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Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic has induced a sudden shift from work in an office setting to work
from home. The flexibility and job autonomy achieved through telecommuting ought to facilitate
positive outcomes among employees. Apart from a few contradicting studies, telecommuting
literature predominantly revolves around the positive aspects of working from home. However, the
number of employees voluntarily leaving their jobs has increased since “the great resignation” in
March 2021. Therefore, building upon the conservation of resource theory and the job demands and
resources framework, the current study tests the influence of specific job resources, job autonomy
(JA), and perceived organizational support (POS) on employees’ intention to stay (IS) directly and
indirectly through a unique serial mediation pathway of psychological capital (PsyCap) and work–life
balance (WLB). The results affirmed that JA and POS have a positive association with employees’ IS.
Moreover, PsyCap and WLB were also found serially mediating the direct association between JA,
POS, and employees’ IS. The current study’s findings offer valuable insights for HR managers on the
relevance of specific job resources and the role of psychological capital in controlling attrition rates.
The findings of this study could be helpful for HR managers to design measures to reduce attrition
rates and foster work–life balance and positive outcomes among employees. This study is among the
first to instrument the indirect role (serial mediation) of PsyCap between job resources, WLB, and
employees’ IS, thus significantly contributing to the literature.

Keywords: job resources; JD-R framework; psychological capital; work–life balance; intention to stay;
work from home

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic interrupted the everyday lifestyle of employees worldwide.
A large proportion of the workforce was restricted from their daily office commute due
to the pandemic, which forced companies to assign their employees to work virtually
from their homes. This enforced telecommuting has given a wider recognition to flexible
work practices and significance to the work–life balance concept. Along with the disrup-
tive quick technological changes, COVID-19-induced teleworking has significantly gained
wider popularity, resulting in a surge in research on telework and its links with work–life
balance [1–5]. Employees opted for flexible work practices with a positive perception as
it would render them more flexibility [6], less commute stress [7], and better work–life
balance [5]. Telework is regarded as a crucial strategy that facilitates work autonomy and
work–life balance [8]. Remote working allows employees to remain productive and resilient
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by maintaining social connections with the assistance of communication technologies [9].
While businesses were coping with the sudden shock of the pandemic by sending their
employees to a work-from-home mode [2–5], another major challenge of increasing “volun-
tary turnover rates” started taking place in March 2021—“the great resignation”, which
posed another major challenge for HR managers globally [10].

According to the US Bureau of Labor Statistics, more than 4.3 million people left
their employment voluntarily in December 2021 [11]. This phenomenon is believed to
be an aftermath of the pandemic because employees’ emotive, cognitive, and behavioral
processes have been drastically transformed due to the COVID-19-induced telework [12].
A recent employee survey conducted in the US showed that 39% of the respondents would
contemplate quitting if their employers did not permit them to work remotely during the
pandemic [13]. The reasons behind employees’ refusal to revert to traditional fixed-hours
office work might be exhausting daily commutes, lack of autonomy and flexibility, and
a desirable work–life balance level [14]. Hence, employees’ growing priorities for job
autonomy, flexibility, and work–life balance need to be acknowledged by employers.

Employee turnover intention has always been an issue of concern, and these massive
turnover rates have severely impacted organizational performance in almost all major
industries [10]. Even before the advent of “the great resignation”, employee turnover was
an issue of concern in the accounting industry [15–18]. Prior research had given insights
into voluntary telework policies before the COVID-19 outbreak [19–21] and confirmed that
teleworking had been a common practice in accounting firms in the past [22,23]. Studies
focusing on the accounting industry have identified various antecedents for this turnover
issue, such as technostress [18,24] and solutions such as resilience as a coping strategy [25].
Peak season stress due to workload compression accompanied by time demands has been
a threat to employee well-being in this industry. Recent studies have also discussed the
highly demanding work characteristics of this industry [26–28] and contended that specific
job resources, mainly job autonomy and perceived organizational support, may prove to be
crucial in alleviating employees’ attrition rate by enhancing their well-being [4,29].

However, most studies on teleworking employees in the accounting industry have
explored job demands and their negative influence on employee well-being aspects such as
work–life balance [30–32], and the literature lacks studies addressing the issue of employees’
turnover intention through a positive indirect pathway of job resources that might predict
employees’ intention to stay via the intervening effect of well-being variables. Therefore, to
fill this void, we propose a serial mediation-based conceptual model by drawing upon the
job demands and resources model (JD-R) and conservation of resource theory (CRT) (see
Figure 1). We put forth that job resources, job autonomy, and perceived organizational sup-
port indirectly enhance employees’ intention to stay by enriching their personal resources
(i.e., psychological capital) and well-being (i.e., work–life balance). For this purpose, we
surveyed the employees of the big-four accounting firms in Bangalore city of India. We
examined the indirect influence of job resources in facilitating employees’ intentions to
stay through the serial mediation effect of psychological capital and work–life balance.
This study is among the first to instrument the serial mediation effect of psychological
capital and work–life balance between job resources and employees’ intention to stay, thus
substantially contributing to the literature. The insights from this study’s findings will
show employers the importance of providing specific job resources to facilitate employee
retention. The study findings could also be helpful for HR managers in designing flexible
and hybrid work models to ensure talent retention and prevent knowledge exodus due
to employee turnover. Coinciding with the aims of this study, we explore the following
research questions:

RQ1: Do job autonomy and perceived organizational support improve employees’
psychological capital?

