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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this paper is to develop a typology of workers based on work-life balance (WLB) or 
imbalance (WLI) and satisfaction about this (im)balance (SWLB). For this purpose, we use the data 
available in the special module “Work, Family and Wellbeing” of the European Social Survey 2010. 
Our a priori typology includes seven categories, namely the “work-centered” (WLI in favor of work, 
high SWLB), the “overworkers” (WLI in favor of work, low SWLB), the “fulfilled-in-life” (well-
balanced WLB, high SWLB), the “work-increasers” and the “work-decreasers” (well-balanced WLB, 
low SWLB), the “home-centered” (WLI in favor of private life, high SWLB) and the “hampered-by-
private-life” (WLI in favor of private life, low SWLB). We performed multinomial logistic regressions 
on the data. Results helped us establishing a profile of each type of workers. Work-centered have jobs 
requiring high qualifications and enjoy their work. “Overworkers” occupy also highly qualified 
positions but they less enjoy work and prioritize more their family life. “Fulfilled-in-life” rather enjoy 
their job, have a lower level of education and are more rarely managers or self-employed than the two 
previous categories. Finally, the “work-decreasers” are to be found more frequently among the female 
and younger people. Their jobs require a low level of education and their main task often relates to 
manual labor. They do not enjoy working and cannot find motivation at work. We did not find evidence 
for the remaining categories, namely the “work-increasers”, the “home-centered” and the “hampered-
by-private-life”. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Work-life balance was originally constructed as a specifically working mother-related problem. In the 
1970s, women started entering massively the labor market. More mothers and wives had suddenly to 
juggle their professional life with domestic and caring tasks (Crompton & Lyonette, 2006). Scholars 
began to address the issue of multiple roles and role conflict for working women (Rantanen et al. 2011). 
Later on, new generations of workers (namely generation X and then generation Y) brought values 
prioritizing personal development and work-life balance over commitment to the employer (Cennamo 
& Gardner, 2008). Thus, what was a gender studies theme and a feminist issue turned gradually into a 
societal problem affecting not only mothers, but also fathers, children and even single individuals. 
Nowadays, reconciling work and family has become a major concern in policy debates (McGinnity & 
Calvert, 2009).  

In the literature, the term “work-life balance” implies that life equates non-work (Guest, 2002). But 
work is also life (if maybe not necessarily fun). As Guest (2002) points out, “the term work-life balance 
is in itself a misnomer and serves simply as a convenient shorthand for work and the rest of life”. 
Moreover, non-work or rest of life covers different areas such as free time, leisure time, family life, 
married life, domestic and caring works to name a few. In this paper, we will remain at the more general 
level, namely work/non-work, as we want to study also households without children. We will stick with 
the term “work-life balance” for the sake of convenience. 

Scholars most often consider the concept of work-life balance (WLB) as encompassing both subjective 
and objective dimensions. Clark (2001) defines WLB as “satisfaction and good functioning at work and 
at home with a minimum of role conflict”. According to Greenhaus, Collins & Shaw (2003), work–
family balance is “the extent to which an individual is equally engaged in—and equally satisfied with—
his or her work role and family role”. WLB is conceptualized both as an objective condition (efficiency 
or engagement) and an individual perception about this condition (satisfaction about job and private 
life). Mc Ginnity & Whelan (2009) recognize the relevance of both aspects for a better comprehension 
of the phenomenon.   

  

TYPOLOGY 

The aim of this paper is to build a typology of workers based on two dimensions: WLB per se and the 
level of satisfaction about this balance. WLB refers to conditions, perceived and/or existing, while 
satisfaction implies expectations, met or unmet, about what these conditions should be. WLB can be 
either well-balanced or unbalanced. If there is imbalance, it can be in favor of either work or private life. 
Work-life imbalance does not necessarily imply dissatisfaction about it. One can choose to have a career 
and feel that the benefits (professional status, recognition, feeling of self-worth, personal fulfilment) 
compensate for the costs in private life. Conversely, a well-balanced life does not always lead to 
satisfaction. For example, a part-time working mother with grown up children could complain about the 
difficulty in increasing her activity rate at her workplace.  

In light of these considerations, and along the two dimensions of WLB and satisfaction, we propose an 
a priori typology of workers (Table 1). It must be noted that our typology is not necessarily empirically 
grounded. Our categories are close to the Weberian concept of ideal type, which is “the one-sided 
accentuation of one or more points of view and by the synthesis of a great many diverse, more or less 
present and occasionally absent concrete individual phenomena" (Weber, 1904, cited by Doty & Glick, 
1994). As such, an ideal type do not exist in the social reality but provides a reading grid of this social 
reality. It is a model which “offers guidance to the construction of hypotheses" (Weber, 1904, cited by 
Doty & Glick, 1994). 

