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Abstract

During the COVID-19 pandemic, an unprecedented

number of employees faced the challenges of telework.

However, the current literature has a limited under-

standing of the implications of employees' obligated

home-based telework and their satisfaction with the

work and home domains. We use boundary theory to

examine work and home boundary violations in rela-

tion to satisfaction with domain investment in two

daily diary studies, examining both domain-specific

and cross-domain effects. In addition, we examine the

moderating role of segmentation preferences in both

studies and investigate the mediating role of work- and

home-related unfinished tasks in Study 2. Both studies

provide empirical evidence of the domain-specific rela-

tionship between boundary violations and domain

satisfaction and provide limited support for cross-

domain effects. Neither study finds support for the

notion that segmentation preferences moderate the

relationship between boundary violations and domain

satisfaction. Finally, the results of Study 2 highlight the

importance of unfinished tasks in the relationship

between boundary violations and domain satisfaction.
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Specifically, work and home boundary violations relate

to an increase in unfinished tasks in both domains.

Finally, the indirect effects suggest that home-related

unfinished tasks may be detrimental to satisfaction in

both domains, while work-related unfinished tasks

may be detrimental for work-related, but not home-

related, satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION

It's hard to separate work demands and home demands, especially with kids. At
the end of the day, I realized I did not focus enough on work but also wasn't fully
present in my private life. Study participant, April 2020

In March 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared a world pandemic due to
the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus (World Health Organization, 2020), leading to major
changes in the everyday lives of employees. In the EU, an unprecedented 40% of the working
population began telework due to the pandemic (Milasi et al., 2020) and was required to adapt
to work from home. This measure reduced exposure to the virus and its spread (Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, 2020), affording some continuance to organizations
(Eurofound, 2020). However, employees may not have been well prepared for the unique
challenges of home-based telework, considering that only 15% of employees in the EU had any
experience with telework prior to the pandemic. Furthermore, the closure of childcare and educa-
tional institutions provided additional challenges to the work–life balance, especially for women
(Rudolph et al., 2020; Shockley et al., 2020). Reports early in the pandemic found that employees
struggled to balance their work and private life (Eurofound, 2020; Vaziri et al., 2020). Both the
above quotation from a study participant and published reports demonstrate that employees may
struggle with their work–life boundary, leaving them dissatisfied with both domains.

Boundary violations occur when certain events or behaviors breach or neglect the boundary
between work and private life (Kreiner et al., 2009). For example, receiving a work-related
phone call outside of work hours violates the home boundary, while receiving a private phone
call during work hours violates the work boundary. Such boundary violations have been shown
to lead to dissatisfaction with investment in work or home domains in previous literature
(Hunter et al., 2019). Moreover, in light of the pandemic, work and private life are likely to be
highly intertwined as a result of the required home-based telework, blurring the boundary
between the domains (Allen et al., 2020; International Labour Organization, 2020) and creating
more opportunities for boundary violations. Thus, the first contribution of the present research
is the examination of the relationship between daily work and home boundary violations and
satisfaction with investment in work and home domains. Furthermore, we go beyond domain-
specific effects (how boundary violations in one domain relate to satisfaction in the same
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domain) to examine cross-domain effects as well (how boundary violations in one domain
relate to satisfaction in the other domain), which has been neglected in the previous literature
but may be especially relevant in the context of home-based telework.

Second, we contribute to the literature by examining the role of segmentation preferences,
that is, the degree, to which employee prefers to keep work- and private-life separate (Ashforth
et al., 2000; Kreiner et al., 2009). Segmentation preferences may play a relevant role in the
relationship between boundary violations and domain satisfaction,1 as it results in strategies to
manage the work–home boundary (Derks et al., 2016). Literature finds that segmentors may
perceive boundary violations as more stressful than integrators or have a harder time tackling
them (Delanoeije et al., 2019; Derks et al., 2016). Furthermore, it is necessary to consider the
possibility of enacting the preferred strategy (Allen et al., 2014; Ashforth et al., 2000), especially
in the context of required home-based telework (Allen et al., 2020). Put differently, the current
situation of required home-based telework removes the self-selection effect (i.e. segmentors
may be less likely to choose telework; Allen et al., 2020) and offers a unique opportunity to
examine the role of segmentation preferences as a moderator of the relationship between daily
boundary violations and domain satisfaction.

Third, the present research contributes to the literature by investigating the role of
unfinished tasks as an additional pathway linking boundary violations and domain satisfaction.
Previous literature has linked boundary violations to domain satisfaction via goal obstruction
(Hunter et al., 2019). However, what happens at the actual task level remains unexamined but
may be especially relevant when employees face increased overlap and interruptions between
work and home domains. Furthermore, although unfinished tasks have been linked to
employee outcomes, such as affective rumination and well-being (Peifer et al., 2019; Syrek
et al., 2017), the literature examining unfinished tasks is still scarce, both generally and in the
context of telework. Thus, we investigate the mediating role of unfinished tasks, focusing on
both work-related and home-related unfinished tasks, and examine both the domain-specific
and cross-domain effects.

The final contribution of the present research comes from the utilization of a daily diary
design. Previous literature on telework mainly relies on cross-sectional design (Allen et al.,
2015; Delanoeije & Verbruggen, 2020), comparison of telework users with non-users
(Delanoeije & Verbruggen, 2020), or comparison between teleworking days and non-
teleworking days (Delanoeije et al., 2019). Furthermore, previous research shows that work–life
boundaries (Hunter et al., 2019; Spieler et al., 2017), unfinished tasks (Peifer et al., 2019), and
even job satisfaction (Hülsheger et al., 2013) tend to fluctuate daily. Thus, a daily diary design is
best suited to capture the daily variability and provide additional insight into the mechanisms
behind satisfaction with work and home domains. Understanding such processes is especially
relevant, considering that the increased use and availability of telework is likely to continue in
the future.