RQ2: Does psychological capital improve employees’ work–life balance?
RQ3: Does improved work–life balance increase employees’ intention to stay?
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RQ4: Do job autonomy and perceived organizational support indirectly (via serial media-
tion of psychological capital and work–life balance) increase employees’ intention to stay?
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Figure 1. Conceptual model.

2. Theory and Hypotheses
2.1. Conservation of Resource Theory (CRT) and the Job Demands and Resources (JD-R) Framework

The current research model utilizes the conservation of resource theory (CRT) and the
job demand resources framework (JD-R) as the theoretical lens to view how job resources
lead to the intention to stay via the serial mediation effect of psychological capital (PsyCap)
and work–life balance (WLB). The JD-R framework explains how job resources reinforce en-
gagement through a motivational path [33,34]. The CRT postulates that employees attempt
to gain and retain valuable resources [35]. Stress happens when they lose these resources
or if there is a threat of loss of those resources. The theory assumes that individuals have
to gain valuable resources to mitigate and handle stressful circumstances and achieve
desirable outcomes. Based on this, PsyCap is considered a crucial personal resource to
promote well-being. A basic tenet of the JD-R framework is the interactions between work
demands and resources [36]. Some resources (e.g., supervisor support) can help alleviate
the negative psychological consequences (e.g., poor work–life balance) that individuals
experience. The JD-R framework traditionally discusses the characteristics of job demands
and resources. Xanthopoulou et al. [37] also explored the effect of personnel resources in
the JD-R model.

Further, drawing upon the CRT, studies have also considered the role of personal
resources [38–40]. Personal resources are qualities of the self typically associated with per-
sonal resources such as resilience and allude to an individual’s perception of their capacity
to successfully control and influence their surroundings [39]. Personal resources enable
employees to cope with highly demanding work situations. Individuals act as ‘job crafters’
by utilizing personal resources to facilitate positive work-related outcomes [38,41,42].
Grover et al. [43] used PsyCap as the four-dimension construct and found that it directly
influences the perceptions of work demands and resources and significantly influences
well-being outcomes. This study’s proposed model uses all the above theoretical support
to explore the linkages between job resources and intention to stay via mediating effects of
PsyCap and WLB.
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2.2. Job Autonomy (JA) and Psychological Capital (PsyCap)

Job autonomy (JA) is the amount to which a particular job may give a high degree of
flexibility, independence, and choice in work scheduling and determining the processes
to be employed to perform them [44]. It refers to an employee’s level of control over their
job tasks [45]. Typically, discretion on the job has been considered in terms of JA, which
represents the degree to which a job provides the flexibility, independence, and discretion
to plan work, make decisions, and choose the techniques utilized to execute tasks. There is
enough literature to support the positive outcomes of JA in both the work and life domains.
In the work domain, higher job demands can lead to various positive outcomes such as
increased job performance, work efficiency, and motivation. JA enables them to define
their roles with greater flexibility since they will have greater choices in determining how
to carry out their duties [3]. Wang and Netemyer [46] found that JA positively affects job
performance. Escalated JA is also said to facilitate increased confidence in the performance
of certain tasks [44].

Psychological capital (PsyCap) has risen to prominence as a higher-order concept
composed of “hope”, “resilience”, “self-efficacy”, and “optimism” [47]. All the dimensions
of PsyCap have linkages with job autonomy. Employees with higher levels of “self-efficacy”
may have a better probability of completing the complicated process of creating work
procedures and schedules [48], which reduces their likelihood of experiencing stress at
work. Optimistic employees may use JA to reduce workplace stress, and optimism interacts
with the curvilinear relationship between JA and job stress [49]. Employees with a greater
degree of resilience may be better able to manage job stress due to their increased JA.
Resilience is seen as a helpful resource for mitigating the negative consequences of a
demanding work environment [50]. Hence, the presence of higher job autonomy leads to
the building up of the dimensions of PsyCap to enable the individual to cope with higher
demands and work to foster positive outcomes.

