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The aim of this study is to understand quality of life from multiple life domains and if this relations differ between European countries.  With data from 7869 employees in eight European countries (Sweden, Finland, UK, The Netherlands, Germany, Portugal, Bulgaria and Hungary) from 2007, hypotheses are tested with structural equation modelling. Three clusters exist: a north-west European cluster, a cluster with Bulgaria and Hungary and a cluster with Portugal. Work and family demands and resources clearly relate to quality of life, and are partly mediated via conflict and enrichment. This is more so for the north-west European cluster, than for Portugal, Bulgaria and Hungary.  In all three clusters conflict is more important in explaining quality of life than enrichment. Finally, work-to-family conflict and enrichment are more significant mediators than family-to work conflict and enrichment. 
Introduction
Understanding quality of life due to the rise of dual earner couples and increasing female labor force participation has become an important challenge over the last decades. In first instance, research on workers quality of life focused mainly on the impact of demands on various negative health outcomes, such as burnout and illness (e.g. Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Work demands such as work pressure, long working hours, job insecurity were shown to be sources of stress and work-family conflict with various negative psychological and physical outcomes (e.g. Eby et al., 2005; Green, 2006; van Echtelt, 2007; Ferrie, 2001; Rantanen et al, 2008; Van der Lippe & Peters, 2007). More recently, attention has shifted to the positive relation between work and family life, the so called work-family enrichment. Research on demands and resources started to focus on positive mediating outcomes like work engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004) and work-family enrichment or facilitation (e.g. Dikkers, 2008; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Voydanoff, 2004, 2005a), which relate to a higher quality of life (McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010). 

However, the interdependence between the work and family domain has been tested often only partly, focusing on work related factors or family related factors, and conflict or enrichment. Our first aim is to test a comprehensive model, so we may better understand the complexity between work and family life in relation to quality of life. Unlike many previous quality of life studies, our study looks at multiple life domains and the way they impact on one another. People increasingly need to adapt their working life to their private and family life and vice versa. Life becomes more complicated when trying to juggle two jobs, children’s school timetables and hobbies, and a social life. In addition, increased flexibility and advanced technology – for example, flexible working hours, e-mail and mobile phones – affect the permeability of work and family boundaries (Kossek et al., 2005). As a result, the work and family domains increasingly interact with and influence each other. Any analysis of the quality of life of workers must consider both domains as well as people’s ability to successfully manage their work and private life. Problems or conflicts between work and family life can have negative impacts on health and well-being (for example, OECD, 2001).
Studies so far concentrated mainly on western countries such as America and West European countries, which are characterized by a high standard of living and high individualism (Spector et al, 2009). Only very few studies have analyzed if the same model applies to different countries or that cultural or institutional differences exist (see for an exception, and comparing Norway with India, Pal & Saksvik, 2008). There are reasons to question the universality of the reaction to demands and resources and their relation with quality of life. We argue that there is a clear need for cross-national research in the relation between work and family demands and resources and quality of life. Our second aim is to give insight in the relation between demands and resources and quality of life for different European countries. 

Summarizing in this paper we pose the following two research questions: How do work and family demands and resources relate to quality of life, and does this relation differ between European countries? In order to do so, we use data from eight European countries: the UK, Finland, Sweden, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal, Hungary and Bulgaria. In each country a retail company, a bank and/or insurance company, a telecom/IT company and a public hospital participated in the research. Within each organization a sample of employees filled in a questionnaire. In total 7869 employees participated in the research working in 32 service sector organizations across the eight countries. The service sector is chosen because it represents a growing sector of the economy but is less widely researched (e.g. Ackroyed et al., 2005). Moreover, the service sector contains lower skilled jobs and professional knowledge work as well as a large number of female workers. 

Conceptual model

In line with Karasek (1979), Karasek and Theorell (1990), Voydanoff (2004, 2005 ), and many others, we assume that the work and family domain both contribute to people’s quality of life as long as their resources are adequate to meet the demands and needs they face (Moen and Chermack, 2005). Both the workplace and the family situation generate demands and resources (Voydanoff, 2005). Demands at work are, for instance, long working hours, frequent travel and shift work. Resources at work include job autonomy over the way work is done, co-worker relationships and work-life support. Demands at home include caring for children or an elderly relative. Resources at home are, for instance, a supportive network of family and friends and a partner with whom to share domestic work. When resources lag behind the demands workers face in various life domains, tensions and feelings of stress may arise that in turn impact on their well-being. On the other hand, people feel in charge of their lives when resources are adequate to meet their needs and the demands made on them. According to Moen and Chermack (2005), it is precisely this sense of control that enhances quality of life.

