise been used to meet a deadline at work. This could lead to the employee
not meeting their work outcomes. As seen, personal resources can be an exhaustive list. To
narrow it down, this research will use time, physical energy, and self-efficacy as measures for
personal resources. Thus, home demands, personal resources, and work outcomes create the
three elements of the mediation model that the research will test.
The elements mentioned are also part of the Work-Home Resources model (W-HR;
Figure 1, Appendix A) by ten Brummelhuis & Bakker (2012). The model was designed as a
7

theoretical perspective for the work-family research field. It considers the work-home
interface as a set of processes which start out with demands or resources in one of the
domains, which deplete or increase personal resources, which lead to worse or better
outcomes in the other domain. The researchers advise future studies to use the model as a
base for work-home related research. They also mention that researching possible moderators
of the work-home processes would be a valuable contribution to the work-family research
domain (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). So, the mediation model will also be testing part
of their suggested W-HR model, and to make this study worthwhile, a moderator that has not
been commonly considered in work-home literature will be added.
Referencing back to the increase of temporary employment in the Netherlands, a
literature review by De Cuyper et al. (2007, p.2) contributes the overall growth in temporary
employment to “employers’ demand for more flexibility and innovation, and by their wish to
reduce labour costs and administrative complexity.” This can be owed to the development of
more complex organizations that realized the potential of having flexible employees that do
not need to be offered benefits enjoyed by permanent employees, such as job security and
career ladders. Also, changes in the economy, namely globalization, has increased the need
for organizations to be flexible in responding to market demands, which temporary work
arrangements offers (Bidwell et al., 2013). Since this change came along due to the
employers and not the employees, there has been a lot of research, psychological and
sociological, done for understanding the implications of this increasing temporary
employment, some of which was reviewed by De Cuyper et al. (2007). They concluded that
the adverse effects of temporary employment were, so far, inconsistent, and inconclusive.
More research, especially in the field of Human Resources (HR), have been making a
distinction between analysis at different levels, such as objective variables and perceived
variables. This idea can be implemented in how employees perceive their employment
contracts which give mores depth into the psychological aspects of what the contract means
to an employee. De Cuyper et al. (2007) suggest that the reasoning behind inconclusive
results in the field of temporary employment could be due to the negligence of these
‘perceptions’ as employees’ motivations are not necessarily the same. Further, socialcognitive and goal-based theories of motivation have shown that the way individuals
anticipate their future is a determinant of the actions they will take (Bandura, 1986). For
example, a temporary employee might be aiming to secure a permanent contract, making
8

them want to work hard with the believe that they will continue at the same organization for a
long period of time. The opposite could occur with a permanent employee that has been
offered a better job opportunity as they are more likely to believe that they will be leaving the
organization soon. So, for a research studying employee commitment to their organization,
these employees will likely not match the popular hypothesis that employees with permanent
contracts will be more committed (see De Cuyper et al., 2007 for review). Thus, it could be
significant to investigate this concept of perception which will be done through Future-time
Perspective (FTP).
FTP is defined as “the totality of the individual’s views of their psychological future
and psychological past existing at a given time” (Lewin, 1951, p.75). This means that
individuals perceive the amount of time left in their lives differently based on their
experiences, and this influences their present behaviour. Those with an open-ended FTP
believe they have a lot more time and opportunities in life while those with limited FTP
believe that they do not have much more time or opportunities left. Individuals with an openended FTP think more about the future and trust that their actions in the present will help
them fulfil their goals in the future, which makes them more motivated individuals (Kooij et
al., 2018).
To adopt it into the work-home context, this research will use Future-time Perspective
at an Organization (FTPO). FTPO will refer to the time and opportunities an employee thinks
they have left at their organization and the influence it has on their behaviour. Individuals
with an open-ended FTP are found to have better motivation, persistence, and performance
(Kooij et al., 2018; Simons et al., 2004). In other words, they have better achievement-related
outcomes. For people with an open-ended FTPO that have to balance working and their
responsibilities at home, being motivated and persistent could allow them to achieve more at
work. Hobfoll’s (2002) conservation of resources theory explains how individuals that gain
resources will have the ability to get even more. This is because they have more resources to
invest (gain spiral). This could potentially mean that for motivated individuals with many
demands, having an open-ended FTPO helps gain more resources to realize work outcomes.
To understand if there is something significant to uncover, FTPO will be added as moderator
to the home demands-personal resources relationship.
To sum up, the objective of the research is to test and reinforce a part of the WH-R
model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) by establishing a relationship between home
9

demands and work outcomes (in-role performance) when mediated by the employees’
personal resources of time, physical energy, and self-efficacy. Further, this research aims to
understand whether the employees’ future-time perspective at their organization affects the
way their personal resources are depleted. Hence, the research question is as follows: To what
extent is the relationship between home demands and work outcomes mediated by their
personal resources and to what extent does an employee’s future-time perspective at their
organization moderate the depletion of personal resources due to home demands?
While personal resources in the work-home relationship has been frequently studied,
only psychological personal resources are commonly tested so this research will also be
testing physical and capital resources (time and physical energy) as well alongside selfefficacy, which is a psychological personal resource. So, ideally, the research will reinforce
and prove a part of WH-R model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Another contribution
of this research will be the further development of the concept of temporality. Some workhome literature has touched upon the role of contract type (such as Mauno & Ruokolainen,
2015; Mauno et al. 2015) on the conflict but there is little to no research done about the effect
of an employee’s future-time perspective. Also, since the concept of future-time perspective
at an organization (FTPO) is being introduced, this thesis will give an idea of how viable this
concept is in general organizational context, and also specifically in the work-home context.
Looking at it more practically, organizations tend to differentiate employees into types of
contract and positions very often, especially when related to benefits offered and investment
into them. The concept of temporality gives them a new lens to understand the kind of
support employees need. People that tend to have a lot of responsibilities at home could
prefer a temporary contract due the flexibility it offers. These employees could still be
committed and loyal to the organization but tend to not receive extra benefits and support due
to their contract. The development and understanding of FTPO should eventually help
organizations recognize the potential in temporary employment aside from the monetary and
flexibility aspects.
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Chapter 2

Theoretical Framework

This chapter will provide the reader the theoretical background for the concepts of home
demands, work outcomes, personal resources, and future-time perspective at an organization.
Further, hypotheses will be formulated for analysis, and a visual representation will be given
through the conceptual model.

2.1

Home Demands
Adapting the definition of job demands by Jones & Fletcher (1996) and Demerouti et

al. (2001), home demands will be defined as the degree to which the home environment
contains stimuli that require effort, which can lead to negative consequences if they require
more effort than usual to achieve home outcomes. Older literature involving work-home
conflict was often based on the Role theory (Pleck, 1977) of which the core idea is that
people have a limited amount of energy and time. So, when demands from the work role or
home role hinders the achievement of tasks or responsibilities, it creates tensions that can
spillover from one domain to the other (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). The intent here is to the
understand if tensions at home ultimately affect work outcomes.
There is a lot of research done on job demands, many that build upon the Job
Demands-Resources model (Demerouti et al., 2001), but there is not much focus on home
demands specifically. Home demands were largely identified though criterions such as the
number of children in a household, whether their partner had a job, or childcare arrangements
in traditional literature (Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998; Byron, 2005; Michel et al., 2011). While
these structural variables encompass basic subjective information, there is no involvement of
any objective measures or psychological aspects of the demands. Further, the type of
resources, particularly time, required to care for a newborn, for example, is much different
from the resources required by a teenager, so using number of children as a standard for
home demands would provide a pattern of larger families facing more demands which is
fitting but not entirely justifiable in all contexts. This can be seen in studies that have
observed parents that have younger children encountering conflict more than parents with
older children (Pleck et al., 1980; Beutell & Greenhaus, 1980; Greenhaus & Kopelman,
1981). To provide a more balanced view, Peeters et al. (2005) used categories that were
developed in the context of job demands and mirrored it to fit home demands. Thus, based on
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their scale, home demands is categorized into quantitative home demands, emotional home
demands, and mental home demands.
Quantitative demands are those that cause overload or pressure when there is too
much to do in an insufficient amount of time. Emotional demands are the affective tasks that
put individuals into emotionally stressful situations. Mental demands are those that require
individuals to expend sustained mental effort in carrying out their duties (Peeters et al., 2005,
p.45). The categories for home demands outlined in ten Brummelhuis & Bakker (2012) are
similar. Three of them, namely, overload, emotional, and cognitive demands can be mirrored
to Peeters et al.’s categorization. Overload at home, caused by tasks like urgent care or
having many household chores corresponds to the qualitative home demands. Emotional
home demands are labeled the same way and can be caused by conflicts at home and
disappointment, while cognitive home demands correspond to the mental demands and would
be felt when people needed to multitask or coordinate household and care tasks. Thus, home
demands will be understood by the extent of quantitative, emotional, and mental home
demands individuals perceive they are under. These will not be task specific, instead just
generally questioning, for example, how often they get frustrated about things concerning
their life at home. This way, the meaning of home demands can be kept broad and inclusive
of all sorts of pressures faced at home.

2.2

Work Outcomes
Work outcomes are the results achieved by people at the job they are employed at.

This includes any sort of employment where the employee gets something in return.
Outcomes, in general, can be categorized into three types, namely, production outcomes,
behavioral outcomes and attitudinal outcomes (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). In the work context,
production outcomes describe the fulfilling of tasks efficiently and effectively, such as
reaching quality benchmarks or meeting deadlines. Behavioral work outcomes are more
tangible and refer to the conduct an employee displays at work, such as levels of absenteeism
or employee turnover. Attitudinal work outcomes are “the beliefs and feelings that are valued
by the employee and the employer, such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, trust
in management, and work-related well-being (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, p.550).
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Work outcomes will be determined by perceived (in-role) job performance. In-role
performance are the duties and responsibilities that an employee must complete at their work
(Rotundo & Sackett, 2002), so an employee can be said to have achieved his production work
outcomes if their in-role performance is good. If a person deals with too many demands at
home, to the extent it affects their work outcomes, they would be more likely to evaluate their
in-role performance less satisfactory, so it gives a clearer image of how employees perceive
their work. It is expected here that if there are too many stressors in the home domain,
individual’s might eventually not have the capability or confidence to achieve their work
outcomes.
The abundance of research on the work-home domains shows that it is not an easy
feat for people to balance their home life and work life, especially when there are
unpredictable factors involved. Parents cannot predict when their children or spouses are
going to fall sick, or someone taking care of their aging parents cannot predict when there is
going to be an emergency. While the occurrence such events are easily identifiable stressors,
there is also the psychological aspect of people simply worrying about the impending issues
that may arise, some often worry about their children, others worry about whether they will
make it in time to do groceries after their shift or if they will have enough energy to attend a
social gathering after work. When these stressors are few and under control, there is no
reason to assume interference with accomplishing work demands. But once someone is
unable to keep on top of all the tasks they have to do outside of work, it spills over into the
work domain and affects the outcomes there, for example by causing difficulties such as
fatigue, anxiety, tension, irritability and depression (Brief et al., 1981; Ivancevich &
Matteson, 1980). A literature review by Eby et al. (2005) noted that the consequences of
maintaining the dual roles included role conflict, time pressure, burnout, and impaired health.
With this, it is clearer how demands at could impact work outcomes, but why does it actually
spill over to the work domain? In line with the Role theory (Pleck, 1977) mentioned earlier, a
possible answer would be that people have a finite amount time and energy, which are some
of the personal resources a person has. The next section goes into resources in general,
explains what personal resources are and why it can be said to have an impact on home-work
relationship.
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2.3