We assume that those whose work-life (im)balance is tipped in favor of work but who are nevertheless 
satisfied with their situation are “work-centered” (1). According to Hakim (2006), “work-centred people 
(men and women) are focused on competitive activities in the public sphere, in careers, sport, politics, 
or the arts. Family life is fitted around their work, and many of these women remain childless, even 
when married ». In its most extreme form, this category includes the workers known as workaholics. 
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Table 1. Typology of workers according to WLB(I) and SWLB  

 WLB(I) satisfaction WLB(I) dissatisfaction 

WLI at the expense of private life 1. Work-centered 2. Overworkers 

WLB 3. Fulfilled-in-life 4. Work increasers 

5. Work decreasers 

WLI at the expense of work 6. Home-centered 7. Hampered by own private life 

Note. WLB: Work-life balance; WBI: Work-life imbalance; SWLB: Satisfaction with WLB 

 

Second, we define as “overworkers” those who are in the same situation but are not satisfied with it (2). 
The difference between the work-centered/workaholics and the overworkers is that the former choose 
to work long hours and find it gratifying while the latter have no choice and  believe that overtime is not 
worth it (Guest, 2002). Third, the “fulfilled-in-life” have found a balance between work and private life 
and enjoy their situation (3). Those in the fourth category are also well-balanced but not satisfied with 
their situation. We hypothesize that they are divided into two subcategories: the first aspire to get more 
involved in their professional life (4), the latter wish they had (even) more spare time (5). Fifth, we 
called “home-centered” those fully committed to their private life and happy about it (6). “Family life 
and children are the main priorities throughout life » for the home-centered women (Hakim, 2006). As 
we do not study only loving and caring mothers and wives, we must also consider as home-centered 
those (men and women) who prioritize in their life leisure, entertainment or personal enrichment outside 
work. Finally, the last group includes those who complain supposedly because their private life spills 
over into their work (7). It can be blamed on personal problems, on physical or mental illness of one 
member of the household, on too much workload at home because of dependent children/parents, and 
so forth. 

In order to better identify the profile of each type of workers, we will study these categories in light of 
some psychological and objective, work and private life characteristics which might affect WLB. 
Objective work characteristics are for example the type of profession, work and employment conditions, 
occupational status. Professional and managerial workers are more likely to experiment work-life 
conflicts than less qualified workers because of a higher work intensity (Crompton & Lyonette, 2006; 
Gallie & Russell, 2009). Public sector employees prioritize more a well-balanced life than private sector 
employees (Buelens & Van den Broeck, 2007). As for objective and private life conditions, they refer, 
among others, to living with a partner/spouse, having children, and the distribution of roles in the 
household. Commitments and obligations at home are expected to be higher when living with dependent 
children or elderly parents than when living alone (Guest, 2002). Moreover, a traditional gendered 
division of labor will have a more negative impact on WLB for women than an egalitarian one 
(Crompton & Lyonette, 2006). Finally, we will study some psychological characteristics, such as values 
and attitudes toward professional and private life, which might be related to actual behaviors and choices 
(see preference theory, Hakim, 2000).  

 

DATA AND METHODS  

We used the data available in the special module “Work, Family and Wellbeing” of the European Social 
Survey 2010 (ESS). In order to reduce the sampling error and combine data from several countries (22 
EU countries, plus Norway, Switzerland, Israel, Ukraine and Russia), we applied jointly post-
stratification and population size weights. We selected the respondents whose main activity is paid work, 
whether or not singles, living with a partner and/or with children. The situation of those living with their 
parents proved to be more problematic. Either they are young and still living in their parental home, or 
they are older and taking care of dependent elderly parents, which reflect two totally different situations 
in terms of WLB. For the sake of convenience and as this is a first draft, we consider them at this stage 
as singles provided that they do not have a partner or children. 
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Following McGinnity & Calvert (2009), we operationalize WLB as perceived by the respondents with 
two items: “How often do you keep worrying about work problems when you are not working?” and 
“How often feel too tired after work to enjoy the things you would like to do at home?” (Scale: 1=never, 
2=hardly never; 3=sometimes; 4=often; 5=always). We calculated mean scores on these two items. Two 
other items respectively related to job preventing respondent from giving time to partner/family and to 
partner/family being fed up with the pressure of respondent’s job were not taken into account because 
they were not asked to single workers without children. 

Those are subjective indicators. Despite their equal relevance, objective indicators were finally not taken 
into account. As a matter of fact, we realized that it was impossible to have a single and absolute measure 
of extra hours across the countries. Working more than 35 hours weekly is legally overtime in France, 
but not in Switzerland for instance. Moreover, the minimum annual paid vacation varies from 18 to 25 
days in the countries surveyed in the ESS. Finally, existing questions in the ESS related to working on 
evenings, nights or weekends cannot measure WLB objectively because they are context-dependent. 
For example, retail store sales staff, health-care professionals or waiters have unusual working hours but 
do not necessarily suffer from work-life imbalance. 

But the major shortcoming is that only the two questions describing a spill-over from work to private 
life can be used for the purpose of developing our typology. The remaining two questions concerning 
the opposite situation, namely private life spilling over work, refer only to family responsibilities 
preventing the respondent from working efficiently. Consequently and obviously, questions about 
family responsibilities were not asked to respondent living alone or living with a partner and no children. 
Thus, we just have a measure of work-life conflict and not of life-work conflict. This means that we 
cannot make a distinction between a well-balanced WLB and a work-life imbalance at the expense of 
work and in favor of private life.  