According to the self-determination theory (SDT), feeling contented and being well
can arise from three psychological demands: autonomy, competence, and relatedness [51].
A person’s PsyCap—hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism—will satisfy the demands
of autonomy, competence, and relatedness and increase employees’ career commitment.
Hackman and Oldham [52] argued that autonomy leads to a crucial psychological state
characterized by “experienced responsibility for outcomes of work”, resulting in increased
work efficiency and intrinsic motivation. JA is expected to boost PsyCap since it gives
individuals more influence over their professional success and failure [52]. Hence, by
taking support from positive work environment literature and JD-R model-based studies,
we hypothesize as follows;

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Job autonomy improves employees’ psychological capital.

2.3. Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and Psychological Capital (PsyCap)

The employee’s perception of the extent to which their organization values their con-
tribution and cares about their well-being is perceived as organizational support (POS) [53].
Generally, employees care more about the organization’s commitment to them. POS is
connected with three primary types of favorable employee treatment: fairness, supervisor
support, organizational rewards, and favorable employment arrangements [54]. Getting
valued by the organization may result in rewards such as approbation and respect, income
and career advancement, data access, and other resources needed to perform one’s work
more effectively. The principle of reciprocity permits employees and employers to reconcile
these divergent perspectives and derive positive outcomes for both. Workplace support is a
critical job resource that enables employees to achieve positive outcomes such as work–life
balance [55–57] and organizational commitment [58].

Psychological capital (PsyCap) is an employee’s positive psychological state of devel-
opment with sub-dimensions of self-efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism. It is among
the prominent constructs in positive psychology related to individuals’ positive aspects and
leading to positive outcomes. POS enhances employees’ PsyCap and further improves their
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performance and organizational commitment [59]. The sub-dimensions of POS and PsyCap
have linkages, and outcomes of both constructs are said to facilitate positive employee
outcomes. POS was found to have a positive direct association with PsyCap, and its di-
mensions, mainly optimism and resilience, partially mediate between POS and depressive
symptoms [60]. Huo, Gong, Xing, Tam and Kuai [32] and Wang et al. [61] found a direct
positive association between POS and four dimensions of PsyCap (viz. hope, optimism,
self-confidence, and optimism). Hence, we formulate the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). POS improves employees’ psychological capital.

2.4. Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and Work–Life Balance (WLB)

Psychological capital (PsyCap) is referred to an employee’s positive psychological
state [62] and a personal resource that represents an individual’s “optimistic assessment of
conditions and likelihood of success based on motivated efforts and tenacity” [63]. There
is enough literature support for stating that various personal characteristics are linked
with work–life balance (WLB). A meta-analysis by Vaziri et al. [64] reports that PsyCap,
with attributes such as hope, optimism, self-efficacy, and resilience, is a strong predictor
of WLB. JD-R framework literature supports that job resources improve employees’ Psy-
Cap [64], leading to better employee WLB. This indirect effect can be justified with the JD-R
model [65]. JD-R model suggests the need for job resources to deal with high-pressure work
demands [43,66]. Job autonomy and organizational support are two main job resources
that lead to many positive outcomes such as work–life balance by enriching psychological
attributes such as hope, optimism, self-efficacy, and resilience [55–57,67]. Grover, Teo,
Pick, Roche and Newton [43] also explored the indirect association between job resources,
PsyCap, and WLB. Studies related to PsyCap show that it induces positive attitudes in
individuals about their work environment [47,68]. Development of these positive attitudes
related to the work environment can increase better work–life balance perceptions; thus,
we hypothesize as follows;

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Psychological capital improves employees’ work–life balance.

2.5. Work–Life Balance (WLB) and Intention to Stay (IS)

Work–life balance (WLB) refers to an individual’s skill to maintain a proper balance
between work and life domains. There exist a plethora of studies showing the significance
of WLB in fostering positive outcomes such as job performance [44], job satisfaction [69,70],
organizational commitment [55], and work engagement [71]. All the positive outcomes
arising from better work–life balance are supposed to facilitate employees’ intention to stay
(IS) as they feel more contended and satisfied in their current position. Across different
industries, the perceived level of WLB has been found significantly influence one’s IS in
their current position [72]. Similar findings have been reported in the context of accounting
professionals as well. Surienty et al. [73] reported that WLB and turnover intentions are
negatively related among employees of accounting firms.