To summarize, the present research examines boundary violations and their relationship to
work- and home-domain satisfaction in two diary studies. In Study 1, we examine the domain-
specific and cross-domain effects and further investigate the moderating role of segmentation
preferences. In Study 2, we attempt to replicate Study 1 findings and further investigate the
mediating role of unfinished tasks. Thus, our research examines the work–life boundary
experiences of employees during home-based telework due to the pandemic. Furthermore, as
the pandemic has compelled many organizations to establish the infrastructure for telework,
providing the means for telework to continue after the pandemic, such an examination may
inform the literature and practitioners on potential pitfalls of home-based telework.
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STUDY 1: DOMAIN-SPECIFIC AND CROSS-DOMAIN
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BOUNDARY VIOLATIONS AND
SATISFACTION WITH INVESTMENT

In general, the concept of boundaries refers to the physical, temporal, emotional, cognitive, and
relational limits that separate one entity from another. Thus, employees create and maintain
physical, behavioral, and psychological boundaries that differentiate the work and the home
domain (Ashforth et al., 2000). Previous research shows that home-based telework tends to blur
the boundary between work and private life, allowing for more interruptions or violations from
one domain to another (Delanoeije et al., 2019). According to Kreiner et al. (2009), boundary
violations can be described as intrusions, occurring when an employee desires segmentation
but a violation forces integration or when an employee is unable to prevent the spillover from
one domain to another. Previous research shows a link between boundary violations and
domain satisfaction. Specifically, a daily diary study by Hunter et al. (2019) examined the rele-
vance of daily boundary violations for work–life outcomes such as satisfaction with investment
in the domain. The study partially supported the direct relationship between boundary viola-
tions and domain satisfaction and negative affect via goal obstruction.

Boundary violations can also be described as interruptions (Ashforth et al., 2000; Hunter
et al., 2019), which are usually unexpected and uncontrollable (Keller et al., 2020). The litera-
ture on work-related interruptions also provides support for the relationship between interrup-
tions and task- or work-related satisfaction. Specifically, regardless of whether the individual
accepts or rejects the new, interrupting task or demands, the interruption will break task conti-
nuity and workflow (Brixey et al., 2007; Peifer et al., 2019), potentially causing frustration and
dissatisfaction with owns' performance (Baethge et al., 2015; Baethge & Rigotti, 2013). In other
words, when an employee frequently experiences work-boundary violations by, for example,
interruptions or requests from a family member during work hours, such violations hinder the
employees' involvement with the task at hand, generating negative affect and dissatisfaction
with their investment in the work domain. A similar relationship can be proposed for the home
domain; when an employee is, for example, engaged in play with their child and the playtime is
interrupted by unexpected work communications which direct the employees' attention away
from the child, such interruptions may leave the employee dissatisfied with their investment in
the home domain. Although the study by Hunter et al. (2019) found limited support for the
relationship between boundary violations and satisfaction with investment in the domain, we
argue that it is necessary to examine such a relationship in the context of required home-based
telework, as the boundary between work and private life may become increasingly blurred.

Furthermore, we argue that beyond the domain-specific effects, cross-domain effects should
also be examined. Boundary violations (i.e. interruptions) not only hinder the task at hand but
direct the individual's attention to a new, interrupting task or demand. The research on inter-
ruptions finds that when individuals must switch to the new (interrupting) task, their perfor-
mance and satisfaction with the new task suffer because it is difficult for individuals to entirely
cognitively abandon the primary task and fully focus on the new task (Leroy, 2009). Further-
more, even rejecting or postponing the interrupting task can potentially relate to dissatisfaction
in the other (interrupting) domain, as the interruption itself is indicative of an unexpected or
unplanned demand arising, thus increasing the number of tasks the individual has to tackle
(Baethge & Rigotti, 2013; Keller et al., 2020). A similar result can be expected from boundary
violations. When an employee is interrupted during a work task by a family member with a
request, such interruption will not only generate dissatisfaction with the work domain

BOUNDARY VIOLATIONS DURING THE PANDEMIC 787



(domain-specific effect) but also may lead to dissatisfaction with the home domain (cross-
domain effect), as the employee either has to postpone or reject the interrupting demand or is
unable to give the interrupting task their full attention. Taken together, we expect negative
domain-specific and cross-domain effects of boundary violations on satisfaction with
investment in the domain.

Hypothesis 1. Daily work boundary violations will negatively predict work-related
(H1a) and home-related (H1b) satisfaction with investment on the same day.

Hypothesis 2. Daily home boundary violations will negatively predict home-
related (H2a) and work-related (H2b) satisfaction with investment on the same day.

The role of segmentation preferences

Segmentation preferences describe how an employee constructs, dismantles, and maintains the
work–home boundary. Individuals vary in their preferences on a continuum from segmenta-
tion, where a rigorous boundary between work and private life with little cross-boundary inter-
ruptions is preferred, to integration, where the preferred boundary is permeable and flexible,
welcoming cross-boundary interruptions (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kreiner et al., 2009). Thus,
“integrators” may permit more boundary-blurring and violations and find it easier to tackle
them. “Segmentors” may allow less boundary-blurring and violations and may have a harder
time tackling them when they occur (Allen et al., 2014; Kreiner et al., 2009). Previous research
shows that integrators tend to create fewer boundaries between work and life and have less neg-
ative reactions to boundary violations and interruptions (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006),
while segmentors tend to create more boundaries, which is in turn associated with fewer inter-
ruptions and interference (Park & Jex, 2011). Furthermore, segmentors are thought to use the
primary strategy of creating temporal and spatial boundaries to keep the domains separate
(Ashforth et al., 2000).

