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Abstract

Purpose – Digitalization and flexibility of workplaces as aspects of new ways of working are associated both
positively and negatively with employees’ well-being. However, the mechanisms behind this relationship are
not clear yet. We present work intensity as a link between new ways of working and psychological well-being.
Furthermore, we address two job resources to alter this association: autonomy and boundary control.
Design/methodology/approach – Overall, 1,099 employees of a public administration organization
participated in the survey and answered a web-based questionnaire. The organization was in the transition to
new ways of working including the introduction of a digital filing system and remote work.
Findings –The results of regression analyses provided evidence that flexibility and dissolution of boundaries
were positively related to work intensity, which in turn was associated with emotional exhaustion and work
engagement. Thus, new ways of working were negatively associated with psychological well-being, mediated
by work intensity. Further analyses revealed that the job resources of autonomy and boundary control
moderated the relationship between flexibility respectively dissolution of boundaries with work intensity.
Thus, these job resources acted as buffering factors andmitigated the association of newways of workingwith
work intensity.
Originality/value – The results indicated that work intensity could be perceived as a conceptual bridge
between new ways of working and psychological well-being providing a promising target variable for the
deployment of job resources to preserve employees’ well-being.
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Introduction
The world of work has profoundly changed. Information and communication technologies
have expanded the availability of information and shaped the way we communicate and
collaborate over the past decades (Korunka and Kubicek, 2017). The variety of
communication tools has increased, such as videoconferencing, and work environments
have changed due to increased flexibility in both work locations (e.g. working from home)
and work hours (e.g. working in the evening). The Covid-19 pandemic has also accelerated
these developments, such as working from home (Dettmers and Pl€uckhahn, 2022). These
recent changes in the world of work have not been given a consistent name in research, but
can be summarized under the general term “new ways of work” (e.g. Poethke et al., 2019).
Demerouti et al. (2014) defined new ways of working as “a work design in which employees
can control the timing and place of their work while being supported by electronic
communication.” (p. 2). New ways of working is a broad term that encompasses various
flexible work arrangements, such as activity-based working, remote working, or hybrid
working.

The consequences of these new ways of working are often associated with the notion of
work intensity, and their impact on psychological well-being is controversial (cf. Kirchner
and Ipsen, 2023). Information and communication technologies have increased the
flexibility of work arrangements, with positive consequences. For example, Kelliher and
Anderson (2010) reported that flexible workers had higher levels of overall job satisfaction
and organizational commitment alongside higher work intensity. Shifrin and Michel (2022)
also concluded that flexible work arrangements can make it easier for employees to
maintain their health. However, research has also reported negative consequences of new
ways of working. For example, using different samples of service workers and a
government institution, Kubicek et al. (2015) reported that new ways of working as well as
changes in work situations were positively related to work intensification, which in turn
was associated with emotional exhaustion. Furthermore, work intensification was
associated with negative outcomes such as stress (Blanco-Donoso et al., 2023) and
limited psychological health (Chouhan, 2023). Current research therefore confirms that
work intensity is a relevant aspect in the relationship between new ways of working and
psychological well-being.

The job demands-job resources model provides a theoretical framework for analyzing
the importance of work intensity (Demerouti et al., 2001). The model classifies working
conditions as either job demands or job resources. Job demands are physical or emotional
stressors, such as high work intensity, that can lead to strain in the form of reduced
psychological well-being. In contrast, job resources, such as autonomy, can increase
motivation including high work engagement. Moreover, the negative consequences of job
demands could bemitigated by job resources (Demerouti et al., 2001). For example, allowing
employees to control the boundaries between work and personal life can prevent the
negative consequences of blurred boundaries and ensure the positive effects of newways of
working (Leung, 2011).

To understand the impact of new ways of working and work intensity on psychological
well-being, we need to address two fundamental questions. First, are new ways of working
related to psychological well-being, mediated by work intensity? Second, can specific job
resources shape the relationship between newways of working andwork intensity?Wewill
contribute to these questions as follows. First, we introduce work intensity as a conceptual
bridge between new ways of working and psychological well-being. Second, we point to
two job resources that offer promising avenues for altering the relationship between new
ways of working and work intensity. We argue that autonomy in the workplace and
boundary control attenuate the association of flexibility and dissolution of boundaries with
work intensity.

IJWHM
17,4

354



Literature review
Work intensity
Work intensity is often described as “working hard”, includingworking for long periods of time
at intense levels of effort (Burke et al., 2010). However, Piasna (2017) suggested that “work at
high speed and to tight deadlinesmight not fully capture the complexity of work intensity in its
many job-specific forms” (p. 171). Accordingly, Burke et al. (2010) proposed that work intensity
goes beyond the notion of “working hard” and relates to effort, pace, and affect. Against the
background of changing working conditions, Kubicek et al. (2015) described the intensification
of work demands related to workload, planning and decision making, and learning demands.
Thus, new ways of working have not only increased quantitative aspects, such as the amount
andpace ofwork, but theyhave also led to qualitative changes, typically related to themental or
emotional complexity of work (Mauno et al., 2023). For example, the flexibility inworking hours
and work locations increases the need for planning and decision making, leading to higher
levels of work intensity (Korunka and Kubicek, 2017). In addition, working from home
challenges the segmentation of work and personal life and leads to higher demands on
employees’ self-regulation. Regarding all these aspects, Boekhorst et al. (2017) concluded that
work intensity should relate to both quantitative and qualitative aspects.

