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ABSTRACT 

Side-hustle entrepreneurship is increasingly common, where individuals pursue 

entrepreneurship alongside their primary paid job. However, the impact of this 

practice on their employee well-being remains unclear, with previous studies 

producing contradictory results and focusing on primary job satisfaction only. 

Previous studies have also raised concerns regarding work-life balance in the 

relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

The study used a combination of spillover theory and role accumulation theory to 

examine the moderating role of work-life balance on the relationship between work 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Four hypotheses 

were formulated and tested through a quantitative survey questionnaire. A total of 

208 valid observations were used to test the hypotheses through correlation and 

multiple regression analyses. 

The results indicate that both side-hustle satisfaction and job satisfaction were 

positively related to employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Work-life 

balance did not have a moderating effect on the relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being. However, it was established that work-life 

balance did have a negative moderating effect on the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. The findings may 

be limited by items being removed from the measurement scales. The sampling 

method and cross-sectional time horizon also pose limitations to the study. 

Implications of the findings and recommendations for future research are also 

outlined. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO RESEARCH PROBLEM 

1.1. Introduction 

The study investigated the moderating role of work-life balance on the relationship 

between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

With side-hustle entrepreneurs fulfilling two working roles as opposed to full-time 

entrepreneurs or full-time paid workers, this study sought to understand the 

implications of this additional role on the employee well-being of these side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. Furthermore, given the additional working role that the side-hustle 

entrepreneur fulfils, the study investigated work-life balance as a potential moderator 

in this context. This chapter provides background to the research problem and 

positions the relevance of the study from a theoretical perspective and from a 

business perspective. The purpose of the research is then positioned, leading to the 

literature review relevant to the study. 

 

1.2. Background to the Research Problem 

Entrepreneurship has been a field of study for many years and continues to be the 

focus of many researchers (Neumann, 2021). Entrepreneurship is a driving force for 

a country’s development in terms of economic growth, addressing economic 

inequality, and promoting social welfare, and this contribution by entrepreneurs is 

distinctly emphasised in the context of developing economies (Amankwah‐Amoah et 

al., 2022; Bruton et al., 2021; Neumann, 2021). Furthermore, Murnieks et al. (2020) 

indicate that people are attracted to entrepreneurship for its financial benefits as well 

as non-financial benefits such as independence, self-realisation, and recognition. As 

a result of these benefits, many people are drawn towards entrepreneurship and 

opening of their own businesses (Murnieks et al., 2020).  

The benefits of entrepreneurship attract many individuals to engage in side-hustle 

entrepreneurship, also known as hybrid entrepreneurship (Crider et al., 2024). Side-

hustle entrepreneurs are individuals who hold a primary paid job while engaging in 

entrepreneurship at the same time (Demir et al., 2020). This approach offers 

individuals an opportunity for a supplementary income stream, a chance to pursue a 

passion, and also a means of transitioning to full-time self-employment (Crider et al., 
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2024; Folta et al., 2010; Sessions et al., 2021). Side-hustle entrepreneurship helps 

individuals learn about the potential opportunities they want to pursue, to explore 

them further, and to investigate their viability (Marshall et al., 2019). Demir et al. 

(2020) argue that businesses that have started as a result of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship are more likely to attain high growth and be more effective. 

Side-hustle entrepreneurship is proving to be a phenomenon that is increasingly 

common in general and when it comes to seeking entry into full-time 

entrepreneurship. Estimates indicate that in certain countries, up to 60% of new 

businesses start through side-hustle entrepreneurship (Lindelid, 2023; Rouchy et al., 

2021). Within South Africa, Momentum (2023) indicated that 12% of households 

earned an extra income from side-hustle entrepreneurship in 2022. Shibu (2024) 

indicated that in 2023, 44% of new businesses in the United States were started 

through side-hustle entrepreneurship. 

However, while side-hustle entrepreneurship presents an opportunity for the above 

and other benefits to the individual, there are also downsides to this practice. These 

include struggling to meet commitments in work and personal domains and it also 

lends to developing an impaired perception of paid employment (M. Stephan et al., 

2023). A commonly raised concern is that of employee well-being (Ardianti et al., 

2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023), which is defined as having quality of life and feeling 

a sense of meaning and purpose (World Health Organization, 2023). While the 

flexibility, autonomy, and feeling of pursuing a passion, that comes with the self-

employed work, positively affects employee well-being, the additional stress and the 

additional time spent on work, result in negative effects on employee well-being 

(Marshall et al., 2020).  

Ardianti et al. (2022) pointed out that there is still no clear consensus on whether 

side-hustle entrepreneurship has enriching outcomes or results in depletion for the 

individual. Studies by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) particularly 

focused on the job satisfaction and well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, and the 

results of these studies were conflicting. Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) faced a 

similar dilemma, they found both positive and negative implications of the two 

working roles on the well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. With work satisfaction 

being used to encompass job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction from the two 

work roles that side-hustle entrepreneurs hold, there are still questions on how it 

relates to the well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 
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Furthermore, with previous studies indicating contradictory results, it could imply that 

the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs is contingent on other factors. One factor pointed out by Ardianti et al. 

(2022) is that of work-life balance, as side-hustle entrepreneurs are fulfilling two 

working roles. In line with this, Demir et al. (2020) outlined the concern that side-

hustle entrepreneurs face the challenge of having to juggle the responsibilities of 

their paid job as well as their entrepreneurial venture, commonly referred to as a 

side-hustle. This further compounds the challenge that the side-hustle entrepreneur 

faces in trying to find a good work-life balance (Demir et al., 2020).  

Drawing on the study by Gounder and Govender (2018) which indicated that work-

life balance moderates the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-

being, work-life balance could prove to play a significant role in employee well-being 

of side-hustle entrepreneurs as well. Mmbaga et al. (2023) had the same hypothesis, 

indicating that the time challenges faced by side-hustle entrepreneurs and how they 

manage it could well be the reason these individuals exhibit different behaviours 

amongst themselves. This supported the view by Klyver et al. (2020) who indicated 

that the benefits of side-hustle entrepreneurship may well be offset by the work-life 

balance issues faced by the individual. Therefore, this study investigated the 

moderating role of work-life balance on the relationship between work satisfaction 

and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

 

1.3. Theoretical Relevance of the Study 

Side-hustle entrepreneurship is a growing topic of interest in current research and is 

yet to be fully understood (Sessions et al., 2021). In particular, research on employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs is scarce and findings are disparate (Ardianti 

et al., 2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023). Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. 

(2023) investigated the well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs in the United 

Kingdom and Germany, respectively. The results from M. Stephan et al. (2023) 

indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurs had low job satisfaction, which subsequently 

had a negative impact on well-being, while Ardianti et al. (2022) also found low job 

satisfaction but found there to be no impact on the well-being of these side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. Other studies like those by Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) and 

Lindelid (2023) found similar contradicting results. Therefore, the gap identified was 
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that of the outcome of job satisfaction on the employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, as the existing studies did not agree in their findings (Ardianti et al., 

2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023). 

The contradictory results from these studies could be due to two reasons. Firstly, 

side-hustle entrepreneurs hold two working roles (Demir et al., 2020) – the role in 

their paid job where they earn a salary from their employer, and the role in running 

their own business, commonly known as their side-hustle. This dual role means that 

research should consider work satisfaction from two perspectives, as employees in 

a job and as entrepreneurs running their own business. The studies by Ardianti et al. 

(2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) could only consider job satisfaction in their 

analysis as the secondary data used in their studies did not contain information on 

satisfaction from the individuals’ side-hustles. Therefore, there was no consideration 

made for side-hustle satisfaction in the relationship with employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs, and both studies suggested this as an area for further 

research.  

Webster and Edwards (2019) indicated that positive moods in a side-hustle 

entrepreneur’s self-employed work spills over into their employed work role and also 

into non-working roles. Therefore, ignoring one of the working roles would not provide 

a complete view of the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-

being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. As a result, this study took an approach to 

consider work satisfaction, which is comprised of job satisfaction and side-hustle 

satisfaction, and as a result, differentiated between these two work roles and 

investigated their relationships with employee well-being. 

The second reason that the studies by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. 

(2023) produced contradictory findings, could be that the relationship between work 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs is contingent on 

other factors, like moderators. Both Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) 

particularly point out that side-hustle entrepreneurs do face work-life balance 

challenges, and this could play a role in their well-being, however, neither of them 

had the data to examine this. Mmbaga et al. (2023) also indicated that the work-life 

balance challenges faced by side-hustle entrepreneurs could be the reason there are 

different behaviours amongst these individuals. Work-life balance has been proven 

to lessen or increase the strength of the relationship between work satisfaction and 

employee well-being in other contexts (Gounder & Govender, 2018). Hence, in this 
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study, one of the aims was to investigate a possible moderator, being work-life 

balance, in the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Therefore, this study contributes to the field of side-hustle entrepreneurship as well 

as the field of employee well-being by providing a further understanding on the 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Furthermore, this study sought to 

differentiate between the contributions to employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs from the paid job and the self-employed role of a side-hustle 

entrepreneur. In aiming to achieve this, the moderating role of work-life balance in 

this context was also investigated, as it is a key concern of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship. 

 

1.4. Business Relevance of the Study 

This study was important as it contributed to the growing body of knowledge 

concerning side-hustle entrepreneurship and its implications for employees. 

Entrepreneurship is a driving force for the development of countries and with a list of 

benefits attracting people to entrepreneurship, side-hustle entrepreneurship is 

becoming a more common phenomenon (Crider et al., 2024; Neumann, 2021). More 

businesses are starting through side-hustle entrepreneurship than in previous years 

(Shibu, 2024). Furthermore, businesses that are started through side-hustle 

entrepreneurship are more likely to have high growth and be more effective (Demir 

et al., 2020). Therefore, furthering the understanding of side-hustle entrepreneurship 

is vital.  

Employee well-being has been proven to be a significant factor in employee 

performance, ultimately contributing to organisational performance (Isham et al., 

2021). With the well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs coming into question, 

concerns around the performance of these individuals have been raised by 

organisations (Crider et al., 2024). While managers have discouraged their 

employees from engaging in such activities, there is increasing evidence that side-

hustle entrepreneurship could have benefits for an organisation in several ways, 

such as increased innovation (Crider et al., 2024). However, questions remain about 

the implications for companies from a perspective of employee well-being and work-

life balance challenges (Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023; M. Stephan et al., 2023). Given 
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this concern, entrepreneurs, companies, and managers need to better understand 

the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

 

1.5. Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the moderating role of work-life balance 

on the relationship between work satisfaction of side-hustle entrepreneurs and 

employee well-being. Furthermore, the study aimed to differentiate a side-hustle 

entrepreneur’s job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction, and investigated their 

relationships with employee well-being. In achieving this, the study aimed to 

contribute to the growing body of knowledge in side-hustle entrepreneurship. The 

study also aimed to contribute to the fields of well-being and work-life balance. 

This study aimed to provide clarity on the discussion surrounding the employee well-

being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, as previous studies have found contradicting 

results on this relationship (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023). Further 

understanding was gained into the phenomenon of side-hustle entrepreneurship as 

well as how work-life balance moderates the relationship between their work 

satisfaction (both paid and self-employed) and their well-being. 

 

1.6. Significance of the Study 

This study comes at a time when side-hustle entrepreneurship is becoming 

increasingly prevalent throughout the world (Lindelid, 2023; Momentum, 2023; 

Rouchy et al., 2021; Shibu, 2024). Furthermore, existing studies have failed to 

produce consistent findings regarding the relationship between work satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan 

et al., 2023). Therefore, this study aimed to address the gap by incorporating side-

hustle satisfaction in the investigation as well as investigating work-life balance as a 

potential moderator.  

This additional insight into the phenomenon of side-hustle entrepreneurship proved 

to be vital in the business world from two perspectives. Firstly, with many businesses 

starting up from side-hustles, this additional insight into side-hustle entrepreneurship 

could be important for policymakers who may consider providing additional support 
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to these individuals, potentially leading to more start-ups. Secondly, many 

companies and managers still frown upon side-hustle entrepreneurship and 

particularly question the implication of this activity on employee well-being. 

Therefore, this study aimed to enhance the understanding for all stakeholders, 

particularly side-hustle entrepreneurs, companies, managers, and policymakers.  

  

1.7. Outline of the Document 

Chapter 2 provides an in-depth literature review of the various constructs of this 

study, defining them, and discussing their relationships and the moderator effect. 

The theoretical underpinning is also explained. 

Chapter 3 summarises the literature findings leading into the research question and 

the conceptual model along with the hypotheses of this study. 

Chapter 4 discusses the design of the research as well as the methodology, 

explaining the data collection and the data analysis process. 

Chapter 5 presents the results of the analysis of the data that was collected for this 

study.  

Chapter 6 discusses the results from Chapter 5 and ties it back to the findings from 

previous studies, leading up to the answer to the research question. 

Chapter 7 concludes this study by summarising the principal conclusions from this 

study, discussing the academic and practical implications of the results, highlighting 

the limitations of the study, and suggesting areas for future research. 