Employees engaged in required home-based telework may find that strategies to keep
work and private life separate are less available or effective as the work and home domains
become increasingly blended. In other words, individuals who prefer segmentation may be
less able to manage and react to boundary violations. Thus, we propose that segmentation
preferences act as a moderator of the relationship between boundary violations and domain
satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3. Segmentation preferences will moderate the relationship between
work boundary violations and work-related satisfaction (H3a) as well as home-
related satisfaction (H3b), such that the relationship will be more negative for
individuals who prefer segmentation.

Hypothesis 4. Segmentation preferences will moderate the relationship between
home boundary violations and home-related satisfaction (H4a) and work-related sat-
isfaction (H4b), such that the relationship will be more negative for individuals who
prefer segmentation.
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METHOD

Sample and procedure

Between March and May of 2020, employees working from home were invited to partake in the
study, using the author's formal and informal networks. A daily diary design was utilized to
examine daily variability in boundary violations and their relationship to daily domain satisfac-
tion. Because home-based telework increases temporal flexibility (Kossek et al., 2006), boundary
violations may occur at any time of the day. Thus, participants were asked to fill out a single
survey before going to bed for five workdays (Monday to Friday).

One hundred twenty-eight employees completed at least three out of five diaries (M = 4.2),
resulting in 541 observations. More than half of the sample were female participants (58.2%),
and the average age was 36.8 years (standard deviation, SD = 9.8). Our sample was highly
educated; 44.8% had a master's degree, followed by 25.4% with a doctorate. More than half of
the sample (72.4%) resided in Slovenia, 10.4% resided in Austria, and 0.7% resided in Nether-
lands or Germany. Most participants (71.5%) had permanent employment; 29.9% of participants
worked in education, 17.2% worked in research, followed by 9% of participants who held mana-
gerial jobs, 9% who worked in finance, and 8.2% were social professionals. Regarding tenure at
the current position, 29.6% of the sample had 1–5 years, followed by 26.1% who had over
10 years. Leadership positions were held by 17.9% of participants. On average, employees
worked 39.6 h/week (SD = 13.3). Most participants were married or in a relationship (73.9%),
and 38.8% had children. For 7.1% of the parents, the youngest child was 3–5 years of age,
followed by 6.9% whose children were 18 or more. Regarding childcare, 12.7% of parents stated
that they do not require help with childcare. Of the parents that did require help with childcare,
28.6% stated that they almost never had help available, 2.9% rarely had help available, 28.6%
occasionally had help available, 11.4% often had help available, and 28.6% had help available
almost always.

Measures

General measures

The Segmentation Preferences Scale, developed by Kreiner (2006), was used to assess the
segmentation preferences of employees. The scale comprises four items (sample item: “I don't
like work issues creeping into my home life”), measured on a 5-point scale, ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. The items showed adequate reliability (α = .90).

Daily measures

The three items addressing the work boundary from the Boundary Violations Scale (Hunter
et al., 2019) were used to measure private life violating the work boundary (work boundary vio-
lations; sample item: “Today, in my work, my private life has interrupted my work more than I
desire.”). The items were assessed on a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly
agree, and showed adequate reliability (α = .72).
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The three items, relating to private life boundary from the Boundary Violations Scale
(Hunter et al., 2019), were used to measure work violating the private life boundary (home
boundary violations; sample item: “Today, in my private life, my work has interrupted my
private life more than I desire.”). The items were assessed on a 5-point scale, ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree, and showed adequate reliability (α = .65).

The three work-related items from the Satisfaction With Investment in Work/Family Scale
(Hunter et al., 2019) were used to measure satisfaction with investment in the work domain
(sample item: “Today, I feel satisfied with the amount of time I devoted to my job.”). The items
were assessed on a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and showed
adequate reliability (α = .83).

The three items related to private life from the Satisfaction With Investment in Work/Family
(Hunter et al., 2019) were used to measure satisfaction with investment in the home domain
(sample item: “Today, I feel satisfied with the amount of time I devoted to my private life”).
The items were assessed on a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and
showed adequate reliability (α = .93).

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics, interclass correlations (ICCs), and correlations between study variables
can be found in Table 1. Because observations were nested within individuals, our data called
for a multilevel approach to analysis. First, we examined the within- and between-person level
variance using ICCs (see Table 1), which confirmed that a multilevel approach was justified. To
investigate domain-specific and cross-domain effects of boundary violations on domain satisfac-
tion (Model 1), we included all variables in a single model. In addition, correlation terms
between work and home boundary violations and between work- and home-domain satisfac-
tion were included, resulting in a saturated model. Finally, to examine the moderating role of
segmentation preferences, four cross-level interaction terms were tested for significance.
Following recommendations (Hofmann et al., 2000), we centered boundary violations at person
mean and segmentation preferences at the grand mean. Analyses were carried out using Mplus
8 (Muthen & Muthen, 2017).

Our results, displayed in Table 2, showed that work boundary violations negatively and
significantly predicted work-related satisfaction, supporting Hypothesis 1a. Work boundary
violations also negatively and significantly predicted home-related satisfaction, supporting
Hypothesis 1b. Regarding the home domain, our results support Hypothesis 2a, which states
that home boundary violations negatively predict home-related satisfaction. However, we were
unable to support Hypothesis 2b, as home boundary violations did not significantly predict
work-related satisfaction.