In their conceptual clarification, Burke et al. (2010) characterized work intensity as a work
demand and suggested that work intensity could have different outcomes such as stress or
work engagement. Other studies seework intensity as a consequence of newways ofworking
(e.g. Green, 2004). This suggests that work intensity may be a link between new ways of
working and well-being. In the following, we explain how new ways of working, work
intensity, and psychological well-being have been related in previous research.

New ways of working and work intensity
“Newways ofworking” serves as anumbrella term for current developments in theworld ofwork,
such as remote or hybrid work. The rapid development of information and communication
technologies has had a far-reaching impact on working conditions and demands at work (e.g.
Demerouti et al., 2014; Korunka and Kubicek, 2017). According to Poethke et al. (2019), the
dimensions of the “new way of work” are digitalization of work processes, flexibility concerning
working time and location, the dissolution of boundaries betweenwork and non-work spheres, the
possibility to participate in work processes, and the subjective relevance of work (Poethke et al.,
2019). As we are primarily interested in changing working conditions, we refer to the dimensions
of flexibility and dissolution of boundaries and examine their relationship with work intensity.

Flexibility. Flexibility in working conditions includes flexibility in the workplace andworking
hours (Hill et al., 2001). Employees are not tied to apermanentworkplace to carry out regularwork
tasks and do not have fixed attendance times. The results of ameta-analysis showed that flexible
working arrangements are associated with better physical health, reduced absenteeism, and
fewer somatic symptoms (Shifrin andMichel, 2022). However, flexible work schedules, especially
employer-imposed changes inwork hours, were also associatedwith highwork intensity (Piasna,
2017). Kelliher and Anderson (2010) also reported higher work intensity for flexible work
arrangements. Therefore, we expect flexibility to be positively associated with work intensity.

H1. Flexibility is positively related to work intensity.

Dissolution of boundaries. Digitalization and flexible work arrangements led to a shift away
from traditional work arrangements. Advances in information and communication
technologies have fostered a mentality of “being always available” among the white-collar
workforce (Park et al., 2011). As a result, the boundary between work and private life is
gradually disappearing, leading to extended availability that is a component of work
intensity (Soucek and Voss, 2020). Accompanied by a focus on work results, work outside
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regular working hours has increased (e.g. Albertsen et al., 2010). Dettmers and Biemelt (2018)
also related the permeability of work-home boundaries to extended availability, reporting a
positive association between extended availability requirements and longer working hours.
In another study, individuals with extended work availability reported higher perceived
work intensity (Rau and G€ollner, 2019). Thus, we suggest that the dissolution of boundaries
between work and private life is positively related to work intensity.

H2. Dissolution of boundaries between work and private life is positively related to work
intensity.

Work intensity and psychological well-being
Psychological well-being has many facets. The job demands-resources model is often used to
analyze how job demandsand job resources affect employees’well-being by leading to emotional
exhaustion as an aspect of burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001). Schaufeli et al. (2002) proposed work
engagement as the antipode of burnout as an expression of well-being. Therefore, we consider
emotional exhaustion and work engagement as indicators of psychological well-being.

Emotional exhaustion. Emotional exhaustion is a symptom of burnout and refers to the
“feelings of being overextended and exhausted by the emotional demands of one’s work”
(Demerouti et al., 2001, p. 499). Extended availability, as an aspect of work intensity, affects
health and is associated with burnout (Barber and Santuzzi, 2015). More specifically, work
intensification has been associatedwith stress (Blanco-Donoso et al., 2023) and limitedmental
health (Chouhan, 2023). Also, Mander and Antoni (2023) reported a positive association
between work overload and emotional exhaustion. Boekhorst et al. (2017) found that work
intensity was associated with emotional exhaustion. Therefore, we hypothesize that work
intensity is positively related to emotional exhaustion.

H3. Work intensity is positively related to emotional exhaustion.

Work engagement. Work engagement describes an affective-motivational state that includes
vigor, dedication, and absorption and results in a high level of personal investment inwork tasks
(Schaufeli et al., 2002). However, the relationship between work intensity and work engagement
is not clear. On the one hand, a high work intensity could be the manifestation of high work
engagement. Accordingly, Rau and G€ollner (2019) reported a positive correlation between
perceived work intensity and work engagement. On the other hand, high work intensity could
limit the engagement of employees. For example, Chouhan (2023) reported a negative effect of
work intensification on work engagement. Regarding work intensity as a demand (cf. Korunka
and Kubicek, 2017), we expect work intensity to be negatively related to work engagement.

H4. Work intensity is negatively related to work engagement.

Autonomy and boundary control as job resources
The job demands-resources model is often used to analyze how job demands and job
resources affect the well-being of employees (Demerouti et al., 2001). As described above,
changes in working conditions and new ways of working can lead to increased job demands,
such as work intensity. However, changed working conditions may also provide employees
with additional resources that enable them to perform their work tasks more easily (for a
similar conceptualization regarding agile work practices, see Rietze and Zacher, 2022).
Following the primary prevention perspective, we present two essential job resources for new
ways of working, namely autonomy in the workplace and boundary control.