Personal Resources
To really understand the power of resources for and on a person, we will be diving

into one of the most prominent theories in the field of work-home, stress, and burnout,
namely, the conservation of resources theory by Hobfoll (1989). Abbreviated as COR, the
underlying concept of the theory is that people are driven to conserve their resources and
acquire new resources. It illustrates how people react to the stressors they face and how that
affects their well-being. Hobfoll (2002, p.307) defines resources as “those entities that either
are centrally valued in their own right (e.g., self-esteem, close attachments, health, and inner
peace) or act as a means to obtain centrally valued ends (e.g., money, social support, and
credit)”. These resources can be objects, conditions, personal characteristics, or energies
(Hobfoll, 1989). Different resources have different values to people, depending on their
personal experiences. Henceforth, some principles and corollaries of the COR theory will be
discussed.
The first principle is that resource loss is more salient that resource gain, i.e., the
negative impact of losing resources are much more than the positive impact of gaining
resources. For example, a pay cut could have worse implications for an employee compared
to the benefits that comes from a pay raise. People attempt to obtain, retain, protect, and
foster resources in all their domains and try maintaining their resource equilibrium in times of
stress. Even in the absence of stress, they will be motivated to work towards acquiring more
resources and taking precautionary actions to avoid resource loss (Hobfoll, 2002). The second
principle of the COR theory explains that to gain more resources, to avoid losing resources,
or to recover from resource loss, people need to invest resources (Hobfoll, 2001a). The first
corollary of the COR theory is that people with more resources are in a better position to gain
even more resource while people with a smaller number of resources are more prone to
experience resource losses (Hobfoll, 1998, 2001a). The next two corollaries follow up with
stating that initial resource losses will lead to future resource losses while initial resource
gains will lead to future resource gains. An example of this could be that a person with the
resource of time would be able to invest more of it into acquiring new job-related knowledge
or training and, like a reinforcing loop, they could get promoted. Hobfoll named this the
‘resource gain spiral’ while the opposite effect is called the ‘resource loss spiral’. The last
corollary proposes that as people lose resources, they become more cautious about investing
resources as to not lose anymore (Hobfoll, 2001a). How people perceive their resources is a
14

big factor is how they decide to invest or protect them. To conclude in terms of stressors,
there are three ways people experience stress: (1) when they lose resources, (2) when there is
a threat to their resources, and (3) not reaching the expected gain of resources after investing
resources. The reason COR theory is useful in the work-home context is because it gives a
foundation for the data analysis and to explain the processes and consequences that take place
when people experience stress in their domains.
Based on Hobfoll’s categorization of resources, ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012)
formed a classification of resources. Using only the source as a focal point, resources can be
grouped into contextual resources and personal resources. When resources are available or
acquired in social contexts like social support or a marriage, they are contextual. Personal
resources, on the other hands are those that stem directly from an individual like mental
resilience, experience, mood, and health. This research will be focusing on how personal
resources specifically mediates the home-work relationship. Personal resources are generally
linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’ sense of their ability to control and impact their
environment successfully (Hobfoll et al., 2003). They are further grouped into five subtypes:
(1) physical personal resources like health and physical energy, (2) psychological personal
resources like optimism and self-efficacy, (3) affective psychological personal resources like
mood and empathy, (4) intellectual psychological personal resources like skills and
knowledge, and (5) capital psychological personal resources like time and money (ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker, 2012, p.551). Previous research mainly used psychological
personal resources, so to make this research more diverse and inclusive, personal resources
will cover time, physical energy, and self-efficacy.
Time is essential resource for every person and is a finite resource. It surrounds and
embeds all human behavior (McGrath & Kelly, 1992), providing “individuals with a
benchmark for orienting the self in the midst of myriad ongoing activities in work and
nonwork life roles, such as learning, task performance, and parenting” (Kooij et al., 2018,
p.867). When a person runs out of time to complete their tasks, they are bound to feel stress
to some extent, so facing time pressure can also contribute to the work-home conflict (Höge,
2009). Time is also required for people to be able to recover their physical energy. If their
physical energy is depleted, stress is likely to occur, especially in scenarios where the task
was not completed successfully (ten Brummelhuis and Bakker, 2012). Further, they are likely
to feel fatigued and lethargic. Replenishing energy, usually through resting, has shown to
15

generate feelings of eagerness to act, vitality, and alertness (Fritz et al., 2011; Quinn &
Dutton, 2005). Self-efficacy is one of the most studied personal resource in work-home
studies. It refers to how an individual perceives their ability to organize and perform the
actions required to fulfil the demands (Chen et al., 2001). Since self-efficacious individuals
tend to believe in their skills and abilities more, they are more effective in dealing with
stressors. They also show less anxiety and frustration because of their persistence.
The WH-R model establishes personal resources as the intermediary that connects all
processes in the work-home interface. In their paper, ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012,
p.549) make a proposition that home demands would diminish work outcomes through a loss
in personal resources (home-to-work conflict). The resource loss and gain spirals explained in
the COR theory can be also applied here. To illustrate, when a person is caring for an elderly
that require more intensive care, they would be likely devoting much of their physical energy
and empathy into it. Due to the decrease of these personal resources, they would not be able
to show the regular amount of energy at work, especially if it is a more labour-intensive job,
which would negatively impact their performance. Furthermore, if their coworker is venting
and hoping for affirmation, a lack of empathy could affect their relationship. If it continues,
the situation will spiral into worse performance and social interactions. With that, based on
ten Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012) proposition, the first hypothesis is formulated. This
hypothesis does not expect that home demands will directly impact work outcomes, but
specifically that the relationship will exist because of the mediation of personal resources.

Hypothesis 1: The negative relationship between quantitative, mental, and emotional home
demands and perceived job performance (work outcomes) will be mediated by the
individual’s personal resources of time, physical energy, and self-efficacy.

2.3

Future-Time Perspective at an Organization
Time is a construct that gives people a point of reference, an understanding of the

past, present, and the future (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). In their literature review, Kooij
et al. (2018) mention that research on perceived experiences of time has revealed that the
chronological perspective can shift, and experiences of time can be disassociated from it
(Kastenbaum, 1982; Wallace & Rabin, 1960). This means that depending on situational
16

factors, for example, people can perceive certain events in their past or future as lasting
longer or shorter than it objectively is. As people grow older, their experienced time
gradually rises while their remaining time lessens but this does not necessarily imply that an
older person must perceive their remaining time as short. In fact, any career-oriented person
could hope to work much past retirement age if that where their passion lies, while others
might need to continue working to support themselves financially. This highlights the main
idea behind future-time perspective, abbreviated FTP, i.e., “the totality of the individual’s
views of their psychological future and psychological past existing at a given time” (Lewin,
1951, p.75). It encompasses the subjective time individual’s think they have remaining in life,
and how this thinking influences their behaviour in the present (Lewin, 1939).
The socioemotional selectivity theory, abbreviated SST, has been related to the
concept of FTP. The theory is a life-span theory of motivation which, in this context, explains
that when motivation is affected due to age-related changes, it is due to their FTP (Carstensen
et al., 1999). It can be assumed that typically, younger people are likely to view remaining
time, or future time, as expansive and perceive an endless temporal horizon while the
opposite hold true for older people who would feel more limited (Carstensen et al., 1999;
Fung et al., 2001). An individual’s FTP can be identified as more open-ended or limited.
When the future time is perceived as more open ended, individuals become more futureoriented and work on acquiring knowledge and skills that will help them develop and succeed
in life. When the future time is perceived as limited, there is more of a recognition futureoriented goals are not going to be as useful, so individuals aim towards present and emotionrelated goals. What is important to understand from the socioemotional selectivity theory is
that it is not the age specifically that causes these perceptions to change, but instead a shift in
time perspective that comes with age. FTP is usually conceptualized into ‘perceived time
remaining’ and ‘focus on opportunities’ based on Carstensen and Lang's (1996) scale.
With rapid globalization, increased competition, and uncertainty (Gagné & Bhave,
2011), many people have had to take on more responsibilities and face more stress, which
had led to the surge of interest in work-life balance. Kessler et al. (2001) showed how FTP
can influence mental disorders and substance use, which consecutively affected job
performance and work. Grasping the impact of FTP can be a great asset for organizations to
understand and motivate their employees. To focus more on an organizational perspective,
the variable in this research will be future-time perspective at an organization, abbreviated
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FTPO. FTPO is simply an employee’s perception of their time and opportunities remaining at
an organization and the influence that has on their behaviour. It moves past the simple
concept of the job contract and delves into how an employee perceives their contract. A
temporary employee hoping to achieve a permanent contract would more likely have an open
ended FTPO, while another temporary employee that only plans to work for the summer
would have a more limited FTPO. Hence, the first employee would be more likely to work
harder to impress their supervisor which can be seen as a behavioural change due to their
FTPO.
Returning to the work-home context, the reason for incorporating FTP into the
research is to understand whether an individual’s FTPO has an effect on the way their
personal resources of time, physical energy, and self-efficacy get depleted in reaction to
home demands. In Zacher et al. (2010), it is argued that personal resources would increase
people’s organizational future time perspective (OFTP) because the resources would help
them work better and for longer. In an organizational context, higher levels of FTP (openended) has been shown to be negatively correlated with age (Zacher and Frese, 2009;
Froehlich et al., 2016) and positively correlated with work outcomes such as job satisfaction,
work engagement, motivation, persistence, and work performance (Schmitt et al., 2013;
Weikamp & Göritz, 2016; Zacher et al., 2010; Kooij et al., 2018; Simons et al., 2004). This
means that individuals with open-ended FTP have good work and achievement-related
outcomes. Furthermore, as they are more likely to set future-oriented goals and to work on
their development at their organization, they will be able to gain more personal resources.
These can include earning more money through promotions, acquiring skills and knowledge
through training or experience, and having more free time through shorter work hours or
being able to design their own work schedule. In this way, open-ended FTPO can increase
personal resources. With more personal resources, individuals may be able to deal with home
demands more easily. Hence, for this research, it is anticipated that people with a more openended FTP will lose fewer personal resources when facing home demands and will have more
personal resources to balance the home and work domains.

Hypothesis 2: The negative association between home demands and personal resources is
weaker for individuals with an open-ended FTPO compared to those with limited FTPO.
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2.4

Conceptual Model
The conceptual model represents the hypothesis formulated for this research. Work

outcomes is the dependent variable, home demands is the independent variable, personal
resources is a mediator, and FTPO is a moderator. The overall aim is to find evidence that
personal resources in fact mediates the home demands-work outcomes relationship
(Hypothesis 1) and that FTPO moderates the way home demands deplete personal resources
(Hypothesis 2).