We then examined the moderating role of segmentation preferences. The results show that
segmentation preferences did not moderate the relationship between work boundary violations
and work-related (H3a; γ = �.05; t = �.76; p = .45) or home-related satisfaction (H3b; γ = .05;
t = .81; p = .42). Furthermore, segmentation preferences did not moderate the relationship
between home boundary violations and home-related (H4a; γ = .07; t = .97; p = .33) or work-
related satisfaction (H4b; γ = < �.01; t = �.02; p = .98). Thus, our results do not support
Hypotheses 3 and 4.
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Additional analyses

To gain additional insight regarding boundary violations in times of the COVID-19 pandemic,
we examined whether gender and having children may play a role in the relationship between
daily boundary violations and domain satisfaction (Model 1). Specifically, we tested Model
1 across four groups (Men with children, Men without children, Women with children, and
Women without children) using a two-level mixture model with known groups (Muthen &
Muthen, 2017). The results did not differ from Model 1 results (in terms of valence and signifi-
cance of the effects) for groups Men without children and Women with children. The results
showed a nonsignificant relationship between daily work boundary violations and work
satisfaction for Men with children, although this may be due to small group size (N = 15;
Cohen, 2013). Finally, the results showed a significant negative cross-domain relationship
between daily work boundary violations and home satisfaction for the group Women without
children. Taken together, the results for the groups Men with children and Women without
children deviate from Model 1 results of the entire sample. Detailed results can be found in
online supplements.

STUDY 2: REPLICATION OF STUDY 1 FINDINGS

In Study 2, we first attempt to replicate the Study 1 findings, which provided support for
domain-specific effects of boundary violations on domain satisfaction (Hypotheses 1a and 2a),
and the cross-domain effect of work-boundary violations on home-related satisfaction

TABLE 2 Study 1 and 2 within-level estimates of model 1

Est. S.E. Est./S.E.

Study 1

Work boundary violations ! work-related satisfaction �0.23 0.06 �3.98***

Work boundary violations ! home-related satisfaction �0.10 0.05 �2.11*

Home boundary violations ! home-related satisfaction �0.23 0.05 �4.22***

Home boundary violations ! work-related satisfaction 0.06 0.06 1.02

Home boundary violations $ work-boundary violations 0.33 0.06 5.94***

Home related satisfaction $ work-related satisfaction 0.16 0.07 2.29

Study 2

Work boundary violations ! work-related satisfaction �0.47 0.06 �8.13***

Work boundary violations ! home-related satisfaction 0.01 0.06 0.15

Home boundary violations ! home-related satisfaction �0.28 0.06 �4.04***

Home boundary violations ! work-related satisfaction 0.11 0.09 1.19

Home boundary violations $ work-boundary violations 0.44 0.05 8.86***

Home-related satisfaction $ work-related satisfaction 0.07 0.05 1.16

Note. The table displays standardized estimates and unstandardized p-values. A single-headed arrow indicates a regression
term, a double-headed arrow indicates a correlation term.
*p ≤ .05.

**p < .01.
***p < .001.

792 KERMAN ET AL.



(Hypothesis 1b). Study 1 results did not support the cross-domain effect of home boundary
violations on work-related satisfaction (Hypothesis 2b). We also examine Hypotheses 3 and
4 regarding the moderating role of segmentation preferences, which Study 1 results did not
support, and examine the role of gender and having children. Furthermore, as the sample in
Study 1 was highly educated and employed mainly in higher education and research, we
attempt to replicate the Study 1 findings in a more heterogeneous sample of employees.

Work-related and home-related unfinished tasks as an additional
pathway

Boundary violations are often described as interruptions, as one's role engagement, activity, or
task in one domain is interrupted by a demand from the other domain (Hunter et al., 2019;
Kreiner et al., 2009). Previous literature indicates that boundary violations may be related to
unfinished tasks. Specifically, a daily diary study by Hunter et al. (2019) found that boundary
violations obstructed goals in the same domain; however, further mediation via negative affect
to domain satisfaction was not supported. We argue that it is necessary not only to examine the
relationship between boundary violations and domain satisfaction in the context of telework
but to go beyond goal obstruction and examine this process on a task level (i.e. unfinished
tasks).

Specifically, goal obstruction does not necessarily indicate incompletion of the task at hand.
However, as the literature indicates, unfinished tasks may be a great source of dissatisfaction to
individuals. In a series of experiments, Zeigarnik (1938) found that when tasks were left
unfinished due to an interruption, individuals experienced dissatisfaction and frustration, and
furthermore, the task remained cognitively active after switching to a new task (known as the
Zeigarnik effect; Zeigarnik, 1938). In the work context, Syrek et al. (2017) described unfinished
tasks as “tasks that the employee aimed to finish (or make certain progress), but which were left
undone (or left in an unsatisfactory state) when the employee stopped working” (p. 227).
Further attesting to the link between boundary violations and unfinished tasks is the notion
that personal resources (e.g. time, energy) spent in one domain become unavailable in the other
domain (Hobfoll, 1989); hence, tackling interruptions may diminish employees' resources in
that domain and increase the occurrence of unfinished tasks. Thus, we argue that it is necessary
to examine the role of both work- and home-related unfinished tasks in the relationship
between boundary violations and domain satisfaction, as boundary violations may result in
unfinished tasks, which can in turn decrease domain satisfaction.

In addition to domain-specific effects (i.e. interruptions to the work boundary relate to
work-related unfinished tasks), we argue that although largely unexamined, cross-domain
effects may be expected as well. In other words, we propose that boundary violations
(i.e. interruptions) relate to unfinished tasks in the other (interrupting) domain as well. First, as
interruptions are often unexpected and unplanned (Baethge & Rigotti, 2013; Puranik
et al., 2020) and indicative of new demands emerging from the other domain (Hunter
et al., 2019), employees faced with frequent interruptions from work or home domain are likely
facing an increased amount of demands in that domain (e.g. if a child needs unexpected help
with a school project, this will create new demand in the home domain of the employee). As
the employee faces an increased amount of demands, this may result in unfinished tasks
(Baethge et al., 2015). In addition to facing an increase in demands from the interrupting
domain, employees may not be able to tackle the interrupting demand due to engagement in
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the other domain. In other words, the employee may not be able to help their child with the
school project when the help is requested because the employee is tackling work-related tasks.
Taken together, when an employee is interrupted by a request or demand from the home
domain while engaged in a work task, this interruption may not only disrupt the work task at
hand but may also leave an unfinished task in the home domain if the employee is unable to
tackle it.