Strategies such as family-friendly policies to improve WLB have effectively reduced
turnover rates, absenteeism, and stress [74]. Deery [75] has also asserted the role of WLB
in reducing employees’ attrition rate. Lindfelt, Ip, Gómez and Barnett [72] discussed the
role of managers in formulating WLB policies such as flexible work scheduling and better
work support to foster WLB and increase employees’ intention to stay. Hence, in the
case of accounting professionals engaged in telecommuting, better work flexibility and
organizational support are plausible to facilitate better WLB and thus may eventually
enhance employees’ intentions to stay. Therefore, we formulate the below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Work–life balance increases employees’ intention to stay.
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2.6. Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and Work–Life Balance (WLB) as the Mediators between Job
Autonomy (JA), Perceived Organizational Support (POS), and Intention to Stay (IS)

Ensuring well-being at work and managing occupational stress has been a concern for
HR managers as both have a linkage with the intention to stay among employees. Work re-
sources reinforce engagement through a motivational path as per the JD-R model [33,34,76].
Job resources (e.g., autonomy and organizational support) can lessen the detrimental psy-
chological effects (e.g., poor work–life balance) that individuals go through. Seminal studies
have also addressed the role of personal resources (e.g., psychological capital) in the JD-R
model [38–40]. PsyCap assists employees in mitigating the detrimental effects arising from
a highly demanding work environment.

Conversely, the effect of job demands and resources on outcomes may be mediated by
personal resources PsyCap and WLB. Grover, Teo, Pick, Roche and Newton [43] employed
PsyCap (as a personal resource) and discovered that it strongly impacts the outcomes
related to well-being and directly impacts how people perceive the demands and resources
of their employment. Hence, it is plausible to assume that PsyCap being a personal resource,
can have a mediating effect between job resources and outcomes. According to Vaziri,
Wayne, Casper, Lapierre, Greenhaus, Amirkamali and Li [64], psychological capital is a
significant predictor of WLB, which facilitates positive outcomes such as job satisfaction [77],
job performance [44], organizational commitment [55], intention to stay [78]. Hence, it is
plausible to postulate that psychological capital and work–life balance serially mediate the
relationship between job resources and intentions to stay such that JA and POS indirectly
enhance employees’ intention to stay, and we hypothesize as follows;

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Work–life balance and psychological capital serially mediate the direct rela-
tionship between job autonomy and employees’ intention to stay.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Work–life balance and psychological capital serially mediate the direct rela-
tionship between perceived organizational support and employees’ intention to stay.

3. Materials and Methods

This study develops a serial mediation model proposing the positive indirect role
of two job resources, job autonomy (JA) and perceived organizational support (POS), on
employees’ intention to stay (IS) via the serial mediation of psychological capital (Psy-
Cap) (second-order variable having four sub-dimensions, efficacy, hope, resilience, and
optimism), and work–life balance (WLB). For this purpose, we surveyed accounting practi-
tioners from big-four accounting companies, Deloitte, PwC, Ernst & Young, and KPMG in
an Indian city, Bangalore. Employees at the analyst, associate, and senior associate levels at
an off-shore center providing auditing, tax, and assurance advice services were included in
the research.

3.1. Survey Measures

The survey instrument consisted of five latent variables (being measured by multi-item
measurement scales adapted from published studies) on a 7-point Likert-type scale spread
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A three-item scale was adapted from
Langfred [45] for assessing job autonomy, while for perceived organizational support, we
took a four-item scale from Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison and Sowa [54]. Further,
to encapsulate psychological capital (a second-order construct with four sub-dimensions,
efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism), we used the PsyCap Questionnaire developed
by Luthans, Youssef and Avolio [63]. We adopted three items for each sub-dimension of
PsyCap. Further, we cited Geurts et al. [79] for the work–life balance measurement scale.
Lastly, the intention to stay was measured by taking a three-item scale from the MOA
questionnaire developed by [80]. Scale items with their sources are given in the appendix
(see Appendix A).
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3.2. Questionnaire Design and Pilot Testing

The survey was divided into two portions. The first half was supposed to elicit re-
spondents’ demographic characteristics, including age, gender, marital status, dependent
children, and designation, while the second section was intended to assess five latent
variables included in this study’s postulated research framework. Before proceeding with
the main survey, we followed a two-fold piloting method to affirm the survey instrument’s
face and content reliability [81]. Initially, we approached four employees (one from each
sampled accounting company) and three researchers/academics from HR/OB and organi-
zational psychology research to screen and validate the survey instrument. Corresponding
to the suggestions received, we amended scale items linguistically and subjectively. Lastly,
we carried out a pilot survey taking responses from 68 employees of sampled companies to
ensure internal consistency of the scales.

3.3. Main Survey

We adopted a network sampling strategy for data collection since this study’s tar-
get sample consisted of off-shore center workers from the big-four accounting firms in
Bangalore working under strict time constraints [4,82]. Because one of the authors had
previously worked in one of these organizations and telecommuted voluntarily, we favored
the network sample approach. We used his connections to reach out to the responders. The
respondents were contacted in July 2021 and requested to complete the survey using the
company’s internal mailing system. We sent the questionnaires to a total of 715 workers,
but only 341 of them replied to the survey.