Future-Time Perspective
at an Organization
H2
Home Demands

H1: -

Personal Resources

H1: +

Work Outcomes

Figure 2: Conceptual Model
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Chapter 3

Methodology

This chapter will provide the reader with the research methodology for this thesis. The
research design is explained, followed by the data collection methods, and then the measures
that were used to obtain data for the variables and control variables. The strategy used for
data analysis is then elaborated on and the chapter concludes with ethical considerations.

3.1

Research Design
The objective of this study is to find the extent to which personal resources mediates

the relationship between home demands and work outcomes, and to what extent future-time
perspective at an organization works as a moderator in the home demands-personal resources
relationship. The epistemology, ontology and research approach for this study is considered
and aligned. Epistemology is concerned with the link between theory and reality, and what is
reality and real knowledge. Here, a positivistic epistemology is adopted. It is a perspective
which believes that there is an objective truth that can be achieved through scientific research
(Sekeran & Bougie, 2016). Data is gathered through a fixed research design and objective
measures. Ontology is the philosophical study of what can be said to exist and is concerned
with whether interpretations humans make are independent from reality (Sekeran & Bougie,
2016; Ritchie et al., 2013). Associated with positivism is the ontology of realism in which
researchers observe the world objectively, i.e., the world is not subjectively constructed, and
an objective truth exists that research wants to reveal (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). To
accomplish that, existing theory and literature have been reviewed and hypotheses have been
developed and, hence, the research follows a hypothetic-deductive approach (Ritchie et al.,
2013). Further, it is a quantitative study using a survey as that allows the analysis of
relationships between variables using a sample of data with a high number of respondents
(Sanders et al., 2013). Surveys can reveal relationships between variables and find
correlations (Bryman & Cramer, 2002).

3.2

Sampling Procedure and Size
Analysis for this research is carried out by using two datasets, both using surveys to

collect data. The main dataset (Dataset 2) consists of data collected by a thesis circle of five
Master students studying at Radboud University. It is designed to include measures for
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multiple studies and was collected through an online survey spread through personal
networks with a final sample size of 304. The data is cross-sectional, meaning that the data is
collected at one point in time. Despite a longitudinal (time-lagged) study being recommended
for this sort of research, the time constraints did not allow for it. The other dataset (Dataset 1)
is also a cross-sectional survey carried out by students of Business Administration at
Radboud University collected through similar means. The aim is to use this dataset in this
research to analyze whether FTPO adds more to research as a unique construct and whether it
explains additional variance in variables that are commonly associated with the concept of
time and temporality in an organizational setting. This is conducted through correlation and
regression analyses (see section 3.3.6 for measures used). To increase reliability, the results
are compared with the same analyses carried out on Dataset 2. Being a relatively newer
concept, this additional data will help understand the tendencies of FTPO and will let it
establish a stronger foothold in research.
The target population for the survey was the Dutch workforce and the aim was to
attain a diverse set of respondents from different organizations and industries. The sampling
method used was convenience sampling which is a type of non-probability sampling where
the sample consists of respondents that the research can reach easily, most often in their
social networks. While this method makes it easier to gather data and is cost effective, it can
result in sampling bias and the generalizability of the research is impacted (Sekeran and
Bougie, 2016). The final sample size the research was carried out on, after removing
respondents that did not give permission to use their data and those with missing answers,
consisted of 273 in Dataset 1 and 190 respondents in Dataset 2.

3.3

Measures

All the survey instruments used have been previously used by other researchers which
increases the reliability of the study. The scales were all translated into Dutch to ensure that
the participants understand everything correctly. Every scale used is explained in this section
and the full scales are available Appendix B.

3.3.1 Home Demands
To measure Home Demands, a scale constructed by Peeters et al. (2005) is used in
this study. As explained in the theoretical framework, the scale is divided into 3 subscales of
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quantitative, emotional, and mental home demands. There are 10 items in total which can be
found in Appendix B. An example of an item in the quantitative home demand subscale is
“Do you have to do many things in a hurry when you are at home?”, an item in the emotional
home demands subscale is “How often do you get frustrated about things concerning your
home-life?”, and an item in the mental home demand subscale is “Do you find that you have
to plan and organize a lot of things in relation to your home life?” All items were scored on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The average score (M) on home
demands was 2.69 with a standard deviation (SD) of 0.56.

3.3.2 Work Outcomes
In-role performance is used to measure work outcomes. A subscale developed by
Williams & Anderson (1991) for ‘in-role behaviour’ as part of their job performance scale
will be used. The scale consists of 4 items scored on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree) which can be found in Appendix B. As the scale was meant to be completed
by supervisors, the items have been adapted to make them self-rated such as “Performs tasks
that are expected of him/her” has been changed to “Perform tasks that are expected of me”.
The average score (M) on in-role performance was 4.31 with a standard deviation (SD) of 0.6
indicating that a high number of respondents believed that they performed well at work.

3.3.3 Personal Resources
Personal resources are operationalized by time, self-efficacy, and physical energy.
Time is measured through a time pressure scale by Roxburgh (2004) which will ultimately be
reverse coded. It includes 9 items, such as “You never seem to have enough time to get
every-thing done.” These were re-coded during analysis so that higher time pressure will
signal lower resource of time. Self-efficacy is measured using the generalized self-efficacy
scale by Schwarzer & Jerusalem (1995) which consists of 10 items. Examples include items
like “It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals” and “I can always
manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough.” Physical energy is measured using
the physical strength subscale from the ‘Shirom Melamed Vigor Measure’ by Shirom (2003).
It contains 5 items that respondents need to answer about how they feel at the end of a day,
such as “I feel energetic” and “I feel I have physical strength.” All 3 measurements will be
scored on a Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Time had an average
22

score (M) of 3.27 with a high standard deviation (SD) of 0.81. Self-efficacy had an average
score (M) of 3.73 and a SD of 0.56. Physical energy had an average score (M) of 3.91 with a
SD of 0.70. As a whole, Personal Resources had a mean score (M) of 3.64 and a SD of 0.49.

3.3.4 Future Time Perspective at an Organization
To measure FTPO, an existing scale for future-time perspective was adapted to the
organizational context. The scale by Zacher & Frese (2009) consists of 10 items with two
core themes of ‘remaining opportunities’ and ‘remaining time’. These items will be scored on
a Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Both the datasets used the
scale below to measure FTPO. In Dataset 2, FTPO had a mean score of 2.80 and a SD of
0.54. The items are:
1. Many opportunities await me in my future at this organization.
2. I expect to set many new goals in my future at this organization.
3. My future at this organization is full of possibilities.
4. I could do whatever I like in my future at this organization.
5. I only have limited possibilities in my future at this organization.
6. I have lots of time to make new plans for my career at this organization.
7. Most of my career at this organization lies before me.
8. My future at this organization seems infinite to me.
9. I have the feeling that my time at this organization is running out.
10. As I get older, I have the feeling that my time at this organization is limited.

3.3.5 Control Variables
For this research, a few control variables are established to remove the possibility of
external influences and improve the internal validity. These include age, gender, and hours
per workweek. Age and gender are the most common control variables, as experiences are
very different across ages and genders. Respondents will simply have to enter their age and
select their gender (male, female, other, prefer not say) A lot of work-home research focuses
on the pressures on women in dual-income families (Dugan & Farrell, 2020; Torr & Short,
2004) so it is essential that gender be considered here. Hours per work week will be
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controlled with regard to personal resources as employees working shorter hours could have
different experiences with personal resource depletion.

3.3.6 Shared Variables from Dataset 1 and 2
Both Datasets consisted of some shared variables which were used for getting a better
understanding of FTPO, namely, Job Performance, Job Satisfaction, Organizational
Citizenship Behaviour (OCB), Job Insecurity, Intention to Quit, Type of Contract,
Employability and FTPO. The scale details for Job Performance can be seen in 3.3.2, and
FTPO in 3.3.4. Job Satisfaction was measured on a 4-item scaled by Price (1997) which
question the respondents about their fulfillment with their current work. OCB was measure
on an 8-item scale by Lee and Allen (2002) which questioned the loyalty and pride of
employees for their current organization.
The next three variables, Job Insecurity, Employability, and Intention to Quit, were
measured through parts of the PSYCONES questionnaire (Isaksson et al., 2003). Job
Insecurity had 4 items that asked the respondents about their confidence in losing their job in
the future. Employability consisted of 4 items that questioned how confident the respondents
were in finding a new job with their skillset if they lost their current one. Intention to Quit
had 3 items in its scales and asked the respondents whether they planned or wanted to quit
their job soon. Every one of these scales were scored on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from
1 (completely agree) to 5 (completely disagree). All the items for these scales can be found in
Appendix B.

3.4

Strategy of Data Analysis
The data analysis was conducted in the statistical software SPSS. Dataset 1 and 2

were first used to conduct correlation and multiple regression analyses to get more
understanding of FTPO and its predictive power. A confirmatory factor analysis for both
datasets were also conducted and interpreted. Then the data preparation for Dataset 2 was
performed, beginning with extracting the descriptive statistics of the data to get better
insights. To ensure the data is ready for further analysis, exploratory factor analyses
(principal axis factor analysis) was conducted to extract the underlying dimensions of the
main variables. These were compared to what was expected from the pre-existing scales,
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which confirms whether the items actually measure the concept that they are trying to
measure. Since the scales used for Home Demands, Personal Resources and Work Outcomes
were translated into Dutch, and the scale for FTPO is new, differences could be expected in
the underlying structure considering dimensions, but not the variables themselves. Further,
the reliability of the scales was also tested using a reliability analysis (Cronbach’s alpha). A
scale can be said to be reliable if the Cronbach’s alpha has a minimum value of .60 and is
very reliable if the Cronbach’s alpha has a value higher than .80 (Field, 2013).

The data was then analyzed using regression analysis so the assumptions were
checked to ensure that the analyses are valid. These are independency of the errors,
homoscedasticity, normal distribution, and linearity. Hypothesis 1 is a mediation model
where personal resources (PR) is said to mediate the relationship between home demands
(HD) and work outcomes (WO). PROCESS is an add-on function is SPSS that is used for
testing moderation and mediation effects and was used here. The regression analysis was
carried out in PROCESS and analyzed five relationships: (1) the direct effect of HR on WO,
(2) the effect of PR on WO, (3) the effect of HD on WO under the control of PR, (4) the
effect of HD n PR, and (5) the indirect effect of HD on WO. When the regression coefficient
is significant for these, there is a mediation effect. For the first hypothesis, having a
significant indirect effect of HD on WO would support it. Hypothesis 2 is a moderation
model where it is proposed that the relationship between home demands and personal
resources will be weaker for individuals with an open ended FTPO. There are 4 relationships
to test in this model: (1) the interaction-effect of HD and FTPO on PR, (2) the main effect of
HD on PR when controlling for FTPO, and FTPO & HD, (3) the main effect of FTPO on PR
when controlling for HD, and HD&FTPO, and (4) the effect of HD on PR for subcategories
of FTPO. The moderation effect is proven when all these relationships are significant.