 

1.8. Conclusion 

This chapter presented the background to the research problem along with the need 

for the research, from a theoretical perspective and from a business perspective. The 

chapter also discussed the purpose of the research and sets out why the study was 

significant. Lastly, an outline of the document is provided. The next chapter delves 

into the existing literature on this topic. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Introduction 

This section provides a review of the literature on the various concepts that are key 

to this study. The chapter starts by discussing the theoretical lenses that were utilised 

through this study. The context is then set by explaining the concept of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship, as the focal point of this study. The concepts of work satisfaction 

and employee well-being are then defined and explained, and the relationship 

between these two concepts is then discussed. Lastly, work-life balance is explored, 

and the moderating role of work-life balance on the relationship between work 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs closes out this 

section. 

 

2.2. Theoretical Underpinning 

This study used spillover theory in conjunction with role accumulation theory to 

understand how work-life balance moderates the relationship between work 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, which is an 

important consideration for both entrepreneurs and employers (Isham et al., 2021). 

 

2.2.1. Spillover Theory 

Spillover theory explains that an individual’s functioning can be transferred between 

different domains of their life (Lambert, 1990). The lens of spillover theory has been 

used in multiple disciplines including those of knowledge, skills, and human 

behaviour (J. Wang et al., 2022). The spillover effect is also often used in well-being 

studies, particularly to explain the influence between personal life and work life 

(Abdou et al., 2024). Edwards and Rothbard (2000) explained that spillover between 

two domains of one’s life is when elements within those domains are positively 

related. They add that this could apply to both beneficial effects and harmful effects 

on a person.  

Bhuiyan and Ivlevs (2019) indicate that well-being at work has proven to have 

spillover effects into other domains of an individual’s life. Chen et al. (2019) provide 
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an example, highly applicable in this study, which demonstrates spillover theory: an 

increased work satisfaction can result in an increase in home well-being and overall 

well-being. Spillover theory has also been used to explain how an improvement in 

one’s mood in one domain of their life, results in an improvement in their participation 

or performance in another domain of their life (Webster & Edwards, 2019).  

 

2.2.2. Role Accumulation Theory 

Sieber (1974) initially proposed the theory of role accumulation, in opposition to the 

existing views of role conflict and role strain. He proposed that role accumulation can 

provide benefits such as privileges, gratification, and resources from multiple roles, 

which could outweigh the burdens of holding multiple roles. Sieber (1974) went on to 

propose that these benefits can contribute to an improvement in an individual’s well-

being. Following this proposition, there have been empirical studies that have proven 

that multiple roles can result in increased well-being (Berger & Bruch, 2021; Webster 

& Edwards, 2019).  

Kinnunen et al. (2006) explain that the theory does warn that there are limits to these 

benefits. They indicate that if an individual accumulates too many roles, they may hit 

an upper limit beyond which, the strain and stress may outweigh any benefits. This 

aligns with the initially proposed theory by Sieber (1974), indicating that while there 

are benefits to role accumulation, the occurrence of overload cannot be ignored, and 

a line needs to be drawn for additional roles that are taken on. 

 

2.2.3. Relevance of Spillover Theory and Role Accumulation Theory 

Spillover theory is commonly used when assessing the effects between the domains 

of work and family however, Chen et al. (2019) argue that spillover theory can be 

applied between different parts of the working domain as well. They went on to prove 

that a positive psychological state in one domain of work resulted in an improved 

psychological state of the employee within the other domain of work and provided 

motivation for increased performance. Edwards and Rothbard (2000) also explained 

that positive moods which are developed from one domain of work result in enhanced 

cognitive functioning and performance in another domain. Following this, Webster 

and Edwards (2019) studied the spillover effect in cases that included side-hustle 
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entrepreneurs. They found that an improvement in the satisfaction of the self-

employed work resulted in a spill over which had a positive impact on the primary 

employed work. Thus, spillover theory can help explain how positivity or negativity in 

one domain of life can spread to other domains in an individual’s life.  

With this study aiming to understand the relationship between work satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, the spillover theory explains how 

satisfaction experienced in various working roles affects overall employee well-being. 

While many studies have investigated how work satisfaction relates to workplace 

well-being, this study took a view of overall employee well-being, and therefore, the 

employee well-being construct encompasses aspects from the individual’s working 

and non-working domains. Furthermore, Chen et al. (2019) demonstrated how using 

spillover theory helped explain the relationship between work satisfaction and overall 

well-being, and not just workplace well-being.  

A typical example of how spillover theory was used in a study like this is that by 

Webster and Edwards (2019), who indicated that positive moods in one working 

domain resulted in positive moods in other work domains and in non-working 

domains. It is evident that spillover theory has played a vital role in explaining how 

satisfaction in a working domain has spillover effects into other areas (Chen et al., 

2019; Webster & Edwards, 2019). Spillover theory has been utilised to explain the 

effects between the multiple work domains for side-hustle entrepreneurs, and it has 

also been used to explain the effects on non-work domains for full-time paid workers 

or full-time entrepreneurs (Chen et al., 2019; Webster & Edwards, 2019). Therefore, 

since this study attempted to understand how satisfaction in different work domains 

affects the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, spillover theory offered 

an ideal theoretical lens through which the relationship being studied could be 

examined. 

Role accumulation theory guided the study on both, how an additional working role 

impacts employee well-being, as well as work-life balance being a moderator of these 

relationships. While it is a common notion that taking on an additional role can lead 

to a decline in performance in the original role (Crider et al., 2024), role accumulation 

theory challenges this standpoint. It explains that additional roles in a person’s life 

can actually enhance their well-being, as opposed to adding stress or strain (Berger 

& Bruch, 2021).  
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Webster and Edwards (2019) studied individuals who had taken on multiple working 

roles and found cases where the additional working role positively impacted the 

individual, as well as cases where the impacts were negative. Dvouletý and 

Bögenhold (2023) indicated that the negative and positive impacts of an additional 

role are influenced by the load already carried due to the various other roles of the 

individual, which in many cases could include a demanding family role. Therefore, 

through the understanding of role accumulation theory, employee well-being may 

well be enhanced through engagement in side-hustle entrepreneurship however, 

work-life balance plays a key role, as taking on too many roles can result in negative 

implications for employee well-being. 

The role accumulation theory grounded the basis of this study around the argument 

that work-life balance plays a significant role in the well-being of individuals who take 

on additional roles. Furthermore, it explained how having additional working roles 

could result in positive implications for the individual but could also result in negative 

implications for the individual. By combining this with spillover theory, the two 

theories provided a foundation to investigate how the different working roles affect 

the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, while also being influenced by 

the work-life balance challenges that side-hustle entrepreneurs face with multiple 

working roles. 

 

2.3. Side-Hustle Entrepreneurship 

Side-hustle entrepreneurship is also commonly referred to as hybrid 

entrepreneurship and Demir et al. (2020) defined this phenomenon as “engaging in 

self-employment activity while simultaneously holding a primary job in wage work” 

(p. 30). Folta et al. (2010) initially coined the term hybrid entrepreneur and defined 

that the employed working role needs to be the primary role for the individual to be 

considered a hybrid entrepreneur. Multiple studies have followed the guidance from 

Folta et al. (2010) to use hours worked or time spent, to determine the primary role, 

therefore indicating that for a hybrid entrepreneur, more time should be spent in the 

employed role as compared to the self-employed role (Demir et al., 2020; Marshall 

et al., 2019).  

Many employees and entrepreneurs engage in side-hustle entrepreneurship and the 

phenomenon is quite common when transitioning from full-time employment to full-
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time entrepreneurship (Demir et al., 2020). This intention to transition from full-time 

employment to full-time entrepreneurship has actually been identified as one of the 

three main rationales for entering side-hustle entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010; 

Rugpath & Mamabolo, 2022). However, it has also been found that a multitude of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs do not transition to full-time self-employment and therefore 

remain side-hustle entrepreneurs indefinitely (Crider et al., 2024). In addition, Mahieu 

et al. (2022) found that even when individuals exit full-time entrepreneurship and 

return to wage work, side-hustle entrepreneurship is a highly probable route for 

transition. Side-hustle entrepreneurship can therefore be seen as the middle ground 

between being a full-time paid worker and a full-time entrepreneur.  

There are three main rationales for individuals pursuing side-hustle entrepreneurship 

(Folta et al., 2010; Lindelid, 2023). As mentioned above, one of those is a means to 

becoming full-time self-employed, which can further be broken down into two 

scenarios. Full-time wage workers often use side-hustle entrepreneurship as a 

means of trialling a business idea and using the opportunity to learn about their 

potential venture and entrepreneurship (Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023). Klyver et al. 

(2020) indicate that side-hustle entrepreneurship presents an ideal opportunity for 

individuals to do this as they maintain a level of income security by retaining an 

employed job. The individual may then transition once they are convinced that the 

benefits from full-time entrepreneurship will outweigh the benefits they will sacrifice 

from their employed job (Klyver et al., 2020).  

The second common scenario where side-hustle entrepreneurship is used to 

transition to full-time entrepreneurship is in dealing with income insecurity. Gänser-

Stickler et al. (2022) found side-hustle entrepreneurship to be present in cases of 

income insecurity from the employed job, where individuals had concerns about the 

future of their employment and were seeking income security through self-

employment. Therefore, side-hustle entrepreneurship provides an opportunity to trial 

entrepreneurship before making the switch or being forced to make the switch from 

full-time wage work. 

The other common rationale for entering into side-hustle entrepreneurship is for an 

additional source of income, while still keeping the primary employed job (Dvouletý 

& Bögenhold, 2023). In this situation as well, side-hustle entrepreneurs could have 

either identified an attractive opportunity for additional income at a low marginal cost 

or could have been forced to seek additional income due to economic hardship (Folta 
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et al., 2010). Brändle and Kuckertz (2022) indicate that in some cases, the 

supplementary income could start exceeding the primary income of the individual 

and this could convince them to then transition to full-time entrepreneurship. 

The third rationale for side-hustle entrepreneurship is documented as a means to 

obtain non-monetary benefits (Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023; Folta et al., 2010). 

Lindelid (2023) elaborated on this by explaining that individuals may engage in side-

hustle entrepreneurship in pursuit of personal fulfilment or autonomy. Webster and 

Edwards (2019) and Rouchy et al. (2021) strongly express that the most common 

non-pecuniary reason individuals have for entering into side-hustle entrepreneurship 

is to engage in something they are passionate about. Dvouletý and Bögenhold 

(2023) indicate that side-hustle entrepreneurship provides individuals with an 

opportunity to grow and is often a bigger motivator than monetary benefits. Rouchy 

et al. (2021) categorise all these motivators as non-entrepreneurial motivators and 

add that these are the benefits that bring joy to the individual. 

Klyver et al. (2020) supported the idea that individuals explore side-hustle 

entrepreneurship as a means of exposure to entrepreneurship. However, they also 

added that once the individual gains exposure to a different domain in their business 

venture, they often do not find their existing job challenging or stimulating enough. 

Therefore, a significant number of side-hustle entrepreneurs still seek a new job while 

pursuing their business ventures (Klyver et al., 2020). Additionally, Uriarte et al. 

(2024) indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurs also begin developing a 

characteristic referred to as a habitual entrepreneur. They explain this as individuals 

who continuously seek out and trial new business opportunities. Side-hustle 

entrepreneurs do not possess this characteristic initially but as they delve deeper into 

entrepreneurship, they begin to identify other opportunities which could have more 

potential than theirs and they seek to trial these new business opportunities, while 

still retaining their paid job. 

Side-hustle entrepreneurs represent a significant portion of entrepreneurs and with 

entrepreneurship being one of their roles, they have often been studied as one group 

with full-time entrepreneurs (Demir et al., 2020). Folta et al. (2010) produced one of 

the early studies on side-hustle entrepreneurs, proving the need to consider side-

hustle entrepreneurs in their own category as they exhibit characteristics that are 

different to full-time entrepreneurs and full-time paid workers. Multiple other studies 

have concurred, where they have found that side-hustle entrepreneurs’ 
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circumstances, challenges, and behaviours are different to that of full-time 

entrepreneurs and that of full-time wage workers (Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023; 

Klyver et al., 2020; Kurczewska et al., 2020; Rouchy et al., 2021). 

This is recapitulated by the view that they benefit from the autonomy and joy of 

pursuing their passion through entrepreneurship while still having the security of a 

steady income (Crider et al., 2024; Folta et al., 2010; Sessions et al., 2021). At the 

same time, they are subject to the stress and strain of running their own business 

while also experiencing constraints in their paid job (Crider et al., 2024; Folta et al., 

2010; Sessions et al., 2021). Given this mix of behaviours from both full-time wage 

work and full-time entrepreneurship, side-hustle entrepreneurs need to be 

considered in their own light. 

Klyver et al. (2020) stated that research into side-hustle entrepreneurship is growing 

in importance as this type of entrepreneurship is becoming increasingly common. 

This appears to still be the case four years later, where Wu and Huang (2024) have 

indicated that the phenomenon of side-hustle entrepreneurship is growing in 

prevalence, especially since the COVID-19 pandemic. They indicate that during the 

pandemic, employers began allowing more flexible working conditions and 

employees had more opportunities to explore other ventures, commonly known as 

side-hustles. Estimates indicate that in certain countries, up to 60% of new 

businesses start through side-hustle entrepreneurship (Lindelid, 2023; Rouchy et al., 

2021). Therefore, side-hustle entrepreneurship is proving to be a phenomenon that 

is growing in prevalence and cannot be ignored.  