The consequence of this is that the boundary between the “fulfilled-in-life” and the “home-centered” is 
blurred (both are satisfied and their WLB is not in favor of work). The same applies to the “work 
increasers” and “work decreasers” on one hand, and those who are hampered by their private life on the 
other hand (both not satisfied and WLB not in favor of work). For simplicity purposes and in order to 
stick with the data at our disposal, we will consider only four categories, namely the work-centered 
(WLI at the expense of private life, high SWLB), the overworkers (WLI at the expense of private life, 
low SWLB) and, for lack of better terms, the “satisfied” workers (WLB or WLI at the expense of work, 
high SWLB) and the “dissatisfied” workers (WLB or WLI at the expense of work, low SWLB). 

In order to build our finally four categories, we dichotomized the composite indicator of WLB and the 
satisfaction variable. Concerning the first, we decided that a score of less than 4 (ie. “never”, “hardly 
never”, “sometimes”) as an indicator of a balanced WLB or a WLI at the expense of work and a score 
equal or greater than 4 (ie. often, always) as an indicator of work spilling over into private life. As for 
satisfaction with the WLB, the scale ranges from 0 (“extremely dissatisfied”) to 10 (“extremely 
satisfied”). A score less than or equal to 5 was considered as a low level of satisfaction and a score 
greater than 5 as a sufficient or high level of satisfaction.  

This approach is grounded in the absolute meaning of the questions asked to the respondents rather than 
in a relative meaning. In this regard, a respondent who declares that he is “often” too tired after work to 
enjoy the things he would like to do at home must be definitely considered as experimenting a work-life 
imbalance at the expense of his private life. Thus, interpretation of the replies does not vary depending 
on the sample distribution. In line with Ratanen (2006), who developed a WLB typology based on work-
non-work conflict and enhancement, we agree that “WLB types are anchored in the response scale 
instead of mean or median splits of the variable mean scores, which are sample-specific and hinder the 
comparison of results between different samples”. 

In order to describe the type of profession and the professional status, we used ESS questions asking the 
type of organization the respondent works for, the type of tasks mostly performed, the level of education 
required for the position, and whether the respondent is responsible for supervising other people. As for 
the objective private life indicators, they refer to whether the respondent has children or not, and a 
constructed variable distinguishing working women living with a working partner from the rest of the 
sample, in an attempt to assess the impact of a traditional division of labor on WLB. With regard to 
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subjective work-related variables, we took into account the main reason why the respondent puts effort 
in her work and whether or not she would enjoy working in her current job even if she did not need the 
money. We believe that these questions reflect fairly well the respondents’ engagement and attitude 
toward work. Finally, a question on the importance of WLB when choosing a job was also included. 
Age of respondent was used as control variable. 

As for the data analysis method, our first choice was to use a generalized mixed model because 
individuals are nested within countries. However, computation and parameters estimation issues during 
the analysis made us choose a different modelling strategy. Finally, we used a multinomial logistic 
regression using country as a control variable. The multinomial logistic regression model allows to 
predict (probability of) group membership. It provides the odds to belong to each particular group rather 
than a reference group. Because we were less interested in the effect of the country variable (we have 
no specific hypotheses about difference between specific countries), we report only the global main 
effect for this variable but we report results for other variables controlling for the effect of country. We 
chose the satisfied workers as reference group because it is the larger category among our sample. The 
following sections present the results of comparisons between this reference groups and the other ones. 

 

FINDINGS 

Descriptive statistics and frequencies 

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the variables used to create groups (our dependent variable), 
namely WLB and SWLB. WLB scale ranges from 1 to 5 (total imbalance to perfect balance) and from 
0 to 10 for SWLB (Extremely dissatisfied to extremely satisfied). Overall, participants experiment a 
rather balanced WLB (m = 3.09, SD = .87) and are rather satisfied with it (m = 6.18, SD = 2.18).  

 

Table 2. Variables used to create groups, N and descriptive statistics 

Variables used to create groups (dependent 
variable)                        N Min. Max. Mean SD Median 

WLB 25634 1 5 3.09 .87 3 

SWLB 25343 0 10 6.18 2.18 6 

 

Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for variables we used as continuous predictors in our model. On 
average, respondents are 41.35 years old (SD = 11.79), believe that WLB is important when choosing a 
job (m = 4.16, SD = .81) and slightly disagree that they would not enjoy working in paid job even if they 
did not need money (m = 2.79, SD = 1.18).  