Autonomy.Autonomy in theworkplacemeans that employees have control over decisions
within their work. This includes control over work tasks and work pace, as well as control
over the timing and location of work (Wheatley, 2017). Control over work tasks, especially the
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timing of work tasks, includes the ability to postpone tasks and avoid scheduling conflicts or
to reduce the number of tasks.

Autonomy as a job resource might influence the relationship between new ways of
working and work intensity. In particular, autonomy in the workplace might counteract
flexibility requirements. Mache et al. (2020) found that the increase in job autonomy due to the
transition to flexible work arrangements had a positive buffering effect on the perception of
work stress and the need for recovery. In addition, they showed a significant interaction effect
between flexible work arrangements and job autonomy, which reduced work stress.
Similarly, Piasna (2017) reported that the impact of working non-standard hours on work
intensity differed depending on the control over the work schedule. Therefore, we expect
autonomy in the workplace to moderate the relationship between flexibility and work
intensity.

H5. Autonomy moderates the relationship between flexibility and work intensity.

Boundary control. The rise of technological devices such as laptops and smartphones allows
work tasks to be performed outside of the workplace and regular working hours, thus
weakening the boundaries between work and private life. Extended availability outside of
working hours is an aspect of work intensity (Soucek and Voss, 2020). As a countermeasure,
organizations can provide employees with boundary control, which is the perception that
someone “can control the timing, frequency, and direction” of mental, physical, and temporal
transitions between the work and family domains (Kossek et al., 2012, p. 115).

Barber and Jenkins (2013) reported that the effect of increased work-home boundary
crossing on psychological detachment occurred only among employees with low boundary
creation. Accordingly, Mellner (2016) reported that boundary control mitigated the negative
effects of dissolution of boundaries concerning work-related smartphone use during leisure
time. In a different context, Kubicek and Tement (2016) reported an interaction of work
intensification and work-home segmentation on a time-based work-to-home conflict.
Specifically, work-home segmentation as a boundary management strategy counteracted
the effects of work intensification on work-to-home conflict. Overall, we suggest that
boundary control buffers the relationship between the dissolution of boundaries and work
intensity.

H6. Boundary control moderates the relationship between dissolution of boundaries and
work intensity.

Figure 1 provides an overview of the hypotheses. In summary, we consider work intensity as
amediating factor linking newways of working and psychological well-being (cf. Burke et al.,
2010; Soucek and Voss, 2020). Furthermore, work intensity serves as a target variable for two
job resources as moderating variables, namely autonomy and boundary control.

Figure 1.
Overview of variables

and hypotheses

International
Journal of

Workplace Health
Management

357



Methodological approach
Participants
In November and December 2020, 1,099 employees of a public organization that administers
pension funds completed a web-based questionnaire. The organization was in the process of
transitioning to new ways of working, including the introduction of a digital filing system
and remote working. In addition, the Covid-19 pandemic accelerated the adoption of remote
work in this organization. Thus, flexibility and the dissolution of boundaries were relevant
issues. The study was conducted to identify starting points for early intervention, namely
autonomy and boundary control.

The participation rate was 34% of all employees in this organization. The proportion of
male participants was 22%. The mean age of the participants was 45.92 years (SD5 11.93).
Forty-seven percent of the participants were holding a university degree. Of the participants,
15% reported working from home, and 14% were working from anywhere. The average
number of hours worked per week was 36.60 h (SD5 6.13). Overall, 19% of the participants
held supervisory positions. Eighty-three percent of the participants had direct customer
contact. The average number of team members was 11.89 members (SD 5 10.92).

By and large, the sample was representative of this company when compared to the
organizational records of all employees. However, the proportion of participants in
supervisory positions was higher in the sample.

Measures
New ways of working. To assess new ways of working we used the dimensions flexibility
(sample item: “I am able to organize my working time in a flexible way.”) and dissolution of
boundaries (sample item: “When I am on vacation, I am always available to my colleagues
and superiors.”) from the questionnaire developed by Poethke et al. (2019), each consisting of
five items. Participants indicated their answers on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (does not apply
at all) to 5 (fully applies). The reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) were α 5 0.70 (flexibility) and
α 5 0.78 (dissolution of boundaries).

Work intensity. To assess work intensity, we used the questionnaire developed by Soucek
and Voss (2024) with 21 items. Example items are: “I have a lot of tasks to do” and “At my
workplace, I have to perform multiple tasks at the same time”. Participants indicated their
answers on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (does not apply at all) to 5 (fully applies). Cronbach’s
alpha was α 5 0.91.

Autonomy. We assessed autonomy in the workplace using three items from the
questionnaire by Pr€umper et al. (1995). A sample item is: “Can you plan and schedule your
work independently?” Participants answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (very little) to 5
(very much). Cronbach’s alpha was α 5 0.65.

Boundary control. We used four items developed by Kossek et al. (2012) to assess
boundary control. A sample item is: “I control whether I am able to keep my work and
personal life separate”. Answers were indicated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was α 5 0.86.

Emotional exhaustion. We assessed emotional exhaustion with eight items from the
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demerouti et al., 2003). An example item is: “During mywork,
I often feel emotionally drained”. Participants answered on a 4-point Likert scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was α 5 0.85.