Figure 1 indicates how resources and demands in the work and family domain affect the quality of life of European service sector workers. The conceptual model proposes both a direct relationship between resources and demands and quality of life and an indirect relationship via conflict and enrichment (see also Michel et al., 2009). While earlier studies conceptualized conflict between work and family as a uni-dimensional construct, later research distinguished two directions: work conflicting with family life and family with work life (Frone, 1997). So do we. Heavy work demands and inadequate resources can result in work-family conflict and relate to quality of life. On the other hand, a high-quality job generates resources that may result in work family enrichment and ultimately a higher quality of life (Steenbergen, Ellemers & Mooijaart, 2007). Family demands and resources affect quality of life too. We discuss the hypothesized relationships in more detail below.

Work demands and resources and the quality of life
High work pressure, and long working hours reduce the time and energy people have to engage in activities in other life domains and may result in feelings of stress, exhaustion and negative work-to-home interference. In addition, many studies have shown that the fear of losing one’s job is detrimental to well-being (Green, 2006). Job loss not only implies a loss of income but also a loss of social contacts, opportunities for self-actualization and career opportunities, and it may eventually lead to social exclusion (Paugam and Zhou, 2007). Job insecurity is therefore very stressful and can have a negative impact on the quality of life of workers.
Based on the demand-control-support model developed by Karasek and Theorell (1990), job autonomy and social relationships at work have been put forward as resources relevant to a person’s well-being. Traditionally, job autonomy refers to task autonomy, that is, the freedom to decide how the work is done (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Recently the introduction of flexible working hours, variable work schedules and teleworking have added time and spatial autonomy to the list of important dimensions of job autonomy (Kossek et al., 2005). Job autonomy gives people latitude to deal with work pressure and a feeling that they are in charge of their lives (Houtman et al., 2006). Valcour (2007) found that job autonomy has a direct effect on satisfaction with the work-life balance. According to Saari and Judge (2004), job autonomy is the variable most relevant in predicting satisfaction.

In addition to job autonomy, worker well-being also depends on employees’ social relationships with their co-workers and supervisor (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker et al., 2006). When employees have to work hard but feel supported by their co-workers and supervisor, their satisfaction is likely to increase. Good social relationships at work offer employees additional energy that can contribute to overall life satisfaction. 
Summarizing we expect that higher work demands are related to a lower quality of life (hypothesis 1) and higher work resources are related to a higher quality of life (hypothesis 2).
Family demands and resources and the quality of life
In addition to or beyond work demands, this study takes family demands into consideration. Depending on their stage of life, people may be responsible for caring for young children, parents, relatives and friends. The presence of children can be very enriching and as such increase overall life satisfaction, but it can also present new demands. Raising children is costly and involves major care responsibilities. Parents today are expected to provide far more parental care and more financial resources than their own parents were able to provide (Lewis and den Dulk, 2008). Although women spend more time in paid work, time spent with children has not decreased (Gauthier et al., 2004; Sayer et al., 2004). Cultural norms and expectations of good parenting, child development and children’s needs have led to the idea that parents owe their children a ‘time debt’. The configuration of motherhood that places the mother-child relationship at the centre leans heavily on post-Freudian disciples such as Melanie Klein, John Bowlby and Donald W. Winnicott. Winnicott introduces the notion of ‘good-enough’ mothering, arguing that even though the mother is not perfect, she should recognize, be empathic to, and willing and able to meet the child’s needs (1971). This has left us with an idealized view of the good mother, but nowadays there is also strong competition from the new, involved father. Both ideals place demands on parental attention and involvement in order to meet children’s needs. In a study of reconstituted families, the researchers argue that children’s needs are one of the few remaining unquestionable moral assertions among parents in contemporary society (Ribbens et al., 2000, p. 800). In the case of the new fatherhood, however, research shows that the expectations often exceed the actual outcome (Hobson, 2002; Plantin et al., 2003). In addition to childcare responsibilities at home, a large amount of domestic work may result in less quality of life. 