3.5

Validity and Reliability
In quantitative studies, validity is the extent to which a concept is accurately

measured, and reliability is whether an instrument will give the same results every time when
the measurement is repeated. (Sekeran and Bougie, 2016). To ensure this, the scales used in
the research have all been used and tested before, with the exception of FTPO. Since FTPO is
new, more analyses will be carried out on the scale using the two datasets. These datasets also
help ensure that the results for understanding the predictive power of FTPO are more reliable.
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The external validity of this research will be low due to the data collection method being in
the students’ network, so generalizability of the results to the Dutch workforce is not realistic.
To further increase validity, the survey and all scales used for measurement will be translated
into Dutch to make sure that all respondents understand what is being asked of them.

3.6

Ethical considerations
There are ethical issues that must be considered while carrying out research. It is

important that the respondents are clearly aware of what completing the survey entails for
them and their privacy concerns (Bell & Bryman, 2007). The online survey informed
respondents that the data will be used for academic research by students at Radboud
University for their Bachelor and Master dissertations. All data collected is kept confidential
and the respondents will remain anonymous. Further, they were notified that they could quit
the survey at any time for any reason. It was also be conveyed to the respondents that the data
collected could later also be used for a research project by Dr. J. P. de Jong and other
researchers that are affiliated with his project.
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Chapter 4 Predictive Power of Future-Time Perspective at an
Organization
4.1

Dataset 1
The following sections consist the results of the analyses carried out on the first

dataset to better understand the variable Future-Time Perspective at an Organization
(FTPO).

4.1.1 Correlation and Regression Analyses
Table 1 reports the results of zero-order correlations, the mean, and the standard
deviations of some of the variables (Intention to Quit, Employability, Job Insecurity, Type of
Contract) found in dataset 1. Other than Employability, FTPO is significantly correlated with
all the variables, the highest of which is with Intention to Quit (r=-0.459, p<0.01). None of
these correlations reach 0.5, let alone 1, showing that FTPO does not drastically overlap with
any of the variables used here. Table 2 summarizes the results of three regression analyses
using different dependent variables: Job Satisfaction, Performance, and Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB). Each analysis has two models: (1) main variables without
FTPO and (2) main variables with FTPO. Regression A shows that Model 1 is significant
with F(4, 268) = 50.38 p < .01 and it has a 42% explanatory power. Model 2 is also
significant F (5, 267) = 42.97, p < .01 and it an explanatory power of 44%, which is a 2%
increase. Hence, the addition of FTPO explains slightly more variance in Job Satisfaction. In
Regression B, Model 1 is significant with F(4, 268) = 6.94 p < .01 and it has an 8%

Variable

M

SD

1

2

1. FTPO

2.90

0.78

2. Intention to Quit

1.62

0.84

-0.459**

3. Employability

3.84

0.95

-0.024**

-0.073**

4. Job Insecurity

4.03

0.88

-0.263**

-0.209**

3

4

-0.179**

1.42
0.50
-0.154**
-0.003**
-0.088**
-0.347**
5. Type of Contract
Notes: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation; FTPO = Future-Time Perspective at an
Organization

Table 1: Correlation table with descriptive statistics (N = 273) from Dataset 1

27

Variable

Regression A
Job Satisfaction
1----------------2

F, sig

50.38**

-0.02**
-(0.04)**
-0.47**
-(0.05)**
-0.08**
-(0.04)**
-0.21**
-(0.08)**
-0.12**
-(0.04)**
42.97**

2

0-0.42**

-00.44**

Employability
Intention to Quit
Job Insecurity
Type of Contract

-0.02**
-(0.04)**
-0.53**
-(0.04)**
-0.09**
-(0.04)**
-0.23**
-(0.08)**

FTPO

Adjusted R

Regression B
Performance
1----------------2
-0.15**
-(0.04)**
-0.05**
-(0.05)**
-0.06**
-(0.05)**
-0.20**
-(0.08)**

Regression C
OCB
1----------------2
-0.03**
-(0.04)**
-0.22**
-(0.05)**
-0.03**
-(0.05)**
-0.51**
-(0.08)**

6.94**

-0.15**
-(0.04)**
-0.10**
-(0.05)**
-0.07**
-(0.05)**
-0.21**
-(0.08)**
-0.11**
-(0.05)**
6.52**

17.75**

-0.03**
-(0.04)**
-0.11**
-(0.05)**
-0.00**
-(0.05)**
-0.47**
-(0.08)**
-0.22**
-(0.04)**
21.49**

-0.08**

-0.09**

-0.20**

-0.27**

2

R change
-00.43**
-00.02**
-0.10**
-0.02**
-0.21**
-0.08**
Notes: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviour; FTPO = Future-Time Perspective
at an Organization

Table 2: Regression analysis on Dataset 1 to assess whether FTPO adds to the explained variance
when related to Job Satisfaction, Performance, or OCB after the other variables (N = 273).

explanatory power. Model 2 is also significant F (5, 267) = 6.52, p < .01 and it an explanatory
power of 9%, which is a 1% increase. The addition of FTPO explains only a little more
variance in Job Performance. Regression C shows a significant Model 1 with an explanatory
power of 19.8% and F (4, 268) = 17.75, p < 0.01. The addition of FTPO still maintains a
significant model 2 with F (5, 267) = 21.49, p < 0.01 and an explanatory power of 27%,
which is a 7.8% increase. This is considerably more explained variance in OCB.
4.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a multivariate statistical technique used to test
how well the variables in a dataset represent a smaller number of constructs. In other words,
it allows the researcher to test how the variables measured for the dataset logically and
systematically represent the constructs from the researcher’s conceptual or theoretical model
(Hair et al., year). 4 iterations of the CFA were carried out on the dataset, each with varying
number of constructs aiming for the best fit for the variables, namely, FTPO, Intention to
Quit, Job Insecurity, and Employability. Model fit is determined by analyzing the (1) ChiSquare Test of Model Fit: should be significant, (2) Confirmatory factor index (CFI): should
have a value above 0.90 to show good fit, and (3) root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA): lower RMSEA values indicate better fit and Hair et al. (2014) recommends not to
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have an absolute cut-off point for RMSEA though previous studies used values of 0.05 or
0.08.
The first iteration consisted of putting all the variables into the same one
factor/construct. While the Chi-Square Test is significant (1951.08, p<0.001), the CFI has a
value of .510 which shows a bad fit. The value of RMSEA is between 0.177 and 0.192 with a
90% confidence interval which is relatively high. The second iteration consisted of using 4
factors which corresponds to the number of variables being used for the analysis. The ChiSquare Test is still significant (561.89, p<0.001), and the CFI value is considerably improved
at 0.895 but not reaching the threshold yet. The RMSEA is between 0.079 and 0.095 with a
90% confidence interval which is also better but not good enough yet. This shows that all the
four variables explain different things and work better as four separate factors than just as
one. The third iteration added a fifth factor with the idea of distinguishing between the two
dimensions of FTPO of ‘remaining opportunities’ and ‘remaining time’. This again gave an
improved result with a significant Chi-Square Test (418.66, p<0.001) and the CFI value
reaching the threshold wanted at 0.933. The RMSEA is between 0.061 and 0.079 with a 90%
confidence interval so it has a much better model fit compared to the previous iterations.
Though the third iteration is good, the intention in this research is have FTPO as one
variable/scale. So, for the fourth iteration, a first order factor is included which combines the
two factors representing dimension of FTPO into one. This model has a significant ChiSquare Test (421.40, p<0.001). The CFI and RMSEA remain the same as the third iteration.
This way, FTPO can remain as one variable without an issue and overall, the structure
imposed on the data shows a good model fit. This CFA further enforces that FTPO does not
interrelate too much with the other variables and can be considered a separate construct.

4.1.3 Discussion
The purpose behind using Dataset 1 was to understand whether FTPO can explain
additional variance in organization related concepts of Job Satisfaction, Job Performance, and
OCB beyond the variance explained by similar variables, namely, Intention to Quit, Job
Insecurity, Employability, and Type of Contract. The results from this dataset shows that
FTPO explains a very small amount of additional variance in Job Satisfaction, a little more in
Job Performance, and a considerable amount of additional variance in OCB. Further, from the
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correlation tests and the CFA, it is evident that FTPO is a unique variable that measures a
different concept from the rest used in this dataset. This means there is potential for FTPO to
be a worthwhile concept to continue researching, especially in the field of temporary
employment where research findings have been quite uncertain. Of course, the conclusion of
its usefulness cannot be made with just one study so the same analyses will be repeated using
the second dataset to make these results more reliable.

4.2

Dataset 2
The following sections consist the results of the analyses carried out on the second

dataset to better understand the variable Future-Time Perspective at an Organization (FTPO).

4.2.1 Correlation and Regression Analyses
Table 3 reports the results of zero-order correlations, the mean, and the standard
deviations of the shared variables (FTPO, Intention to Quit, Employability, Job Insecurity
and Type of Contract) that were also used from dataset 1. In this dataset, other than Type of
Contract, FTPO is significantly correlated with all the independent variables, the highest of
which is with Job Insecurity (r=-0.469, p<0.01). None of these correlations are even above
0.5, further showing that FTPO does not drastically overlap with any of these variables.
Variable

M

SD

FTPO

2.85

1.01

Intention to Quit

1.62

0.89

-0.428**

3.

Employability

3.77

0.94

-0.151**

-0.078**

4.

Job Insecurity

2.14

1.04

-0.469**

-0.386**

1.
2.

