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Abstract

The growing number of undergraduate students juggling jobs and studies poses prob-
lems for attaining work-life integration. Understanding the factors influencing this 
integration is critical, especially in the context of flexible work arrangements (FWA) 
and workload. The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of FWA and work-
load on work-life integration among working students in Indonesia, focusing on the 
contradiction that flexibility promotes balance and increases job demands. Data were 
obtained from 125 working students in the service industry on Indonesia’s two most 
populous islands, Java and Sumatra, using structural equation modeling partial least 
squares (SEM-PLS). The study found that FWA considerably increases workload (β = 
0.846, p = 0.000) and improves work-life integration (β = 0.638, p = 0.000). Workload 
is a mediator between FWA and work-life integration (β = 0.540, p = 0.000), indicat-
ing that flexibility increases job demands but improves work-life integration. Workload 
has an adjusted R² of 0.714, explaining 71.4% of the variance. Work-life integration 
is explained by workload and FWA combined, accounting for 83.0%. These findings 
emphasize that, while a higher workload may appear contradictory, it promotes better 
time management and financial stability, improving well-being and work-life integra-
tion. Institutions and employers must ensure that task expectations remain moderate to 
prevent stress from negating the benefits of flexibility. This study presents empirical evi-
dence to support policies that promote flexibility while avoiding excessive job demands.
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INTRODUCTION

  Balancing work and academic responsibilities is a growing challenge 
for undergraduate students worldwide. While achieving work-life in-
tegration is often framed as a concern for full-time employees, work-
ing students face unique obstacles beyond traditional work-life bal-
ance. Many students choose to work due to financial necessity, which 
remains a primary driver of student employment (Okuputra & Nasikh, 
2022). However, managing academic workloads alongside employ-
ment commitments significantly strains time allocation, well-being, 
and future career outcomes.

In Indonesia, a demographic shift has led to a substantial increase in 
young individuals engaging in work and study. A 2017 survey report-
ed that 44% of undergraduate students in Indonesia were employed, 

© Ahyar Yuniawan, Nasikh, Rosaly 
Franksiska, 2025

Ahyar Yuniawan, Doctor of Science, 
Associate Professor, Department of 
Management, Faculty of Economics 
and Business, Diponegoro University, 
Indonesia. (Corresponding author)

Nasikh, Doctor of Science, 
Professor, Department of Economics 
Development, Faculty of Economics 
and Business, State University of 
Malang, Indonesia.

Rosaly Franksiska, MBA, Assistant 
Professor, Department of Management, 
Faculty of Economics and Business, 
Satya Wacana Christian University, 
Indonesia. JEL Classification M50, J22, I23, A22

Keywords work, life, flexibility, workload, students, employment, 
well-being

LLC “СPС “Business Perspectives” 
Hryhorii Skovoroda lane, 10, 
Sumy, 40022, Ukraine

This is an Open Access article, 
distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International license, which permits 
unrestricted re-use, distribution, and 
reproduction in any medium, provided 
the original work is properly cited.

www.businessperspectives.org

BUSINESS PERSPECTIVES

Conflict of interest statement:  

Author(s) reported no conflict of interest



320

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 23, Issue 2, 2025

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.23(2).2025.22

and this number continues to rise (Mardelina & Muhson, 2017). However, existing labor policies lack 
clear regulations regarding student employment, potentially leading to higher dropout rates, academic 
underperformance, and labor market inefficiencies. According to 2020 labor statistics (BPS-Statistics 
Indonesia, 2020), 6.98% of Indonesians aged 10–24 were employed, with 72.61% of urban youth work-
ing in the service sector. These trends raise critical concerns about the long-term implications of student 
employment on academic and economic productivity.

Despite the increasing prevalence of working students, the complexities of managing work and academ-
ic responsibilities remain underexamined, particularly concerning workload and flexible work arrange-
ments. While flexibility is often perceived as beneficial, it can inadvertently increase job demands, cre-
ating new challenges for students trying to balance their commitments. Understanding these dynamics 
is essential for addressing potential risks and ensuring that employment does not come at the cost of 
students’ educational success or long-term well-being.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND HYPOTHESES

The increasing number of students engaging 
in employment during their academic years 
has raised concerns regarding workload man-
agement, time allocation, and psychological 
well-being. Student employment is often driv-
en by financial necessity and aspirations for 
career readiness (Balroo & Al-Duwaile, 2018; 
Okuputra & Nasikh, 2022). However, balancing 
work and academic responsibilities creates time 
management challenges, leading to increased 
stress and role conflict (Dine & Kaoud, 2023; 
Sprung & Rogers, 2021). The heightened preva-
lence of mental health concerns among students 
further underscores the need for strategies that 
promote well-being while maintaining academ-
ic performance (Udin & Yuniawan, 2020).