Income is an important resource when meeting the needs and demands of daily life. In particular, when basic needs are in danger of being unmet, income is an important determinant of overall life satisfaction. It allows people to maintain a certain standard of living and to fulfil basic needs such as housing and food, but it also gives them an opportunity to outsource care responsibilities or domestic work. When people earn enough money to meet their basic needs, their income becomes less important up to a certain optimal level, although research still shows a positive relationship with overall life satisfaction (Schyns, 2003). Real wages have increased in most countries, although many countries have also witnessed an increase in wage inequality. While the impact of income on life satisfaction has been widely studied, researchers have been less interested in other forms of support in the family, with the exception of spousal support. Having a partner can be viewed as an important source of support because it allows workers to share family and breadwinning tasks (instrumental support) as well as the worries and joys of everyday life (emotional support). Previous studies show, for example, that spousal support has a direct on quality of life (for example, Matsui et al., 1995; Van Daalen et al., 2006). 
Outsourcing domestic work reduces the amount of time spent on domestic chores and can relieve the double burden of paid and domestic work. Nowadays, household outsourcing has become a well-known strategy for dealing with family demands, at least for those with sufficient income: people can outsource tasks to house cleaners, babysitters, home maintenance suppliers, by ordering take-away food or going to a restaurant (De Ruijter, 2005).
Summarizing we expect that higher family demands are related to a lower quality of life (hypothesis 3) and higher family resources are related to a higher quality of life (hypothesis 4).
Mediating outcomes: conflict and enrichment
So far, we have focused on the direct effect of demands and resources on workers’ quality of life. The impact of resources and demands can also, however, be mediated by conflict and enrichment. A lack of resources and heavy job and/or family demands can result in negative work-to-family or family-to-work or conflict. Problems or conflicts between job and family demands can have a negative impact on people’s motivation at work, their well-being, health and quality of life (for example, Van Doorne-Huiskes, 1992; Allen et al., 2000; OECD, 2001). Greenhaus and Beutell (1985), the founding fathers of work-family-conflict theories, define work-home conflict as a form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect (Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985, p. 77). Their basic assumption is that the time and energy needed to fulfil the roles in the work and private domains are scarce (Geurts et al., 2005). Research indicates that the level of work-family conflict rises with the number of working hours: the more people work, the more negative work-to-home interference they perceive (Scherer and Steiber, 2007), and the more their overall quality of life is affected. Research shows that also other work demands such as work pressure are strongly related to work family conflict (Frone et al., 1997). Family demands such as parental overload are mainly linked to family work conflict (Stevens et al., 1997). Moreover several meta-analyses indicated that high levels of work-family conflict have negative consequences for quality of life (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Byron, 2005; Ford et al., 2007).
Until recently, research mainly focused on the negative relationship between the work and family domain, that is, work-family conflict. Nowadays, concepts of work-family enrichment have been introduced, emphasizing the positive interdependencies between work and private life (Grzywacz and Marks, 2000; Greenhaus and Powell, 2006). Work-home enrichment refers to the extent to which experiences in one domain improve the quality of life (Carlson et al., 2006; Greenhaus and Powell, 2006). As with work-family conflict, work family enrichment may mediate the impact of job and family demands and resources. Negative and positive experiences are not necessarily opposite ends of a continuum or mutually exclusive. People can experience both highly negative and highly positive effects (Watson and Tellegen, 1985), and positive well-being is qualitatively different from and not just the absence of negative well-being (Hart and Haworth, 2007). Empirical studies have revealed positive relationships between job autonomy and work family enrichment (Voydanoff 2004; Butler et al, 2005). In a meta review, findings show a positive effect of enrichment on life satisfaction (McNall, Nicklin, Masuda 2010), and also Allis and O’Driscoll (2007) reported positive effects of family work facilitation on well being in New Zealand. 
Summarizing we expect that the relation between work demands and quality of life is partly mediated by work-family conflict (hypothesis 5), the relation between work resources and quality of life is partly mediated by work family enrichment (hypothesis 6), the relation between family demands and quality of life is partly mediated by family-work conflict (hypothesis 7), the relation between family resources and quality of life is partly mediated by family-work enrichment (hypothesis 8).
Impact of the institutional context
So far we have discussed how individual and workplace-related factors affect the quality of work and life for service sector workers. With a growing number of countries joining the EU, it is also interesting to explore how different institutional configurations impact on individual lives. The countries included in this study differ in the way they address quality of work and life and in the public policies and regulations they have in place. 
Finland and Sweden combine a high level of state-funded social protection and support for full-time employment among men and women. Both countries have generous public work-life policies supporting the combination of work and family life in all life stages. In the Netherlands and Germany, public work-life policies are more modest and the one-and-a-half breadwinner model – in which men work full time and women part time – is dominant. In the UK, public support for the work-life balance is also modest and more emphasis is placed on the market as a provider of services. Portugal has a low level of state support for the work-life balance, little labour market flexibility and a relatively low standard of living compared with the western countries in this study. The two eastern European countries, Bulgaria and Hungary in this study also have a lower standard of living and a moderate level of public work-life policies combined with more precarious labour market conditions and low expectations of employer support (Kovacheva et al., 2006). 
Given these different institutional backgrounds, what would one expect for the relation of demands and resources on quality of life? Given the lower standard of living in Bulgaria and Hungary we are inclined to believe that demands and resources do matter less in the explanation of quality of life the two Eastern European countries, than the other European countries. Economic needs will suppress such relationships. The same can be argued for Portugal, although to a lesser extent. Especially in the western European countries, we expect strong relationships between demands and resources from both the work and family domain on the one hand and quality of life on the other hand. 