Work engagement. We used the short version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(Schaufeli et al., 2002) with nine items. A sample item is: “At my job I feel strong and
vigorous”. Participants indicated their responses on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(never) to 7 (always). Cronbach’s alpha was α 5 0.95.
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Control variables.We asked participants about demographic and work-related variables,
as these have been linked towork intensity (e.g. Burke et al., 2010). Gender was dummy coded:
0 (female) and 1 (male). Participants reported their age in years and their weekly hours
worked. Supervisory position, working from home (i.e. having a fully equipped workplace at
home), and working from anywhere (i.e. working in changing locations outside of the
company) were dummy coded as 0 (no) and 1 (yes).

Statistical analyses
We used the statistical software R (version 4.3.3; R Core Team, 2024) to test all models and
performed hierarchical regression analyses. For all dependent variables, we proceeded as
follows. First, we included control variables in the model. Second, we included the main
effects of each predictor. Finally, we included the interaction effects in the case of work
intensity. We tested for indirect effects using the PROCESS function from the R package
bruceR (Bao, 2023). All control variables and constructs were included as covariates in
predicting both the mediator and the criterion. Confidence intervals were bootstrapped with
1,000 simulations. To control for common method bias, we conducted a confirmatory factor
analysis using the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012). The measurement model, which
included all constructs of our study, showed an acceptable fit. Although common method
variance cannot be completely excluded, the results are not violated.

Results
Table 1 presents the descriptive measures and the correlations between the variables.

New ways of working and psychological well-being
New ways of working and work intensity. Table 2 summarizes the hierarchical regression
analyses for predictingwork intensity.Model 1a included the control variables of gender, age,
supervisory position, working from home, working from anywhere, and weekly hours
worked. Model 1b additionally included flexibility and dissolution of boundaries. Flexibility
was positively associated with work intensity, b5 0.18, p < 0.001, confirming Hypothesis 1.
Similarly, dissolution of boundaries was positively related to work intensity, b 5 0.17,
p< 0.001, confirming Hypothesis 2. Thus, both flexibility and dissolution of boundaries were
associated with work intensity.

Work intensity and psychological well-being. Table 3 summarizes the models predicting
psychological well-being. In Model 2a, we regressed emotional exhaustion on the control
variables, new ways of working, and job resources. Model 2b additionally considered the

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Flexibility 2.75 0.84
2 Dissolution of

boundaries
1.77 0.82 0.24***

3 Work intensity 2.78 0.60 0.30*** 0.33***

4 Autonomy 3.22 0.81 0.35*** 0.14*** 0.09**

5 Boundary control 4.05 0.82 0.18*** 0.00 �0.07* 0.22***

6 Emotional
exhaustion

2.40 0.55 �0.07* �0.05 0.44*** �0.25*** �0.19***

7 Work engagement 3.94 1.15 0.04 0.22*** �0.09** 0.21*** 0.05 �0.50***

Note(s): N 5 1,099; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 1.
Descriptive statistics

and correlations
between study

variables
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relationship between work intensity and emotional exhaustion, which turned out to be
positive, b5 0.52, p< 0.001, confirming Hypothesis 3. In predicting work engagement, Model
3a included the control variables, new ways of working, and job resources. Finally, Model 3b
outlined that work intensity was negatively related to work engagement, b 5 �0.38,

Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c Model 1d

(Intercept) 2.82*** 2.10*** 2.44*** 1.82***

Gendera �0.04 �0.05 �0.05 �0.05
Age �0.01*** �0.01*** �0.01*** �0.01***

Supervisory position 0.40*** 0.33*** 0.34*** 0.34***

Working from home 0.09 �0.19** �0.20*** �0.18**

Working from anywhere 0.38*** 0.08 0.06 0.08
Weekly hours worked 0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00

New ways of working
Flexibility 0.18*** 0.21*** 0.39***

Dissolution of boundaries 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.28*

Job resources
Autonomy �0.04 0.03
Boundary control �0.08*** 0.04

New ways of working x Job resources
Flexibility x Autonomy �0.05*

Dissolution of boundaries x Autonomy 0.04
Flexibility x Boundary control �0.00
Dissolution of boundaries x Boundary control �0.06*

R2 0.15 0.24 0.26 0.27
ΔR2 0.09*** 0.02*** 0.01**

Note(s): N 5 1,099; aGender is dummy coded with 0 (female) and 1 (male); *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Emotional exhaustion Work engagement
Model 2a Model 2b Model 3a Model 3b

(Intercept) 3.20*** 1.92*** 2.06*** 2.99***

Gendera �0.13** �0.10** �0.13 �0.15
Age �0.00 0.00* 0.01*** 0.01**

Supervisory position 0.12** �0.07 �0.00 0.13
Working from home �0.10 0.00 0.16 0.09
Working from anywhere �0.10 �0.14** 0.24 0.26*

Weekly hours worked 0.00 �0.00 0.01 0.01*

New ways of working
Flexibility 0.08** �0.03 �0.19** �0.10
Dissolution of boundaries �0.02 �0.11*** 0.30*** 0.37***

Job resources
Autonomy �0.17*** �0.15*** 0.27*** 0.25***

Boundary control �0.10*** �0.06** 0.04 0.01
Work intensity 0.52*** �0.38***

R2 0.10 0.34 0.11 0.14
ΔR2 0.24*** 0.03***

Note(s): N 5 1,099; aGender is dummy coded with 0 (female) and 1 (male); *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 2.
Hierarchical regression
results for work
intensity

Table 3.
Hierarchical regression
results for
psychological
well-being
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p < 0.001, confirming Hypothesis 4. Thus, high work intensity was associated with high
emotional exhaustion and low work engagement.