 

Table 3. Variables used as continuous variables in the Multinomial Regression Model, N and 
descriptive statistics 

Variables used as continuous                        N Min. Max. Mean SD Median 

Age 25716 15 88 41.35 11.789 42 

Enjoy work 

Importance of WLB 

25127 1 5 3.21 1.177 4 

25300 1 5 4.16 .813 4 

 

Table 4 shows observed frequencies for categorical variables (dependent variable and independent 
variables) used in the analysis. Codes for each categorical variable used in the regression model are also 
mentioned. 
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Table 4. Categorical variables used in the Multinomial Regression Model, N and percent of 
observations (once data weighted) 

Categorical 
Variables                                          Levels [codes in brackets] N % 
Worker typology Overworkers 3395 17.1 

Work-centered 2923 14.8 
 Dissatisfied workers 4455 22.5 
Satisfied workers 9024 45.6 

Main reason I 
put effort into 
my work 

Be satisfied with what I accomplish [1] 6071 30.7 
Keep my job [2] 3911 19.8 
My work is useful for other people [3] 2370 12.0 
Get a higher wage or a promotion [4] 2788 14.1 
My work tasks are interesting [5] 2425 12.3 
It is everyone's duty to always do their best [6] 1951 9.9 
Other [7] 178 0.9 
I do not put effort into my work [55] 103 0.5 

Level of 
education needed 
for the job 

Max. compulsory education [1] 6303 31.8 
+ max. 3 years [2] 7660 38.7 
+ more than 3 years [3] 5833 29.5 

Type of 
organization 
respondent 
works for 

Central or local government [11 1756 8.9 
Other public sector (such as education and health) [2] 3513 17.7 
A state owned enterprise [3] 1774 9.0 
A private firm [4] 12231 61.8 
Other [5] 396 2.0 
Self-employed [6] 125 0.6 

Main task in job Supervising personnel [1] 2560 12.9 
Working with people other than employees [2] 7032 35.5 
Working with text and/or numbers [3] 3193 16.1 
Working with physical objects and/or other physical material [4] 5788 29.2 
Working with animals and/or plants [5] 249 1.3 
Other [6] 706 3.6 
Two or more of these in equal proportions [7] 270 1.4 

Responsible for 
supervising other 
employees 

Yes [1] 5817 29.4 
No [2] 13980 70.6 

Children living at 
home 

Yes [1] 10704 54.1 
No [2] 9093 45.9 

Working woman 
with working 
partner 

No [0] 14511 73.3 
Yes [1] 5285 26.7 

Gender Male [1] 10274 51.9 
Female [2] 9522 48.1 
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Logistic Multinomial Regression results 

First of all, the complete model including all our independent variables better predicts the dependent 
variable than a intercept model only [χ2(159) = 2408.44, p < .001]. The Likelihood Ratios Tests reveal 
that all effects are significant (Table 5). The pseudo R2 equals .12 (Cox and Snell = .115 and Nagelkerke 
= .124). Each of our independent variables have a significant main effect on the dependent variable. 
That is, we found at least one significant effect for our independent variables when each group was 
compared to the reference group. Because this represents global effects, we will analyze further these 
results in considering the pairwise comparisons between the reference group and each of the other 
groups (Tables 6, 7 & 8).  

 

Table 5. Likelihood Ratio Tests for each variable predicting WLB groups using a Logistic 
Multinomial Regression Model. 

Variable χ2 Df p 

Enjoy work 135.34 3 <.001 

Importance of WLB 34.87 3 <.001 

Age 56.82 3 <.001 

Work reason 176.67 21 <.001 

Work education 271.81 6 <.001 

Work organization 129.97 15 <.001 

Work main task 81.22 18 <.001 

Work supervison 127.15 3 <.001 

Have child(ren) 11.50 3 =.009 

Working woman with working partner 9.73 3 =.021 

Gender 36.66 3 <.001 

Country 671.834 78 <.001 

Note. Pseudo-R2 (Cox & Snell and Nalgelkerke) = .12 

 

Comparison between overworkers and satisfied workers 

We report here the significant effects when modelling the odds of belonging to the overworker group 
(WLI at the expense of private life, low SWLB) rather than the satisfied group (WLB or WLI at the 
expense of work, high SWLB; see Table 6 for each effect and specific p-values). 

Continuous variables 

- A one-point increase in enjoying work multiplies the odds of belonging to overworker group rather 
than the satisfied group by .905. In other words, the less you enjoy working, the more the odds of 
belonging to the overworker group increase. 

- A one-point increase in finding work-family balance important when choosing a job multiplies the 
odds of belonging to the overworker group rather than the satisfied group by 1.161. In other words, 
the more you find important to choose a job allowing to combine work/family, the more the odds of 
belonging to the overworker group increase. 