Also and in line with Spector et al. (2007), one potentially important cultural characteristic that can vary across nations is individualism–collectivism (I–C; Triandis, 1995). Societies in which people’s primary concern tends to be with the self and with the nuclear family are considered individualistic. People’s focus is on personal achievement and independence (Markus & Kitayama, 1998). Anglo and western European countries are considered individualistic (e.g., Hofstede, 1984; Lapierre et al., 2008). In contrast, people in collectivist countries such as Eastern European countries tend to see themselves as embedded in a network of social connections that include extended families and other groups (Spector et al., 2001; Spector et al, 2007). The differences between people in individualistic and those in collectivistic societies lead to expected differences in how work and family demands might lead to conflict, collectivistic countries tend to place more emphasis on work than on leisure, are less concerned about work intruding on nonwork, and see work as contributing to the family rather than competing with it. In an individualistic society, people view work as a means to personal achievement and development. Excessive efforts spent in work pursuits are seen as being devoted to the self and neglecting the family. On the other hand, in a collectivistic society where people view the individual in terms of social networks, work roles are seen as serving the needs of the in-group rather than the individual. People who put extra effort into work are seen as making sacrifices for their in-group (e.g., family) and enjoy support from the family. Spector et al (2004) indeed found support for their hypothesis that work hours would relate more strongly to work–family pressure in the individualistic than in the collectivistic country clusters. In individualist countries, there appear to be invariance in the relation between work-family conflict and employee satisfaction (Lapierre, et al., 2008). Based on the foregoing, we expect that the relation between demands and resources, and quality of life will be less strong in Bulgaria and Hungary than in Sweden, Finland, UK, The Netherlands, Germany and Portugal. 
Data
The data used for this research are taken from the project ‘Quality of work and life in a changing Europe’ (Quality), financed by the European Commission under the Sixth EU Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development (Van der Lippe et al, 2006). The Quality project was a collaborative cross-national research project that ran from 2006 to 2009 and had partners in each participating country: the Netherlands, Finland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Germany, Portugal, Hungary and Bulgaria. The Quality survey, conducted in 2007 by a national team of researchers in each country was designed to study the quality of work and life of European citizens. The questionnaire covered the work and family situation, work and family demands and resources, work-family balance and the overall quality of the respondent’s life. In each country the survey was targeted towards the service sector, and more specifically retail trade, banking, telecommunications and public hospitals. Electronic surveys were used to facilitate responding activity and to minimize errors related to the manual input of data. When an online survey was not feasible (e.g. due to the limited or no internet connection at the workplace) paper-based questionnaires were used.  

The response rate varied between countries, being particularly low in Germany but very high in Bulgaria (overall range was 37 to 87 percent). The database consists of data from 7869 employees in 32 organizations across eight countries.