3.4. Control Variables

We also controlled for age, gender, marital status, dependent children (1 = yes;
2 = no), and designation (1 = analyst; 2 = associate; 3 = senior associate). Controlling
for these demographic characteristics is based on the assumption that unique work de-
mands may have a discernible effect on an employee of a given age, gender, marital status,
parenting status, and designation [83].

3.5. Data Screening

Before beginning statistical validation analyses, we examined the raw data for missing,
incorrect, and outlier responses. Following an inquiry, 16 questionnaires were discovered
to have missing responses and were therefore removed from the sample. Furthermore, the
authors looked for improper responses and discovered seven; hence, we discarded them
as well. Finally, the researchers used Cook’s distance to detect statistical outliers. Cook’s
distance findings revealed that 11 responses had Cook’s statistics over the threshold of
1 [84]; therefore, we removed these response from the dataset, and this study acquired its
final sample of 307 responses (see Table 1 for demographic profiles).

Table 1. Respondent’s demographic profiles (N = 307).

Demographic Variable Frequency Percentage (%)

Age
Less than 25 years 70 22.80

25–39 years 156 50.80
40 years and above 81 26.40

Gender
Male 197 64.00

Female 110 36.00
Marital status

Single 184 59.90
Married 115 37.50

Other 8 2.60
Dependent children?

Yes 94 30.60
No 213 69.40

Designation
Analyst 117 38.10

Associate 104 33.90
Senior Associate 86 28.00
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3.6. Dealing with Method Bias

The research used a full-collinearity test [85] to determine if it suffers from method bias
while adhering to the qualitative checks and measures recommended by Podsakoff et al.
(2012) during the development of the survey instrument. To confirm that data are free from
method bias, Kock suggested to make study’s each latent variable an outcome variable
sequentially and compute VIFs which should not exceed 3.3 in any model. Accordingly,
we ran five regression models making each latent variable the dependent variable, and
computed VIFs. None of the models produced VIFs above the recommended threshold of
3.3, thus confirming that this study is not affected by method bias [85].

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model Assessment

We drew and ran a measurement model in AMOS v23.0 to assess the model’s goodness
of fit, validity (convergence and divergence), and reliability [86,87]. Subsequently, we ran
the structural model testing the hypothesized direct and indirect (serial mediation) relation-
ships among the latent variables. The results confirmed that both models’ (measurement
and structural) global fit indices were found well within the threshold limits (see Table 2).

Table 2. CFA and SEM model fit indices.

Model CMIN/DF GFI TLI CFI RMSEA

Measurement model
(second-order) 1.715 0.927 0.969 0.972 0.048

Structural model 1.922 0.918 0.954 0.958 0.051
Thresholds Between 1–4 ≥0.90 ≥0.95 ≥0.95 <0.07

Wheaton et al. [88] Shevlin and Miles
[89] Hu and Bentler [90] Hu and Bentler [90] MacCallum et al. [91]

The aim of the assessment of the measurement is also to affirm whether the data meet
the convergent and divergent validity criteria and the measurement scales hold internal
consistency (Kline, 2015). The convergent validity of the measurement model is affirmed
by accounting for AVE values and CFA loadings. When the average CFA loading for each
latent variable is not less than 0.708 and the AVE values are above 0.50, the model has
adequate convergence [92,93]. As shown in Table 3, the average CFA loading and AVE
values for each latent construct are substantially above the threshold limits, and this study’s
measurement models meet the convergence criterion. We also computed Cronbach’s
alpha (α) and composite reliability (CR) statistics to assess the internal consistency of
the measurement scales. CR and α values for each latent variable were measured to be
above the cut-off limit of 0.70 [92,94], thereby referring to the sufficient reliability of the
measurement scales.

Table 3. CFA loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, CR, and AVE.

Variable Name No. of Items Avg CFA Loading Alpha (α) CR AVE

Intention to stay 3 0.814 0.891 0.903 0.663
Work–life balance 4 0.788 0.833 0.840 0.621

Psychological capital
(second-order) - 0.862 0.903 0.908 0.741

Efficacy 3 0.882 0.863 0.870 0.778
Hope 3 0.804 0.835 0.842 0.646

Resilience 3 0.841 0.877 0.883 0.707
Optimism 3 0.792 0.865 0.869 0.627

Job autonomy 3 0.825 0.815 0.821 0.681
Perceived

organizational
support

4 0.850 0.894 0.903 0.722

In addition to affirming the model’s convergence, we also assessed divergence among
the latent variables Fornell and Larcker [95] and HTMT ratio criteria [96]. According to
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Fornell and Larcker [95], a latent variable is adequately divergent from other latent variables
if the squared root value of its AVE (bold diagonal values in Table 4) exceeds its correlations
with other latent variables (values below the diagonals in Table 4). The measurement model
of the current study conforms with the criteria affirming that bold diagonal values (the
squared root of AVEs) exceed the below diagonal correlation coefficients, thus meeting the
assumption of divergent validity.