- A one-point (year) increase in the age multiplies the odds of belonging to the overworker group 
rather than the satisfied by 1.005. Similarly, a ten-point increase in the age increases the odds of  
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Table 6. Results of the Multinomial Regression, comparison between overworkers and satisfied 
workers 

          Effect B Wald ddl p Exp(B) 

95 % CI 
Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

 

 

 

 

Intercept -3.294 34.034 1 .000 1.11 1.07 1.15 
WENJOY -.100 29.076 1 .000 .905 .873 .939 
IWLB -.149 29.085 1 .000 1.161 1.1 1.226 
AGE .005 7.586 1 .006 1.005 1.001 1.009 
[WKREASON=1] .051 .021 1 .886 1.052 .526 2.104 
[WKREASON=2] .410 1.347 1 .246 1.507 .754 3.012 
[WKREASON=3] -.009 .001 1 .981 .991 .493 1.995 
[WKREASON=4] .296 .698 1 .403 1.345 .671 2.693 
[WKREASON=5] -.180 .255 1 .613 .835 .415 1.682 
[WKREASON=6] -.027 .006 1 .939 .973 .483 1.961 
[WKREASON=7] 1 2.163 1 .141 1.868 .812 4.296 
[WKREASON=55] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[WKEDUC=1] -.599 96.334 1 .000 .550 .488 .619 
[WKEDUC=2] 0 66.138 1 .000 .653 .589 .724 
[WKEDUC=3] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[WKORG=1] -.062 .039 1 .844 .940 .508 1.739 
[WKORG=2] .327 1.124 1 .289 1.387 .757 2.541 
[WKORG=3] -.243 .603 1 .438 .784 .424 1.449 
[WKORG=4] .318 1.084 1 .298 1.374 .755 2.501 
[WKORG=5] 1 2.674 1 .102 1.740 .896 3.379 
[WKORG=6] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[WKTASK=1] .276 1.902 1 .168 1.318 .890 1.951 
[WKTASK=2] .398 4.196 1 .041 1.489 1.017 2.178 
[WKTASK=3] .178 .806 1 .369 1.195 .810 1.761 
[WKTASK=4] .232 1.393 1 .238 1.262 .858 1.856 
[WKTASK=5] .320 1.373 1 .241 1.377 .806 2.353 
[WKTASK=6] 0 .000 1 .985 .996 .634 1.563 
[WKTASK=55] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[WKSUPERV=1] 1 92.275 1 .000 1.658 1.495 1.838 
[WKSUPERV=2] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[HCHILDREN=1] 0 10.592 1 .001 1.153 1.058 1.257 
[HCHILDREN=2] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[HWWOMAN=0] 0 8.668 1 .003 1.192 1.060 1.340 
[HWWOMAN=1] .000b . 0 . . . . 
[Gender=Male] 0 36.672 1 .000 .712 .637 .794 
[Gender=Female] .000b . 0 . . . . 
Note. b: reference category;  variable names in brackets: categorical variables; p-value in bold: 
significant effects (i.e. p < .05) 
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- belonging to overworker group rather than the satisfied group by 5 percent. In other words, the more 
one is older, the more the odds of belonging to the overworker group increase. 

Categorical variables 

- The odds for someone whose job requires a lower level of education level (i.e., maximum 
compulsory education) of belonging to the overworker group rather than the satisfied group are .55 
times the odds for someone with the highest education level needed for the job (i.e., more than three 
years after compulsory education). In other words, someone whose position requires a basic 
education level has lower odds than someone whose position requires the highest education level of 
belonging to the overworker group rather than the satisfied group. 

- The odds for someone who needs a middle education level for one’s job (i.e., up to 3 years after 
compulsory education) of belonging to the overworker group rather than the satisfied group are .65 
times the odds for someone with the highest education level needed for the job (i.e., more than three 
years after compulsory education). 

- The odds for someone working most of the time with people other than employees of belonging to 
the overworker group rather than the satisfied group are 1.489 times the odds for someone mostly 
busy with more than one of the tasks proposed in the ESS. 

- The odds for someone responsible for supervising other employees of belonging to the overworker 
group rather than the satisfied group are 1.658 times the odds for someone without such supervising 
responsibilities. 

- The odds for someone living with children of belonging to the overwoker group rather than the 
satisfied group are 1.153 times the odds for someone not living with children 

- The odds for those who are not working women and not living with working partners of belonging 
to the overworker group rather than the satisfied group are 1.192 times the odds for those who are 
working women and living with working partners.  

- The odds for a male of belonging to the overworker group rather than the satisfied group are .712 
times the odds for a female. In other words, a male has lower odds than a female of belonging to the 
overworker group rather than the satisfied group.  

 

Comparison between work-centered and satisfied workers 

We report here the significant effects when modelling the odds of belonging to the work-centered group 
(WLI at the expense of private life, high SWLB) rather than the satisfied group (WLB or WLI at the 
expense of work, high SWLB; see Table 6 for each effect and specific p-values). 

Continuous variables 

- A one-point increase in enjoying work multiplies the odds of belonging to the work-centered group 
rather than the satisfied group by 1.066. 

- A one-point increase in giving importance in choosing a job allowing to combine work/family 
multiplies the odds of belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group by 1.082. 

- A one-point (one-year) increase in the age multiplies the odds of belonging to the work-centered 
group rather than the satisfied group by 1.008. Similarly, a ten-point increase in the age increases 
the odds of belonging to the work-centered rather than the satisfied group by 8 percent. 