Dependent variable
Quality of life. Our measure of quality of life was based on a scale designed by Pavot and Diener (1993). Respondents were asked to rate a series of 5 statements on a scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) (items reversed). The statements were: “In most ways my life is close to my ideal”; “The conditions of my life are excellent”; “I am satisfied with my life”; “So far I have got the important things I want in life”; and “If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing”. Exploratory factor analysis revealed that the five items load on a single factor. The Alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was .88 (countries ranged from .84 to .90). 
Independent variables

Work demands include paid working hours, work pressure and job insecurity. Working hours were measured by the following single-item question: “How many hours do you actually work per week? Include overtime, whether paid or unpaid, but not your commuting time. Calculate hours for an average working week.” Work pressure was measured with the job demand scale developed by Karasek and Theorell (1990). Respondents were asked to answer a series of questions on a scale from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The questions were “Does your job require you to work fast?”; “Does your job require you to work very hard?”; “Do you feel that your job requires too much input from you?”. The Alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was .74. Job insecurity was based on the original 10-item 7-point scale developed by Kraimer et al. (2005). Respondents were asked to rate 4 items on a scale of 1 (I strongly agree) to 5 (I strongly disagree). The statements were: “I am afraid I will lose my job”; “I worry about keeping my job”; “I am sure I can keep my job” (item reversed); and “I think I might lose my job in the near future”. The Alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was .83. 

Work resources include job autonomy, social support and social relations at the work. For job autonomy the control scale of Karasek & Theorell (1990) was used. Respondents were asked to answer four questions: “Are you free to decide how your job is to be done?”, “Are you free to decide what your job involves?”, “Are you free to decide when you do your work?”, and “Are you free to decide to work wherever is best for you – either at home or at work?” Responses ranged from 1 (never) to 4 (always). A reliability analysis showed an Alpha reliability coefficient of .70. Social support was based on a scale developed by Dikkers et al. (2007) and Den Dulk and Peper (2007). It was based on an original 17-item scale. Respondents were asked to rate statements on a scale of 1 (I strongly agree) to 5 (I strongly disagree) (items reversed). The statements were: “My direct superior supports employees who want to switch to less demanding jobs for private reasons”; “My direct superior supports employees who (temporarily) want to reduce their working hours for private reasons”; “I am comfortable discussing my private life with my direct superior”; “My colleagues support employees who want to reduce their working hours for private reasons”; “My colleagues support employees who want to switch to less demanding jobs for private reasons”; and “I am comfortable in discussing aspects of my private life with colleagues”.  The Alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was .80. Social relations were measured according to a scale developed by Karasek and Theorell (1990). Respondents were asked to rate a series of statements on a scale from 1 (I strongly agree) to 5 (I strongly disagree) (items reversed). The statements were: “There is a good spirit of unity in my workplace”; “My colleagues are there for me”; “People understand that I can have a bad day”; “I get on well with my superiors”; and “I get on well with my colleagues”. The Alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was .83. 

Family demands consist of the housework, care and the number of children. Hours spent on housework was measured with the question “How much time do you spend on domestic work (laundry, cleaning, preparing meals, grocery shopping, etc.) on average per week?” Hours spent on care was based on the question “Do you have care responsibilities for elderly parents or other relatives or friends? If yes, how many hours do you spend on this on average per week?” Children at home was measured by asking the respondents “Do you have children living at home?” with 0 indicating no children at home.
Family resources include the presence of a partner, domestic help and household income. The presence of a partner in the household was measured by the following single-item question: “Are you currently married/living together?” Domestic help was measured using the insights from the Time Competition research project at Utrecht University (Van der Lippe & Peters, 2007). Respondents were asked to answer a question on a scale from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The question was “During a typical week, how often do you use paid domestic help?” Household income was based on the question “If you add up the income from all sources and all household members, which alternative below describes your total net income per month (wages, pensions, benefits, grants, allowances, etc)? Net is after deduction of national and local taxes and after deduction of compulsory contributions to national social security. If you don’t know the exact figure, please estimate”. The alternatives range from (1) less than 150 euros, to (12) 10,000 euros or more. 
Mediating variables. Work-family conflict was measured using the SWING scale (Geurts, 2000, Geurts and others, 2005), using the following 3 items: “how often does it happen that you do not have the time and energy to engage in leisure activities with your spouse/family/friends because of your job”; “how often does it happen you have to work so hard that you do not have time for any of your hobbies”; and “how often does it happen that your work obligations make it difficult for you to feel relaxed at home”. Answer categories ranged from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Items are added and higher scores indicate more work-family conflict. Cronbach’s alpha is .75. Work-family enrichment was measured with three items of the work-family enrichment scale of Carlson et al. (2006): “My involvement in my work helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me to be a better family member”; “My involvement in my work helps me acquire skills and this helps me to be a better family member”; and “My involvement in my work helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me to be a better family member”.  Responses were made on a five point scale with 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate higher levels of work-family enrichments. Cronbach’s alpha was .93. Family-work conflict was measured using the SWING scale (Geurts, 2000, Geurts and others, 2005), using the following 3 items: “How often does it happen that you do not feel like working because of problems with your spouse/family/friends”; “how often does it happen that you do not fully enjoy your work because you worry about your home situation”; and “how often does it happen that you have difficulty concentrating on your work because you are preoccupied with domestic matters”. Answer categories ranged from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Items are added and higher scores indicate more family-work conflict. Cronbach’s alpha is .83. Family-work enrichment was measured with the following three items: “My involvement in my family/private life helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me to be a better worker”; “My involvement in my family/private life helps me acquire skills and this helps me to be a better worker” and “My involvement in my family/private life helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me to be a better worker”.  Responses were made on a five point scale with 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate higher levels of family-work enrichment. Cronbach’s alpha was .89.
Control variables. Gender was a dummy variable coded 0 (men) and 1 (women). The respondent’s level of education was measured by the ISCED Classification, coded 1 (not completed primary compulsory education), to 7 (second stage of tertiary education, leading directly to an advanced research qualification). Age was measured using respondent’s year of birth. Table 1 provides the means and standard deviations for the dependent and all independent variables. Table 2 provides the correlations of dependent and independent variables.