Based on previous literature, a link between unfinished tasks and domain satisfaction can
also be argued. The experiments performed by Zeigarnik (1938) found that individuals experi-
enced dissatisfaction and frustration when tasks were left unfinished. Similarly, Peifer
et al. (2019) found that unfinished tasks relate to negative affect, such as dissatisfaction,
suggesting that domain-specific unfinished tasks may negatively relate to domain satisfaction.
In addition, the literature provides an argument for cross-domain effects. Specifically, research
finds that unfinished tasks remain cognitively active even after switching to the new task
(Zeigarnik, 1938) and may result in rumination (Syrek et al., 2017; Syrek & Antoni, 2014),
making it difficult to give full attention to the task at hand. Thus, an unfinished task in one
domain may diminish engagement (or its quality) in the other domain, reducing the satisfaction
in that domain. For example, an employee may be mentally occupied with unfinished work
tasks when spending time with a family member, unable to give them full attention, which
may leave them dissatisfied with their investment in the home domain. Taken together, we
propose that work- and home-related unfinished tasks mediate the relationship between bound-
ary violations and domain satisfaction.

Hypothesis 5. The relationship between work boundary violations and work-
(H5a) or home-related satisfaction with investment (H5b) is mediated by work-
related unfinished tasks.

Hypothesis 6. The relationship between work boundary violations and work-
(H6a) or home-related satisfaction with investment (H6b) is mediated by home-
related unfinished tasks.

Hypothesis 7. The relationship between home boundary violations and home-
(H7a) or work-related satisfaction with investment (H7b) is mediated by
home-related unfinished tasks.

Hypothesis 8. The relationship between home boundary violations and home-
(H8a) or work-related satisfaction with investment (H8b) is mediated by
work-related unfinished tasks.

METHOD

Sample and procedure

UK employees working from home due to the pandemic were recruited in August 2020 through
Prolific, which is an online survey platform. One hundred thirty-eight employees participated
for at least three out of five workdays (Monday to Friday, M = 4.4), resulting in 601 observa-
tions. More than half of the sample were female participants (55.6%), and the average age was
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36.2 years (SD = 10.12). Bachelor's degrees were held by 48.3% of participants, followed by
participants with a master's degree (26.1%). The majority of the sample (78.5%) was employed
full-time and had an average position tenure of 2.43 years (SD = 0.93). Participants worked
37.7 h/week on average (SD = 6.5). Regarding the sector of employment, 13.5% of the partici-
pants worked in education; 13.5% worked in accounting, banking, and finance; 10.7% worked
in public services and administration; 8.5% worked in information technology; 5.7% worked in
retail and sales; and 5% worked in engineering and manufacturing. Leadership positions were
held by 37.9% of participants. The majority of the sample was married or in a relationship
(62.3%), and 36.6% had children; 7.6% of children were 6–8 years old, 7.6% were age 18 or older,
and 7.3% were between 1 and 3 years old. Regarding childcare, a small portion of parents (2.1%)
stated that they do not require any help with childcare. Of the parents that did require help
with childcare, 22.4% almost never had help available, 6.1% had help available rarely, 18.4%
occasionally had help available, 26.5% had help available often, and 26.5% almost always had
help available. To attempt to replicate the Study 1 findings, the same study design was applied
(see Study 1 Method).

Measures

To attempt to replicate the Study 1 findings, we applied the same scales in Study 2; the
Segmentation Preference Scale by Kreiner (2006, α = .92), the Boundary Violations Scale by
Hunter et al. (2019, α = .84 and .79 for work and home boundary violations, respectively), and
satisfaction with investment in work/family by Hunter et al. (2019, α = .88 and .90 for work
and home domain, respectively).

The Unfinished Tasks Scale (Syrek & Antoni, 2014) was used to measure daily work-related
unfinished tasks. The three items (sample item: “I need to carry many of today's work tasks into
tomorrow”) were assessed on a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree,
and showed adequate reliability (α = .77).

To assess daily home-related unfinished tasks, we adapted the items from the Unfinished
Tasks Scale (Syrek & Antoni, 2014) to the private-life context. The three items (sample item: I
need to carry many of today's chores or private obligations into tomorrow.”) were measured on
a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and showed adequate reliability
(α = .83).

RESULTS: REPLICATING THE STUDY 1 FINDINGS

Descriptive statistics, ICCs, and correlations between study variables can be found in Table 1. A
multilevel mediation model (Model 2) was applied to our data in order to examine Hypotheses
5–8. Correlation terms between work and home boundary violations, work- and home-related
unfinished tasks, and work- and home-related satisfaction were included in the model, resulting
in a saturated model.

Results in Table 2 show that Study 1 findings (Model 1) were only partially replicated.
Specifically, we found a statistically significant negative relationship between work boundary
violations and work-related satisfaction and between home boundary violations and home-
related satisfaction, providing support for Hypotheses 1a and 2a. In accordance with Study
1, results did not support Hypothesis 2b, as the relationship between home boundary violations
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and work-related satisfaction was found to be statistically nonsignificant. However, in contrast
to Study 1 and Hypothesis 1b, the relationship between work boundary violations and home-
related satisfaction was found to be statistically nonsignificant.

Regarding the moderating role of segmentation preferences, Study 1 findings were
replicated. Specifically, segmentation preferences did not significantly moderate the relation-
ship between work boundary violations and work-related satisfaction (γ = .44, t = 6.82,
p = .65), work boundary violations and home-related satisfaction (γ = .41, t = 7.86, p = .52),
home boundary violation and home-related satisfaction (γ = .36, t = 7.61, p = .99), or home
boundary violations and work-related satisfaction (γ = .45, t = 8.12, p = .10). Thus, the results
did not support Hypotheses 3 and 4.