 

2.4. Work Satisfaction of Side-Hustle Entrepreneurs 

As previously indicated, a side-hustle entrepreneur fulfils two working roles, one in 

their paid job and one in running their side-hustle. Therefore, work satisfaction of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs comprises of job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction. 

 

2.4.1. Job Satisfaction 

Hoff et al. (2020) define job satisfaction as “one’s overall evaluative judgement of 

their job” (p. 3). Job satisfaction studies date back as far as the 1930s (Stapel, 1950). 
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This concept remains a key area of study as higher job satisfaction is inversely 

related to turnover intention, indicating that if an employee has a high job satisfaction 

there is a high probability that they would continue in their current job (D. Wang et 

al., 2019). Tagliabue et al. (2020) indicate that good levels of job satisfaction can 

result in increased productivity, low absenteeism, and high efficiency, and ultimately 

contributes to improved organisational functioning. Job satisfaction is cited as a vital 

component for businesses aiming to gain a competitive advantage due to the pivotal 

role played by employees in achieving this advantage (Díaz-Carrión et al., 2020). 

Job satisfaction is affected by factors like income, income security, autonomy, type 

of work, and opportunities, and it can influence several indicators of organisational 

performance (Díaz-Carrión et al., 2020; Hoff et al., 2020; Hünefeld et al., 2020). 

Hünefeld et al. (2020) add that working conditions are also an important factor in job 

satisfaction and a key contributor to turnover intentions. Hoff et al. (2020) add that 

an employee could have varying levels of satisfaction for the multiple factors that 

make up job satisfaction, and combined, these then influence overall job satisfaction. 

Webster and Edwards (2019) indicate that job satisfaction could play a significant 

role in certain cases of entry into side-hustle entrepreneurship. They found that some 

individuals choose to explore side-hustle entrepreneurship as a result of 

dissatisfaction with their wage work. Gänser-Stickler et al. (2022) support the idea, 

indicating that they found side-hustle entrepreneurs who began their side-hustle due 

to uncertainty in their full-time employment. Therefore, individuals sometimes seek 

to explore side-hustles to compensate for the below-par job satisfaction experienced. 

 

2.4.2. Side-Hustle Satisfaction 

In the context of side-hustle entrepreneurship, the concept of job satisfaction can be 

applied to both working roles that the side-hustle entrepreneur fulfils. Therefore, side-

hustle satisfaction is also affected by factors like income, income security, autonomy, 

type of work, and opportunities. Studies by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et 

al. (2023) indicated the importance of considering work satisfaction separately for 

the two working roles of a side-hustle entrepreneur. Since both of their studies used 

secondary data, they were only able to evaluate job satisfaction in their analysis and 

not side-hustle satisfaction. With this study aiming to expand the research on side-

hustle entrepreneurship and aiming to collect primary data, it was important that both 
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job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction were considered. The side-hustle does 

introduce a different element to work satisfaction when compared to the paid job, 

which is explored further below (U. Stephan et al., 2023). 

To understand side-hustle satisfaction, studies on job satisfaction of entrepreneurs 

and self-employed individuals were used. It has been frequently found that self-

employed individuals enjoy elevated levels of satisfaction when compared to paid 

workers (Abreu et al., 2019; Litsardopoulos et al., 2023) and this is driven by the 

“autonomy, flexibility, variety, and feedback that they experience” (Lauto et al., 2020, 

p. 477). In a similar manner that employees’ job satisfaction is important for a 

business’s performance, the satisfaction of entrepreneurs is pivotal to the 

performance of their venture (Lauto et al., 2020). Two common factors impeding 

satisfaction are issues of role ambiguity and role conflict, as these individuals need 

to fulfil multiple functions within their business (Lerman et al., 2021). Based on these 

findings, it can be said that the satisfaction a side-hustle entrepreneur experiences 

with their side-hustle is built on the same elements as satisfaction with their paid job, 

however, certain factors like autonomy and flexibility play a more significant role in 

the satisfaction outcome. 

Webster and Edwards (2019) found that side-hustle entrepreneurs often experience 

satisfaction in their side-hustle due to the type of work being aligned with their 

passion. They added that this passion-driven satisfaction resulted in increases in the 

individual’s commitment and engagement in their work. Furthermore, side-hustle 

satisfaction could further increase as it may provide benefits that are not being 

experienced in the employed role, such as autonomy (Litsardopoulos et al., 2023). 

 

2.5. Employee Well-Being of Side-Hustle Entrepreneurs 

Well-being has become a vital field of study and practice, particularly for employees 

in the context of work (Ardianti et al., 2022). Work provides many benefits to 

individuals, in the form of income, learning, and satisfaction, but also has downsides 

which can cause stress and strain on the individual (Sorensen et al., 2021). The 

World Health Organization (2023) stresses the importance of well-being at work and 

explains that “employee well-being encompasses quality of life and the ability of 

people and societies to contribute to the world with a sense of meaning and purpose” 

(para. 1).  
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Isham et al. (2021) indicated in their study that improved employee well-being can 

be linked to increased employee productivity and improvements in organisational 

performance. Organisations acknowledge this impact of employee well-being and 

therefore dedicate resources towards improving employee well-being (Pagán-

Castaño et al., 2020). Furthermore, Bhuiyan and Ivlevs (2019) add that an increase 

in well-being results in improvements in both productivity and creativity, and that 

individuals with good well-being can be considered an asset.  

While many studies have been conducted on the well-being of full-time paid workers 

and full-time entrepreneurs, well-being research for side-hustle entrepreneurs is 

scarce (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023). With side-hustle 

entrepreneurship research being fairly new, only a few have mentioned employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs (Lindelid, 2023). But what is clear from these 

studies is that side-hustle entrepreneurs have been observed to show distinct well-

being characteristics in comparison to full-time paid workers and full-time 

entrepreneurs (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023).  

Webster and Edwards (2019) indicate that initial views of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship were that these individuals would have improved employee well-

being. Viljamaa et al. (2017) shared this view, indicating that side-hustle 

entrepreneurship provides an individual with the benefits of a paid job and the 

benefits of running their own business. Therefore, they suspected that engaging in 

side-hustle entrepreneurship could actually improve employee well-being.  

While Webster and Edwards (2019) found positive results regarding employee well-

being for side-hustle entrepreneurs, they did warn of some negative effects on the 

well-being of the individual. They particularly pointed out the concern that having 

multiple work roles could increase work demands and as a result, place strain on the 

individual. Mmbaga et al. (2023) supported this view, where they indicated that side-

hustle entrepreneurs face considerable difficulty in balancing their multiple 

commitments, which consequently could negatively impact their well-being.  

Furthermore, two studies that have focused on employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs have also failed to provide a consistent view of the phenomenon. A 

study on the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs was conducted by 

Ardianti et al. (2022), where they analysed data on side-hustle entrepreneurs from 

the United Kingdom. They found that while side-hustle entrepreneurs exhibit clearly 
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different well-being characteristics when compared to full-time paid workers and full-

time entrepreneurs, there was no indication of them having improved or deteriorated 

well-being. However, M. Stephan et al. (2023) replicated and extended this study, 

using the data they had on German side-hustle entrepreneurs, and they found that 

these individuals had lower job satisfaction and were worse off in terms of employee 

well-being. 

It is evident that the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs is still 

understudied and not well understood. For this very reason, Lindelid (2023) indicated 

that due to the lack of well-being studies in the context of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship, it is a recommended area for future research. This was supported 

by Mmbaga et al. (2023).  

 

2.5.1. Employee Well-Being as a Multi-Dimensional Construct 

There are various ways to define well-being, with a common view being that well-

being comprises of hedonic well-being and eudaimonic well-being (Liu et al., 2021). 

Hill et al. (2024) explain that hedonic well-being centres around happiness, pleasure, 

the absence of negative feelings and generally, life satisfaction. Hedonic well-being 

can therefore be seen as feelings that are experienced in the moment.  

Eudaimonic well-being, on the other hand, deals with a sense of purpose, self-

actualisation, and contribution (Hill et al., 2024). Ryff et al. (2021) explain that 

eudaimonic well-being is mainly focused on a person feeling that they have found 

meaning in their life. They highlight that some of the key elements of eudaimonic 

well-being are “autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive 

relations, purpose in life, and self-acceptance” (Ryff et al., 2021, p. 119). In contrast 

with hedonic well-being, eudaimonic well-being is a longer-term effect rather than 

short-term joy or sadness. 

These two schools of thought for well-being tie in with the explanation by the World 

Health Organisation (2023) which focuses on quality of life (hedonic well-being) and 

meaning and purposes (eudaimonic well-being). While they were developed 

separately, these approaches effectively complement each other in understanding 

and explaining well-being (Ryff et al., 2021). Another common approach to 

understanding well-being is the PERMA framework which looks at “Positive 
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emotions, Engagement, Relationships, Meaning, and Accomplishment” (Hollebeek 

& Belk, 2021, p. 389). 

The first factor, positive emotions, focuses on joy and happiness, and is often 

experienced in the moment, a short-term feeling (Rossetti et al., 2024). Engagement 

looks at how absorbed a person is in what they do, and also takes into account 

cognitive stimulation, while the relationships factor places importance on social 

connections and social integration (Rossetti et al., 2024). Meaning builds on a sense 

of purpose, and accomplishment focuses on an individual’s growth, success, and 

achievements (Hollebeek & Belk, 2021).  

These are some of the common approaches to explaining and understanding well-

being, and while they are different, they point out that well-being is a complex concept 

that is influenced by multiple facets of an individual’s life. These approaches consider 

cognitive, social, and emotional aspects of the individual’s life. While there has been 

substantial progress in understanding well-being over the years, there is still 

considerable room for exploration in the field, especially in differing contexts 

(Sonnentag et al., 2023).  

When looking into employee well-being, Zheng et al. (2015) explain that various 

facets of an employee’s life contribute to their well-being and these facets could 

contribute to overall well-being through hedonic factors and eudaimonic factors. 

These facets include, inter alia, psychological well-being, social well-being, life 

satisfaction, subjective well-being, workplace well-being, and strain (Ardianti et al., 

2022; Hill et al., 2024; Pagán-Castaño et al., 2020; Pradhan & Hati, 2022).  

Various studies have considered different combinations of these facets to investigate 

employee well-being, but due to the complexity of employee well-being, a multi-

dimensional approach is recommended, in which the employee’s work- and non-

work-related factors should be considered (Pradhan & Hati, 2022; Zheng et al., 

2015). Zheng et al. (2015) suggested the use of life well-being, workplace well-being, 

and psychological well-being. They explain that rather than just providing a single 

angle to employee well-being, this approach captures various aspects of the 

individual’s life. By using the definition by Zheng et al. (2015), employee well-being 

can still be viewed as a single construct, made up of the three dimensions, as 

indicated by Zheng et al. (2015) and used by Sarwar et al. (2020).  
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2.5.1.1. Life Well-Being 

Life well-being refers to the perception of one’s life holistically, and encompasses 

quality of life, life satisfaction, and the emotional experience of life, and generally 

looks at an employee’s well-being in non-work-related aspects (Zheng et al., 2015). 

Life well-being is a subjective view of an individual’s life and depends on the 

standards an individual would expect from their life and for this reason, it is also often 

referred to as subjective well-being (Kim et al., 2021). This dimension of employee 

well-being covers both hedonic well-being - through a view of happiness and joy in 

life, and eudaimonic well-being - through a view of achievement of life’s goals and 

aspirations.  

Some well-being studies do not consider life well-being as part of employee well-

being (Zheng et al., 2015). However, spillover theory motivates for the inclusion of 

life well-being in employee well-being since aspects in one domain of an individual’s 

life have an effect in other domains of their life (Lambert, 1990). Studies by Chen et 

al. (2019) as well as Bhuiyan and Ivlevs (2019) found spillover effects to be present 

in their well-being studies and therefore supports the view to consider all of the 

domains of the individual when assessing their well-being. Büchler et al. (2020) also 

supported the view that other domains of an employee’s life need to be considered 

when assessing well-being, and not just well-being in work-life. 

One of the main motivations for pursuing side-hustle entrepreneurship has been 

identified as the pursuit of a passion or personal fulfilment (Lindelid, 2023). This is 

directly associated with an individual’s life well-being. In contrast, M. Stephan et al. 

(2023) particularly reported side-hustle entrepreneurs to have lower life well-being. 

This provides motivation that life well-being is important to consider in the employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

2.5.1.2. Workplace Well-Being 

Workplace well-being entails an individual’s experience in their working life, focusing 

on aspects of autonomy, joy, and meaningfulness (Zheng et al., 2015). Workplace 

well-being also contains aspects that speak to hedonic well-being (e.g., enjoyment 

of work) and eudaimonic well-being (e.g., a sense of meaningfulness in the work). 

Zhao and Liu (2020) explain that leadership, development, growth, and positive 

experiences are some of the drivers of workplace well-being. Strain from work and 

happiness at work also impact overall employee well-being through the factor of 

workplace well-being (Ardianti et al., 2022; Pagán-Castaño et al., 2020). Workplace 
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well-being generally considers cognitive, emotional, and social elements within the 

context of work (Pagán-Castaño et al., 2020). 