1

2

3

4

-0.193**

1.40
0.49
-0.077**
-0.094**
-0.133** -0.352**
5. Type of Contract
Notes: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation; FTPO = Future-Time Perspective at an
Organization

Table 3: Correlation table with descriptive statistics (N = 190) from Dataset 2

Table 4 summarizes the results of the three regression analyses using Job Satisfaction,
Performance, and Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) again. Each analysis has two
models: (1) main variables without FTPO and (2) main variables with FTPO. Regression A
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Variable

Regression A
Job Satisfaction
1----------------2

Regression B
Performance
1----------------2

Regression C
OCB
1----------------2

-0.03**
-(0.05)**
-0.66**
-(0.05)**
-0.03**
-(0.05)**
-0.05**
-(0.09)**

-0.02**
-(0.05)**
-0.61**
-(0.05)**
-0.02**
-(0.05)**
-0.03**
-(0.09)**
-0.15**
-(0.05)**

-0.10**
-(0.05)**
-0.15**
-(0.05)**
-0.01**
-(0.05)**
-0.11**
-(0.10)**

-0.10**
-(0.05)**
-0.15**
-(0.06)**
-0.01**
-(0.05)**
-0.12**
-(0.10)**
-0.01**
-(0.05)**

-0.01**
-(0.06)**
-0.15**
-(0.06)**
-0.01**
-(0.06)**
-0.29**
-(0.11)**

-0.03**
-(0.05)**
-0.09**
-(0.06)**
-0.08**
-(0.06)**
-0.31**
-(0.11)**
-0.19**
-(0.06)**

F

-54.81**

-48.14**

-3.60**

-2.88**

-4.18**

-5.68**

Adjusted R2

-0.53**

0-0.55**

0.05**

-0.05**

-0.06**

-0.11**

R2 change

-0.54**

0-0.02**

0.07**

0.00**

-0.08**

-0.05**

Employability
Intention to Quit
Job Insecurity
Type of Contract
FTPO

Notes: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviour; FTPO = Future-Time Perspective
at an Organization

Table 4: Regression analysis on Dataset 2 to assess whether FTPO adds to the explained variance
when related to Job Satisfaction, Performance, or OCB after the other variables (N = 190).

shows that Model 1 is significant with F(4, 185) = 54.81, p < .01 and it has a 53%
explanatory power. Model 2 is also significant F (5, 184) = 48.14, p < .01 and it an
explanatory power of 55%, which is a 2% increase. So, here the addition of FTPO explains
slightly more variance in Job Satisfaction. In Regression B, Model 1 is significant with F(4,
185) = 3.60 p < .01 and it has an 5.2% explanatory power. Model 2 is also significant at
lower level with F (5, 184) = 2.88, p < .05, and it has an explanatory power of 4.7% which is
a small decrease. So, the addition of FTPO did not explain any additional variance in Job
Performance. Regression C shows a significant Model 1 with an explanatory power of 6.3%
and F (4, 185) = 4.18, p < 0.01. The addition of FTPO still maintains a significant model 2
with F (5, 184) = 5.68, p < 0.01 and an explanatory power of 11%, which is a 4.7% increase.
This is considerably more explained variance in OCB due to the addition of FTPO.

4.2.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
A CFA with three iterations was carried out on the shared variables in the second
dataset which include Employability, FTPO, Job Insecurity, and Intention to Quit. The first
iteration consisted of putting all the variables into one construct. While the Chi-Square Test is
significant (1792.15, p<0.001), the CFI has a value of 0.492 which shows a bad fit. The value
of RMSEA is between 0.202 and 0.220 within a 90% confidence interval which is too high.
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The second iteration consisted of a four-factor output with each relating to a variable. The
Chi-Square Test is significant (554.88, p<0.001), the CFI has a value of .882 which does not
show a good fit, and the value of RMSEA is between 0.094 and 0.113 with a 90% confidence
interval which needs to be lower. The third iteration consisted of a five-factor output where
the two dimensions of FTPO (remaining time and remaining opportunities) were separated.
This led to a significant Chi-Square Test (408.98, p<0.001). The CFI improved and reached
the threshold required at a value of 0.93 while also positively, the RMSEA decreased
reaching between 0.072 and 0.093 within a 90% confidence interval. As done in the previous
CFA due to the intent to have FTPO as one variable, a first order factor is included in the
fourth iteration which combines the two factors representing dimension of FTPO into one.
This model has a significant Chi-Square Test (415.93, p<0.001). The CFI and RMSEA
remain the same as the previous iteration. So, the structure imposed on the data shows a good
model fit and FTPO exists as a separate construct.

4.2.3 Discussion
Regarding the relationship of FTPO with the three dependent variables, results from
Dataset 2 stays mostly similar to the conclusions drawn from Dataset 1. FTPO explains
additional variance in OCB and to a smaller extent, in Job Satisfaction, but does not explain
any variance in Job Performance. This implies that FTPO is more suitable to understand
attitudinal variables (like OCB and Job Satisfaction). Similar to the first dataset, the CFA
separated the items entered into distinct variables so FTPO did not overlap with any of the
other variables. This strengthens FTPO as a unique variable that measures a different concept
from the other time-related variables used.
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Chapter 5

Hypotheses Testing Results

This section presents the results of the data analysis conducted on the second dataset with the
aim of testing and proving the hypotheses.

5.1

Preliminary Analyses

5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics
The initial dataset consisted of 304 respondents, which resulted in 190 usable
responses after removing responses that did not consent for their data to be used and
incomplete responses. The frequency statistics of nominal variables are shown in Table 5,
and as they cannot be quantified, no means or standard deviations are extracted (Field, 2013).
The survey had a much higher number of female respondents than male respondents. In Table
6, the metric variables used are summarized and include the means, standard deviations, and
(zero-ordered) Pearson’s correlations between the variables. Age is significantly positively

Variable

Categories

f

%

Male

70

36.80

Female

120

63.20

Permanent

114

60.00

Temporary

76

40.00

Yes

51

27.27

No

136

72.72

1

2

Gender

Type of Contract

Vital Occupation

Table 5: Frequency statistics of nominal variables

Variable

N

M

SD

3

4

1. Work Hours per week

188

28.70

14.00

2. Age

190

34.42

14.05

-0.34**

3. Home Demands

190

2.67

0.56

-0.00**

-0.13**

4. Work Outcomes

190

4.31

0.60

-0.02**

-0.06**

-0.10**

5. Personal Resources

190

3.64

0.49

-0.05**

-0.13**

-0.46**

-0.25**

6. FTPO

190

2.85

1.01

-0.39**

-0.05**

-0.09**

-0.13**

5

6

-0.09**

Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation; N =
Number of Respondants
Table 6: Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson’s Correlations
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correlated with the number of hours worked per week, meaning older employees tend to work
more hours in this dataset. These employees that work more hours also tend to have a more
open-ended FTPO. Home demands are significantly negatively correlated with personal
resources, meaning people facing more home demands tend to feel higher depletion of their
personal resources. Finally, personal resources are also positively correlated with work
outcomes, indicating that employees that feel they have more resources also believe they
have better work performance.

5.1.2 Exploratory Factor and Reliability Analysis
The Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was carried out to ensure that the structure
that was forced on the variables are actually fitting to how SPSS thinks the factors should be
sorted. Common Factor Analysis (Principal Axis Factoring) was used as it identifies the
underlying dimensions and their common variance which make it more suitable for
confirmatory purposes (Hair et al., 2014). An oblique rotation is chosen as some level of
correlation between some of the factors is to be expected due to the nature of the research.
The results (SPSS output) of the EFA is presented in Appendix 4.x. Looking at the loadings,
Factor 1 represents Personal Resource – Time, Factor 2 represents FTPO, Factor 3 represents
Personal Resource – Self-Efficacy, Factor 4 represents Work Outcomes (Performance),
Factor 5 represents Personal Resource – Physical Energy, and Factor 6 represents Home
Demands. The KMO (Kaiser-Meyer Olkin) measure of sampling adequacy had a value of
0.84 which is sufficiently above the required value of <0.5 and the Bartlett's test of sphericity
was significant with p<0.001.

Home Demands items loaded mainly on two factors (negatively on 1 and positively
on 6) and included cross-loadings for 3 items. Only Home Demands items loaded on Factor 6
while all items of Personal Resource – Time loaded positively on Factor 1. When looking at
the particular problematic items of Home Demands, these include:
▪

“Do you find that you’re busy at home?” (HD1)

▪

“Do you have to do many things in a hurry when you are at home?” (HD2)

▪

“Do you find that you have to plan and organize a lot of things in relation to your home
life?” (HD7)

▪

“Do you have to remember a lot of things with regard to your home life?” (HD8)

▪

“Do you have to many things simultaneously at home?” (HD9)
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All the items mentioned have a certain quantitative aspect to them where, as theorized in
Chapter 2, those individuals that feel more of a time pressure would also logically feel busier
and under a pressure to keep up with demands. Due to this, despite the loading on Factor 1
and the cross-loadings, it can be argued that the loadings make sense. All items of Personal
Resource – Self-Efficacy loaded positively on Factor 3 and every item of Personal Resource
– Physical Energy loaded negatively on Factor 5. The 10 items of FTPO loaded positively
onto Factor 2 without needing a split in its dimensions and all the items of Work Outcomes
(Performance) loaded positively onto Factor 4. Finally, to measure the consistency of the
scales (reliability), Cronbach’s Alpha is used and deemed acceptable if above 0.60 (Hair et
al., 2014). As can be seen in Table 7, all the scales have an acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha.

Variable

Number of
Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

Home Demands

10

0.824

Personal Resource – Time

9

0.905

Personal Resource – Self-Efficacy

10

0.852

Personal Resource – Physical Energy

5

0.903

Personal Resources as a whole

24

0.886

Work Outcomes - Performance

4

0.881

Future Time Perspective at an Organization
Table 7: Reliability Statistics for the variables

10

0.935

5.2

Hypothesis Testing
Both the hypotheses are tested using regression analysis so before doing the analysis,

it is necessary to check whether the variables meet the assumptions required for regression.
The first assumption is that of normality. With the exception of Work Outcomes
(Performance) which is kurtotic, all the other variables fulfil the requirement for normality.
Work outcomes has a kurtosis value of 1.55 but due to the reasonable sample size of this
study and none of the transformations bettering the variable, it will be kept as is (Hair et al.,
2014). The assumption of linearity can be checked by examining the residuals in a simple
regression (Hair et al., 2014). As none of the residuals value exceed -3/3, all the variables can
be said to be linear. For the assumption of homoscedasticity, scatterplots were created
(Appendix 5.x) and as there is obvious visible pattern, it can be said that none of the variables
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are particularly heteroscedastic. Lastly, there is no problematic multicollinearity between the
variables since the tolerance and VIF values met the requirements (Appendix 5.x).