 Adapting work structures in a post-pandemic en-
vironment characterized by continuous change 
is pivotal for promoting work-life integration 
and employee well-being (Bello et al., 2024; 
Dinibutun, 2024; Maula et al., 2023). However, 
despite growing research on work-life integra-
tion (WLI) among professionals, fewer studies 
explore the specific challenges of undergradu-
ate working students, and those that do tend to 
overlook flexible work arrangements (FWA) as a 
potential solution (Haider & Dasti, 2022; Picton, 
2021). Prior research has examined students’ 
preferences for work-life integration (Abdallah 
& Hammoud, 2020) and the challenges they 
face (Tetteh & Attiogbe, 2019), but the role of 
FWA in managing workload remains underex-

plored. This study extends the works of Koshkin 
et al. (2014) on students’ ability to juggle work 
and life and Beatson et al. (2021) on balancing 
activities outside formal education.

1.1. Work-life integration  
and time-spatial flexible work 
arrangements

Work-life integration refers to an individual’s abil-
ity to harmonize professional and personal respon-
sibilities, particularly in fluid work environments 
(Aruldoss et al., 2022). Among working students, 
these responsibilities expand to include academic 
tasks, making it more challenging to balance multi-
ple domains (Clark, 2000). One widely proposed so-
lution is flexible work arrangements, such as flextime 
and remote work, which allow individuals to adjust 
work schedules and locations to meet their academic 
and personal needs (Nerobkova et al., 2022).

Extensive research highlights the positive effects 
of FWA on WLI. For example, Hayman (2009) 
found that schedule flexibility enhances per-
ceived work-life integration, while Gunawan and 
Franksiska (2020) suggest that greater control over 
work hours reduces role conflict. However, blur-
ring boundaries between work and personal life 
can unintentionally increase stress and workload, 
reducing the benefits of flexibility (Boeri et al., 
2020; Stamm et al., 2023). Vanajan et al. (2020) al-
so emphasize that greater autonomy in task man-
agement can lead to overcommitment, reinforcing 
the need to investigate how FWA affects workload 
and WLI among working students. Furthermore, 
Harb and Keyrouz (2022) emphasize the necessity 



321

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 23, Issue 2, 2025

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.23(2).2025.22

of institutional support for students with flexible 
work arrangements, as inadequate guidance can 
lead to ineffective work-life integration strategies.

The shift toward remote and flexible work environ-
ments, driven by technological advancements and 
digital collaboration, has altered traditional work-
life boundaries (Itam & Warrier, 2024; Pillai & 
Prasad, 2023). While flexibility offers opportunities 
for better balance, it also presents challenges such as 
communication barriers, increased cognitive load, 
and greater role overlap (Chaudhuri et al., 2022; 
Smit & Lawson, 2023). As such, work-life integra-
tion is increasingly shaped by organizational poli-
cies and individual strategies for managing work 
expectations (Gao et al., 2025; Tran et al., 2022).

1.2. Flexible work arrangements  
and workload

Workload, commonly defined as the total vol-
ume of tasks assigned within a given period, is 
a significant factor affecting work-life integra-
tion (Thomsen et al., 2006). While FWA is often 
assumed to reduce workload by allowing better 
time efficiency, research shows mixed findings. 
Pedersen and Lewis (2012) found that employees 
with flexible schedules tend to work longer hours, 
as flexibility can encourage extended availability 
and higher expectations for productivity. Similarly, 
Stamm et al. (2023) found that workload often re-
mains unchanged or intensifies, even with flexible 
arrangements, mainly when organizational ex-
pectations are unclear. A preliminary survey of 30 
working students in this study supports prior re-
search, indicating that students highly value flex-
ible work arrangements but report increased work 
expectations. This survey suggests that flexibility 
may unintentionally lead to increased workload 
without proper boundaries. Additionally, Ilori 
and Akerele (2024) highlight that students with 
flexible schedules often report difficulties setting 
clear time boundaries, making them more suscep-
tible to extended work hours and heightened aca-
demic pressure. 