Work intensity as a mediator variable.We proposed work intensity as a conceptual bridge
between newways of working and psychological well-being, and therefore, tested for indirect
effects. Regarding flexibility, we found indirect effects on emotional exhaustion, b 5 0.11,
p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.08, 0.15], and work engagement, b 5 �0.08, p < 0.001, 95% CI [�0.12,
�0.05]. Regarding dissolution of boundaries, we found indirect effects on emotional
exhaustion, b 5 0.09, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.06, 0.11], and work engagement, b 5 �0.06,
p < 0.001, 95% CI [�0.09, �0.04].

Job resources and work intensity
In Table 2, Model 1c additionally included the two job resources. Autonomy was not
associated with work intensity, b 5 �0.04, p 5 0.084. In contrast, boundary control was
related to work intensity, b5 �0.08, p < 0.001. Thus, higher boundary control is associated
with lower work intensity. Model 1d additionally included the interaction effects of the
different aspects of the new ways of working and job resources. The results indicate an
interaction between flexibility and autonomy, b 5 �0.05, p 5 0.023. Figure 2 depicts this
interaction effect and shows that the relationship between flexibility and work intensity was
weaker in the case of high autonomy, confirming Hypothesis 5. InModel 1d, the interaction of
dissolution of boundaries and boundary control was significant, b 5 �0.06, p 5 0.015.
As shown in Figure 3, high boundary control reduced the magnitude of the relationship
between dissolution of boundaries and work intensity, confirming Hypothesis 6.

Discussion
Newways of working have profoundly changed workplaces and are associated with both the
facilitation and intensification of work processes. We showed that flexibility and dissolution
of boundaries were positively related to work intensity, which in turn was associated with
emotional exhaustion and work engagement. Furthermore, we identified work intensity as a
conceptual bridge mediating the relationship between new ways of working and
psychological well-being. These findings suggest that qualitative aspects such as altered

Figure 2.
Interaction effect of

flexibility and
autonomy on work

intensity

International
Journal of

Workplace Health
Management

361



work arrangements (i.e. flexibility requirements and boundary-crossing) had an influence on
work intensity and might endanger the psychological well-being of employees.

We presented autonomy and boundary control as job resources that were revealed as
promising starting points for shaping the relationship between new ways of working, work
intensity, and psychological well-being. In this context, Kubicek et al. (2017) argued that
“there is only weak empirical support for the assumption that job autonomy does indeed
counteract the negative effects of high demands on employee well-being and physical health”
(p. 48). This so-called “buffer hypothesis” suggests that job control attenuates the negative
impact of job demands (van der Doef and Maes, 1999). However, Taris (2006) pointed out the
weak empirical support and raised the question of whether the buffer hypothesis is a “zombie
theory”. Nevertheless, our results on the interaction between new ways of working and job
resources on work intensity and its effect on well-being corroborated the buffer hypothesis.
Regarding the interaction effects, our results provide evidence for the conclusion of H€ausser
et al. (2010), who assumed that the buffer hypothesis receives more support in the case of
matching demands. More specifically, our results suggest the importance of job resources
from a primary prevention perspective. Job resources may not only buffer the impact of high
job demands on well-being, but may even prevent high job demands in the form of
accentuated work intensity. Moreover, new ways of working must not always lead to
additional job demands but can also contribute to job resources. For example, activity-based
working could lead to autonomy, mediated by task-environment fit (Becker et al., 2022). The
attention of workplace managers to this interplay between new ways of working, job
resources, and work intensity is crucial to ensure the psychological well-being of employees.

Limitations
The present study has several limitations. First, we relied on cross-sectional data, which does
not allow us to draw conclusions about causal relationships. Therefore, future studies should
focus on longitudinal processes to unravel the interrelations between new ways of working,
work intensity, and psychological well-being. Second, we used self-reported data, which may
inflate the correlations between the variables. However, confirmatory factor analyses
indicated that the results were not violated by common method bias. Furthermore, the
interaction effects may not be compromised because commonmethod bias tends to attenuate
interaction effects (Siemsen et al., 2010). In addition, the use of self-reports to assess work

Figure 3.
Interaction effect of
dissolution of
boundaries and
boundary control on
work intensity
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intensity and strain is appropriate because these aspects are experienced by the persons
(Cooper et al., 2001). Third, we recruited participants from a public institution, which is not
representative of the general working population. Therefore, future studies should replicate
the findings of this study for other industries and samples. Finally, the sample was not fully
representative of the respective company. In particular, individuals in supervisory positions
were overrepresented. Therefore, we statistically controlled for several demographic
variables that were associated with work intensity such as supervisory position.

Implications
From a theoretical perspective, we introduced work intensity as a conceptual bridge to
explain the mechanisms by which new ways of working may endanger psychological well-
being. Furthermore, with two specific job resources, we revealed promising starting points
for organizational interventions tackling work intensity. Future research should replicate
these findings, preferably in longitudinal studies, and identify further combinations of
specific aspects of new ways of working and matching job resources.