5.2.1 Hypothesis 1 – Mediation Model
The first hypothesis for this research was that the personal resources of time, selfefficacy, and physical energy would mediate the negative relationship between home
demands and perceived in-role performance (work outcomes). The results of the mediation
(using PROCESS by Andrew Hayes) is presented in Tables 8 and 9. A mediation effect is

Effects

b (se)

t

sig (p)

95% CI

-0.1096 (0.083)

-1.3185

p = 0.1890

-0.2736, 0.0544

c

Direct relationship HD → WO

b

Relationship PR → WO

0.3090 (0.099)

3.0942

p < 0.0001

0.1119, 0.5060

c’

Relationship HD → WO under the
control of PR

0.0118 (0.090)

0.1310

p = 0.8959

-0.1662, 0.1898

a

Relationship HD → PR

-0.3929 (0.601)

-6.5340

p < 0.0001

-0.5116, -0.2743

ab

Indirect relationship HD → WO

Completely standardized indirect effect

Effect size: -0.1214 (0.052)

-0.2325, -0.0258

Effect size: -0.1141 (0.052)

-0.2261, -0.0227

Notes: HD = Home Demands; WO = Work Outcomes, PR = Personal Resources

Table 8: Results of mediation model.

considered to be significant when the observed 95% confidence interval for the effect does
not include the value of 0 or when the observed significance is lesser that 0.05 (p<0.05). For
both the test of the indirect effect of HD on WO (ab) and its effect size, the confidence
intervals do not contain 0 so there is an indirect negative effect of home demands on work
outcomes through personal resources and the effect size (the completely standardized effect)
is significant. The effect size of -0.1141 shows a reasonable indirect effect. Both the direct
effect of the initial regression model (c) and direct effect of the mediation model (c’) is not
significant. The direct effect of PR on WO (b), controlling for the effect of HD, has a positive
and significant effect (0.3106, p<.001). The direct effect of HD on PR (a) also has a positive
and significant effect (0.4051, p<0.01). From this, it can be understood that Personal
Resources do mediate the relationship between Home Demands and Work Outcomes and
Hypothesis 1 is supported.
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5.2.2 Hypothesis 2 – Moderation model
The second hypothesis is a moderation model that expects that the negative
association between home demands and personal resources will be weaker for individuals
with an open-ended FTPO compared to those with limited FTPO. This analysis continues to
use the PROCESS extension for SPSS and the results can be seen in Table 10.
Effects
Interaction effect
Main effect x

b (se)

t

sig (p)

95% CI

HD*FTPO → PR

-0.0267 (0.0538)

-0.4955

p = 0.6208

-0.1329, 0.0796

HD → PR
controlling for FTPO and
HD*FTPO

-0.3816 (0.0609)

-6.2672

p < 0.0001

-0.5018, -0.2615

Relationship FTPO → PR
controlling for HD and
0.0409 (0.0354)
1.1549 p = 0.2497 -0.0290, 0.1109
HD*FTPO
Notes: b = beta; s.e = standard error; HD = Home Demands; PR = Personal Resources; FTPO = FutureTime Perspective at an Organization
Main effect m

Table 9: Moderation Results

To determine whether an effect is significant, the p-value needs to be less than 0.05. This
threshold only met by the main effect x. From the control variables, Age is significant and
indicates that as age increase, personal resources also increase. The test for the interaction
effect does not reach the significance required which means that the relationship between
home demands and personal resources do not differ depending on the individual’s FTPO.
Hence, Hypothesis 2 is rejected.
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Chapter 6

Discussion

This section begins with a recapitulation of the research, followed by a discussion of the
results and the theoretical and practical contributions that can be derived from this study.
Lastly, the limitations of the study and directions for future research are presented.

6.1

Recap
As more individuals started joining the workforce in the Netherlands between 1977

and 2014, they have had to learn to balance home and work life. This employment growth led
to less average worked hours indicating the increase in temporary employment and dual
income households. The increase in temporary employment was largely caused by the
increasing demand for workforce flexibility due to globalization (De Cuyper et al., 2007,
Bidwell et al., 2013). Because a lot more individuals worked under a temporary contract, it
led to a lot more research being done on the types of employment to understand the attributes
of temporary employment. Much of the results have shown inconsistent findings (De Cuyper
et al., 2007). The aim of this research was (1) to understand the impact of home demands on
work outcomes using the depletion of personal resources as the motive for the relationship
between the two, and (2) to understand whether the new concept of Future-Time Perspective
at an Organization would contribute towards understanding how personal resources deplete
due to home demands in its different states (open-ended or limited FTPO). As it is a new
concept, a side aim for this research was also to understand the predictive power held by
FTPO which was developed based on the scale for Future-Time Perspective by Zacher &
Frese (2009).
With that, the main research question was: To what extent is the relationship between
home demands and work outcomes mediated by their personal resources and to what extent
does an employee’s future-time perspective at their organization moderate the depletion of
personal resources due to home demands? To answer the research question, we will be
looking at the results from the hypotheses testing, each hypothesis answering a part of the
question, respectively. The first hypothesis assumed a negative relationship between home
demands and work outcomes (performance) when mediated by the personal resources of
time, self-efficacy, and physical energy. In line with previous research on work-home conflict
(see Chapter 2) and the proposed WH-R model (Appendix A), the analysis showed a
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significant effect of home demands on work outcomes when mediated by the personal
resources. This finding supports the idea that demands at home do ultimately negatively
affect the outcomes at the workplace. The second hypothesis expected that the relationship
between home demands and personal resources would be moderated by FTPO, i.e.,
individuals with an open-ended FTPO would feel less of a depletion of the personal resources
when faced with home demands, and vice versa. The analysis showed no evidence of such a
relationship so the hypothesis was rejected.
Further, the research also analyzed the variable FTPO specifically using some
common organizational variables from two datasets. The results from the confirmatory factor
analysis conducted on both datasets indicated that FTPO was certainly a separate construct
from the other organizational related variables. The regression analyses conducted used Job
Satisfaction, Job Performance, and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) as
dependent variables. The results from both datasets revealed that FTPO did in fact explain
more variance mainly in OCB, and to a lesser degree in Job Satisfaction, beyond that of the
other variables used (namely, Intention to Quit, Job Insecurity, Employability, and Type of
Contract).

6.2

Discussion
This section will connect the results to the theoretical framework that was developed

for it and discuss the theoretical and practical implications of the findings. The current
research, though done on a small scale, has set up the groundwork for the development of
Future-Time Perspective at an Organization. Both the confirmatory factor analyses and the
exploratory factor analysis carried out separated FTPO into its own individual construct, i.e.,
FTPO does not overlap with any of the variables tested in this survey and can be considered,
so far, a new and unique variable. The regression analyses showed that FTPO was better at
predicting more attitudinal-related concepts like OCB and Job Satisfaction than performancerelated concepts like Job Performance. This makes it easier to understand what sort of a role
it takes on, for example, it would better used in model where variables like well-being, OCB,
or commitment are used or predicted rather than productional variables. Since future-time
was previously used in a more general context, this specificity into an organization increases
the scope of research Future-Time Perspective can be used it i.e., in more organizational
based contexts.
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Concerning the first hypothesis, the theory used and previous similar studies such as
ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) and Peeters et al. (2005) among others, expected the
work and home domains to be connected when looking at demands and outcomes of each.
The findings from the current research supported the idea that personal resources accounts for
how individual’s balance their work-home lives. Home demands did not directly affect work
outcomes, meaning individuals that faced higher demands at home did not feel that their
work outcomes were worse. Instead there was only an indirect effect where those individuals
that faced less demands at home felt that they had more personal resources and in turn, those
that felt like they had more personal resources also felt that their work outcomes were good.
So, the relationship between home demands and work outcomes is indirect and fully
mediated by personal resources (see Table 8, Section 5.2.1). This outcome confirms ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012, p.5) proposition that “contextual home demands diminish
work outcomes through a loss in personal resources.” This means that as Hobfoll (1989)
theorized, compared to the other types of resources, personal resources specifically are the
ones that are positively affect an individual’s resilience and ability to cope with demands or
stress. In this way, personal resources are able to control how spillover from the home
domain affects the outcomes in the work domain.
The second hypothesis attempted to explain how the different states of having an
open-ended or limited FTPO could impact the way individuals lose personal resources to the
demands they face at home. The reason for incorporating the work-home perspective into the
context of temporality was to add depth into the processes that FTPO could impact.
Individuals who had a more open-ended FTPO would believe that they have much more time
and opportunities left in their current organization. Using the idea of the COR theory
(Hobfoll, 2001), these individuals would be more likely to set future-oriented goals and to
work on their development at their organization, and hence be in a better position to gain
more personal resources. These personal resources can then be used to face home demands.
There is no previous empirical evidence demonstrating this sort of relationship, as FutureTime Perspective (FTP) was commonly used within the organizational context only. This
hypothesis did not meet the theoretical expectations and no relationships between FTPO and
the two variables (personal resources and home demands) could be found. There was no
indication that FTPO influenced the depletion of personal resources when the individual
faced home demands. Taking into account the results from analyzing its predictive power,
FTPO showed its inclination towards predicting more attitudinal variables. This explains the
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reasoning behind why FTPO did not interact with the personal resources of time, selfefficacy, and personal resources.
This study has fulfilled its aim to prove and support the home to work process that ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) proposed in their paper. Since the findings were unable to
connect FTPO to the work-home process through a moderation effect, if such a connection is
to exist a different approach will have to be taken. As FTPO is more connected to the
organizational sphere, approaching it from the work domain (through work resources or
attitudinal work outcomes) instead of the home domain may help integrate it better into the
work-home conflict.
Practically, if FTPO does help differentiate the attributes of employment through a
different means than just contract type, organizations will be able to better motivate and
support their employees without biases. Temporary employment, which usually is associated
with less committed employees and work without additional benefits, could grow into an
important form of employment that is considered at par with permanent employment. Further,
the role of personal resources in home to work conflict is important to consider. While
supervisors themselves will not be able use this information, they still can recognize signs of
lower performance and stressed employees. Professional help such as office counselors are
normally recommended in those situations and they should be able to use this information to
aid the employees. Individuals that can better understand how their use of personal resources
can intervene between the home and work lives should be able to balance it with assistance.

6.4

Limitations and Direction for Future Research
This study has a few limitations. First, the original study design for Dataset 2 was

longitudinal (time-lagged) but due to time constraints caused by COVID-19, the design was
altered to be cross-sectional. So, the hypothesized relationships that were accepted cannot be
interpreted causally (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Further, due to COVID-19, there is a chance
that the results were affected by how the respondents living situations (home domain)
changed. For example, an individual that started working from home due to the quarantine
could feel like their home demands has greatly increased due to being around the stressors
(children, chores, etc.) for longer times. Other emotional factors could also play into affecting
perceptions at such a time of uncertainty and confusion. Future research on work-home
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conflict should ensure that a proper longitudinal study is conducted at time of economic
balance to gain the most satisfactory research.
Another limitation of this study is the sampling method. Convenience sampling, while
a cheap and an easy way to collect data, is often vulnerable to selection bias which means
since the survey was distributed among our thesis circle’s networks, a higher than average
number of respondents were highly educated and females. Future research should aim for a
bigger sample size and less biased sampling method for a highly reliable dataset. The fourth
limitation of this study is the violation of the assumptions of normality in the dependent
variable work outcomes (Job Performance/In-role Performance). As no transformation
worked on it, the regression analyses were carried out with the variable anyways so the
regression analysis may not be completely accurate (Field, 2018). So, there is a chance that
the conclusions of this research are affected by the violation of the assumption. Finally, the
exploratory factor analysis conducted to find the underlying structure in Dataset 2 consisted
of cross-loadings between Home Demands and Personal Resources of Time. This implies that
the variables were not unquestionably unique which may have affected the results negatively.

6.5

Concluding Note
The introduction and use of the new variable Future-Time Perspective at an

Organization provides a new theoretical perspective for research on (temporary) employment
by looking at a more psychological aspect of the work contract. This research has established
a small basis for FTPO, its dimensions, and how it relates to other organizational constructs,
so it should serve as inspiration for future research in this field.
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Appendices
Appendix A – Work-Home Resource Model

Figure A1. Work-Home Resources Model. Reprinted from “A resource perspective on the
work–home interface: The work–home resources model,” by ten Brummelhuis, L. L., &
Bakker, A. B., 2012, American Psychologist, 67(7), 545–556.