Studies on work-from-anywhere (WFA) models 
further indicate that while flexibility increases 
autonomy, it also raises concerns about workload 
spillover, stakeholder coordination, and burn-
out (Edeh et al., 2024; Tiwari et al., 2024; Tran 

et al., 2022). The potential for work-life blurring 
in such environments can increase pressure, es-
pecially when performance expectations remain 
high despite flexible scheduling (Blumentritt et 
al., 2024). Moreover, findings from studies on gig 
workers and remote employees suggest that work-
load management in flexible settings requires clear 
performance structures and supportive policies 
(Dilmaghani, 2021; Gao et al., 2025).

1.3. Workload as a mediator  
of work-life integration

Traditional views of work-life balance suggest 
that increased workload reduces integration, as 
excessive responsibilities limit time for personal 
activities (Brauner et al., 2020). However, emerg-
ing research suggests that higher workloads can 
sometimes enhance time management skills and 
structured routines (Detaille et al., 2020; Grant & 
Dutton, 2012). This result may be especially rele-
vant for unmarried students without dependents, 
who may integrate work responsibilities into their 
daily routines more easily (Kumar et al., 2023; 
Tiwari et al., 2024).

Additionally, Hsu et al. (2024) emphasize the role 
of proactive employees in leveraging FWAs to re-
duce work-family conflict. Their study suggests 
that individuals with a proactive mindset use 
flexibility strategically, benefiting from its advan-
tages while avoiding excessive workload spillover 
into personal life. This study aligns with previous 
findings that the effectiveness of FWAs depends 
on their availability and individual work manage-
ment strategies. Furthermore, Dilmaghani (2021) 
provides empirical evidence from a large-scale 
Canadian study, showing that the combination of 
flextime and flexplace produces the best work-life 
balance outcomes. However, the study also finds 
that offering flexibility in location without flexi-
bility in schedule can diminish well-being benefits, 
particularly among workers with high workloads.

Additionally, workload has been identified as a 
key mediator between FWA and WLI. Stamm et 
al. (2023) suggest that while FWA may increase 
workload, it can also enable more effective role 
integration, depending on how work expectations 
are managed. These findings challenge the as-
sumption that workload negatively affects integra-
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tion in all cases, highlighting the importance of 
contextual factors such as time management and 
organizational support.

The literature thus reveals a dual effect of FWA on 
work-life integration. While flexibility provides 
scheduling benefits, it can also increase workload 
when boundaries are unclear. Moreover, although 
higher workload is typically associated with lower 
integration, some studies suggest that it may, in 
certain contexts, encourage structured routines 
and better time allocation. Given these insights, 
examining how FWA and workload interact is 
crucial to shaping work-life integration among 
undergraduate working students.

This study investigates the effects of flexible work 
arrangements on workload and their role in shap-
ing work-life integration among undergraduate 
working students (Figure 1). It seeks to identify 
how workload mediates the relationship between 
flexible work arrangements and work-life integra-
tion, addressing intermediate factors such as time 
management and perceived job demands. So, the 
following hypotheses were investigated:

H1: Flexible work arrangements positively affect 
work-life integration.

H2: Flexible work arrangements positively affect 
workload.

H3: Workload positively affects work-life 
integration.

H4: Workload mediates the relationship between 
flexible work arrangements and work-life 
integration.

2. METHODS

This paper focuses on two of Indonesia’s most pop-
ulous islands, Java and Sumatra, which account 
for 55.97% and 21.68% of the country’s total 
population, respectively. By concentrating on 
these regions, the study aims to provide a rep-
resentative understanding of the dynamics of 
working students and their ability to reconcile 
academic and professional responsibilities.

The study employs structural equation model-
ing partial least squares (SEM-PLS) to explore 
the complex relationships among variables, of-
fering a robust framework for analyzing their 
effects (Figure 2). Purposive sampling ensured 
that participants met specific eligibility criteria, 
including undergraduate students actively en-
rolled in universities while working jobs with 
flexible work arrangements. Following guide-
lines by Hair et al. (2019), which recommend 
a minimum sample size of 100 for analyses in-
volving five or fewer variables, the study tar-
geted 200 participants. Of these, 125 responses 
met the criteria and were deemed suitable for 
analysis.