Data analysis
To analyze the model as proposed in Figure 1, we employed path modeling within Mplus 4.2. Control variables were regressed on the independent variables, mediating variables and the dependent variables. First, to test if the model in Figure 1 was the same for the 8 countries under study, we analyzed different models. We started with the eight countries separately, and tested with each subsequent step if countries can be analyzed in the same way. To compare models, a modification of the standard chi2-difference test was performed (please see the users guide of Mplus by Muthén and Muthén (1998) for information on this procedure). In our assessment of model fit, we considered the CFI, the TLI and the RMSEA. For the CFI and the TLI we considered 0.900 as an indication of a reasonable model fit, whereas a RMSEA less than 0.060 indicated a good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). Second, for the final and best model, we tested the formulated hypotheses 1 to 8 on the relation between work and family demands and resources and quality of life. 
Results
The first model in Table 3 tests if the 8 countries need to be analyzed separately. In comparison with model 2 in which Bulgary and Hungary are taken together, the Chi2-difference test shows that the nested model is not significant worse. Comparison of model 3 with model 2 shows that also Finland and Sweden can be taken together. Model 4 which adds Netherlands to Sweden and Finland, shows that this does not imply a significant worsening. Comparison of model 4 with model 5 in which Germany is also added to the cluster of non-western countries indicates that this is again not a worse model. Model 6 shows that in comparison to model 5, the UK can be added to the north-west European countries. Model 7 and model 8 which are both compared to model 6, shows that adding Portugal to the north-west European group of countries, or to the east European countries is a significant improvement of the model. This implies that the best model is model 6, with Sweden, Finland, UK, The Netherlands and Germany as one cluster, Hungary and Bulgaria as a second cluster, and Portugal as a third cluster. The proposed model fits the data well with RMSEA=0.038, CFI =0.999, and TLI=0.904. 
- Figure 2 about here -

Model estimates of model 6 can be found in Figure 2: Figure 2a shows the results for the cluster Finland, Sweden, UK, The Netherlands and Germany, Figure 2b for Bulgaria and Hungary and Figure 2c for Portugal. Hypothesis 1 on the relation between work demands and quality of life is confirmed for all three clusters. Work hours, work pressure and job insecurity are negatively related to quality of life: for Portugal this is fully mediated by work-family conflict, for Bulgary and Hungary only job insecurity has a negative direct relation with quality of life; and in the north-west European cluster, work hours and job insecurity have a direct negative relation with quality of life. Hypothesis 2 on the relation between work resources is also largely confirmed for three clusters. Social relations at the work sphere are positively related to quality of life in a direct way and an indirect way, via work-family enrichment in all three clusters. Social relations are clearly important given also the indirect relations via work-family conflict and family-work conflict in all three clusters. Autonomy and support have a positive direct and indirect relation in the north-west European cluster. In Portugal autonomy has only a positive direct effect on quality of life, and social support only an indirect effect via work–family enrichment. In Bulgaria and Hungary, social support has a direct and indirect effect, and autonomy an indirect effect via enrichment. 