A key component of side-hustle entrepreneurship is that it offers the individual a level 

of autonomy that they would not have in a full-time paid job (Litsardopoulos et al., 

2023). Furthermore, Crider et al. (2024) pointed out that side-hustle entrepreneurs 

are often subjected to strain due to demands from two working roles. Therefore, 

workplace well-being is a pivotal factor in the employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, particularly given that their work domains are distinctly different. 

2.5.1.3. Psychological Well-Being 

Psychological well-being focuses mainly on eudaimonic well-being and is often found 

to be a popular consideration in eudaimonic well-being studies (Liu et al., 2021). 

Psychological well-being deals with an individual’s experiences and functioning and 

is strongly associated with feelings of achievement and purpose, therefore it is quite 

closely intertwined with eudaimonic well-being (Hill et al., 2024; Inceoglu et al., 2018). 

This facet of well-being encompasses the fulfilment of one’s potential and growth and 

is therefore often found to be a well-being dimension in studies evaluating well-being 

related to work (Hill et al., 2024; Zhao & Liu, 2020; Zheng et al., 2015).  

Psychological well-being was a key consideration in the studies of Ardianti et al. 

(2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023). Furthermore, Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) 

indicate that a key component of side-hustle entrepreneurship is the growth and 

learning it provides to the individual, which therefore ties in closely with psychological 

well-being. Sessions et al. (2021) indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurship 

provides individuals with an opportunity to build confidence, which is also a key 

component of psychological well-being. Psychological well-being also includes 

aspects of sharing time with others and being flexible for family and leisurely activities 

(Zheng et al., 2015) however, this is a challenge for side-hustle entrepreneurs 

(Mmbaga et al., 2023). Therefore, psychological well-being is an interesting 

dimension to the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

 

2.6. Work-Life Balance 

Work-life balance is a field that has been studied for many years and has proven to 

be imperative for individuals as well as organisations (Deery & Jago, 2015). Previous 
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studies often used the term work-family balance instead of work-life balance (Mas-

Machuca et al., 2016). Kelliher et al. (2019) explain work-life balance to be “the 

relationship between work and non‐work aspects of individuals' lives” (p. 98) and 

therefore the term work-life balance proves to be more descriptive of the concept 

being referred to. They go on to describe a good work-life balance to be limiting the 

time spent in one domain to allow for sufficient time in the other. There is no rule 

regarding what balance needs to be struck to achieve a satisfactory level of work-life 

balance (Kelliher et al., 2019). Rather, it is subjective, and each individual will 

determine to what extent they need to distribute their time to consider themself as 

having a good work-life balance (Kelliher et al., 2019). 

The concept of work-life balance recognises that individuals engage in various roles 

– that of an employee, a spouse, a friend, a community member, and potentially 

many more, all of which require resources from the person in the form of time and 

energy (Brough et al., 2020). This ties in closely with role accumulation theory - as 

an individual acquires more roles, they reach a limit and their resources for managing 

these multiple roles are depleted. As Webster and Edwards (2019) explain, with 

additional roles, more resources are required, and beyond a certain number of roles, 

an individual may not have sufficient resources to provide the necessary attention to 

each of these accumulated roles.  

Work-life balance considerations become highly applicable when investigating side-

hustle entrepreneurs. In contrast to full-time wage workers and full-time 

entrepreneurs, a side-hustle entrepreneur has two working roles as well as non-

working roles to fulfil, and balancing the various roles can prove to be challenging. 

However, Nikolova (2019) pointed out that the self-employed role of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship provides the individual with a level of flexibility and time to deal with 

other responsibilities, thereby improving work-life balance. Dvouletý and Bögenhold 

(2023) supported this standpoint. Therefore, side-hustle entrepreneurship could 

result in both positive implications and negative implications for the work-life balance 

of the side-hustle entrepreneur.  

However, Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) also explain that side-hustle 

entrepreneurs often have to work extra hours and face a work-life imbalance given 

that they need to deal with personal responsibilities as well as employed and self-

employment work duties. Webster and Edwards (2019) also found that side-hustle 

entrepreneurs do struggle with work-life balance due to the additional role they have 
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taken on. Klyver et al. (2020) indicated that entrepreneurship is intrinsically a time-

intensive commitment for an individual and adding the demands of an employed job 

makes it all the more challenging for side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurs are less 

likely to have caring responsibilities as opposed to full-time wage workers and full-

time entrepreneurs. Moreover, they indicate that many side-hustle entrepreneurs 

struggle to dedicate their time to activities outside of their working roles. This 

confirmed the findings of Webster and Edwards (2019) who indicated that the 

additional working role of a side-hustle entrepreneur does cause this work-life 

balance dilemma. 

Side-hustle entrepreneurs face different work-life balance challenges compared to 

full-time entrepreneurs and full-time wage workers (Zettel & Garrett, 2021). Klyver et 

al. (2020) even indicated that the benefits of side-hustle entrepreneurship are 

counterbalanced by the detrimental effects of work-life balance. Dvouletý and 

Bögenhold (2023) took this one step further and even questioned the sustainability 

of side-hustle entrepreneurship due to its work-life balance challenges. This raises 

concerns about the overall benefit gained from pursuing side-hustle 

entrepreneurship. The study by Asante et al. (2022) found that this work-life 

imbalance resulted in many cases where the side-hustle entrepreneur was unable to 

spend time on their self-employed role and their entrepreneurial venture was 

eventually neglected. This ties in with the finding of Klyver et al. (2020) which 

indicated that the benefits of side-hustle entrepreneurship may be nullified due to the 

work-life imbalance. 

Work-life balance studies indicate that reaching a good blend of work and non-work 

domains of life can provide benefits for multiple stakeholders, with the most obvious 

being the employee and further stakeholders being the organisation and 

family/friends outside of work (Mas-Machuca et al., 2016). From an employee 

perspective, the commonly cited benefit of a good work-life balance is improved well-

being (Asante et al., 2022; Kelliher et al., 2019). From an employer perspective, 

achieving a healthy work-life balance has a positive effect on employee performance, 

recruitment, and organisational commitment (Brough et al., 2020; Kelliher et al., 

2019). The effects of work-life imbalance include absenteeism, late-coming, and high 

staff turnover for organisations (Brough et al., 2020). For the employee, work-life 
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imbalance could cause increased stress and demotivation, and have negative 

implications for the employee’s personal life (Bhende et al., 2020). 

Hildenbrand et al. (2024) indicate that while organisations are placing great 

importance on work-life balance, employees are also starting to acknowledge the 

benefits and pitfalls of work-life balance/imbalance. They add that this has reached 

the extent that some employees now regard work-life balance to be more important 

than remuneration. The advantage of full-time self-employment is the opportunity for 

the entrepreneur to structure their work around their other commitments (Zettel & 

Garrett, 2021). However, this balance becomes challenging for a side-hustle 

entrepreneur as they need to deal with the requirements of both roles. Mmbaga et 

al. (2023) explain that excessive time investment in a specific role could result in 

strain and negative implications on well-being, while insufficient time investment in a 

specific role could also result in strain due to underperformance. Therefore, striking 

the right work-life balance amongst the various roles of side-hustle entrepreneurship 

becomes imperative.  

Ardianti et al. (2022) point out that work-life balance is a significant concern for side-

hustle entrepreneurs. As role accumulation theory would explain, having the 

additional working role can result in a work-life balance challenge. This emphasises 

that work-life balance cannot be ignored in the world of side-hustle entrepreneurship 

and could well be a factor that affects the various outcomes of this phenomenon 

(Mmbaga et al., 2023).  

 

2.7. Work Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of Side-Hustle 

Entrepreneurs 

With side-hustle entrepreneurs fulfilling two working roles, this study has examined 

learnings from Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) to consider both 

working roles of a side-hustle entrepreneur. While job satisfaction has been 

considered in previous studies on the employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, satisfaction in the side-hustle role could not be measured due to a 

lack of data. Therefore, this study took an approach of work satisfaction, which entails 

satisfaction in each role, and investigated the relationship between satisfaction in 

these roles and the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs.  
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2.7.1. Job Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of Side-Hustle 

Entrepreneurs 

Pagán-Castaño et al. (2020) indicate that job satisfaction is a key driver of employee 

well-being through the dimension of workplace well-being. Many studies use job 

satisfaction as an indicator of employee well-being and often use job satisfaction as 

the only measure to determine employee well-being (Rothausen & Henderson, 

2019). Two studies of interest were those by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et 

al. (2023), both of which used job satisfaction in their investigation of the employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs.  

Rothausen and Henderson (2019) point out that job satisfaction is related to life well-

being, another dimension of employee well-being. This ties in with the view of 

spillover theory, that satisfaction at work spills over into satisfaction of life out of work. 

This is supported by Ardianti et al. (2022) in the sense that job satisfaction is related 

to psychological well-being, thus providing a holistic argument that job satisfaction is 

indeed related to employee well-being. Bangwal and Tiwari (2019) conducted a study 

using overall employee well-being and confirmed the view that overall employee well-

being was strongly related to job satisfaction. 

The study by Ardianti et al. (2022) produced results that indicated that side-hustle 

entrepreneurs have low job satisfaction, but it does not affect their employee well-

being. When M. Stephan et al. (2023) replicated and extended the study by Ardianti 

et al. (2022), they too found that side-hustle entrepreneurs exhibited low job 

satisfaction, but they also found that it consequently had negative effects on 

employee well-being. Both studies acknowledged a limitation in that they could only 

analyse satisfaction in one of the working roles of the side-hustle entrepreneur, thus 

motivating for both, job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction to be considered in 

side-hustle entrepreneurship studies.  

Hünefeld et al. (2020) indicate that prolonged job dissatisfaction can have long-

lasting negative effects on the employee’s well-being. Webster and Edwards (2019) 

found that individuals who experience job dissatisfaction in their job eventually seek 

another working role to counter the negative well-being effects of the first job. This 

further corroborates the motivation that job satisfaction is a key factor within side-

hustle entrepreneurship as one needs to look at the multiple roles these individuals 

have and how it impacts their employee well-being. 
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2.7.2. Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of Side-Hustle 

Entrepreneurs 

Ardianti et al. (2022) conducted an empirical investigation using secondary data of 

workers from the United Kingdom, with the aim to explain the well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs. Their findings proved that side-hustle entrepreneurs do indeed 

display distinct well-being characteristics when compared to full-time paid workers 

and full-time entrepreneurs. M. Stephan et al. (2023) replicated and extended this 

study using data on German workers and found that switching from a full-time paid 

job to side-hustle entrepreneurship had a negative impact on job satisfaction and life 

satisfaction, and ultimately negatively affected well-being. This contradicted the 

findings of Ardianti et al. (2022) which found that there was no such effect on well-

being. However, as previously discussed, both studies pointed out a lack of data to 

measure satisfaction in the self-employed role of the side-hustle entrepreneurs.  

U. Stephan et al. (2023) point out that entrepreneurship has both positive and 

negative effects on the well-being of the entrepreneur however, existing studies on 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs have not explored the self-

employed aspect of side-hustle entrepreneurs (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan et 

al., 2023). The nature of entrepreneurship and self-employment is that the individual 

has more autonomy, meaning that they have more control over their work and 

business, resulting in an increased sense of meaning in what they do (U. Stephan et 

al., 2023). This speaks directly to eudaimonic well-being and therefore indicates that 

satisfaction with entrepreneurial work links to well-being. Clausen et al. (2022) and 

Nikolova (2019) found that job autonomy and flexibility have a positive linear 

association with psychological well-being and with autonomy and flexibility being key 

characteristics of entrepreneurial job satisfaction, there is a link between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being.  

U. Stephan et al. (2020) found that while self-employed work initially provides an 

improvement in well-being, this improvement begins to fade away as the individual 

passes the early stages and starts experiencing some of the dissatisfying parts of 

self-employment. With Webster and Edwards (2019) finding that individuals 

sometimes explore side-hustle entrepreneurship due to dissatisfaction with their 

primary work, the findings by U. Stephan et al. (2020) are important to consider. The 

initial start-up phases of the side-hustle may bring joy, but once challenges within 
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that venture start coming to the forefront, the individual’s well-being may actually be 

negatively impacted. 

 

2.8. Moderating Role of Work-Life Balance 

2.8.1. Moderating Role of Work-Life Balance on Job Satisfaction and 

Employee Well-Being 

Kelliher et al. (2019) explain that having a good work-life balance results in improved 

employee well-being. They add that this good work-life balance creates a buffer for 

any experiences in work or non-work aspects that would usually result in a negative 

impact on well-being. Furthermore, Haar and Harris (2023) indicate that work-life 

balance influences the well-being of employees in the workplace. They elaborated 

on this by proving that higher levels of work-life balance can help employees absorb 

the negative effects of work, resulting in lower negative effects on their well-being.  

Allen et al. (2000) investigated the relationship between work-life balance, job 

satisfaction, and life satisfaction, and recommended that research be done to 

investigate work-life balance as a moderator. Work-life balance is critical for how 

work and the employee’s experience within it, affect their well-being (Demerouti et 

al., 2004; Haar et al., 2014). Furthermore, Gounder and Govender (2018) proved 

that work-life balance had a moderating effect on the influence of job satisfaction on 

employee happiness in a call centre setting. This study indicated that even though 

the job satisfaction of employees was moderate-to-low, they had a good work-life 

balance and that brought happiness to their lives, resulting in improved life 

satisfaction. 