Participation was voluntary, and respondents 
were informed of their right to withdraw at any 
time. A cover letter accompanied the survey, 
outlining the study’s objectives to help partici-
pants provide informed responses. Oral consent 
was obtained before questionnaire completion.

Data were collected using an online survey dis-
tributed via Google Forms and messaging ap-
ps, ensuring efficient participation across Java 
and Sumatra. Including respondents from these 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework
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densely populated regions provides a compre-
hensive understanding of the working student 
population. The sample was predominantly 
male (92.8%), aged 18–27 years, with 57.6% in 
their senior year. The majority (52.8%) had been 
employed for less than one year, reflecting a stu-
dent workforce with relatively short employ-
ment tenures. The sectoral distribution of stu-
dent employment revealed a strong presence in 
Indonesia’s digital economy. 87.9% of respon-
dents were engaged in the online transportation 
industry (e.g., Gojek, Grab, and Maxim), while 
12.1% worked in digital operational support, in-
cluding fashion, food, and administrative ser-
vices. This employment pattern underscores the 
dominance of platform-based gig work among 
students. Table 1 presents detailed demographic 
and employment characteristics of respondents.

Table 1. Respondents’ characteristics 

Category Frequency %

Age

≤ 18 3 2.4

19–21 34 27.2

22–24 69 55.2

25–27 19 15.2

Gender
Male 116 92.8

Female 9 7.2

Category

Freshman 11 8.8

Sophomore 19 15.2

Junior 23 18.4

Senior 72 57.6

Status
Active 122 97.6

Leaves of Absence 3 2.4

Length of 
Employment

≤ 1 66 52.8

2–4 47 37.6

> 5 12 9.6

Division
Java Island 78 62.4

Sumatra Island 47 37.6

University 
Category

Private University 74 59.2

State University 51 40.8

Work-life integration is measured using indi-
cators modified from Fisher et al. (2009) con-
sisting of 12 items. Sample items include, “My 
job can help my personal life” and “My person-
al or academic life is neglected due to my job.” 
Flexible working arrangements are measured 

using indicators modified from Carlson et al. 
(2010), consisting of five items: two flexplaces 
and three flextimes. Sample items include “I am 
free to choose where I work” and “I am free to 
arrange my work schedule.” Last, the workload 
is measured using indicators modified from 
Rubio et al. (2004), consisting of seven items. 
Sample items include, “In doing my work, I of-
ten am in one position (for example, standing 
or sitting) for a long time” and “I find it hard to 
concentrate with too much work.”

The analysis was conducted in three main stages. 
First, descriptive statistics were used to summa-
rize the demographic and employment charac-
teristics of the respondents, providing a clear 
overview of the sample distribution. Second, 
reliability and validity testing was performed 
using Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability 
(CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) to 
ensure that the measurement scales were both 
internally consistent and conceptually valid. 
Finally, hypothesis testing was carried out by 
analyzing path coefficients (β), p-values, and R² 
values to assess the significance and strength 
of the relationships between FWA, workload, 
and WLI. This structured approach allowed for 
a comprehensive evaluation of the proposed 
model, ensuring statistical rigor in interpreting 
the study’s findings.

3. RESULTS

 The measurement model was examined based 
on construct reliability and validity. First, con-
struct reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s 
alpha and composite reliability values. Table 2 
displays that all Cronbach’s alpha and compos-
ite reliability values were above 0.7, suggesting 
an acceptable level of reliability. Second, conver-
gent validity entails items measuring the sample 
construct to be highly correlated. Thus, factor 
loadings and the average variance extracted 
(AVE) should correspondingly be greater than 
0.7 and 0.5. Table 2 presents the factor loadings 
and AVE values, supporting convergent validity, 
while Table 3 shows that the AVE values for all 
constructs exceed their inter-construct correla-
tions, confirming discriminant validity based 
on the Fornell-Larcker criterion. 
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Figure 2. Structural and measurement model