From a practical perspective, the conceptual distinction between new ways of working
and work intensity as a job demand facilitates the communication between workplace
managers and employees about changing working conditions. When implementing new
ways of working, workplace managers should consider whether the new ways of working
have the potential to provide new resources. For example, flexible working arrangements
should be accompanied by a high degree of autonomy so that they do not just become an
additional burden. However, the so-called autonomy paradox (e.g. Mazmanian et al., 2013)
suggests that autonomy can lead to employees spendingmore time atwork or even exploiting
themselves. Therefore, managers should be careful not to send mixed messages that
simultaneously encourage and discourage employees from using flexible policies, such as
encouraging them to go home early and then calling them on their cell phones later in the
evening. Therefore, flexible work arrangements should be accompanied by policies and
agreements such as defined periods of no expected availability. Also, the effectiveness of
boundary tactics regarding psychological detachment varies depending on individual
segmentation preferences and organizational availability requirements (Haun et al., 2022).
Therefore, the implementation of new ways of working must be a participatory process that
aligns individual preferences with organizational needs.

Conclusions
The results showed that new ways of working were related to work intensity, which in turn
was associated with impaired psychological well-being. Therefore, work intensity is a link
between newways of working and psychological well-being and thus represents a promising
target for prevention. Specifically, our results showed that job resources limited the extent of
work intensity and therefore protected psychological well-being. However, job resources
must match the specific aspects of new ways of working. When implementing new work
arrangements, organizations should assess their impact on work intensity and provide
appropriate job resources.

References

Albertsen, K., Persson, R., Garde, A.H. and Rugulies, R. (2010), “Psychosocial determinants of work-to-
family conflict among knowledge workers with boundaryless work”, Applied Psychology: Health
and Well-Being, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 160-181, doi: 10.1111/j.1758-0854.2010.01029.x.

Bao, H. (2023), “bruceR: broadly useful convenient and efficient R functions”, R Package Version,
Vol. 9, available at: https://psychbruce.github.io/bruceR/

International
Journal of

Workplace Health
Management

363

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-0854.2010.01029.x
https://psychbruce.github.io/bruceR/


Barber, L.K. and Jenkins, J.S. (2013), “Creating technological boundaries to protect bedtime: examining
work-home boundary management, psychological detachment and sleep”, Stress and Health,
Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 259-264, doi: 10.1002/smi.2536.

Barber, L.K. and Santuzzi, A.M. (2015), “Please respond ASAP: workplace telepressure and employee
recovery”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 172-189, doi: 10.1037/
a0038278.

Becker, C., Soucek, R. and G€oritz, A.S. (2022), “Activity-based working: how the use of workplace
options increases autonomy in the workplace”, WORK: A Journal of Prevention, Assessment
and Rehabilitation, Vol. 73 No. 4, pp. 1325-1336, doi: 10.3233/WOR-210767.

Blanco-Donoso, L.M., Hodzic, S., Garrosa, E., Carmona-Cobo, I. and Kubicek, B. (2023), “Work
intensification and its effects on mental health: the role of workplace curiosity”, The Journal of
Psychology, Vol. 157 No. 7, pp. 423-450, doi: 10.1080/00223980.2023.2235069.

Boekhorst, J.A., Singh, P. and Burke, R. (2017), “Work intensity, emotional exhaustion and life
satisfaction”, Personnel Review, Vol. 46 No. 5, pp. 891-907, doi: 10.1108/pr-05-2015-0130.

Burke, R.J., Singh, P. and Fiksenbaum, L. (2010), “Work intensity: potential antecedents and
consequences”, Personnel Review, Vol. 39 No. 3, pp. 347-360, doi: 10.1108/00483481011030539.

Chouhan, V.S. (2023), “Is too much work intensification harmful? Impact on psychological health and
work engagement of employees”, South Asian Journal of Human Resources Management, doi:
10.1177/23220937231185960.

Cooper, C.L., Dewe, P.J. and O’Driscoll, M.P. (2001), Organizational Stress: A Review and Critique of
Theory, Research, and Applications, SAGE Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A.B., Nachreiner, F. and Schaufeli, W.B. (2001), “The job demands-resources model
of burnout”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 86 No. 3, pp. 499-512, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499.

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A.B., Vardakou, I. and Kantas, A. (2003), “The convergent validity of two
burnout instruments: a multitrait-multimethod analysis”, European Journal of Psychological
Assessment, Vol. 19 No. 1, pp. 12-23, doi: 10.1027/1015-5759.19.1.12.

Demerouti, E., Derks, D., Brummelhuis, L.L. and Bakker, A.B. (2014), “New ways of working: impact
on working conditions, work–family balance, and well-being”, in Korunka, C. and Hoonakker, P.
(Eds), The Impact of ICT on Quality of Working Life, Springer, pp. 123-141, doi: 10.1007/978-94-
017-8854-0_8.

Dettmers, J. and Biemelt, J. (2018), “Always available – the role of perceived advantages and legitimacy”,
Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol. 33 Nos 7/8, pp. 497-510, doi: 10.1108/jmp-02-2018-0095.

Dettmers, J. and Pl€uckhahn, W. (2022), “Suddenly working from home!”, Zeitschrift f€ur Arbeits- und
Organisationspsychologie, Vol. 66 No. 7, pp. 113-128, doi: 10.1026/0932-4089/a000374.