The role of unfinished tasks

The results of Model 2 are displayed in Figure 1 and show a significant and positive relationship
between daily work boundary violations and work-related unfinished tasks, as well as home-
related unfinished tasks. In a similar manner, a significant positive relationship was observed
between daily home boundary violation and home-related unfinished tasks, as well as work-
related unfinished tasks. Daily work-related unfinished tasks were negatively and significantly
related to work-related satisfaction but not to home-related satisfaction. Daily home-related
unfinished tasks were negatively and significantly related to both home- and work-related
satisfaction.

The within-level indirect effects were estimated in R (R Core Team, 2013), using Monte
Carlo confidence intervals (see Preacher & Selig, 2012), results are displayed in Table 3. The
Monte Carlo confidence intervals indicate a significant indirect effect for all the effects tested,
with the exception of the indirect effects between home boundary violations and home
satisfaction via work-related unfinished tasks, and between work boundary violations and
home-related satisfaction via work-related unfinished tasks. Thus, the results provide support
for Hypotheses 5a, 6, 7, and 8b, but not for Hypotheses 5b and 8a.

Additional analyses

In line with Study 1, we additionally investigated the role of gender and having children by
examining Model 1 across four groups (Men with children, Men without children, Women with
children, and Women without children). The results for groups Men with children, Men without
children, and Women with children were comparable to Model 1 results in terms of valence and
significance of the effects. However, a negative significant cross-domain relationship between
daily work boundary violations and home-related satisfaction was observed for group Women
without children. In other words, different results can be observed for Women without children
in comparison to Model 1 results of the entire sample.

Lastly, we estimated Model 2 based on group membership. Comparing the results for
individual groups to the results displayed in Figure 1, several differences were observed. The
results for the group Men with children revealed nonsignificant cross-domain effects between
daily boundary violations and unfinished tasks, and a nonsignificant cross-domain effect
between daily home boundary violations and work-related unfinished tasks was observed for
the group Men without children. The results showed a nonsignificant cross-domain relationship
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between daily work boundary violations and home-related unfinished tasks for the group
Women with children. In addition, the results revealed significant negative cross-domain main
effects between daily work boundary violations and home-related satisfaction and between
daily home boundary violations and work-related satisfaction. Finally, the results for group
Women without children showed a significant positive relationship between daily home
boundary violations and work-related satisfaction and a nonsignificant relationship between
daily home boundary violations and home-related satisfaction. Thus, slightly different results
can be observed for each group. Detailed results of the additional analyses can be found in
online supplements.

DISCUSSION

The present research utilized two daily diary studies in the context of required home-based
telework during the COVID-19 pandemic to examine the relationship of daily work and home
boundary violations to daily satisfaction with investment in the work and home domains. Going
beyond the domain-specific effects (e.g. home boundary violations negatively relate to satisfac-
tion with investment in the home domain), we also examined the cross-domain effects
(e.g. work boundary violations negatively relate to satisfaction with investment in the home
domain). Furthermore, we examined the moderating role of segmentation preferences in both
studies and examined the mediating role of daily work and home-related unfinished tasks in
Study 2. Lastly, additional analyses regarding the role of gender and having children provided
further understanding of the relationships examined. Our results offer insight into employee
experiences with work–life (home) boundaries and inform the literature on the interplay
between work and private life in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore,
considering that telework will likely be available to a greater extent even after the pandemic,
our research may inform practitioners and organizations on potential threats to work–life
balance and employee satisfaction.

TABLE 3 Monte Carlo estimation of the model 2 indirect effects

Monte Carlo 95% CI

Est. LL UL

Work BV ! work UT ! work satisfaction �0.17 �0.23 �0.11

Work BV ! work UT ! home satisfaction �0.02 �0.06 0.02

Work BV ! home UT ! work satisfaction �0.02 �0.04 �0.001

Work BV ! home UT ! home satisfaction �0.05 �0.10 �0.01

Home BV ! home UT ! home satisfaction �0.09 �0.14 �0.04

Home BV ! home UT ! work satisfaction �0.03 �0.06 �0.01

Home BV ! work UT ! home satisfaction �0.004 �0.02 0.01

Home BV ! work UT ! work satisfaction �0.05 �0.11 �0.003

Abbreviations. CI, confidence interval; Home BV, home-boundary violations; Home satisfaction, home-related satisfaction with
investment; Home UT, home-related unfinished tasks; Work BV, work-boundary violations; Work satisfaction, work-related
satisfaction with investment; Work UT, work-related unfinished tasks.
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Theoretical implications

Our research provides strong empirical support for the domain-specific relationship between
boundary violations and satisfaction with domain investment (Model 1). In other words,
experiencing daily interruptions to the domain relates to (dis)satisfaction with domain invest-
ment for both the work and the home domain. Our findings partially align with previous
research. Spreitzer et al. (2017) found that the extended use of flexible work arrangements
increased goal obstruction and negative affect. Hunter et al. (2019) found that work boundary
violations directly relate to diminished satisfaction with investment in the work domain (and
via goal obstruction and negative affect). However, the study did not provide support for the
same (direct) effect in the home domain (Hunter et al., 2019), which is in contradiction to the
findings of both our studies. Thus, it seems feasible that the effect in the home domain may be
more relevant in the context of home-based telework, where work and private life blend easily
and less relevant in a traditional working setting, which allows for more separation between
the domains. Furthermore, the COVID-19 pandemic has forcibly collocated work and private
life at the home of the employees, regardless of their preference or capacity to work from home.
Thus, the context of the studies likely explains the significant link between home boundary vio-
lations and satisfaction with investment in the home domain, not found in previous research
(i.e. Hunter et al., 2019).