Table 2. Factor loadings, convergent validity, and reliability

Level  

of Constructs
Constructs Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE

First Order Flexplace
FP1 0.946

0.886 0.946 0.898
FP2 0.949

First Order Flextime
FT1 0.949

0.914 0.946 0.853FT2 0.911
FT3 0.911

Second Order Flexible Work Arrangement
Flexplace 0.973

0.952 0.963 0.838
Flextime 0.897

First Order Physical Load
PL1 0.908

0.790 0.905 0.827
PL2 0.911

First Order Mental Load
ML1 0.859

0.783 0.874 0.698ML2 0.868
ML3 0.777

First Order Time Pressure
TP1 0.908

0.766 0.895 0.810
TP2 0.893

Second Order Workload
Physical Load 0.859

0.888 0.913 0.600Mental Load 0.868
Time Pressure 0.777

First Order WEPL
WEPL1 0.938

0.923 0.951 0.866WEPL2 0.940
WEPL3 0.914

First Order PLEW
PLEW1 0.906

0.909 0.943 0.847PLEW2 0.941
PLEW3 0.913

First Order PLIW
PLIW1 0.896

0.898 0.936 0.830PLIW2 0.917
PLIW3 0.921

First Order WIPL
WIPL1 0.938

0.929 0.955 0.876WIPL2 0.934
WIPL3 0.934

 Second Order Work-Life Integration

WEPL 0.896

0.962 0.967 0.707
PLEW 0.922
PLIW 0.924
WIPL 0.898

Note: WEPL means Work-Enhancement of Personal Life; PLEW means Personal Life Enhancement of Work; PLIW means Per-
sonal Life Interfere Work; WIPL means Work Interfere Personal Life. 
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After approving the measurement quality, the PLS 
algorithm and bootstrapping results were exam-
ined. The results can be seen in Table 4. Flexible 
work arrangement was found to have a signifi-
cant positive relationship with work-life integra-
tion (β = 0.307, p = 0.001), supporting H1. Flexible 
work arrangement positively affects workload (β = 
0.846, p = 0.000). The workload was found to have 
a significant positive relationship with work-life 
integration (β = 0.638, p = 0.000); thus, H2 and H3 
were also supported. Workload also acts as a me-
diator for flexible work arrangement and work-life 
integration (β = 0.540, p = 0.000), so hypothesis 
4 is also accepted. Adjusted R Square for work-
load was 0.714. Thus, 71.4% of the workload can 
be explained by flexible work arrangements. The 
value of the adjusted R Square of work-life inte-
gration was 0.830, so the variation in flexible work 
arrangements and workloads influenced work-life 
integration by 83.0%, and other variables outside 
the research model influenced the rest.

Concerning the initial and second hypotheses, the 
outcomes of this study suggest that flexible work ar-
rangements have a robust and statistically signifi-
cant effect on both work-life integration and work-
load. The p-values of 0.001 and 0.000, along with 
the t-values of 3.549 and 33.851, demonstrate the 
significant influence of such arrangements. This re-
sult is due to the intrinsic nature of flexibility, which 
allows for more seamless transitions between ac-
tivities such as jobs, studies, and personal life. 
Integrating various factors is simplified, allowing 

workers to maintain a more harmonious balance. 
These findings are consistent with those of Onken-
Menke et al. (2018), who underline that flexible 
work arrangements enable individuals to custom-
ize their schedules to their demands, improving 
their overall well-being and work-life integration.

On the other hand, a closer look at the workload 
aspect reveals a unique facet. While flexible work 
arrangements allow employees to handle their du-
ties more fluidly, the study finds that the amount 
of labor necessary to meet workplace objectives 
increases compared to those purely involved in 
academics. This finding is consistent with Allen et 
al. (2018), who found that the pressures of jobs and 
studies can potentially lead to an increased work-
load, which can have consequences for stress and 
overall health. The findings highlight the impor-
tance of institutions and employers ensuring that 
an excessive workload does not offset the benefits 
of flexibility. Employers must balance flexibility 
and realistic workload expectations to avoid unfa-
vorable effects of increased job demands.