Table 4. Correlations, divergent validity, and descriptive statistics.

Construct Name Mean SD IS WLB PsyCap JA POS

Intention to stay 5.117 1.202 0.814
Work–life balance 5.408 1.340 0.584 ** 0.788

Psychological capital 4.981 1.551 0.473 ** 0.561 ** 0.862
Job autonomy 5.442 1.067 0.442 ** 0.446 ** 0.470 ** 0.825

Perceived
organizational support 5.089 1.207 0.408 ** 0.397 ** 0.458 ** 0.367 ** 0.850

Note: ** Correlations are significant at 1% level. Values in bold on diagonals represent the squared root
of AVE, and off-diagonal values represent correlations. IS = intention to stay; WLB = work–life balance;
PsyCap = psychological capital; JA = job autonomy; POS = perceived organizational support.

Furthermore, we demonstrated divergent validity using the HTMT criteria, where va-
lidity is proved using HTMT ratios. If the HTMT ratios between the constructs are less than
0.85, the measurement model has divergent validity [96]. Table 5 shows that the HTMT ratios
among the constructs are less than 0.85, indicating the establishment of divergent validity.

Table 5. Discriminate validity (HTMT ratio criterion).

Construct Name IS WLB PsyCap JA POS
Intention to stay

Work–life balance 0.565
Psychological capital 0.641 0.611

Job autonomy 0.663 0.654 0.614
Perceived

organizational
support

0.680 0.509 0.649 0.504

4.2. Structural Model

We tested the structural model in AMOS v23.0, assessing the direct and indirect
(via serial mediation of PsyCap and WLB) influence of job autonomy (JA) and perceived
organizational support (POS) on employees’ intention to stay (IS). This study proposed
two hypotheses to assess the direct influence of JA (H1) and POS (H2) on PsyCap, followed
by assessing the direct influence of PsyCap (H3) on work–life balance (WLB). Hypothesis
H4 assessed the direct association between WLB and IS. Lastly, Hypotheses H5 and H6
assessed the indirect influence of JA (H5) and POS (H6) on IS via the serial mediation of
PsyCap and WLB. The significance level of serial mediation effects was computed using the
bias-corrected percentile method with 5000 bootstraps. Moreover, this study also checked
the confounding effect of control variables, age, gender, marital status, and dependent
children, and found them insignificant.

4.2.1. Direct Effects

Hypotheses H1 and H2 were meant to assess the direct influence of JA and POS on PsyCap,
respectively. The results from Table 6 affirm that JA (β = 0.338; t-value = 4.90; p-value < 0.01)
and POS (β = 0.363; t-value = 5.85; p-value < 0.01) have a significant positive association
with employees’ PsyCap. PsyCap was also found to improve employees’ WLB significantly
(β= 0.467; t-value = 6.58; p-value < 0.01), thus, Hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 were accepted. Lastly,
Hypothesis H4 proposed to check the direct association between WLB and employees’ IS, and
the results confirmed that WLB substantially enhances employees’ IS (β = 0.485; t-value = 6.47;
p-value < 0.01), hence extending support to Hypothesis H4.
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Table 6. Standardized direct and indirect (serial mediation) effects.

Independent Variables Dependent Variables Indirect Effect
PsyCap WLB IS On IS viaPsyCap and WLB

Age – – 0.049 NS

Gender – – −0.044 NS –
Marital Status – – 0.035 NS –

Dependent children (Yes/No) – – 0.053 NS –
Job autonomy 0.338 *** 0.279 *** 0.209 *** 0.076 **

Perceived organizational
support 0.363 *** 0.218 *** 0.233 *** 0.082 **

Psychological capital – 0.467 *** 0.292 *** –
Work–life balance – – 0.485 *** –

Adjusted R2 0.343 0.371 0.385 –

Note: Standardized effects are significant at 5% level, i.e., ** p-value < 0.05, and at 1% level, i.e., *** p-value < 0.01.
NS = not significant, i.e., p-value > 0.05. IS = intention to stay; WLB = work–life balance; PsyCap = psychological capital.

4.2.2. Indirect Effects (Serial Mediation Analysis)

Since this study hypothesized the indirect effect of JA (H5) and POS H6) on IS via serial
mediation of PsyCap and IS, we tested the indirect effects using the bias-corrected percentile
method with 5000 bootstraps [97]. Table 6 evidenced that JA indirectly enhances employees’
intention to stay through the serial mediation of PsyCap and WLB (β = 0.076; BootSE = 0.072;
LLCI = 0.061, ULCI = 205). Further, POS was also found to be indirectly enhancing employ-
ees’ intention to stay via serial mediation of PsyCap and WLB (β = 0.082; BootSE = 0.077;
LLCI = 0.069, ULCI = 233); thus, both Hypotheses H5 and H6 stand accepted.