The results for the relation between family demands and resources and the quality of life are less clear and more diffuse. Hypothesis 3 on family demands and quality of life are only partly confirmed. In all three clusters having children, care and housework are not related in a direct way to quality of life, and only sometimes in an indirect way. In the north-west European cluster, all three variables are negatively related to quality of life via family-work conflict. In Bulgary and Hungary only care work is related to quality of life, but not via family-work conflict. Children are not related, not in a direct nor in an indirect way to quality of life in Bugaria and Hungary. In Portugal having children and care are related to quality of work via family-work-conflict. With respect to family resources, having a partner and a higher income have a direct positive relationship in all three clusters. Income is indirectly related to quality of life via various mediating factors are work family conflict and family work conflict, but not via family-work enrichment.  A partner appears to be especially important in an indirect way in Bulgaria and Hungary. A domestic help has a negative relation with quality of life via family-work conflict only in the north-west cluster. 
Mediation is clearly visualized in Figure 2. In all three clusters but especially in the north-west cluster, work-family conflict is an important mediatior to reach a high quality of life, and is thus in support of hypothesis 5. This is not only true for work demands but also for work resources, and for family demands and resources in the north-west cluster. As can be seen from Figure 2b, family demands and resources do not relate to work-family conflict. Work-family enrichment is also an important mediatior, and in line with hypothesis 6 mainly for work resources. Only in Bulgaria and Hungary, having a partner, care work and a high income do positively relate to work-family enrichment. The results for family-work conflict and enrichment are interesting. For the north-west European cluster all family demands and resources relate in an indirect way to quality of life, via family work-conflict, and not via family work-enrichment. In Bulgaria and Hungary, family demands do not relate via family-work conflict to quality of life, but via enrichment. In Portugal family-work conflict appears to be important for having children and care work. So the results for hypothesis 7 are diffuse. This is even more so the case for the mediating factor family-work enrichment as expressed in hypothesis 8. Both in the north-west European cluster and in Portugal family resources are not related to family-work enrichment, only in Bulgaria and Hungary having a partner is positively related to family-work enrichment. 
The relations between the mediating factors and quality of life are in general the most strong in north-west European cluster compared to Portugal and Hungary and Bulgaria. In all three clusters enrichment relate less strong to quality of life than conflict. 

What do the results say about the three clusters of countries? The relation between demands and resources and quality of life seems to be in general stronger in the north-west European cluster than in Portugal or Bulgaria and Hungary. However, within the different sorts of demands and resources clear differences exist which speak less to such a general statement. Another striking resemblance between the three clusters is work-family conflict and enrichment is a more important mediating factor than family work conflict and enrichment. Finally, in the north-west European cluster having no conflicts is more important than enrichment as a mediating factor to reach a high quality of life. 
Conclusion and discussion

· This study:

Understanding quality of life due to the rise of dual earner couples and increasing female labor force participation has become an important societal and scientific challenge over the last decades. Unlike many previous quality of life studies, this study has studied multiple life domains and the way they impact on one another. Since there is a clear need for cross-national research in the relation between work and family demands and resources and quality of life, the same model is test for eight European countries the UK, Finland, Sweden, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal, Hungary and Bulgaria. 
Conclusions

….wat zegt het als er direct een effect is, maar indirect niet……of andersom…..

· three clusters

· the work sphere more important than the family sphere especially I Portugal and Bulgaria and Hungary
· north-west cluster: conflict more important

· family-work enrichment hardly important

· model is more applicable to north-western countries than the other two clusters

special: children not important for quality of life in Eastern Europe

partner very important and especially in Eastern Europe

income everywhere important 

Limits: crosssectional data
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Table 1 means and standard deviations of all variables in the analyses. 
	
	scale
	Mean
	St.dev.