In the context of side-hustle entrepreneurs, Ardianti et al. (2022) indicated that work-

life balance needs to be considered for side-hustle entrepreneurship studies. They 

indicated that despite individuals experiencing good job satisfaction in some cases, 

the time constraints of handling two working roles negate any positive effects on 

employee well-being. M. Stephan et al. (2023) found contradicting results for the job 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs when compared 

to Ardianti et al. (2022). They too pointed out that work-life balance brings through a 

different dynamic which is a consideration that cannot be ignored in the context of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs. 
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2.8.2. Moderating Role of Work-Life Balance on Side-Hustle Satisfaction 

and Employee Well-Being 

Through the lens of role accumulation theory, adding more roles in one’s life, in this 

case adding a self-employed role in addition to a paid job, can bring benefits but only 

to a certain extent (Berger & Bruch, 2021). There is a limit to how many roles an 

individual can take on, and if one exceeds that limit, this could result in serious strain 

implications for the individual (Kinnunen et al., 2006). This speaks to the fact that an 

individual needs to strike a fine balance, and adding more work roles comes at the 

expense of non-work roles, resulting in a work-life imbalance. 

While work-life balance has not been studied in the context of the well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs, Ardianti et al. (2022) indicated that work-life balance is an 

important factor that should be investigated in this context. Studies by Ardianti et al. 

(2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) found conflicting results regarding the well-being 

of side-hustle entrepreneurs. These conflicting results could be due to the fact that 

this relationship is contingent on other factors that could moderate the role. Based 

on the above findings, work-life balance could play a moderating role in the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. A moderating 

role could mean that the higher the levels of work-life balance, the stronger the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being, and the lower 

the levels of work-life balance, the weaker the relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being. 

While Webster and Edwards (2019) initially found that side-hustle entrepreneurship 

resulted in improved well-being, they also noticed that these types of individuals 

struggle with their work-life balance. As a result, they found that the demands from 

the multiple roles of side-hustle entrepreneurs add strain to the individual as they 

struggle to provide adequate time and attention to each role. This is supported by 

the study of Klyver et al. (2020), who stated that despite having a satisfactory side-

hustle, the well-being benefits from side-hustle entrepreneurship are offset by the 

challenges of work-life balance. 

Role accumulation theory explains that with the additional working role, side-hustle 

entrepreneurs could well have exceeded their limit and may experience strain. 

Kelliher et al. (2019) provide an interesting view that supports this explanation 

through the role accumulation theory. They indicate that individuals usually have a 
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buffer that allows them to adequately deal with negative experiences and minimise 

the impact thereof. However, they find that with an additional working role, this buffer 

is decreased or even depleted, resulting in the inability to balance any demands from 

the different roles. Mmbaga et al. (2023) indicated that time challenges and how they 

are dealt with may actually be the reason behind some of the different behaviours 

and outcomes observed within side-hustle entrepreneurship. They add that how the 

side-hustle entrepreneur balances their time may actually differentiate whether there 

is a positive or negative impact on their employee well-being, despite how good or 

bad their working roles are. This once again indicates that work-life balance could 

play a moderating role in the interaction of work satisfaction and employee well-

being. 

Although the satisfaction through the side-hustle entrepreneur’s venture brings 

benefits to their well-being, Carr et al. (2023) argue that as they try to further their 

business venture, time becomes a challenge. They add that this time challenge has 

been shown to reduce the positive results for the side-hustle entrepreneur’s well-

being. However, Nikolova (2019) indicates that for as long as they can have flexibility 

and autonomy in their role, they may be able to deal with the time constraints and 

avoid negative effects on their well-being. 

  

2.9. Conclusion 

The review provided insight into the extant literature applicable to this study. The 

side-hustle entrepreneur provides a unique setting in which a combination of two 

different working roles is being assumed, one in a paid job and the other in self-

employment. This led the review towards gaining an understanding of the concept of 

employee well-being, which is important for individuals and organisations, and then 

explored the concept of work satisfaction. The relationship between job satisfaction 

and employee well-being is evident from the existing literature and is supported by 

the spillover theory. However, drawing on the theory of role accumulation, the 

additional role taken on by side-hustle entrepreneurs could lead them to a work-life 

imbalance. Therefore, understanding the importance of work-life balance and 

understanding its moderating role on the relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being and its moderating role on the relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being proved to be crucial to closing off the review.  
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH QUESTION, CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

AND HYPOTHESES 

3.1. Introduction 

Informed by the literature review, this chapter presents the conceptual model that 

was developed for the study and poses the research question that grounded the 

investigation. The hypotheses for the study are also proposed based on the findings 

from the literature review. 

 

3.2. Research Question and Conceptual Model 

U. Stephan et al. (2023) investigated the question of whether working for oneself is 

better for well-being as opposed to being employed. However, the phenomenon that 

was explored in this study was not a case of working for oneself or an employer, 

rather it was one of side-hustle entrepreneurship, working for oneself and working 

for an employer. To add to this was the fact that the individual has two working roles 

to fulfil, creating a dilemma for their work-life balance. Therefore, the research 

question guiding this study was: 

Research Question: What is the moderating role of work-life balance on the 

relationship between work satisfaction and employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs?  

 

In order to explore this question, the conceptual model in Figure 1 below was 

proposed. 
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Figure 1: Proposed Conceptual model 

 

3.3. Hypotheses 

Clausen et al. (2022) provided evidence that autonomy plays a pivotal role in job 

satisfaction’s relationship with well-being, supporting the idea that there is a 

differentiated link between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs. Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) were unable 

to measure the impact of side-hustle satisfaction on the employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs and indicated that it needs to be understood. This led the study 

to the first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is a positive relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

Job satisfaction has been the focus of many studies, with specific attention on its 

impact on employee well-being. Job satisfaction influences employee well-being 

through its various dimensions of life well-being, workplace well-being, and 

psychological well-being (Ardianti et al., 2022; Pagán-Castaño et al., 2020; 

Rothausen & Henderson, 2019). Drawing on spillover theory, it can be explained that 

an improvement in job satisfaction can spill over to improved employee well-being. 

Therefore, the second hypothesis for this study was: 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction 

and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Job 
Satisfaction 

Side-hustle 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Well-being 

Work-Life 

Balance 

H1 

H3 H4 H2 
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Guided by role accumulation theory, the addition of roles provides benefits for an 

individual, but only up to a certain limit, beyond which, overload can occur, resulting 

in increased stress and strain (Sieber, 1974). Work-life balance provides a measure 

for individuals to avoid overloading themselves with work-related responsibilities 

(Brough et al., 2020), like that which could occur when adding a self-employed 

working role to a primary paid job. Ardianti et al. (2022) argued that despite how 

satisfied side-hustle entrepreneurs are with their side-hustles, work-life balance plays 

an important role in their well-being. This led the study to the third hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Work-life balance moderates the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-

life balance, the stronger the relationship between side-

hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. 

Furthermore, it was proven by Gounder and Govender (2018) that work-life balance 

has a moderating role on the relationship between job satisfaction and employee 

well-being. Mmbaga et al. (2023) indicated that this is an important consideration in 

the context of side-hustle entrepreneurship, with bad work-life balance resulting in 

negative implications for the well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur, despite 

satisfaction in their job. Therefore, the fourth hypothesis of the study was: 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Work-life balance moderates the relationship between 

job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life 

balance, the stronger the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being. 

By investigating these hypotheses, the research question was answered, ultimately 

fulfilling the purpose of the study. The consistency matrix in Appendix A summarises 

the links from the hypotheses to the literature. 

 

3.4. Conclusion 

This chapter presented the research question and the conceptual model that 

grounded the study. Based on this, four hypotheses were proposed which provided 

input into the research design and methodology of the study which follow next.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

4.1. Introduction 

Based on the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 3, a research design and 

methodology were formulated to answer the research question of this study. This 

chapter presents the chosen research design which includes the purpose of the 

research design, the methodological choices, and the time horizon, amongst others. 

The research methodology is then explained which sets out the population and unit 

of analysis for the study, how they were sampled, the measurement instrument that 

was used, how the data was gathered, and the sample size of the data collection. 

Lastly, the data analysis process is discussed along with the limitations of the 

research methodology. 

 

4.2. Research Design 

4.2.1. Purpose of Research Design 

Descriptive research is useful in cases that aim to produce a representation of a 

situation, while explanatory research is useful for cases that aim to understand a 

situation and possibly develop a new theory (Saunders et al., 2009). Saunders and 

Lewis (2018) point out exploratory research as another common purpose that guides 

researchers, amongst multiple others that are available. They explain that 

exploratory research seeks to uncover new insights about a behaviour and tries to 

take a different approach to asking questions in order to uncover something new. 

The aim of the research was to investigate the moderating role of work-life balance 

on the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. Therefore, a descripto-explanatory research design was well suited 

as this study aimed to produce a representation of the existing situation of employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs while also aiming to provide an explanation 

of the relationship through the moderating role of work-life balance (Saunders et al., 

2009). 
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4.2.2. Philosophy 

Saunders and Lewis (2018) indicate that “research philosophy refers to a system of 

beliefs and assumptions about the development and nature of knowledge” (p. 106). 

As they explain, research aims to develop knowledge, and although it may not always 

be developing new theories, it is still adding to the body of knowledge. They go on to 

present and explain five research philosophies that can be used. 

The first is positivism which is commonly used in physical and natural sciences. 

Positivism takes on a structured approach to research, aiming to produce results that 

are generalisable and replicable, removing human interpretation (Saunders & Lewis, 

2018). The next philosophy is realism, which Saunders et al. (2009) explain as 

focusing on explaining experiences people have and finding ways to explain the 

deeper relations that are not apparent.  

Interpretivism is explained by Hair et al. (2020) as a way of understanding differences 

based on social environments and seeking meanings from the social actors in those 

social environments. Saunders and Lewis (2018) explain the next philosophy, 

postmodernism, to be a philosophy that challenges the accepted or believed-truth by 

giving power to alternative, less-popular views. And lastly, pragmatism is explained 

by Saunders et al. (2009) as a philosophy that looks at the most practically possible 

way of answering the research questions.  

This study made use of a positivist philosophy. Bonache (2021) indicates that 

positivism deals with looking for an explanation of what occurs, and endeavours to 

find a relationship between elements. In aiming to understand the moderating role of 

work-life balance on the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-

being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, the study measured the relationships between 

these factors, lending to a positivist philosophy. This assisted in understanding the 

phenomenon of side-hustle entrepreneurs and what impacts their well-being.  

 

4.2.3. Research Approach 

Hair et al. (2020) advise that there are generally three approaches to research that 

provide the researcher with a manner in which theory will be used in the study. The 

first approach they present is the deductive approach which involves testing theory. 

In this approach, a theoretical lens is used to propose research questions, for which 
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data is collected and then analysed to determine if the theory is supported or not 

(Saunders & Lewis, 2018).  

The second approach presented by Hair et al. (2020) is induction, where the 

approach is to build theory. They explain that in this approach, a behaviour is 

observed, it is then investigated by gathering information to help understand why the 

behaviour is occurring, and thereafter, a theory could be formulated. Hair et al. (2020) 

then explain that the third approach is to combine deduction and induction, which 

Saunders and Lewis (2018) refer to as abduction. Saunders and Lewis (2018) 

explain that in this approach, the researcher would move between deduction and 

induction, thereby combining the two approaches. 

Since the study did not aim to build theory but rather to test the theories of spillover 

and role accumulation in the context of side-hustle entrepreneurs and their well-

being, a deductive approach was applicable. The explanation by Ormerod (2010) 

confirms this by indicating that deduction is an approach that examines the link 

between theories and empirical observations. Furthermore, the constructs of well-

being, work satisfaction, and work-life balance are well-researched phenomena with 

known measures, thus a deductive approach was employed. 

 

4.2.4. Methodological Choices 

Saunders et al. (2009) explain that research methods can be broadly categorised 

into three groups, mono methods, multi-methods, and mixed methods. They explain 

that mono methods employ a single technique for data collection and collect either 

qualitative or quantitative data. Multi-methods would be using multiple data collection 

techniques but still being restricted to either all being quantitative or all being 

qualitative (Saunders & Lewis, 2018). Lastly, mixed methods are approaches where 

more than one data collection technique is used with a mix of both quantitative and 

qualitative (Saunders et al., 2009). 

With the purpose of this study being to investigate the moderating role of work-life 

balance on the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs, a mono-method quantitative methodology was employed. 

Saunders et al. (2009) explain that qualitative methods can be used when aiming to 

explain why a phenomenon exists or to explore and understand a new concept. 
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However, this study aimed to investigate relationships of known phenomena (work 

satisfaction, employee well-being, and work-life balance) in a different context, with 

all the data having to come from the side-hustle entrepreneur through one data 

collection technique. Therefore, a mono-method quantitative technique was ideal. 