Green, F. (2004), “Why has work effort become more intense? Conjectures and evidence about effort-
biased technical change and other stories”, Industrial Relations, Vol. 43 No. 4, pp. 709-774, doi:
10.1111/j.0019-8676.2004.00359.x.

Haun, V.C., Remmel, C. and Haun, S. (2022), “Boundary management and recovery when working
from home: the moderating roles of segmentation preference and availability demands”,
German Journal of Human Resource Management: Zeitschrift f€ur Personalforschung, Vol. 36
No. 3, pp. 270-299, doi: 10.1177/23970022221079048.

H€ausser, J.A., Mojzisch, A., Niesel, M. and Schulz-Hardt, S. (2010), “Ten years on: a review of recent
research on the Job Demand-Control (-Support) model and psychological well-being”, Work and
Stress, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 1-35, doi: 10.1080/02678371003683747.

Hill, E.J., Hawkins, A.J., Ferris, M. and Weitzman, M. (2001), “Finding an extra day a week. The
positive influence of perceived job flexibility on work and family life balance”, Family Relations,
Vol. 50 No. 1, pp. 49-58, doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.00049.x.

Kelliher, C. and Anderson, D. (2010), “Doing more with less? Flexible working practices and the
intensification of work”, Human Relations, Vol. 63 No. 1, pp. 83-106, doi: 10.1177/
0018726709349199.

IJWHM
17,4

364

https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2536
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038278
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038278
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-210767
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2023.2235069
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-05-2015-0130
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483481011030539
https://doi.org/10.1177/23220937231185960
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.19.1.12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8854-0_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8854-0_8
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-02-2018-0095
https://doi.org/10.1026/0932-4089/a000374
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0019-8676.2004.00359.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/23970022221079048
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678371003683747
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.00049.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709349199
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709349199


Kirchner, K. and Ipsen, C. (2023), “Editorial: fusing management and workplace health: a research
agenda on digitalization”, International Journal of Workplace Health Management, Vol. 16 No. 1,
pp. 1-3, doi: 10.1108/IJWHM-02-2023-231.

Korunka, C. and Kubicek, B. (2017), Job Demands in a Changing World of Work, Springer, Cham.

Kossek, E.E., Ruderman, M.N., Braddy, P.W. and Hannum, K.M. (2012), “Work-nonwork boundary
management profiles: a person-centered approach”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 81
No. 1, pp. 112-128, doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003.

Kubicek, B. and Tement, S. (2016), “Work intensification and the work-home interface”, Journal of
Personnel Psychology, Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 76-89, doi: 10.1027/1866-5888/a000158.

Kubicek, B., Pa�skvan, M. and Korunka, C. (2015), “Development and validation of an instrument for
assessing job demands arising from accelerated change: the intensification of job demands
scale (IDS)”, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 24 No. 6,
pp. 898-913, doi: 10.1080/1359432x.2014.979160.

Kubicek, B., Pa�skvan, M. and Bunner, J. (2017), “The bright and dark sides of job autonomy”, in
Korunka, C. and Kubicek, B. (Eds), Job Demands in a Changing World of Work, Springer
International Publishing, pp. 45-63, doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-54678-0_4.

Leung, L. (2011), “Effects of ICT connectedness, permeability, flexibility, and negative spillovers
on burnout and job and family satisfaction”, Human Technology: An Interdisciplinary
Journal on Humans in ICT Environments, Vol. 7 No. 3, pp. 250-267, doi: 10.17011/ht/urn.
2011112211714.

Mache, S., Servaty, R. and Harth, V. (2020), “Flexible work arrangements in open workspaces and
relations to occupational stress, need for recovery and psychological detachment from work”,
Journal of Occupational Medicine and Toxicology, Vol. 15 No. 1, 5, doi: 10.1186/s12995-020-
00258-z.

Mander, R. and Antoni, C.H. (2023), “Work overload and self-endangering work behavior: the
amplifying and buffering role of work autonomy and self-leadership”, Zeitschrift f€ur Arbeits-
und Organisationspsychologie, Vol. 67 No. 3, pp. 135-148, doi: 10.1026/0932-4089/a000405.

Mauno, S., Herttalampi, M., Minkkinen, J., Feldt, T. and Kubicek, B. (2023), “„Is work intensification
bad for employees? A review of outcomes for employees over the last two decades”, Work and
Stress, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 100-125, doi: 10.1080/02678373.2022.2080778.

Mazmanian, M., Orlikowski, W.J. and Yates, J. (2013), “The autonomy paradox: the implications of
mobile email devices for knowledge professionals”, Organization Science, Vol. 24 No. 5,
pp. 1337-1357, doi: 10.1287/orsc.1120.0806.

Mellner, C. (2016), “After-hours availability expectations, work-related smartphone use during leisure,
and psychological detachment”, International Journal of Workplace Health Management, Vol. 9
No. 2, pp. 146-164, doi: 10.1108/IJWHM-07-2015-0050.

Park, Y., Fritz, C. and Jex, S.M. (2011), “Relationships between work-home segmentation and
psychological detachment from work: the role of communication technology use at home”,
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 457-467, doi: 10.1037/a0023594.

Piasna, A. (2017), “Scheduled to work hard: the relationship between non-standard working hours and
work intensity among European workers (2005-2015)”, Human Resource Management Journal,
Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 167-181, doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12171.