Appendix B – Measures & Scales
Dataset 1 and 2 – Shared Variables: Intention to Quit, Employability, Job Insecurity, Job
Satisfaction, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour and Type of Contract
#

Item (English)

Item (Dutch)
Intention to quit

1

Recently, I feel like giving up my job.

2

Despite the obligations I have towards this
organization, I want to quit my job as soon as
possible.

Tegenwoordig heb ik vaak zin mijn baan op te
geven.
Ondanks te verplichtingen die ik heb tegenover
deze organisatie, wil ik mijn baan zo snel
mogelijk opzeggen.

3

If I could, I would quit today.

Als ik kon, zou ik vandaag nog ontslag nemen.
Employability

1

I am optimistic that I will find other work if I
look for it.

Ik ben optimistisch dat ik ander werk zal vinden,
als ik daarnaar zou zoeken.
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2

I easily find another job if I lose it.

Ik vind gemakkelijk een andere baan als ik deze
verlies.

3

I can easily change employer if I want to.

Ik kan makkelijk van werkgever veranderd, als ik
dat zou willen.

4

I am confident that I could quickly find another
equivalent job.

Ik heb er vertrouwen in dat ik snel een andere
gelijkwaardige baan zou kunnen vinden.

Job Insecurity
De kans bestaat dat ik binnenkort mijn baan
verlies.

1

Chances are, I will soon lose my job.

2

I feel insecure about the future of my job.

3

I think I might lose my job in the near future.

4

I am sure I can keep my job.

Ik voel me onzeker over de toekomst van mijn
baan.
Ik denk dat ik in de nabije toekomst mijn baan zal
verliezen.
Ik weet zeker dat ik deze baan kan behouden.

Job Satisfaction
1

I am not happy with my job.

Ik ben niet gelukkig met mijn werk.

2

I often get bored with my work.

Mijn werk verveelt me vaak.

3

I am usually enthusiastic about my work.

Meestal ben ik enthousiast over mijn werk.

4

I enjoy my job.

Ik vind plezier in mijn baan.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
1

I contribute to activities that are not asked of
me, but that strengthen the image of the
organization.

Ik draag bij aan activiteiten die niet van mij
gevraagd worden, maar het imago van de
organisatie versterken.

2

I keep track of the developments of the
organization.

Ik hou de ontwikkelingen van de organisatie bij.

3

I defend the organization when others criticize
it.

Ik verdedig de organisatie wanneer anderen deze
bekritiseren.

4

I am proud of the organization when I talk about
this publicly.

Ik ben trots op de organisatie wanneer ik publiek
hier over praat

5

I come up with ideas about how the
organization functions to improve.

Ik kom met ideeën om het functioneren van de
organisatie te verbeteren.

6

I show loyalty to the organization.

Ik toon loyaliteit aan de organisatie.

7

I take action to save the organization from
potential problems.

Ik onderneem actie om de organisatie te
behoeden voor mogelijke problemen.

8

I express concern about the image of the
organization.

Ik toon bezorgdheid over het imago van de
organisatie.
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Type of Contract

1

Do you have a permanent or temporary contract
at this organization?

Heeft u een vast of tijdelijk contract bij deze
organisatie?

1= permanent contract (a contract without a
fixed-term end date)
2= temporary contract (a contract with a fixedterm end date, like an annual contract or via an
employment agency).

1= vast contract (een contract zonder einddatum)
2= Tijdelijk contract (een contract met een
einddatum, zoals een jaarcontract of via een
uitzendbureau).

Dataset 2 – Home Demands, Work Outcomes, Personal Resources, and Future-Time
Perspective at an Organization
#

Item (Original – English)

Item (Translated – Dutch)
Home Demands

1
2
3

Do you find that you are busy at home?
Do you have to do many things in a hurry when
you are at home?
Do you have to carry out a lot of tasks at home
[household/caring tasks]?

Vind u dat u het thuis druk hebt?
Doe u veel dingen met haast als u thuis bent?
Heb u veel huishoudelijke/zorgtaken om thuis uit
te voeren?
Hoe vaak komen emotionele problemen voor
thuis?

4

How often do emotional issues arise at home?

5

How often does your housework confront you
with things that touch you personally?

Hoe vaak confronteert uw huishoudelijk werk u
met dingen die u persoonlijk raken?

6

How often do you get frustrated about things
concerning your home-life?

Hoe vaak raak je gefrusteerd over dingen met
betrekking tot je privéleven?

7

Do you find that you have to plan and organize
a lot of things in relation to your home life?

Vind u dat u veel dingen moet plannen en
organiseren met betrekking tot je privéleven?

8

Do you have to remember a lot of things with
regard to your home life?

Moet u veel dingen onthouden met betrekking tot
uw privéleven?

9

Do you have to do many things simultaneously
at home?

Moet u thuis veel dingen tegelijkertijd doen?

10

Do you have to coordinate everything carefully
at home?

Moet u thuis alles zorgvuldig coördineren?

Work Outcomes (In-role Performance)

1

Do you feel that you:

Heb u het gevoel dat u:

Adequately complete assigned duties?

Toegewezen taken voldoende afrond?
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2

Fulfil responsibilities specified in your job
description?

Voldoet aan de verantwoordelijkheden die
gespecificeerd zijn in uw functieomschrijving?

3

Perform the tasks that are expected of you?

De taken uitvoerd die van u verwacht worden?

4

Meet the formal performance requirements of
the job?

Voldoet aan de formele prestatie-eisen van uw
functie?

Personal Resources - Time
1

You never seem to have enough time to get
every-thing done.

U lijkt nooit genoeg tijd te hebben om alles voor
elkaar te krijgen.

2

You feel pressed for time.

U voelt dat u meer tijd nodig hebt.

3

You are often in a hurry.

U hebt vaak haast.

4

You feel rushed to do the things that you have
to do.

U voelt u gehaast om dingen te doen die u moet
doen.

5

You have enough time for yourself.

U hebt genoeg tijd voor uzelf.

6

You feel that too much is expected of you.

U voelt dat er teveel van u wordt verwacht.

7

You worry about how you are using your time.

U maakt u zorgen over hoe u uw tijd gebruikt.

8

You are always running out of time.

U hebt altijd te weinig tijd.

9

There just do not seem to be enough hours in
the day

Er lijken niet genoeg uren per dag te zijn.

Personal Resources – Self Efficacy
1

I can always manage to solve difficult problems
if I try hard enough.

Ik kan altijd moeilijke problemen oplossen als ik
mijn best doe.

2

If someone opposes me, I can find the means
and ways to get what I want.

Als iemand me tegenwerkt, kan ik de middelen
vinden om te krijgen wat ik wil.

3

It is easy for me to stick to my aims and
accomplish my goals.

Het is gemakkelijk voor mij om vast te houden
aan mijn doelen en mijn doelen te bereiken.

4

I am confident that I could deal efficiently with
unexpected events.

Ik ben zelfverzekerd dat ik efficient kan omgaan
met onverwachte gebeurtenissen.

5

Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to
handle unforeseen situations.

Dankzij mijn vindingrijkheid weet ik hoe ik met
onvoorziene situaties moet omgaan.

6

I can solve most problems if I invest the
necessary effort.

Ik kan de meeste problemen oplossen als ik de
nodige inspanningen doe.

7

I can remain calm when facing difficulties
because I can rely on my coping abilities.

Ik kan kalm blijven als ik met moeilijkheden te
maken heb, omdat ik kan vertrouwen op mijn
coping-capaciteiten.

8

When I am confronted with a problem, I can
usually find several solutions.

Als ik met een probleem wordt geconfontreerd,
kan ik meestal verschillende oplossingen vinden.

9

If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a
solution

Als ik problemen heb, kan ik meestal een
oplossing bedenken.
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10

I can usually handle whatever comes my way

Ik kan meestal alles aan wat op mijn pad komt.

Personal Resources – Physical Energy
1

I feel full of pep .

Ik voel me levendigheid.

2

I feel I have physical strength.

Ik voel me fysiek sterk.

3

I feel vigorous.

Ik voel me krachtig.

4

I feel energetic.

Ik voel me energiek.

5

I have a feeling of vitality.

Ik voel me vol vitaliteit.

Future-Time Perspective at an Organization
1

Many opportunities await me in my future at
this organization.

Er wachten mij vele mogelijkheden in de
toekomst binnen deze organisatie.

2

I expect to set many new goals in my future at
this organization.

Ik verwacht dat ik veel nieuwe doelen kan stellen
in mijn toekomst binnen deze organisatie.

3

My future at this organization is full of
possibilities.

Mijn toekomst in deze organisatie is vol met
mogelijkheden.

4

I could do whatever I like in my future at this
organization.

Ik kan doen wat ik wil in mijn toekomst binnen
deze organisatie.

5

I only have limited possibilities in my future at
this organization.

Ik heb beperkte mogelijkheden in mijn toekomst
binnen deze organisatie.

6

I have lots of time to make new plans for my
career at this organization.

Ik heb veel tijd om nieuwe plannen te maken
voor mijn carrière binnen deze organisatie.

7

Most of my career at this organization lies
before me.

Het merendeel van mijn tijd in deze organisatie
ligt nog voor mij.

8

My future at this organization seems infinite to
me.

Mijn toekomst binnen deze organisatie lijkt
oneindig voor mij.

9

I have the feeling that my time at this
organization is running out.

Ik heb het gevoel dat mijn tijd binnen deze
organisatie aan het opraken is.

10

As I get older, I have the feeling that my time at
this organization is limited.

Ik heb het gevoel dat mijn tijd binnen deze
organisatie beperkt is.

Type of Contract
Do you have a permanent or temporary contract Heeft u een vast of tijdelijk contract bij deze
at this organization?
organisatie?

1

1= permanent contract (a contract without a
fixed-term end date)
2= temporary contract (a contract with a fixedterm end date, like an annual contract or via an
employment agency).