Categorical variables 

- The odds for someone whose job requires a lower education level (i.e., maximum compulsory 
education) of belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group are .471 times 
the odds for someone whose the highest education level is needed for the job (i.e., more than three 
years after compulsory education). In other words, someone with a basic education level needed  
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Table 7. Results of the Multinomial Regression, comparison between work-centered and satisfied 
workers 

Effect B Wald ddl P Exp(B) 

95 % CI 
Lower 

bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

 

 

 

Intercept -3.632 4.421 1 .035    
WENJOY .064 10.280 1 .001 .1.066 1.026 1.109 
IWLB .079 7.533 1 .006 1.082 1.023 1.145 
AGE .008 18.257 1 .000 1.008 1.005 1.012 
[WKREASON=1] 3.172 3.526 1 .060 23.864 .870 654.206 
[WKREASON=2] 3.316 3.852 1 .050 27.544 1.004 755.318 
[WKREASON=3] 3.317 3.853 1 .050 27.579 1.005 756.891 
[WKREASON=4] 3.260 3.723 1 .054 26.056 .950 714.862 
[WKREASON=5] 3.161 3.498 1 .061 23.588 .859 647.423 
[WKREASON=6] 3.272 3.748 1 .053 26.363 .960 723.765 
[WKREASON=7] 3.164 3.395 1 .065 23.675 .817 685.693 
[WKREASON=55] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKEDUC=1] -.752 128.302 1 .000 .471 .414 .537 
[WKEDUC=2] -.251 22.270 1 .000 .778 .701 .864 
[WKEDUC=3] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKORG=1] -1.109 22.619 1 .000 .330 .209 .521 
[WKORG=2] -.883 14.977 1 .000 .414 .265 .647 
[WKORG=3] -1.023 19.466 1 .000 .360 .228 .566 
[WKORG=4] -1.030 21.260 1 .000 .357 .230 .553 
[WKORG=5] -.518 3.828 1 .050 .596 .354 1.001 
[WKORG=6] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKTASK=1] -.167 .877 1 .349 .847 .597 1.200 
[WKTASK=2] -.258 2.252 1 .133 .773 .552 1.082 
[WKTASK=3] -.381 4.693 1 .030 .683 .484 .964 
[WKTASK=4] -.431 6.008 1 .014 .650 .461 .917 
[WKTASK=5] -.849 7.720 1 .005 .428 .235 .779 
[WKTASK=6] -.252 1.470 1 .225 .777 .517 1.168 
[WKTASK=55] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKSUPERV=1] .366 44.032 1 .000 1.442 1.294 1.606 
[WKSUPERV=2] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[HCHILDREN=1] .053 1.332 1 .249 1.054 .964 1.154 
[HCHILDREN=2] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[HWWOMAN=0] .089 1.911 1 .167 1.093 .963 1.241 
[HWWOMAN=1] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[GENDER=Male] -.097 2.587 1 .108 .907 .806 1.021 
[GENDER=Female] 0b . 0 . . . . 
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- for the job has lower odds than someone with the highest education level needed for the job of 
belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group. 

- The odds for someone with the middle education level needed for the job (i.e., up to 3 years after 
compulsory education) of belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group are 
.778 times the odds for someone with the highest education level needed for the job (i.e., more than 
three years after compulsory education). 

- The odds for someone who works for central or local government of belonging to the work-centered 
group rather than the satisfied group are .330 times the odds for someone who is self-employed. 

- The odds for someone who works for other public sectors of belonging to the work-centered group 
rather than the satisfied group are .414 times the odds for someone who is self-employed. 

- The odds for someone who works for a state owned enterprise of belonging to the work-centered 
group rather than the satisfied group are .360 times the odds for someone who is self-employed. 

- The odds for someone who works for a private firm of belonging to the work-satisfied group rather 
than the satisfied group are .357 times the odds for someone who is self-employed. 

- The odds for someone who works for other kind of employers of belonging to the work-centered 
group rather than the satisfied group are .596 times the odds for someone who is self-employed.  

- The odds for someone spending most of his/her time in main job working with text and/or numbers 
of belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group are .683 times the odds for 
someone spending most time in his/her main job doing more than one of the tasks mentioned in the 
ESS questionnaire. 

- The odds for someone spending most his/her time in main job working with physical objects and/or 
other physical material of belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group are 
.650 times the odds for someone spending most time in his/her main job performing a wider range 
of tasks. 

- The odds for someone spending most time in his/her main job working with animals and/or plants 
of belonging to the work-centered group rather than the satisfied group are .428 times the odds for 
someone spending most time in his/her main job carrying out a wider variety of tasks. 

- The odds from someone responsible for supervising other employees of belonging to the work-
centered group rather than the satisfied group are 1.442 times the odds for someone without such 
supervising responsibilities. 

 

Comparison between the dissatisfied group and the satisfied group 

We report here the significant effects when modelling the odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group 
(WLB, low SWLB) rather than the satisfied group (WLB or WLI at the expense of work, high SWLB; 
see Table 7 for each effect and specific p-values). 