This also aligned with previous studies on well-being, work satisfaction, and work-

life balance such as Shir et al. (2019), U. Stephan (2018), and Deery and Jago 

(2015), all of whom used a quantitative methodology.  

 

4.2.5. Strategy 

This study explored the phenomena of work-life balance, work satisfaction, and 

employee well-being within the world of side-hustle entrepreneurship. For this 

reason, following previous studies in these fields, like the studies by Shir et al. (2019), 

U. Stephan (2018), and Deery and Jago (2015), a survey questionnaire was used. 

Saunders and Lewis (2018) indicate that surveys are an inexpensive tool to gather 

data from a large number of people and can provide a statistical representation of 

the population. Guided by previous studies on the concepts of interest, the strategy 

of a survey questionnaire was appropriate. 

 

4.2.6. Time Horizon 

Hair et al. (2020) indicate that longitudinal studies are used to explain how a 

behaviour changes over time, while cross-sectional studies are used to investigate a 

phenomenon at a particular point in time. Zikmund et al. (2010) add that a cross-

sectional time horizon is usually used to understand relationships amongst factors 

and is common in business research. Therefore, this study made use of a cross-

sectional time horizon. This aligned with the previous studies that investigated the 

well-being of entrepreneurs like U. Stephan (2018) and Karimi and Reisi (2022), 

which made use of cross-sectional time horizons. As Saunders and Lewis (2018) 

explain, cross-sectional research collects data at a given point in time explaining the 

relationship or behaviour at that point in time. Therefore, with the data collection 

having taken place over a period of five weeks, between 23 July 2024 and 27 August 

2024, the study provides a view of the phenomena at that point in time. 
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4.3. Research Methodology 

4.3.1. Population 

A population represents all members that form the group of interest in a study and is 

not limited to individuals as it could also be companies, lists, or even objects 

(Saunders & Lewis, 2018). Since the focus of this study was the well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs, the population for the study comprised of all side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. Folta et al. (2010) produced one of the earliest studies regarding side-

hustle entrepreneurship and defined a side-hustle entrepreneur, which, to that point, 

had not been done. Subsequent studies have used the definition proposed by Folta 

et al. (2010), including the systematic literature reviews by Demir et al. (2020) and 

Ribeiro et al. (2023). This study used the same definition, which identified a side-

hustle entrepreneur as a person who engages in a primary paid job as well as self-

employment at the same time. Therefore, the population comprised of all individuals 

that engage in side-hustle entrepreneurship. 

 

4.3.2. Unit of Analysis 

The unit of analysis specifies the level at which data is gathered and from whom or 

what it will be gathered (Zikmund et al., 2010). This can be at different levels, an 

individual level, a group level, or even an organisation level for example (Zikmund et 

al., 2010). Creswell (2012) adds that the unit of analysis is dependent on what is 

being investigated and what the study aims to uncover. With this research having 

focused on side-hustle entrepreneurship, the unit of analysis was an individual side-

hustle entrepreneur. This was further reinforced by the fact that the study aimed to 

measure the well-being of a side-hustle entrepreneur and therefore aligned with the 

guidance provided by Zikmund et al. (2010) and Creswell (2012). 

 

4.3.3. Sampling Method 

Saunders and Lewis (2018) explain that probability sampling can be utilised when 

the entire population one intends to sample from is known. Since a list of all side-

hustle entrepreneurs was not available and such a list could not be compiled, 

probability sampling was not an option for this study. Non-probability sampling was 
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employed as it is used for research where a comprehensive list of the population is 

not available (Saunders & Lewis, 2018). 

Non-probability sampling consists of a variety of techniques, and several of them 

were used in this study. Volunteer sampling is a method where the respondent 

volunteers to take part in the study and is usually applicable when identifying sample 

members is a challenge (Saunders & Lewis, 2018). A side-hustle entrepreneur may 

not be known to be one and the public may only be aware of the employed part of 

their work, therefore identifying such individuals was not obvious. For this reason, 

volunteer sampling is a technique that was used by placing the survey on public 

platforms for individuals to volunteer their participation. In addition to volunteer 

sampling, snowball sampling was used. Snowball sampling is used to obtain 

respondents through referrals (Zikmund et al., 2010). By requesting people to refer 

others who were likely to form part of the population, the reach of the researcher 

increased beyond his immediate network. In this manner, the volume of respondents 

increased.  

Since the population of this study comprised of side-hustle entrepreneurs, it was 

important to ensure that the data did not contain responses from individuals who did 

not qualify. Therefore, screening questions were used to ensure that the respondent 

had an employed job and a side-hustle, and that more time was spent in the 

employed job compared to the side-hustle to ensure the correct primary role. 

Furthermore, the study aimed to target individuals who were engaging in side-hustle 

entrepreneurship for at least three months. This allowed for a more accurate view of 

the characteristics of well-being and avoided any recent changes that were yet to 

settle. This approach was also used in other well-being studies like that by Brown 

and Ryan (2003). Therefore, qualifying questions were also included to ensure that 

the data being used only contained respondents who were engaging in side-hustle 

entrepreneurship for at least three months (i.e., at least three months in both the 

employed and self-employed role). 

 

4.3.4. Sample Size 

The survey received 347 responses during the five-week period (excluding the pilot 

testing responses), with 208 of those being valid responses. The other 139 

responses were removed due to the participant not having a paid job (33 responses), 
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not having a side-hustle (67 responses), spending more time in the side-hustle than 

the paid job (25 responses), or being in one of the roles for less than three months 

(14 responses). The sample size of 208 responses exceeded the initial target of 150 

responses.  

When looking into previous studies, Karimi and Reisi (2022) conducted a well-being 

investigation with a sample size of 102 responses while Asante et al. (2022) used 

279 responses. Other studies that utilised secondary data were able to gather over 

200,000 data samples (Ribeiro et al., 2023). Given that there have been studies 

conducting quantitative analysis studies with just over 100 samples, the sample size 

of 208 was deemed acceptable.  

 

4.3.5. Measurement Instrument 

Well-being has been a topic for research over many years and has commonly been 

measured in quantitative studies. Two particular studies that provide guidance in this 

area are the studies by M. Stephan et al. (2023) and Ardianti et al. (2022), both of 

which researched the well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, one in Germany and 

one in the United Kingdom. Both made use of well-being measures that were 

measured on Likert scales, ranging from four-point to 11-point scales. Similarly, 

work-life balance has also commonly been measured in quantitative studies and the 

work by Brough et al. (2014) was used to provide guidance.  

M. Stephan et al. (2023) and Ardianti et al. (2022) measured life satisfaction, job 

satisfaction, and strain, in their studies of well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

However, they both fell short by only being able to measure job satisfaction, and 

therefore this study included a measurement for side-hustle satisfaction. 

A questionnaire was used to gather the information from the sample. Saunders and 

Lewis (2018) indicate that questionnaires are a valuable instrument to gather large 

amounts of responses answering the same set of questions. Based on the 

conceptual model presented earlier in Figure 1, the study aimed to measure four 

components of side-hustle entrepreneurship. These were job satisfaction, side-

hustle satisfaction, employee well-being, and work-life balance. Along with this, there 

were several control variables being measured. 
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4.3.5.1. Independent Variables 

This study measured two independent variables, namely job satisfaction and side-

hustle satisfaction. Job satisfaction is defined as “one’s overall evaluative judgement 

of their job” (Hoff et al., 2020, p. 3). Job satisfaction was measured on a five-point 

Likert scale using the scale from the investigation by Curry et al. (1986). This was a 

six-item scale that was adapted from Brayfield and Rothe (1951). The Cronbach’s 

alpha was 0.86 and 0.87 for the two datasets collected at different times in the study 

by Curry et al. (1986), indicating a good level of consistency and internal reliability, 

signifying that a good scale was used.  

The concept of job satisfaction was extended to a side-hustle entrepreneur’s self-

employed work, thus providing the measure of side-hustle satisfaction. By adapting 

the items of the job satisfaction scale discussed above, side-hustle satisfaction was 

measured. The adapted survey was also pilot tested as it aided in testing whether 

the respondents understood the questions and were able to answer them in 

accordance with the expectation of evaluating their self-employed work (Saunders & 

Lewis, 2018). The pilot test was conducted with 12 individuals and the feedback 

received regarding the measurement of side-hustle satisfaction indicated that the 

questions were clear and understandable. This provided confirmation that the 

adaptation of the job satisfaction scale to side-hustle satisfaction was acceptable. 

4.3.5.2. Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this study was employee well-being, and the World Health 

Organisation (2023) indicates that “employee well-being encompasses quality of life 

and the ability of people and societies to contribute to the world with a sense of 

meaning and purpose” (para. 1). Employee well-being was measured on a five-point 

Likert scale using the scale developed by Zheng et al. (2015). This was a multi-

dimensional scale that measured life well-being, workplace well-being, and 

psychological well-being to provide an overall measure of employee well-being. The 

scale contained 18 items, six items for each dimension. Zheng et al. (2015) reported 

that the Cronbach’s alpha for the subscales ranged between 0.88 and 0.93 while the 

Cronbach’s alpha for the overall measurement of employee well-being was at 0.93. 

This indicated that there was a high level of consistency and internal reliability for 

this scale and ultimately was a good scale that was used for employee well-being. 
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4.3.5.3. Moderator Variable 

The moderator variable proposed in this study was work-life balance. Kelliher et al. 

(2019) explain work-life balance to be “the relationship between work and non‐work 

aspects of individuals' lives” (p. 98). This variable was measured on a five-point Likert 

scale using the scale developed by Brough et al. (2014) which contained four items. 

Brough et al. (2014) reported that this scale had a good level of internal reliability and 

consistency with Cronbach’s alphas between 0.84 and 0.94 in each of their four 

studies thus indicating that it was a good scale that was used in this study. 

4.3.5.4. Control Variables 

Additionally, the questionnaire contained several control variables relating to the 

respondents. These comprised of information about the respondent themselves, 

about their paid job, and about their self-employed work. The respondents’ age 

ranges, level of education, their tenure in their respective jobs/careers, and the 

industries in which they operated were captured here. This helped in analysing the 

data and potentially uncovering behaviours that could be linked to these 

characteristics. A key piece of information gathered was whether the respondent’s 

primary job was in an employed position and their secondary job was in self-

employment.  

The questionnaire was designed using best practice guidelines. Saunders and Lewis 

(2018) point out the importance of the layout and appearance of the questionnaire. 

Guidelines like the flow of the survey and ensuring questions were simple, clear, and 

unambiguous (Zikmund et al., 2010) were also considered. This was further tested 

and improved during the pilot testing phase. In addition, a consent message was 

displayed at the start of the survey to ensure that the relevant information about the 

study was conveyed to the respondent and that they were providing consent by 

continuing with the survey. The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix B.  

 

4.3.6. Data Gathering Process 

The survey was designed and distributed using the Google Forms digital platform. 

This allowed for self-completion and distribution through various online platforms, 

allowing for quicker reach and feedback from respondents. This helped maximise 

the number of responses to the survey by allowing respondents to share the survey 

merely through a weblink. 
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Prior to the data collection process, pilot testing of the survey was conducted. 

Multiple aspects of the survey were tested during the pilot test including the 

understanding of the questions, the understanding of the adapted questions for side-

hustle satisfaction, the flow of the survey, the interaction and user-experience of the 

survey setup, and the amount of time it took to complete the survey. A total of 12 

pilot tests were completed, with three being initially completed on paper before the 

digital survey was created and the remaining nine pilot tests were completed on the 

digital platform. All respondents exhibited a good understanding of the questions, 

even with the adapted questions. The main feedback provided was around the user-

experience of the way the survey was set up on the digital platform and the flow of 

the survey. The amendments made to rectify this were to adjust the input method on 

some of the items (free text vs. drop-down selection vs. radio button selection) and 

to adjust the flow by stopping the survey early if the respondent did not meet certain 

qualifying criteria. These changes were made as the feedback was received, in order 

for the changes to be tested by other individuals conducting the pilot test. 

The data collection began on 23 July 2023. The surveys were initially distributed to 

the researcher’s network. This was done through LinkedIn, WhatsApp, Facebook, x 

(formerly Twitter) and Instagram. In this distribution, there was also a request for the 

survey to be passed on to other potential respondents or to be re-shared. The survey 

link was shared on various Facebook, LinkedIn, and WhatsApp groups as well. 

These techniques helped in increasing the reach of the survey and exceeding the 

initially targeted sample size.  

The survey was closed to responses on 27 August 2024, resulting in a response 

window of exactly five weeks. All data was removed from Google Forms and purely 

kept in a spreadsheet stored in Google Drive, an access-controlled cloud storage 

platform. The data will be kept for a period of 10 years, as per the University of 

Pretoria’s requirement for such a study. 

 

4.3.7. Data Analysis Approach 

At a high level, the approach to data analysis comprised of initially exporting the data 

from Google Forms, where the data was collected, to Microsoft Excel. The data 

preparation was then conducted in Microsoft Excel after which pre-testing, and 

statistical analysis were conducted in Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS version 29 
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(referred to as SPSS henceforth) along with the AMOS version 29 plugin. Microsoft 

Excel was used again for the descriptive analysis, and SPSS was used once more 

for the hypothesis testing. It is important to note that this study made use of a 

confidence level of 95% for the statistical tests that were conducted. The results of 

the analysis are presented in Chapter 5. 