1= vast contract (een contract zonder einddatum)
2= Tijdelijk contract (een contract met een
einddatum, zoals een jaarcontract of via een
uitzendbureau).
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Appendix C – SPSS Output (Chapter 4)

Dataset 1 – Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
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Dataset 1 – Regression Analyses and Assumptions
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Dataset 1 - Regression A: Job Satisfaction
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Dataset 1 - Regression B: Job Performance
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Dataset 1 - Regression C: Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
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Dataset 2 - Regression A: Job Satisfaction
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Dataset 2 - Regression B: Job Peformance
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Dataset 2 - Regression C: Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
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Appendix D – SPSS Output (Chapter 5)

Exploratory Factor Analysis
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Pattern Matrixa
Component
1
HD - Do you find that you are

2

3

4

5

6

-.402

-.177

.166

-.095

-.178

.344

-.582

-.024

.080

-.174

-.087

.286

-.152

.085

-.020

-.082

-.147

.554

-.032

-.010

-.086

-.013

.204

.674

.178

.039

-.068

.027

.109

.773

-.179

-.091

-.303

.050

.087

.325

-.681

-.115

.020

.074

-.057

.058

-.520

-.095

.024

-.033

-.195

.048

-.522

.055

.088

-.002

-.157

.448

-.331

-.020

.127

.043

-.129

.569

.826

-.038

.110

.051

.000

.035

.911

-.042

.050

-.030

-.051

.147

.743

-.012

.061

.033

.024

-.069

busy at home?
HD - Do you have to do
many things in a hurry when
you are at home?
HD - Do you have to carry
out a lot of tasks at home
[household/caring tasks]?
HD - How often do emotional
issues arise at home?
HD - How often does your
housework confront you with
things that touch you
personally?
HD - How often do you get
frustrated about things
concerning your home-life?
HD - Do you find that you
have to plan and organize a
lot of things in relation to
your home life?
HD - Do you have to
remember a lot of things with
regard to your home life?
HD - Do you have to do
many things simultaneously
at home?
HD - Do you have to
coordinate everything
carefully at home?
PRT - You never seem to
have enough time to get
every-thing done.
PRT - You feel pressed for
time.
PRT - You are often in a
hurry.
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PRT - You feel rushed to do

.769

.009

.085

-.026

-.065

-.088

.560

-.096

.029

.025

-.161

-.113

.508

.013

.056

-.034

-.310

-.147

.520

-.031

-.068

.030

-.375

.015

.822

-.005

.016

-.023

-.113

.082

.749

-.084

.022

.015

.027

.058

-.033

-.019

.451

.026

.300

.038

-.032

-.074

.569

-.003

-.140

.008

.072

-.006

.458

.093

-.077

.036

.044

.059

.737

.020

-.093

.007

.025

.017

.809

.040

.021

.034

-.139

-.057

.667

-.035

-.099

-.198

.153

.110

.683

.009

-.058

-.079

.030

.095

.803

.017

.098

.009

the things that you have
todo.
PRT - You have enough time
for yourself.
PRT - You feel that too much
is expected of you.
PRT - You worry about how
you are using your time.
PRT - You are always
running out of time.
PRT - There just don’t seem
to be enough hours in the
day
PRSE - I can always
manage to solve difficult
problems if I try hard enough
PRSE - If someone opposes
me, I can find the means and
ways to get what I want.
PRSE - It is easy for me to
stick to my aims and
accomplish my goals.
PRSE - I am confident that I
could deal efficiently with
unexpected events.
PRSE - Thanks to my
resourcefulness, I know how
to handle unforeseen
situations.
PRSE - I can solve most
problems if I invest the
necessary effort.
PRSE - I can remain calm
when facing difficulties
because I can rely on my
coping abilities.
PRSE - When I am
confronted with a problem, I
can usually find several
solutions.
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PRSE - If I am in trouble, I

.097

.044

.779

-.082

-.070

.032

-.053

-.025

.642

.028

-.159

-.035

-.046

-.055

.112

.086

-.742

-.057

.007

.080

.107

-.037

-.780

-.001

PRPE - I feel vigorous

.011

.059

.210

.077

-.720

-.020

PRPE - I feel energetic

.063

-.030

.065

.093

-.803

.030

PRPE - I have a feeling of

.122

.069

.009

.110

-.825

-.041

.074

.845

.100

.098

.053

.148

.086

.866

.043

.018

.064

.127

-.059

.877

.035

.048

.018

.015

.029

.761

.102

.100

.052

.020

.108

.692

.014

.004

.151

.143

.025

.832

-.038

-.041

-.050

.019

-.010

.777

-.039

-.050

-.092

-.001

-.136

.757

.097

-.078

.019

-.131

-.094

.767

-.090

-.026

-.169

-.054

can usually think of a
solution
PRSE - I can usually handle
whatever comes my way
PRPE - I feel full of pep
PRPE - I feel I have physical
strength

vitality
FTPO - Many opportunities
await me in my future at this
organization.
FTPO - I expect to set many
new goals in my future at this
organization
FTPO - My future at this
organization is full of
possibilities.
FTPO - I could do whatever I
like in my future at this
organization
FTPO- I have lots of time to
make new plans for my
career at this organization.
FTPO - Most of my career at
this organization lies before
me.
FTPO - My future at this
organization seems infinite to
me.
FTPO - I only have limited
possibilities in my future at
this organization.
FTPO- I have the feeling that
my time at this organization
is running out.
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FTPO - As I get older, I have

-.087

.742

-.087

.045

-.097

-.149

-.049

-.080

.061

.839

-.003

.136

.051

.036

-.048

.881

-.039

.016

-.028

.077

-.003

.865

-.050

-.051

-.055

.014

.002

.818

-.037

-.093

the feeling that my time at
this organization is limited.
Perf - I meet all formal
performance requirements of
my job.
Perf - I adequately complete
assigned duties
Perf - I perform the tasks that
are expected of me
Perf - I fulfil the
responsibilities specified in
my job description
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.a
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.

Hypothesis Testing – Assumption Testing
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Hypothesis 1:

Outcome Variable
Personal Resources

Effect (predicting)

Result

HD → PR

b = -0.39, t(183) = -6.53, p < 0.001
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a path and covariates

Work Outcomes
under the control of
Personal Resources
c’ path, b path and
covariates

Work Outcomes
c path and covariates

Age → PR

b = 0.01, t(183) = 2.44, p < 0.05

Gender → PR

b = 0.11, t(183) = 1.45, p = 0.15

Hours per week → PR

b = -0.00, t(183) = -0.75, p = 0.45

HD → WO

b = 0.01, t(182) = 0.13, p = 0.90

PR → WO

b = 0.31, t(182) = 3.09, p < 0.01

Age → WO

b = 0.00, t(182) = 0.73, p = 0.47

Gender → WO

b = -0.04, t(182) = -0.41, p = 0.68

Hours per week → WO

b = -0.00, t(182) = -0.46, p = 0.64

HD → WO

b = -0.11 , t(183) = -1.32, p = 0.19

Age → WO

b = 0.00, t(183) = 1.27, p = 0.21

Gender → WO

b = -0.01, t(183) = -0.08, p = 0.98

Hours per week → WO

b = -0.00, t(183) = -0.62, p = 0.54

Run MATRIX procedure:
***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.5 *****************
Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.
www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3
**************************************************************************
Model : 4
Y : WO_avg
X : HD_avg
M : PR_avg
Covariates:
Gender
Age

HoursW

Sample
Size: 188
**************************************************************************
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
PR_avg
Model Summary
R
p
,4964
,0000

R-sq

MSE

F

df1

df2

,2464

,1859

14,9581

4,0000

183,0000

Model
constant
HD_avg
Gender

coeff
4,3890
-,3929
,1112

se
,2062
,0601
,0767

t
21,2895
-6,5340
1,4500

p
,0000
,0000
,1488

LLCI
3,9822
-,5116
-,0401

ULCI
4,7958
-,2743
,2625
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Age
HoursW

,0060
-,0020

,0025
,0026

2,4355
-,7552

,0158
,4511

,0011
-,0071

,0108
,0032

**************************************************************************
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
WO_avg
Model Summary
R
p
,2569
,0282

R-sq

MSE

F

df1

df2

,0660

,3393

2,5718

5,0000

182,0000

Model
constant
HD_avg
PR_avg
Gender
Age
HoursW

coeff
3,1755
,0118
,3090
-,0427
,0025
-,0016

se
,5193
,0902
,0999
,1042
,0034
,0035

t
6,1154
,1310
3,0942
-,4096
,7307
-,4611

p
,0000
,8959
,0023
,6826
,4659
,6453

LLCI
2,1509
-,1662
,1119
-,2482
-,0042
-,0086

ULCI
4,2000
,1898
,5060
,1629
,0091
,0053

************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL ****************************
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
WO_avg
Model Summary
R
p
,1298
,5365

R-sq

MSE

F

df1

df2

,0169

,3551

,7846

4,0000

183,0000

Model
constant
HD_avg
Gender
Age
HoursW

coeff
4,5315
-,1096
-,0083
,0043
-,0022

se
,2849
,0831
,1060
,0034
,0036

t
15,9040
-1,3185
-,0785
1,2701
-,6202

p
,0000
,1890
,9375
,2057
,5359

LLCI
3,9693
-,2736
-,2174
-,0024
-,0093

ULCI
5,0937
,0544
,2008
,0110
,0049

************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y **************
Total effect of X on Y
Effect
se
c_ps
c_cs
-,1096
,0831
,1843
-,1030
Direct effect of X on Y
Effect
se
c'_ps
c'_cs
,0118
,0902
,0199
,0111

t

p

LLCI

ULCI

-1,3185

,1890

-,2736

,0544

t

p

LLCI

ULCI

,1310

,8959

-,1662

,1898

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect
BootSE
PR_avg
-,1214
,0524

BootLLCI
-,2331

-

BootULCI
-,0258

Partially standardized indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect
BootSE
BootLLCI
BootULCI
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PR_avg

-,2042

,0921

-,4008

-,0435

Completely standardized indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect
BootSE
BootLLCI
BootULCI
PR_avg
-,1141
,0517
-,2263
-,0245
*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000
Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
5000
------ END MATRIX -----

Hypothesis 2:

Run MATRIX procedure:
***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.5 *****************
Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.
www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3
**************************************************************************
Model : 1
Y : PR_avg
X : HD_avg
W : FTPOavg
Covariates:
Age
Gender

HoursW

Sample
Size: 188
**************************************************************************
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
PR_avg
Model Summary
R
p
,5042
,0000

R-sq

MSE

F

df1

df2

,2542

,1860

10,2811

6,0000

181,0000

Model
coeff

se

t

p

LLCI

ULCI
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constant
HD_avg
FTPOavg
Int_1
Age
Gender
HoursW

3,3449
-,3816
,0409
-,0267
,0066
,1200
-,0036

Product terms key:
Int_1
:
HD_avg

,1128
,0609
,0354
,0538
,0025
,0771
,0029

29,6464
-6,2672
1,1549
-,4955
2,6419
1,5560
-1,2463

x

,0000
,0000
,2497
,6208
,0090
,1214
,2143

3,1223
-,5018
-,0290
-,1329
,0017
-,0322
-,0093

3,5675
-,2615
,1109
,0796
,0115
,2721
,0021

FTPOavg

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
R2-chng
F
df1
df2
p
X*W
,0010
,2455
1,0000
181,0000
,6208
---------Focal predict: HD_avg
(X)
Mod var: FTPOavg (W)
Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:
Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.
DATA LIST FREE/
HD_avg
FTPOavg
PR_avg
BEGIN DATA.
-,5586
-1,0147
3,7874
,0000
-1,0147
3,5893
,5586
-1,0147
3,3913
-,5586
,0000
3,8440
,0000
,0000
3,6308
,5586
,0000
3,4177
-,5586
1,0147
3,9007
,0000
1,0147
3,6724
,5586
1,0147
3,4441
END DATA.
GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=
HD_avg
WITH
PR_avg
BY

.

FTPOavg

.

*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000
NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis:
FTPOavg HD_avg
------ END MATRIX -----
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