Continuous variables 

- A one-point increase in enjoying work multiplies the odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group 
rather than the satisfied group by .858. 

- A one-point (one-year) decrease in the age multiplies the odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group 
rather than the satisfied group by .993.  

Categorical variables 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone whose 
main reason to put effort into his/her work is to be satisfied with what he/she accomplish are .406 
times the odds for someone who does not put effort in his/her work. 
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Table 8. Results of the Multinomial Regression, comparison between the dissatisfied group and the 
satisfied group 

Effect B Wald ddl p Exp(B) 

95 % CI 
Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

 Intercept -1.418 9.733 1 .002    
WENJOY -.153 83.614 1 .000 .858 .830 .887 
IWLB .005 .052 1 .820 1.005 .960 1.053 
AGE -.007 16.413 1 .000 .993 .990 .996 
[WKREASON=1] -.900 15.859 1 .000 .406 .261 .633 
[WKREASON=2] -.613 7.410 1 .006 .542 .348 .842 
[WKREASON=3] -.925 16.139 1 .000 .397 .253 .623 
[WKREASON=4] -.787 12.047 1 .001 .455 .292 .710 
[WKREASON=5] -.999 18.774 1 .000 .368 .234 .578 
[WKREASON=6] -.819 12.727 1 .000 .441 .281 .691 
[WKREASON=7] .277 .943 1 .332 1.319 .754 2.306 
[WKREASON=55] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKEDUC=1] .153 7.256 1 .007 1.165 1.042 1.302 
[WKEDUC=2] -.011 .048 1 .826 .989 .893 1.095 
[WKEDUC=3] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKORG=1] .167 .354 1 .552 1.182 .682 2.049 
[WKORG=2] .376 1.853 1 .173 1.456 .848 2.501 
[WKORG=3] .357 1.655 1 .198 1.429 .829 2.463 
[WKORG=4] .425 2.432 1 .119 1.529 .897 2.607 
[WKORG=5] .689 5.219 1 .022 1.992 1.103 3.598 
[WKORG=6] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKTASK=1] .291 2.554 1 .110 1.338 .936 1.913 
[WKTASK=2] .197 1.280 1 .258 1.218 .866 1.713 
[WKTASK=3] .058 .104 1 .747 1.059 .747 1.502 
[WKTASK=4] .352 4.042 1 .044 1.421 1.009 2.003 
[WKTASK=5] .437 3.631 1 .057 1.548 .988 2.426 
[WKTASK=6] .301 2.395 1 .122 1.351 .923 1.976 
[WKTASK=55] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[WKSUPERV=1] -.029 .296 1 .586 .972 .876 1.078 
[WKSUPERV=2] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[HCHILDREN=1] .075 3.516 1 .061 1.078 .997 1.165 
[HCHILDREN=2] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[HWWOMAN=0] .105 3.432 1 .064 1.110 .994 1.240 
[HWWOMAN=1] 0b . 0 . . . . 
[GENDER=Male] -.123 5.720 1 .017 .884 .800 .978 
[GENDER=Female] 0b . 0 . . . . 
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- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone whose 
main reason to put effort into his/her work is to keep his/her job are .542 times the odds for someone 
who does not put effort in his/her work. 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone which 
main reason to put effort into his/her work is to feel his/her work as useful for other people are .397 
times the odds for someone who does not put effort in his/her work. 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone which 
main reason to put effort into his/her work is to get a higher wage or a promotion are .455 times the 
odds for someone who does not put effort in his/her work. 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone which 
main reason to put effort into his/her work is to feel his/her work task interesting are .368 times the 
odds for someone who does not put effort in his/her work. 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone which 
main reason to put effort into his/her work is to think that it is everyone’s duty to always do their 
best are .441 times the odds for someone who does not put effort in his/her work. 

- The odds for someone whose job requires the lower education level (i.e., maximum compulsory 
education) of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group are 1.165 times the 
odds for someone with the highest education level needed for the job (i.e., more than three years 
after compulsory education). 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone who 
works for other employers are 1.992 times the odds for someone who is self-employed. 

- The odds of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group for someone spending 
most time in working with physical objects and/or other physical material are 1.421 times the odds 
for someone spending most time in carrying out more than one of the tasks proposed in the ESS 
questionnaire. 

- The odds for a man of belonging to the dissatisfied group rather than the satisfied group are .884 
times the odds for a woman. 

 

DISCUSSION 

In the present section, we attempt to go beyond the dry figures and to establish a profile of each type of 
workers. It is an over-simplified interpretation of the findings which allows us to better depict our 
categories and to check to what extent the data match with our ideal types. 

Findings suggest that work-centered are older than satisfied and dissatisfied workers. Their jobs usually 
require higher levels of education and they carry out supervising activities more often than satisfied and 
dissatisfied workers. They are also more likely to be self-employed than other categories. Being manager 
of self-employed are very demanding activities. This is the reason why work-centered experience a 
work-life imbalance in favor of work. Work-centered give importance to work-family balance when 
choosing a job probable because it is precisely what they are missing in their life. They are those who 
most enjoy their jobs and despite the fact that their work-life imbalance is at the expense of their private 
life, they are satisfied with their situation. Thus, work-centered occupy highly-qualified positions, find 
their job interesting and rewarding and these benefits tend to compensate the costs of their low 
commitment in private life.  