5. Discussion

Overall, all the hypothesized relationships in the proposed research model were found
to be valid. Job resources, job autonomy (JA), and perceived organizational support (POS)
have been found to enhance the employees’ psychological capital (PsyCap), directly infer-
ring that higher work autonomy and organizational support help in building employees’
psychological capital, which subsequently enhances employees’ work–life balance. The
results align with the findings of a recent meta-analysis by Vaziri, Wayne, Casper, Lapierre,
Greenhaus, Amirkamali and Li [64]. With increased JA while teleworking, employees
are supposed to have higher work schedule flexibility and freedom (Gajendran et al.,
2015; Golder & Veiga, 2005; Jamal, Anwar & Khan, 2021; Jamal, Anwar, Khan et al., 2021).
Facilitating higher autonomy has always been treated as a major job resource and the
fundamental tenet of psychological well-being fostering work–life balance. Findings of
both job resources JA and POS to form PsyCap and induce positive outcomes of work–life
balance and intentions to stay conform with work–family spillover theory, plausibly given
that individuals may most probably experience positive work-to-family spillover when
they are provided with optimum levels of JA and POS. The presence of both resources is
also more likely to improve employee morale and satisfaction. The presence of higher JA
can also facilitate a smooth transition between work and family roles among individuals,
which will enable them to maintain a healthy work–life balance. Additionally, the findings
regarding the new serial mediation pathway using work–life balance and PsyCap as medi-
ators were confirmed, adding more evidence to the effects of job resources and positive
outcomes. However, apart from the proposed resources, the enhanced PsyCap and WLB
perception might be due to the influence of other resources arising from a telework context
such as better time management possibility, time saved in daily commute, and flexibility
in working. (Wong et al., 2020; Jamal et al., 2021). Prior works have already explored and
confirmed the direct positive relationship between telecommuting and work–life balance
(Carringal et al., 2022; Jamal et al., 2021). During lockdown times, employees were exposed
to enforced telecommuting; hence, the enhanced work–life balance level might be due to
the influence of telecommuting as well.

Findings related to the direct role of POS on employees’ PsyCap infer that POS
enhances the PsyCap of employees by reducing the detrimental effects of job stressors. POS



Sustainability 2023, 15, 551 11 of 17

has the ability to alleviate negative employee outcomes such as stress, depression, and
anxiety by facilitating a variety of positive outcomes, thus improving PsyCap. Further,
PsyCap was also found to improve employees’ work–life balance significantly, contending
that enriching employees’ personal resources such as PsyCap by alleviating the effect
of certain job stressors might reduce employees’ burnout which consequently improves
well-being factors such as work–life balance. It is plausible that higher PsyCap can make
the employees more resilient towards the job stressors and make them more contended in
staying within the current organization.

Work–life balance was found to have a direct augmentation effect on employees’
intentions to stay, which aligns with the findings of prior studies [73,98,99]. In the current
study context, enhanced job autonomy and better organizational support during enforced
telecommuting were believed to facilitate the employees improving their personal resources,
i.e., PsyCap, which in turn would improve work–life balance, and ultimately result in an
enhancement in intention to stay.

The results of serial mediation analysis affirm that JA and POS indirectly enhance
employees’ intention to stay via serial mediation of PsyCap and work–life balance. The
findings conform with Huo, Gong, Xing, Tam and Kuai [32] and Ho and Chan [100] and
infer that employees with greater autonomy in work and favorable organizational support
would have a greater level of PsyCap, and an improved work–life balance; hence, through
this serial mediation indirect pathway, employees’ intention to stay with the organization
also tends to increase.

6. Implications

Distinct from prior studies, we have explored a unique serial mediation model with
two job resources, viz. job autonomy and perceived organizational support (as predictors),
one personal resource, i.e., PsyCap (as the first mediator), one well-being variable, i.e.,
work–life balance (as the second mediator), and the outcome variable intention to stay.
Since earlier studies have recommended adding personal resource variables in the JD-R
model, the current study addresses this gap by conceptualizing a serial mediation model
with a personal resource variable PsyCap, thereby contributing to the JD-R literature. This
study’s findings provided insights into the impact of job resources on psychological states
and positive outcomes. This study’s overall findings also have a contemporary significance
in the context of “the great resignation” by cognizing the intention to stay as the outcome
variable [10].