The third hypothesis was confirmed, with a p-
value of 0.000 and a t-value of 7.769, revealing an 
unexpected finding: increased workload is asso-
ciated with improved work-life integration. This 
surprising conclusion necessitates a more thor-
ough investigation of probable underlying vari-
ables. According to Grant and Dutton (2012), peo-
ple who play several roles, such as students who 
work, frequently have better time management 

Table 3. Discriminant validity

Constructs (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

FWA (1) 0.916 – – – – – – – – – – –

Flexplace (2) 0.873 0.948 – – – – – – – – – –

Flextime (3) 0.887 0.923 0.924 – – – – – – – – –

Mental (4) 0.764 0.747 0.751 0.836 – – – – – – – –

PLEW (5) 0.800 0.790 0.781 0.736 0.920 – – – – – – –

PLIW (6) 0.713 0.711 0.691 0.739 0.788 0.911 – – – – – –

Physical (7) 0.806 0.825 0.766 0.665 0.773 0.795 0.909 – – – – –

Time Pressure (8) 0.661 0.607 0.678 0.790 0.646 0.601 0.513 0.900 – – – –

WEPL (9) 0.841 0.833 0.819 0.734 0.845 0.723 0.792 0.623 0.931 – – –

WIPL (10) 0.727 0.720 0.709 0.784 0.722 0.855 0.683 0.702 0.690 0.936 – –

WLI (11) 0.847 0.840 0.825 0.823 0.822 0.824 0.836 0.707 0.896 0.898 0.841 –

Workload (12) 0.846 0.827 0.832 0.747 0.817 0.810 0.817 0.866 0.815 0.826 0.798 0.774

Note: WEPL means Work-Enhancement of Personal Life; PLEW means Personal Life Enhancement of Work; PLIW means Per-
sonal Life Interfere Work; WIPL means Work Interfere Personal Life. 
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and prioritization skills. The increased workload 
may need greater discipline, which may unwit-
tingly flow over into other aspects of their lives, 
encouraging better organization and time alloca-
tion for personal and social hobbies. In addition, 
this result is consistent with a study by Detaille et 
al. (2020), which stresses that engaged and pur-
poseful persons frequently have greater levels of 
overall well-being, including a balanced work-life 
integration. The financial side of working as a stu-
dent may lead to a more enriched life integration 
by allowing them to participate in social activities 
and meet a variety of personal duties. 

4. DISCUSSION

Economic pressures often drive students to work 
while studying, influencing their ability to balance 
academic and professional responsibilities. This 
study found that higher workloads in specific in-
dustries contribute to increased income, which, in 
turn, enhances economic stability and social well-
being. This result supports the idea that work de-
mands and financial rewards shape work-life inte-
gration (WLI) rather than workload alone being 
a negative factor. Additionally, the respondents’ 
unmarried status played a role in reducing work-
family conflict, allowing them to manage profes-
sional and academic roles with fewer competing 
obligations (Talukder, 2019). 

This study examined how flexible work arrange-
ment (FWA) influences workload and WLI among 
working students. The findings indicate that while 

FWA tends to increase workload, it also enhances 
WLI, particularly for students with strong finan-
cial incentives to maintain both work and study 
commitments. These results align with Campion 
et al. (2019), who challenge the notion that higher 
workloads inherently reduce well-being, suggest-
ing that workload outcomes depend on individual 
adaptability and economic motivation.

Similarly, Subramaniam et al. (2015) observed that 
businesses increasingly adopt FWA to improve 
employee satisfaction, yet these arrangements of-
ten lead to increased workloads, particularly for 
employees managing irregular work hours. This 
study’s findings support this view, showing that 
while students benefit from scheduling autono-
my, higher workloads remain an inevitable trade-
off. Likewise, Pedersen and Lewis (2012) found 
that flexibility often results in greater work de-
mands, which aligns with this study’s finding that 
FWA increases workload while improving WLI. 
However, these findings diverge from Nizam and 
Kam (2018), who emphasized that increased work-
loads generally disrupt work-life balance, suggest-
ing that student workers may develop unique cop-
ing strategies compared to full-time employees.

The findings suggest that financial stability plays 
a significant role in how students perceive and 
manage their workload, which may help explain 
variations in WLI outcomes. While previous stud-
ies, such as Toffoletti and Starr (2016), emphasized 
the negative impact of heavy workloads on work-
life balance, this study indicates that students with 