Based on previous literature on interruptions, namely, that switching to the interrupting
task leaves individuals dissatisfied with the new task as well (Leroy, 2009), we assumed that
individuals would also experience dissatisfaction in the interrupting domain (cross-domain
effects). However, our results do not unequivocally support this notion. In detail, we found a
significant link between work boundary violations and home-related satisfaction in Study
1, which we were unable to replicate in Study 2. The timing of the data collection may explain
the different results obtained. Specifically, Study 1 was carried out at the beginning of the lock-
down (between March and May of 2020), and Study 2 was carried out in August of 2020. Thus,
it is likely that employees were less adapted to the specifics of home-based telework and less
effective in managing the work–life boundary during the Study 1 data collection. According to
Work Adjustment Theory (Dawis et al., 1968), changes to work or working situation will likely
initiate the process of adjustment in individuals. Furthermore, research in the context of the
pandemic finds a positive relationship between telework duration and adjustment to telework
(e.g. Carillo et al., 2020). Taken together, our study provides strong empirical evidence of the
domain-specific link between boundary violations and domain satisfaction. The cross-domain
relationship was not unequivocally supported by our findings and may be more dependent on
the broader context of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Based on the boundary theory, which proposes that employees who prefer segmentation
between work and private life may find boundary violations more stressful than employees who
prefer integration (Hunter et al., 2019; Kreiner, 2006), we examined the moderating role of
segmentation preferences. In addition, previous research finds that the ability to use telework
in accordance with one's preferences (volition) relates to work–home conflict (Delanoeije &
Verbruggen, 2019), which may be especially relevant in the context of obligated telework due to
the pandemic. Furthermore, a recent study by Allen et al. (2020) found a positive link between
segmentation preferences and work-related balance during the COVID-19 pandemic, indicating
that segmentors may be more efficient in managing the work–life boundary in the context of
required home-based telework. Unexpectedly, the findings of our study do not support the
notion that segmentation preferences play a role in the relationship between boundary
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violations and domain satisfaction in terms of required home-based telework. Because our
study focused on satisfaction with domain investment rather than work–life balance, it may be
feasible that in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, the role of segmentation preferences
may be relevant for some work–life outcomes but not others. Put differently, it may be that seg-
mentation preferences relate to the employees' perception of work–life balance but do not relate
to how employees react to boundary violations or their satisfaction with domain investment.
However, our results are accordant with a study by Lapierre et al. (2016), examining work–
family conflict in the context of obligated telework. The authors concluded that the preferred
strategy might not accurately reflect the employee's capacity to tackle work–family conflict in
such circumstances. Thus, the required aspect of home-based telework due to the pandemic
may also explain our nonsignificant findings; that is, while individuals with high segmentation
preferences may prefer to keep work and private life as separate as possible (Kreiner, 2006),
they may still be efficient in tackling violations and reducing domain dissatisfaction when they
are required to adapt to home-based telework.

The final major finding of our research comes from the investigation of both work and
home-related unfinished tasks in Study 2 (Model 2). First, the results support the domain-
specific mediation of unfinished tasks, indicating that boundary violations or interruptions in
the domain relate to an increase in unfinished tasks, as the employee is required to tackle the
interruption and, in turn, unfinished tasks relate to dissatisfaction in the same domain.
The indirect relationships between work boundary violations and home satisfaction via home-
related unfinished tasks and between home boundary violations and work satisfaction via
work-related unfinished tasks were also supported. In other words, boundary violations create
unfinished tasks in the other domain as well, providing a link to the domain dissatisfaction.
Thus, it seems that employees may be unable or unwilling to tackle the unexpected demand
from the other domain. For example, if an employee is interrupted while engaged in a work
task by their child needing help with schoolwork, this could not only create an unfinished task
in the work domain but may also create an unfinished task in the home domain if the employee
is unable to give full attention to the child.

Our results also support the hypothesis that home boundary violations relate to satisfaction
in the work domain via home-related unfinished tasks. However, we were unable to support
the relationship between work boundary violations and home-related satisfaction via work-
related unfinished tasks. In light of the Zeigarnik effect (Zeigarnik, 1938), this would indicate
that home-related unfinished tasks remain cognitively active while the employee is engaged in
the work domain to decrease satisfaction in the work domain. However, work-related
unfinished tasks may not be cognitively active (enough) to decrease home-domain satisfaction.
To further attest to this premise, our results support the relationship between work boundary
violations and work satisfaction via home-related unfinished tasks.

On the other hand, the relationship between home boundary violations and home-related
satisfaction via work-related unfinished tasks was not supported. It is also noteworthy that
unfinished tasks received the same average score in both domains (M = 2.34). Again, it seems
that although interruptions to either work or home domains create unfinished tasks in both
domains, the home-related unfinished tasks may remain more cognitively active than unfin-
ished tasks in the work domain. A possible explanation comes from previous literature, which
found that the demands from the domain in which the employee is currently engaged have
more salience than demands from the other domain (Golden, 2012). In other words, because
employees are located at home, the home-related unfinished tasks may seem more prominent
and remain more cognitively active than work-related unfinished tasks. This finding may also
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be (to some extent) specific to the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, which forced the
employees into home-based telework for an extended period of time. Put differently, the
cognitive prominence of home-related demands and unfinished tasks may have been even
further exacerbated by the fact that the employees (and their household members) were
continuously located at home day after day and likely for most of the day.

The additional analyses also provided valuable insight regarding the role of gender and
having children in the relationships examined. First, both Study 1 and 2 Model 1 and Model
2 results differentiate women without children from other groups. Specifically, Model 1 results
showed a negative relationship between work boundary violations and home-related satisfac-
tion in both studies, and furthermore, the effect became nonsignificant in Model 2, indicating
full mediation (Rucker et al., 2011) of unfinished tasks. Thus, it seems that teleworking women
without children may prioritize the interrupting work tasks during the pandemic, increasing
home-related unfinished tasks, which in turn decreases satisfaction with investment in the
home domain. Further attesting this notion is the observed positive relationship between home
boundary violations and satisfaction with investment in the work domain, indicating that
prioritization of interrupting work tasks may increase satisfaction with investment in the work
domain.