4.3.7.1. Data Preparation 

The first step in preparing the data was to remove non-qualifying responses from the 

data. There were two groups of non-qualifying responses that had to be identified 

and removed. The first group comprised of those responses received during the pilot 

testing of the survey. These would be identified by the time of the response as the 

survey was distributed publicly for the first time at 14h30 on 23 July 2024. Therefore, 

any responses received prior to this time would have been pilot testing responses. 

The second group comprised of the responses that did not meet the qualifying criteria 

discussed in Section 4.3.3 above. These were to check that the response was indeed 

from a side-hustle entrepreneur and that the respondent spent at least three months 

as a side-hustle entrepreneur. All responses that did not meet these criteria were 

removed from the dataset.  

With the majority of the items on the questionnaire having sought feedback on a 

Likert scale, the responses were coded allowing for the data to be classified as 

numeric, interval data (Wegner, 2020). There were several nominal and ordinal 

measures captured in the control variables and these had to also be coded (Wegner, 

2020). Furthermore, since the column headers were named with the full question 

posed in the survey, the data columns were labelled for ease of reference and 

analysis. 

The survey was set up with all questions being mandatory (for responses where the 

qualifying criteria were met), therefore there was an expectation that there would be 

no missing values in the responses. Once the data was exported to SPSS, Little’s 

Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test was used to test for any missing data. 

Hair et al. (2018) explain that if the missing values are missing completely at random 

and are less than 10% of the responses, they may be deleted. They go on to suggest 

multiple different imputation methods that could be utilised if the responses cannot 

be deleted as a result of not meeting these conditions. 
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4.3.7.2. Statistical Analysis and Quality Assurance 

A number of statistical tests needed to be conducted in order to ensure the collected 

data fulfilled certain conditions that would produce reliable results. These tests 

covered common method bias, outliers, reliability, and validity. 

4.3.7.2.1 Common Method Bias 

Common method bias has been cited to be a dominant source of measurement error 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Kock et al. (2021) explain that “common method bias can 

occur when both the independent and dependent variables are measured within one 

survey, using the same (i.e., a common) response method” (p. 1). The presence of 

common method bias can have detrimental effects on the results of a study 

specifically distorting relationships between constructs (Kock et al., 2021; Min et al., 

2016).  

This study collected data for the independent and dependent variables through one 

survey and used the same response method, therefore the presence of common 

method bias needed to be tested for. One of the most widely used tests for common 

method bias is Harman’s single-factor test, which was used in this study (Kock et al., 

2021; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Common method bias was present if the result of this 

test indicated that 50% or more of the variance was explained by a single factor 

(Fuller et al., 2016; Kock et al., 2021). 

4.3.7.2.2 Outliers 

Outliers are records or observations in the data that are distinctly different to the norm 

of the dataset (Hair et al., 2018). Hair et al. (2018) advise that identifying outliers can 

be done by identifying datapoints where the standardised value is greater than a 

specific threshold. They recommend a threshold of ±2.5 for sample sizes that have 

80 or less responses, and a threshold of up to ±4 for sample sizes that are larger 

than 80, with a threshold of ±3 being the most commonly identified threshold for 

outlier detection. With the sample size being 208 in this study, a threshold of ±3 was 

used to identify outliers. 

Once outliers were identified, the winsorization technique was used. The two 

common approaches to dealing with outliers are trimming (deleting the observations) 

or winsorization (Davidov et al., 2018). In order to avoid reducing the sample size, 

winsorization was chosen to handle the outliers. This technique entailed changing 

the value of the outlier to the closest acceptable value (Aguinis et al., 2013). This 
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technique was valid as long as less than 5% of the datapoints were being winsorized 

(Aguinis et al., 2013). Once the winsorization process was run, the dataset was 

analysed to ensure that there were no outliers remaining, and if there were, then the 

abovementioned steps were repeated until there were no outliers present. 

4.3.7.2.3 Normality 

Many statistical tests are based on the assumption that the dataset being used is 

normally distributed and therefore, using data that is not normally distributed can 

produce results leading to inferences that are invalid (Hair et al., 2018). For this 

reason, the normality of the collected data was assessed. Common approaches to 

evaluating the normality of a dataset are using skewness and kurtosis, the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, and the Shapiro-Wilk test (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2007; 

Razali & Wah, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) 

indicate that the skewness and kurtosis approach will often produce results that 

indicate normality violations in larger sample sizes. Therefore, they recommend that 

for sample sizes over 200 observations, the skewness and kurtosis method is not a 

good approach as the results will likely show normality violations.  

On the other hand, Pallant (2007) and Hair et al. (2018) also explain that for the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and the Shapiro-Wilk test, it is common to see results 

suggesting a violation of normality in larger samples. However, there is clear 

agreement amongst all the authors that one of the most effective approaches is to 

graphically check for normality (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2007; Razali & Wah, 2011; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Given that the sample size in this study exceeded 200 

observations, the graphical approach of using a normal Q-Q plot was used to 

evaluate normality. This plot illustrates the expected value for a normal distribution 

against the actual value, and when the line is fairly straight and the points are close 

to the line, the dataset can be seen as conforming to normality (Pallant, 2007; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

4.3.7.2.4 Reliability 

Hair et al. (2018) explain reliability as the “extent to which a variable or set of 

variables is consistent in what is being measured” (p. 123). The most common check 

for reliability is the internal consistency of the variable (Pallant, 2007). Two metrics 

that can be used to assess the internal consistency are the Cronbach’s alpha and 

composite reliability (Hair et al., 2018). Cronbach’s alpha assumes equal factor 

loadings while composite reliability does not (Hair et al., 2018). However, Cronbach’s 
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alpha is still recommended as it is seen to be more conservative (Hair et al., 2018). 

As a result, this study used the Cronbach’s alpha as well as the composite reliability 

to evaluate for reliability. This was carried out for each of the constructs that were 

measured. Furthermore, Pallant (2007) indicates that the reliability of the subscales 

also needs to be checked if there are any, which is applicable in the case of the 

employee well-being scale used in this study.  

Pallant (2007) indicates that a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.8 or higher is preferrable, but a 

minimum of 0.7 can still be seen as acceptable. Although the scales used in this 

study were previously reported to have Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.84 to 0.94, 

the reliability still needed to be assessed in the case of the data collected for this 

study. The Cronbach’s alpha was measured for each construct, using the reliability 

analysis in SPSS. Pallant (2007) recommends that where a construct does not meet 

the minimum required Cronbach’s alpha, the output from SPSS can be used to 

evaluate if items in the construct can be deleted to improve the reliability to an 

acceptable level. 

Composite reliability is usually used when confirmatory factor analysis is used in a 

study (discussed further below for this study). Hair et al. (2018) indicate that in cases 

where established scales are used, the composite reliability should range between 

0.7 and 0.95. The composite reliability was calculated in Microsoft Excel using the 

formula explained by Chueng et al. (2024), which is listed below: 

𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 (𝐶𝑅) =  
(∑ 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)2

(∑ 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)
2

+ ∑ 𝑀𝐸
 

where: 

𝑀𝐸 =  1 − (𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔)2 

 

4.3.7.2.5 Factor Analysis Dimension Reduction 

The next step in the statistical analysis was to reduce the survey questions to the 

corresponding constructs. A construct itself cannot be fully observed or measured 

and it is therefore usually measured through a number of observable items (Zikmund 

et al., 2010). Factor analysis is then the statistical technique utilised to reduce the 

multiple observed items to the construct being investigated (Hair et al., 2018).  
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There are two techniques that can be used for factor analysis, exploratory factor 

analysis and confirmatory factor analysis (Hair et al., 2018). Exploratory factor 

analysis is commonly used when exploring how many constructs are being 

measured by the variables and what these constructs are, as these are unknown and 

therefore the name exploratory (Zikmund et al., 2010). Confirmatory factor analysis, 

on the other hand, already starts with an expectation of which variables relate to 

which constructs and is usually based off an existing scale, thereby confirming the 

theory; hence the name confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Hair et al., 2018; 

Zikmund et al., 2010).  

Since this study made use of existing scales, CFA was the preferred approach. As 

indicated by Reinartz et al. (2009), the rule of thumb for employing a method such 

as CFA is that a minimum sample size of 200 observations is recommended. This 

study contained 208 valid responses and therefore CFA was used for the factor 

analysis. 

The CFA was conducted using the AMOS plugin for SPSS. When building a CFA 

model, there are a number of outputs that are produced by AMOS. However, in order 

to assess whether the model provides a good fit, Hair et al. (2018) have suggested 

that certain outputs be assessed and reported on. The first recommended metric is 

the Chi-Square Goodness of Fit, but Hair et al. (2018) raise two important 

considerations for this metric. Firstly, it is highly influenced by the sample size and 

the number of observed items. Therefore, they recommend using the normed Chi-

Square which is the ratio of the Chi-Square to the degrees of freedom in the model, 

and that it should be three or less. Second, while it is recommended that the results 

should indicate statistical insignificance, it is once again influenced by the sample 

size and the number of factors. Therefore, even if a good fit is found, the output could 

still indicate statistical significance which is not the desired outcome. Therefore, to 

cater for this, Hair et al. (2018) recommend using other metrics to also assess the 

goodness of fit of the model. 

Hair et al. (2018) go on to discuss other metrics to use to analyse the goodness of fit 

of the CFA model, in addition to the Chi-Square metric. They recommend using at 

least one absolute fit index (Goodness-of-Fit Index, Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation, Root Mean Square Residual, or Standardised Root Mean Square 

Residual), at least one incremental fit index (Tucker Lewis Index, or Comparative Fit 

Index), at least one goodness-of-fit index (Goodness-of-Fit Index, Tucker Lewis 
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Index, or Comparative Fit Index) and at least one badness-of-fit index (Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation, Root Mean Square Residual, or Standardised Root 

Mean Square Residual).  

Therefore, to assess the fit of the CFA model and satisfy these recommendations, 

the metrics that were used in this study, along with the recommended thresholds by 

Hair et al. (2018), were: 

• The normed Chi-Square, which should be three or lower,  

• The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), which should be 

lower than 0.08, 

• The Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), which should also 

be lower than 0.08, and 

• The Comparative Fit Index (CFI), which should be greater than 0.9. 

Other commonly used metrics are the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) and the Tucker 

Lewis Index (TLI) which should both be 0.9 or higher (Hair et al., 2018).  

Once a model with good fit was established, the composite reliability checks 

discussed in Section 4.3.7.2.4 above were conducted, followed by the validity checks 

discussed below. Once reliability, validity, and goodness-of-fit were all established, 

the CFA model provided an indication of which variables were to be used to calculate 

the construct scores. The method employed in this study was to calculate the 

construct scores as the average of all the scores of the variables that the CFA model 

associated with the construct (Hair et al., 2018; Zikmund et al., 2010). 

4.3.7.2.6 Validity 

Pallant (2007) explains the validity of a scale to be “the degree to which it measures 

what it is supposed to measure” (p. 7). While this study employed established and 

tested scales, these scales were utilised under different conditions compared to 

those where the scales were developed. Furthermore, the job satisfaction scale was 

adapted for side-hustle satisfaction. For these reasons, the validities of the scales 

were assessed in the context of this study. One aspect of establishing validity was 

the pilot testing of the questionnaire, where participants in the pilot test explained 

their understanding of the questions in a manner that was in line with the construct. 

However, construct validity still needed to be evaluated. 
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Hair et al. (2018) explain that construct validity indicates whether a set of variables 

is truly measuring the theoretical dimension that they were supposed to be 

measuring. They add that it can be broken down into convergent validity and 

discriminant validity. Assessing convergent validity entailed calculating the average 

variance extracted (AVE) as per the following formula indicated by Hair et al. (2018): 

𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑉𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝐸𝑥𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 (𝐴𝑉𝐸) =  
∑(𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)2

𝑛
 

where 𝑛 is the number of items in the construct (Hair et al., 2018). Hair et al. (2018) 

indicate that the AVE value needs to be a minimum of 0.5. They also add that all 

standardised estimate loadings should be 0.5 or higher, and if not, the variable 

should be considered for deletion. 

Discriminant validity measures how unique the measured construct is in comparison 

with the other constructs in the data (Hair et al., 2018). This was calculated using the 

approach proposed by Henseler et al. (2015) referred to as the hetrotrait-monotrait 

(HTMT) ratio of correlations. Monotrait correlations refer to the correlations between 

the items in question and the items of the same construct that they belong to, which 

is produced in the confirmatory factor analysis (Henseler et al., 2015). Hetrotrait 

correlations refer to the correlations between the items in question and the items of 

other constructs, which are also produced in the confirmatory factor analysis 

(Henseler et al., 2015). The ratios are then calculated using the formula below, as 

provided by Henseler et al. (2015): 

𝐻𝑇𝑀𝑇 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝐴−𝐵 =  
𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒(𝐻𝑇 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝐴 − 𝐵)

√𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 (𝑀𝑇 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝐴) ×  𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 (𝑀𝑇 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝐵)
 

with the variables indicating: 

 𝐻𝑇 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 – Hetrotrait correlations 

 𝑀𝑇 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 – Monotrait correlations 

 

Henseler et al. (2015) indicate that the values of each hetrotrait-monotrait ratio 

should be less than 0.9 for conceptually similar constructs and less than 0.85 for 

constructs that are more distinct from one another. 
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Once the data had been analysed to be robust enough for the use in the study, the 

descriptive analysis and hypothesis testing could be conducted.  