As for the overworkers, they are more likely to have children still living at home. They are older than 
the satisfied and dissatisfied workers and can be found more often among the female population. 
However, they are not particularly overrepresented in the critical group of working women living with 
a working partner. At first sight, this result is inconsistent with our hypothesis that a gendered division 
of labor has an impact on WLB and SWLB. However, it must be noted that women in this group do not 
necessarily have children. Thus, being a woman working and living with a (supposedly) male partner 
who is also working is not a sufficient condition to experiment a WLI. But if we add children in the 
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equation, maybe the impact would become significant. Like the work-centered, overworkers occupy 
positions requiring higher levels of education and have more often supervising responsibilities or deal 
with people other than employees (presumably customers or, in the case of a public administration, 
citizens). They believe that work-family balance is important when choosing a job either for the same 
reasons as those of the work-oriented or because having children change their priorities or both. In short, 
the overworkers occupy highly-qualified positions, but unlike work-oriented, do not particularly enjoy 
their jobs. They are also dissatisfied about the fact that their work spills over into their private life. They 
have family responsibilities and are therefore less tolerant about a heavy workload and overtime at the 
office than the work-centered. 

Satisfied workers have less frequently children living at home than overworkers. They can be found in 
the male population as well among the working women living with a working partner. They are generally 
younger than the work-centered and overworkers but older than the dissatisfied workers. The level of 
education required for their occupational activity is low or intermediate. Satisfied workers are seldom 
self-employed, supervising personnel or working with people other than their colleagues or line 
managers. They do not have to bear the burden of managers or self-employed and their WLB is well-
balanced or in favor of private life. They can be considered as average white and blue collar employees. 
They relatively enjoy working and give less importance to WLB when choosing a job than work-
centered and overworkers. This confirms that WLB is never more valued than when it is missing. In the 
first version of our typology, we made a distinction between “fulfilled-in-life” (WLB, high SWLB) and 
the “home-centered” (WLI in favor of private life, high SWLB). As the broader category of satisfied 
workers rather enjoy their jobs, we can only conclude that the “home-centered” are probably a minority 
compared to the fulfilled-in-life. 

Finally, dissatisfied workers are more frequently female and younger than the rest of the sample. The 
level of education required to do their job is low (compulsory education at best) and their main task 
often relates to working with physical objects and/or other physical matter. When asked about the kind 
of organization they work for, they tend to choose the “other” option rather than any of the other ones 
(central or local government, other public sector, state owned enterprise, private firm or self-employed). 
Given the lower level of qualification, it could be that their jobs are related to such activities as, for 
example, housekeeping and caring for children, disabled or elderly people in private households and 
that their employers are, in a way, employees of other employers. In view of these considerations, it is 
quite understandable that these dissatisfied workers do not enjoy working and that they find no reason 
to put effort into their work, in comparison with the satisfied workers. These results lead us to believe 
that the dissatisfied workers are mainly “work decreasers” according to the original version of our 
typology. We assumed that work decreasers are not satisfied with their WLI in favor of private life 
because they wish they had even more spare time. In this context, given the supposedly arduous 
conditions of work, it is more likely that the work decreasers would like to reduce working hours rather 
than increase spare time. We also hypothesized that part of the dissatisfied workers are also “work 
increasers” (WLB, low SWLB) who wish they could work more and those whose private life issues and 
responsibilities prevent them from working (“Hampered by private life”; WLI at the expense of work, 
low SWLB). These two subcategories are quite similar. Given that dissatisfied overall do not enjoy 
particularly working, “work increasers” and “hampered by private life” might be a minority within the 
broad category of the dissatisfied. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This was a first attempt at developing a typology of workers according to their WLB and their SWLB. 
Four main categories of workers emerged from our analysis of the ESS data: the work-centered (WLI 
at the expense of private life, high SWLB), the overworkers (WLI at the expense of private life, low 
SWLB), the fulfilled-in-life (WLB or WLI in favor of private life, high SWLB) and the work-decreasers 
(WLB, low SWLB). 

All selected variables proved to be useful in describing each type of workers, be it objective work 
characteristics, objective private life characteristics, or attitudes toward work and WLB. This is 
inconsistent with Hakim (2006) who found that only the psychological variables have an impact on 
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WLB. However, as our model explained only a small amount of the total variance, we should take into 
account more relevant variables in the future developments of this paper. In addition, this is a first and 
rough analysis, and our already constructed measures must be more fine-grained (eg. number and age 
of children, caring for parents, type of profession, etc.)   

A major drawback for developing a comprehensive typology is the absence of items measuring WLI at 
the expense of work for singles and in some cases, also for couples without children in the ESS. An 
alternative would be to consider only working parents. But that would change the research topic and be 
the subject of another paper. 
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