Investigation of Model 2 also differentiates women with children, showing a nonsignificant
relationship between work boundary violations and home-related unfinished tasks, indicating
that women with children may not be able to postpone or reject interrupting demands from the
home domain. Furthermore, we observed a significant negative cross-domain relationship
between boundary violations and domain satisfaction, indicating that dissatisfaction of having
to switch between interrupting tasks from the two domains can be observed, particularly after
including unfinished tasks in the model. Lastly, we observed a nonsignificant relationship
between work boundary violations and home-related unfinished tasks and between home
boundary violations and work-related unfinished tasks for men with children. In comparison to
women with children, this indicates that men may be able to postpone or reject home-related
unfinished tasks. In other words, the gender of the parent plays a role in the cross-domain
relationships between boundary violations and unfinished tasks. This finding is consistent with
other studies, showing that women tend to take on more home-related obligations (Chernyak-
Hai et al., 2021). Furthermore, our findings are in line with research in the context of the
COVID-19 pandemic, showing a shift toward traditional gendered behavior when it comes to
tackling family or home obligations and childcare (Shockley et al., 2020).

Practical implications

Speculating that telework may likely continue after the COVID-19 pandemic, our findings may
provide insight for practitioners and organizations on the pitfalls of telework and inform on
how to make telework work for employees. As our findings indicate, employees may struggle
with work and home boundary violations due to the collocation of work and home, increasing
unfinished tasks in both domains and decreasing satisfaction with domain investment. Thus, it
may be beneficial for employees and practitioners to develop strategies for managing the work–
life boundary during home-based telework in order to reduce boundary violations and
unfinished tasks in both domains. Previous research on telework found that creating physical,
temporal, and behavioral strategies helped employees maintain the work–home boundary
(Basile & Beauregard, 2016). A recent study by Allen et al. (2020) provided detailed strategies
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that employees used to manage the work–life boundary during the pandemic. Examples of
behavioral strategies include imitating the office routine, such as getting office-ready in the
morning and changing clothes when finished with work. From a temporal perspective,
employees had success with setting a strict work time and determining a time to stop working.
Lastly, creating a separate workspace or workstation enabled employees to create a physical
boundary between work and private life.

Our findings indicate that setting a boundary in the home domain may be just as, if not
more, critical. Employees should thus clearly communicate in the home domain when they are
available and when they are not to be interrupted. Previous research also found that the flexibil-
ity associated with telework can allow employees to more efficiently tackle demands in both
domains (Golden et al., 2006). Thus, practitioners and organizations should continue to allow
for a certain amount of flexibility but should make sure that spatial flexibility does not over-
extend into temporal flexibility. For example, the flexibility of telework can allow the employee
to finish an email late in the evening, tackling an unfinished task, but at the same time poten-
tially interrupting another employee in their off-job time. Thus, implementing an organiza-
tional policy or guidelines regarding telework (e.g. employees should not initiate work-related
communication after 6 p.m.) could provide additional structure to employees and facilitate
employee satisfaction.

Furthermore, we speculate that telework may become more optional (or less often obli-
gated) as countries gain control over the pandemic but much more widely available and
established than it was prior to the pandemic. In other words, employees may be facing
increased variability in teleworking days in the future. This increased variability may make
boundary violations and interruptions more changeable from day to day. For example, on some
days, an employee might be working from home alone while their partner is working from the
office, and on other days they might both work from home. Thus, employees will likely benefit
from creating well-defined boundaries and reducing cross-domain interruptions even as home-
based telework becomes optional.

Finally, employees and practitioners should pay special attention to the shift toward tradi-
tional gendered roles when it comes to private life demands. Shockley et al. (2020) found that
the best strategy for dual-earner couples is to alternate days of home-based telework. Such a
strategy may become increasingly available as home-based telework becomes more optional
and could potentially enable women with children to reduce the amount of interruptions from
the home domain, decrease the amount of unfinished tasks, and increase satisfaction with work
and home domain. Organizations, on the other hand, can facilitate such strategies by allowing
the employees to determine when home-based telework is best suited for them.

Limitations and future research

Our studies are not without limitations. Due to the flexible nature of telework (e.g. individuals
can engage in work-related tasks late in the evening to be then interrupted by the home
domain), all study variables were assessed at the same time (before bed). Although similar
methods have been used in previous daily research on telework (e.g. Delanoeije et al., 2019), a
single measurement point at the end of the day resulted in the cross-sectional nature of the
daily measures. In addition, all variables in studies were assessed with self-report measures,
raising the issue of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Thus, the results of the
reported mediation analysis should be interpreted with some caution. Future studies may
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benefit by utilizing an event-sampling approach (see Ohly et al., 2010) to separate the measure-
ment of the variables to at least some extent. This could be done by, for example, asking the
participants to answer questions regarding the work boundary violations scale when they feel
that they have finished working and not at a pre-determined time. Furthermore, to complement
self-reported scale measures, future research may benefit from asking the participants to keep
track of and report the number of daily boundary violations for each domain.

In light of the null findings regarding segmentation preferences in our studies, future
research may benefit from considering self-efficacy in boundary management (see Lapierre
et al., 2016) in addition to segmentation preferences. Additionally, previous research showed
that boundary management strategies could be subject to change (Vaziri et al., 2020); however,
they were regarded as a stable construct in our studies. Thus, future research may benefit from
considering potential within-person variability in boundary management preferences and strat-
egies. Furthermore, our studies indicate that gender and having children play a role in the rela-
tionships examined; thus, future research may benefit from examining them in parallel with
segmentation preferences. Finally, our results highlight the relevance of unfinished tasks when
examining the work–life boundary outcomes, such as satisfaction with investment in the
domain. Thus, future research examining work–life outcomes in the context of telework may
benefit from considering unfinished tasks in both domains and further explore potential
implications for the well-being of employees.
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