	Quality of life
	5-35
	22.90
	6.29

	Work-family conflict
	
	6.01
	1.83

	Work-family enrichment
	
	9.42
	2.92

	Family-work conflict
	
	4.49
	1.54

	Family-work enrichment
	
	10.25
	2.62

	Hours of paid work
	1-80
	38.82
	11.34

	Work pressure
	3-12
	8.18
	1.88

	Job insecurity
	4-20
	9.70
	4.03

	autonomy
	4-20
	10.41
	3.05

	Social support
	6-30
	19.59
	4.54

	Social relations at the worksphere
	5-25
	19.66
	3.55

	Having children
	0-1
	.48
	

	Care work
	0-1
	.18
	

	Housework
	0-80
	10.74
	8.59

	Income
	1-12
	6.72
	2.29

	Having a partner
	0-1
	.68
	

	Domestic help
	0-1
	.18
	

	Female
	0-1
	.62
	

	Education
	1-9
	4.91
	1.54

	Age
	18-70
	39.23
	10.60

	Firm: Hospital
	
	.20
	

	Bank
	
	.24
	

	Telecom
	
	.33
	

	Retail
	
	.23
	

	Country: Sweden
	
	.09
	

	Finland
	
	.13
	

	UK
	
	.11
	

	The Netherlands
	
	.13
	

	Germany
	
	.15
	

	Portugal
	
	.17
	

	Hungary
	
	.12
	

	Bulgaria
	
	.10
	


Table 2. Correlations between dependent and independent variables
	
	quality
	wfc
	wfe
	fwc
	fwe
	hrs
	pressure
	Insec.
	auton
	sphere
	Sup.
	child
	house
	care
	 Income
	partner

	W-f conflict
	-.35
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	W-f enrichment
	.26
	-.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F-w conflict
	-.32
	-.07
	.30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F-w enrichment
	.20
	.55
	-.06
	 -.07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work hours
	-.11
	-.01
	.25
	.01
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work pressure
	-.14
	-.01
	.41
	.08
	.03
	.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Job insecurity
	-.27
	-.06
	.22
	.16
	.00
	.08
	.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Autonomy
	.19
	.18
	-.01
	-.08
	.14
	.24
	-.04
	-.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social rel. 
	.28
	.23
	-.20
	-.15
	.15
	-.02
	-.10
	-.20
	.20
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social support
	.26
	.23
	-.22
	-.09
	.13
	-.15
	-.16
	-.18
	.11
	.43
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Having children
	.01
	.04
	.05
	.09
	.04
	.02
	.05
	.04
	.09
	-.00
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	

	Housework
	-.07
	.00
	.09
	.09
	-.01
	-.09
	.08
	.05
	-.06
	-.04
	-.04
	.23
	
	
	
	

	Care work
	-.10
	.02
	.11
	.12
	.01
	.03
	.09
	.10
	-.01
	-.05
	-.05
	.02
	.12
	
	
	

	Income
	.26
	.03
	-.10
	-.11
	.00
	-.08
	-.17
	-.17
	.12
	.02
	.15
	.07
	-.08
	-.13
	
	

	Partner
	.18
	.02
	.03
	-.05
	.02
	.00
	.01
	-.03
	.08
	.00
	.02
	.36
	.10
	-.01
	.34
	

	Domestic help
	.07
	.07
	.03
	-.01
	.09
	.11
	.04
	.03
	.17
	-.01
	-.03
	.11
	-.05
	.01
	.20
	.00


Table 3 Fit Indices for Models of quality of life in European countries 
	Models
	χ²
	df
	Δ χ² 
	Δ df
	Model comparison

	1. 

Eight separate countries
	13.817
	8
	
	
	

	2. 

Six countries separate

Bulgary+Hungary together
	15.264
	7
	-1.45
	1
	2-1 ns

	3. 

Four countries separate

Bulgary+Hungary

Sweden+Finland
	14.974
	6
	0.29
	1
	3-2 ns

	4. 

Three countries separate

Bulgary+Hungary

Sweden+Finland+NL
	14.046
	5
	0.93
	1
	4-3 ns

	5. 

Two countries separate

Bulgary+Hungary

Sweden+Finland+NL+Germany
	11.760
	4
	2.29
	1
	5-4 ns

	6. 

Portugal

Bulgary+Hungary

Sweden+Finland+NL+Germany+UK
	11.753
	3
	.1
	1
	6-5 ns

	7. 

Bulgary+Hungary

Sweden+Finland+NL+Germany+UK+Portugal
	4.857
	2
	6.90**
	1
	7-6 significant

	8. 

Bulgary+Hungary+Portugal

Sweden+Finland+NL+Germany+UK
	6.079
	2
	5.67**
	1
	8-6 significant


Note: to test if the nested model (with less degrees of freedom) is significant worse, Chi-square and degrees of freedom are compared. If the model comparison is non significant, this implies that the nested model is not worse. The best model appear to be model 6: three groups: 2 Eastern European countries, 5 North-west European countries, 1 South European country.

Figure 1: hypothesized model









Figure 2a. Empirical model for Finland, Sweden, UK, The Netherlands, Germany
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Figure 2b. Empirical model for Bulgaria and Hungary


[image: image2]
Figure 2c. Empirical model for Portugal
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