The findings of this study also proffer some valuable suggestions for managerial
implications. Since telecommuting has been accelerated during the pandemic times and is
expected to continue as the future of the work will be a hybrid work model, the findings
from the current study are of some practical use and provide valuable insights to the HR
managers to better cope with issues such as “the great resignation” in the future. While
designing future work models, employees’ growing quest for higher job autonomy and or-
ganizational support should be considered by HR managers. The managers are required to
understand the significance of building employees’ PsyCap in order to improve employees’
work–life balance. Management should support teamwork, efficient communication, access
to information, providing proper guidelines and feedback, and delivering positive criticism
from managers and team leaders to improve employees’ PsyCap levels and enhance their
WLB perceptions. Ensuring the enrichment of job resources and improving employees’
PsyCap would improve employees’ perception of work–life balance and further enhance
their satisfaction, loyalty, and trustworthiness, making them stay within the firm.

7. Conclusions

Overall, the current model explored the indirect effect of two major job resources, job
autonomy and perceived organizational support arising from work-from-home scenarios, on
employees’ intentions to stay using the theoretical perspectives of the JDR model and COR
theory. Distinct from studies exploring job resources and positive outcomes, the current study
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has tested a unique serial mediation pathway in this relationship. PsyCap and work–life
balance have been found to mediate the relationship between job resources and intentions to
stay. Both the job resources were found to enhance the PsyCap of employees, which leads to
better work–life balance and enhances intentions to stay among employees. The findings of
this study highlight the significance of job autonomy and perceived organizational support in
building a resilient and contended workforce with a better retention rate. Insights of this study
will be helpful for the managers in designing suitable HR strategies to meet challenges such
as “the great resignation.” Apart from its contemporary relevance by discussing voluntary
turnover issues in the industry, the present study also expands the literature by filling the
methodological gap by exploring a new serial mediation pathway between the relationship of
job resources and intention to stay.

8. Limitations and Future Directions

A cross-sectional research design has been adopted in the present study. The responses
for all variables were taken at a specific time point, so the time precedence of independent
variables cannot be ensured so that a longitudinal study brings better clarity in establishing
the causal relationship. The work-from-home practice has been prevailing in the accounting
industry even before COVID-19, and it is still going to be in practice in the future. Hence,
future studies with a longitudinal design can solve these limitations and give a better picture
of the phenomenon. The present study has only considered employees exposed to enforced
telecommuting. However, future studies can make comparisons between mandatory
telecommuting and hybrid working modes. The current study has been limited to only one
city as a geographical location; hence, further studies with different geographical locations
can be performed to ensure the generalizability of the findings. Moreover, the current
study has focused on only two job resources: job autonomy and perceived organizational
support. Future studies could also survey other job resources, viz., supervisor and co-
worker support.
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Appendix A. Items of the Questionnaire with Their Source of Adoption

Construct Name with Items of Measurement

Efficacy Source: Luthans, Youssef and Avolio [63]
1. “I feel confident analyzing a long-term problem to find a solution.”
2. “I feel confident in representing my work area in meetings with management.”
3. “I feel confident contributing to discussions about the company’s strategy.”

Hope Source: Luthans, Youssef and Avolio [63]
1. “If I should find myself in a jam at work, I could think of many ways to get out of it.”
2. “There are lots of ways around any problem.”
3. “I can think of many ways to reach my current work goals.”

Resilience Source: Luthans, Youssef and Avolio [63]
1. “I usually manage difficulties one way or another at work.”
2. “I can get through difficult times at work because I’ve experienced difficulty before.”
3. “I feel I can handle many things at a time at this job.”

Optimism Source: Luthans, Youssef and Avolio [63]
1. “When things are uncertain for me at work, I usually expect the best.”
2. “I always look on the bright side of things regarding my job.”
3. “I’m optimistic about what will happen to me in the future as it pertains to work.”

Perceived Organizational Support Source: Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison and Sowa [54]
1. “The organization values my contribution toward its success.”
2. “The organization really cares about my well-being.”
3. “The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work.”
4. “The organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work.”

Job Autonomy Source: Langfred [45]
1. “I have control over pace of my work.”
2. “I have authority in determining tasks to be performed.”
3. “I have authority in determining rules and procedures for my own work.”

Work–Life Balance Source: Geurts, Taris, Kompier, Dikkers, Van Hooff and Kinnunen [79]
1. “My job makes it easy to maintain the kind of personal life I would like.”
2. “I rarely neglect my personal needs because of the demands of my work.”
3. “My personal life does not suffer because of my work.”
4. “I do not have to miss out on important personal activities due to the amount of time I spend doing work.”
Intention to Stay Source: Lawler, Cammann, Nadler and Jenkins [80]
1. “I plan to stay in this job for at least two or three Years.”
2. “I plan to work at my present job as long as possible.”
3. “I feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization.”
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