Table 4. Path coefficients

Constructs Original sample STDEV T statistics P values Remarks

First order

H1: FWA → WLI 0.307 0.087 3.549 0.001 Accepted

H2: FWA → WL 0.846 0.025 33.851 0.000 Accepted

H3: WL → WLI 0.638 0.082 7.769 0.000 Accepted

H4: FWA → WL → WLI 0.540 0.068 7.949 0.000 Accepted

Second order

FWA → Flexplace 0.973 0.005 203.994 0.000 Accepted

FWA → Flextime 0.987 0.002 403.449 0.000 Accepted

WLI → PLEW 0.922 0.020 47.141 0.000 Accepted

WLI → PLIW 0.924 0.014 65.327 0.000 Accepted

WLI → WEPL 0.896 0.024 37.365 0.000 Accepted

WLI → WIPL 0.898 0.019 46.541 0.000 Accepted

WL → Mental 0.947 0.009 104.659 0.000 Accepted

WL → Physical 0.817 0.039 20.785 0.000 Accepted

WL → Time Pressure 0.866 0.022 39.518 0.000 Accepted
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strong financial motivations may integrate work 
into their routines more effectively, leading to bet-
ter overall well-being. Additionally, the absence of 
family obligations allows student workers to blend 
academic, work, and social commitments more 
flexibly, a trend also noted by Talukder (2019).

This study also reinforces findings by S. Tripathi 
and D. Tripathi (2023), who argued that employ-
ees have different preferences for work flexibility  – 
some prioritize flexible hours to balance personal 
responsibilities, while others value remote work 
for autonomy and comfort. Here, respondents 
highlighted that flextime and flexplace arrange-
ments work together to support WLI, a finding 
consistent with Brauner et al. (2020), who noted 
that flexibility can reduce stress and improve sat-
isfaction when implemented effectively. However, 
this raises concerns about the potential for exces-
sive autonomy to result in increased self-imposed 
workloads (Brauner et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, the growing influence of technol-
ogy and digital labor platforms in shaping work-

life balance aligns with findings by Santoso et al. 
(2020), who noted that economic pressures push 
younger workers toward gig economy roles. This 
study adds to this discussion by showing that Gen 
Z students often engage in flexible employment 
not only for financial reasons but also to maintain 
social and lifestyle expectations (Sun et al., 2022). 
This statement reinforces Clark’s (2000) work/
family border theory, which suggests that indi-
viduals navigate multiple domains by integrating 
rather than strictly separating work and personal 
life. These findings further illustrate the complex 
interplay between FWA and workload, where in-
creased workload might traditionally pose chal-
lenges to work-life balance. However, the ability to 
exercise scheduling autonomy, maintain financial 
stability, and adapt to work demands moderate 
these effects, allowing students to integrate work 
and academic responsibilities more effectively. 
This suggests that student workers may navigate 
heavy workloads differently than traditional em-
ployees, with economic motivation and flexible 
work structures playing a crucial role in shaping 
their work-life integration experience.

CONCLUSION

This study examined how flexible work arrangements (FWA) affected workload and work-life inte-
gration (WLI) among working students who had to balance academic, professional, and personal 
commitments. The findings show that, while flexible work arrangements increase burden by blur-
ring the lines between work and personal life, they also improve work-life integration by allowing 
students to manage their financial and academic responsibilities better. These findings call into 
question traditional ideas that larger workloads impede integration, implying that students with 
substantial financial incentives and efficient time management tactics can maintain or even en-
hance work-life integration in the face of rising work demands.

These findings lead to numerous crucial conclusions. First, flexible work arrangements bring both 
potential and problems, providing more autonomy while raising task constraints when not ap-
propriately managed. Second, the efficacy of flexible work arrangements is dependent on explicit 
institutional and employer support, which ensures that flexibility does not result in excessive work 
encroaching on academic and personal time. Third, while this study was undertaken in metropoli-
tan Indonesia, its relevance to rural people or other international contexts is unclear, emphasizing 
the need for additional comparative research.

This study advances one’s knowledge of work-life integration among student workers, particularly in 
emerging economies, by demonstrating how flexible work arrangements interact with workload dynam-
ics and economic incentives. However, its metropolitan concentration restricts its broader relevance, 
underlining the need for further study on rural students, those in various occupations, or those who 
care for others. Furthermore, additional research might look into other flexible work models, such as 
job sharing or reduced workweeks, and analyze their influence on student well-being and productivity.



328

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 23, Issue 2, 2025

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.23(2).2025.22

Recognizing that work and home life are inextricably linked, corporations and academic institutions 
should aim to create rules that combine flexibility with workload sustainability. Establishing structured 
workload evaluations, encouraging open communication, and providing employer support can assist 
student workers in navigating the complexity of work-life integration, allowing flexibility to function as 
a tool for improved well-being rather than a burden.
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