Poethke, U., Klasmeier, K.N., Diebig, M., Hartmann, N. and Rowold, J. (2019), “Entwicklung eines
Fragebogens zur Erfassung zentraler Merkmale der Arbeit 4.0 [Development of a measurement
instrument for the assessment of central aspects of the new way of work (“Arbeit 4.0”)]”,
Zeitschrift f€ur Arbeits- und Organisationspsychologie, Vol. 63 No. 3, pp. 129-151, doi: 10.1026/
0932-4089/a000298.

Pr€umper, J., Hartmannsgruber, K. and Frese, M. (1995), “KFZA. Kurzfragebogen zur Arbeitsanalyse
[KFZA – A short questionnaire for job analysis]”, Zeitschrift f€ur Arbeits- und
Organisationspsychologie, Vol. 39 No. 3, pp. 125-132.

International
Journal of

Workplace Health
Management

365

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-02-2023-231
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000158
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2014.979160
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54678-0_4
https://doi.org/10.17011/ht/urn.2011112211714
https://doi.org/10.17011/ht/urn.2011112211714
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12995-020-00258-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12995-020-00258-z
https://doi.org/10.1026/0932-4089/a000405
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2022.2080778
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1120.0806
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-07-2015-0050
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023594
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12171
https://doi.org/10.1026/0932-4089/a000298
https://doi.org/10.1026/0932-4089/a000298


R Core Team (2024), R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing, R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, available at: https://www.R-project.org/

Rau, R. and G€ollner, M. (2019), “Erreichbarkeit gestalten, oder doch besser die Arbeit? [In order to
change extended work-availability, work design has to be improved]”, Zeitschrift f€ur Arbeits-
und Organisationspsychologie, Vol. 63 No. 1, pp. 1-14, doi: 10.1026/0932-4089/a000284.

Rietze, S. and Zacher, H. (2022), “Relationships between agile work practices and occupational well-
being: the role of job demands and resources”, International Journal of Environmental Research
and Public Health, Vol. 19 No. 3, p. 1258, doi: 10.3390/ijerph19031258.

Rosseel, Y. (2012), “Lavaan: an R package for structural equation modeling”, Journal of Statistical
Software, Vol. 48 No. 2, pp. 1-36, doi: 10.18637/jss.v048.i02.

Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., Gonz�alez-Rom�a, V. and Bakker, A.B. (2002), “The measurement of
engagement and burnout: a two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach”, Journal of
Happiness Studies, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 71-92, doi: 10.1023/a:1015630930326.

Shifrin, N.V. and Michel, J.S. (2022), “Flexible work arrangements and employee health: a meta-
analytic review”, Work and Stress, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 60-85, doi: 10.1080/02678373.2021.1936287.

Siemsen, E., Roth, A. and Oliveira, P. (2010), “Common method bias in regression models with linear,
quadratic, and interaction effects”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 456-476,
doi: 10.1177/1094428109351241.

Soucek, R. and Voss, A.S. (2020), “Arbeitsverdichtung: Ursachen, Formen und Folgen [Work intensity:
Causes, forms, and consequences]”, Arbeitsmedizin Sozialmedizin Umweltmedizin, Vol. 55 No. 9,
pp. 543-546, doi: 10.17147/asu-2009-8158.

Soucek, R. and Voss, A.S. (2024), “Rethinking the assessment of work intensity – development and
validation of a verbal questionnaire and pictorial scales”, Zeitschrift f€ur Arbeits- und
Organisationspsychologie.

Taris, T.W. (2006), “Bricks without clay: on urban myths in occupational health psychology”, Work
and Stress, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 99-104, doi: 10.1080/02678370600893410.

van der Doef, M. and Maes, S. (1999), “The job demand-control (-Support) model and psychological
well-being: a review of 20 years of empirical research”, Work and Stress, Vol. 13 No. 2,
pp. 87-114, doi: 10.1080/026783799296084.

Wheatley, D. (2017), “Autonomy in paid work and employee subjective well-being”, Work and
Occupations, Vol. 44 No. 3, pp. 296-328, doi: 10.1177/0730888417697232.

Corresponding author
Roman Soucek can be contacted at: roman.soucek@medicalschool-hamburg.de

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

IJWHM
17,4

366

https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1026/0932-4089/a000284
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19031258
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2021.1936287
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109351241
https://doi.org/10.17147/asu-2009-8158
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370600893410
https://doi.org/10.1080/026783799296084
https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888417697232
mailto:roman.soucek@medicalschool-hamburg.de

	New ways of working and psychological well-being: work intensity as a target variable of job resources
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Work intensity
	New ways of working and work intensity
	Flexibility
	Dissolution of boundaries

	Work intensity and psychological well-being
	Emotional exhaustion
	Work engagement

	Autonomy and boundary control as job resources
	Autonomy
	Boundary control


	Methodological approach
	Participants
	Measures
	New ways of working
	Work intensity
	Autonomy
	Boundary control
	Emotional exhaustion
	Work engagement
	Control variables

	Statistical analyses

	Results
	New ways of working and psychological well-being
	New ways of working and work intensity
	Work intensity and psychological well-being
	Work intensity as a mediator variable

	Job resources and work intensity

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Implications

	Conclusions
	References