4.3.7.3. Descriptive Analysis 

Descriptive analysis provides basic, summarised information about the features of 

the data (Zikmund et al., 2010). As mentioned previously, the descriptive analysis 

was conducted in Microsoft Excel. Therefore, the prepared and tested data from 

SPSS was exported into Microsoft Excel in order to conduct the descriptive analysis.  

Firstly, the profile of the respondents was analysed to gain insight into the individuals 

that formed part of the sample. Thereafter, the data was analysed to provide some 

descriptive statistics like frequency, mean, and median. The analysis was conducted 

per construct in order to gain better insight into the data collected. When responses 

to the individual questionnaire items were analysed, the original responses were 

reported and not the winsorized responses. Items that were removed due to reliability 

and validity concerns were not included in this analysis. 

4.3.7.4. Hypothesis Testing 

The tests discussed below were also conducted in SPSS, in order to test the 

hypotheses that were proposed for this study in Chapter 3.  

4.3.7.4.1 Correlation 

In order to first establish whether there were relationships between the various 

constructs in the study, a correlation test was used. The correlation test measured 

the strength of the relationship between two constructs (Wegner, 2020). A correlation 

test establishes whether there is an association between two variables, not a cause-

and-effect relationship (Wegner, 2020). All four constructs were included in this 

correlation test, with the main focus on whether there was a relationship between 

Job Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being and also whether there was a relationship 

between Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being.  

Given that the data measured in this study was interval, numeric data, and this step 

in the analysis aimed to establish if an association between factors existed, the 

Pearson’s correlation test was used (Pallant, 2007; Zikmund et al., 2010). The 

Pearson correlation coefficient ranges from -1 to +1, with negative values indicating 

an inverse relationship, while positive values indicate a direct relationship (Zikmund 

et al., 2010). Pallant (2007) provides a guide to understanding the strength of the 

relationship. She explains that if the absolute value of the correlation coefficient is 
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between 0.10 and 0.29, there is a small or weak relationship between the variables. 

If the absolute value of the correlation coefficient is between 0.30 and 0.49, there is 

a medium or moderate relationship between the variables. Lastly, if the absolute 

value of the correlation coefficient is between 0.50 and 1.00, there is a large or strong 

relationship between the variables.  

Importantly, the significance of the result needed to be assessed. This was assessed 

through the sig-values or p-values produced in Pearson’s correlation test (Pallant, 

2007). A sig-value less than 0.05 indicated that the correlation produced in the test 

had a confidence level of 95% and would therefore be deemed to be a statistically 

significant result.  

4.3.7.4.2 Multiple Regression 

This study tested four hypotheses, all of which related to relationships between 

independent variables and a dependent variable. Furthermore, in two of the four 

hypotheses, one of the independent variables was a moderator. In addition to this, 

the type of data collected was numeric, interval data, and therefore, the suitable 

statistical technique for this study was multiple regression, which was used to test all 

four hypotheses (Pallant, 2007). Multiple regression is a technique that can be used 

to understand how the dependent variable (employee well-being) was influenced by 

one of the independent variables (job satisfaction or side-hustle satisfaction) and the 

moderator variable (work-life balance) (Zikmund et al., 2010). Hierarchical multiple 

regression was used because it enabled testing of the different hypotheses as it 

allowed for the addition of independent variables sequentially, with each step running 

another multiple regression model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Two sets of 

hierarchical regression models were run, the first, to test Hypothesis 1 and 

Hypothesis 3, and the second, to test Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 4.  

In order to understand how to utilise regression for moderation, the moderator 

regression mathematical equation needed to be understood. Hayes and Rockwood 

(2020) present a representation of a moderating effect, with 𝑌 being the dependent 

variable, 𝑋 being the independent variable and 𝑊 being the moderator. They capture 

the relationship through the following mathematical equation: 
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𝑌̂ =  𝑖𝑌 + 𝑏1𝑋 + 𝑏2𝑊 + 𝑏3𝑋𝑊 + 𝑒𝑌 

With the variables estimating the: 

𝑌̂ - dependent variable 

𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑏3 – regression coefficients 

𝑖𝑌 – regression intercept 

𝑒𝑌 – error  

𝑋 – independent variable 

𝑊 – moderator variable 

𝑋𝑊 – moderator effect/interaction term 

 

As indicated in the above equation, the additional independent variable, the 

moderator 𝑊, is introduced, then the moderator effect is also brought into the 

equation, with the term 𝑏3𝑋𝑊 (Hair et al., 2018).  

The first step to operationalising this was to mean-centre the independent variables 

as indicated by Hair et al. (2018), which is commonly used for moderation and 

interaction effects in regression, particularly to correct for multicollinearity. The next 

step was to create the interaction terms, which were calculated by multiplying the 

mean-centred independent variable with the mean-centred moderator variable (Hair 

et al., 2018). The hierarchical regression analysis was then run, by starting with the 

dependent variable (Employee Well-Being) and the mean-centred independent 

variable (Job Satisfaction or Side-Hustle Satisfaction), thereafter, sequentially adding 

the mean-centred moderator variable (Work-Life Balance) and lastly, the applicable 

interaction variable. 

The outputs produced by SPSS were interpreted in order to assess the hypotheses 

(two hypotheses per run). The first check was the ‘Model Summary’ table, which 

indicated each model’s ability to predict the change in the dependent variable 

(Pallant, 2007). The first model indicated the regression analysis without the 

moderator (essentially testing Hypothesis 1 or Hypothesis 2) and the third model 

indicated the regression analysis for the moderator effect (testing Hypothesis 3 or 

Hypothesis 4). For each model, the ‘Sig. F Change’ value indicated the significance 
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value for the change in the model’s predictability power. Pallant (2007) indicates that 

this value should be less than 0.05 to be a statistically significant change in the 

prediction power of the model with the new variables. If these values were lower than 

0.05, then the ‘Adjusted R Square’ value could be interpreted to be the amount of 

variance of the dependent variable that was explained by the model (Pallant, 2007). 

Therefore, the additional prediction power was evaluated as the change in the 

‘Adjusted R Square’ value, as long as the ‘Sig F. Change’ values were significant. 

Furthermore, the ANOVA results were also examined to ensure that the model 

produced a good fit and a statistically significant result (Pallant, 2007). Once again, 

the sig-value was assessed to see whether it was below 0.05, therefore indicating a 

statistically significant model (Pallant, 2007). Lastly, to understand the contribution 

of the various independent variables to the model, the ‘Coefficients’ table was 

analysed, looking for statistically significant (Sig. < 0.05) coefficients (Pallant, 2007).  

The above metrics were assessed only for the first model in the output, in order to 

determine the outcomes of Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. For Hypothesis 3 and 

Hypothesis 4, the above metrics were assessed for the additional models in the 

hierarchical regression. Hair et al. (2018) indicate that for a moderator to be deemed 

as having a significant effect, the change in the ‘Adjusted R Square’ needs to be 

significant. Therefore, “only the incremental effect is assessed, not the significance 

of individual variables” (Hair et al., 2018, p. 285). This rule was then applied to 

determine if there was a moderator effect. 

4.3.7.4.3 Assumptions of Regression 

Regression analysis is based on certain assumptions and therefore, to employ the 

use of regression, these assumptions needed to be examined to ensure valid results 

were produced. Pallant (2007) and Hair et al. (2018) provided a comprehensive view 

of the assumptions behind multiple regression. The first common check amongst 

many sources is that of normality of the variables (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2007). 

This was examined with the same approach explained earlier in Section 4.3.7.2.3, 

with the normal Q-Q plots for the constructs. Furthermore, it is indicated by Hair et 

al. (2018) that with sample sizes approaching and exceeding 200 observations, 

regression analysis does become robust to any violations of normality, however, the 

check was still done despite this study having a sample size of 208 observations.  
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The second assumption is that of a large enough sample size, with small sample 

sizes tending to have negative implications on generalisability (Hair et al., 2018; 

Pallant, 2007). Pallant (2007) recommended a minimum sample size of 50 + 8m 

where m is the number of independent variables. For this study, there were three 

independent variables (Job Satisfaction, Side-Hustle Satisfaction, and Work-Life 

Balance), therefore, according to Pallant (2007) the minimum required sample size 

would have been 74. However, Hair et al. (2018) recommended a minimum sample 

size of 100, therefore this threshold was used and was exceeded in the case of this 

study, with 208 observations.  

The third assumption which required testing was that of multicollinearity (Hair et al., 

2018; Pallant, 2007). Multicollinearity is the presence of highly correlated 

independent variables (Pallant, 2007). The technique of mean-centring the 

independent variables helped to circumvent this (Hair et al., 2018), however, the 

presence of multicollinearity was still assessed through the output of SPSS. In the 

output of SPSS, there were two variables that could be used to assess 

multicollinearity, the ‘VIF’ value and the ‘Tolerance’ value (Pallant, 2007). It is only 

required to assess one of these values, as they are correlated, and therefore the 

‘VIF’ value was assessed, with the recommended maximum value of 10 (Hair et al., 

2018). 

The last set of assumptions that were tested related to the residuals, which were 

outliers, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals (Hair 

et al., 2018; Pallant, 2007). As indicated by Pallant (2007) all of these assumptions 

could be tested with the residual plots that can be produced in the output of the 

regression analysis. The normal probability plot was assessed, seeking a reasonably 

straight diagonal line, and the scatter plot of the standardised residuals was also 

assessed, seeking a fairly rectangular random distribution with the scores mainly 

concentrated around the central point (Pallant, 2007). Furthermore, the scatter plot 

of the standardised residuals was also assessed for outliers, where no points on the 

plot should have exceeded ±3 (Pallant, 2007). Pallant (2007) does indicate that if 

there are only a few outliers, it may be ignored in large sample sizes. 
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4.3.8. Limitations 

One of the limitations of this research methodology presented itself in the sampling 

method. Saunders and Lewis (2018) explain that a snowballing approach could result 

in similar types of people responding to the survey and thereby not obtaining a 

diverse view of the population. This may have been compounded by the fact that the 

respondents were mainly accessed through the researcher’s network, therefore 

creating the possibility of sampling bias. Furthermore, non-probability sampling was 

used, as the full list of the population did not exist, resulting in a sample that may not 

have accurately represented the population. 

Another limitation was the fact that this was a cross-sectional study. The study 

provided a measurement and possible relationship only at that point in time and may 

not hold true in the future (Zikmund et al., 2010).  

 

4.4. Conclusion 

This chapter described the research design and methodology of the study. The 

research design that guided the study was presented, which encompassed the 

purpose, methodological choices, and time horizon, amongst others. The research 

methodology was then discussed, which focused on the data collection, outlining the 

who, the how, and the what for data collection. The data analysis process was then 

explained in detail, describing how the data was analysed to ensure that valid results 

were obtained for the study. The results of the data analysis are then presented in 

the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

5.1. Introduction 

This study aimed to understand the moderating role of work-life balance on the 

relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. Therefore, data was collected via a survey and was processed and 

analysed using Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS version 29. The results of the analysis 

are presented in this chapter.  

 

5.2. Data Preparation 

Data was exported from the survey platform (Google Forms) to Microsoft Excel. A 

total of 356 responses were captured for the survey. A sample of the raw data is 

shown in Appendix C. The data preparation step was the first step in analysing the 

data. 

 

5.2.1. Removing Non-Qualifying Responses 

Using Microsoft Excel’s filtering tool, nine responses were identified that had a 

timestamp prior to 23 July 2024 14h30. These corresponded to the nine pilot tests 

completed on Microsoft Forms and were therefore removed. There were 347 

responses remaining, which were received during the actual data collection period 

of the survey. 

Using the qualifying criteria stipulated in Section 4.3.3 above, 139 responses were 

removed as they did not meet these qualifying criteria. Based on the criteria of being 

a side-hustle entrepreneur, 33 responses were deleted due to the participant not 

having a paid job, 67 responses were deleted as the respondent did not have a side-

hustle, and 25 responses were deleted since the respondent spent more time in their 

side-hustle than in their paid job. An additional 14 responses were deleted due to the 

side-hustle entrepreneur having been in one of their roles for less than three months. 

After removing these 139 non-qualifying responses, the sample size remaining was 

208 responses, which exceeded the initial target of 150 responses and was deemed 

sufficient to proceed with the analysis. 
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5.2.2. Coding and Labelling 

The next step in data preparation was to label the questions and code the data. The 

questions were first labelled, and thereafter the demographic control variables were 

coded. Lastly, the responses for the items of the various constructs (independent 

variables, moderator variable, and dependent variable) were coded as they were all 

answered on a five-point Likert scale.  

All questions in the survey listed options for the respondent to select from, which 

made the coding process easier. However, in the questions regarding the 

respondent’s highest qualification and the industries in which their job and side-

hustle were part of, the respondent could select an option indicating ‘other’ and was 

allowed to type in their response. For the question on the respondent’s highest 

qualification, only one respondent in the 208 valid responses selected the ‘other’ 

option and responded with ‘Grade6’. This response was mapped to the category ‘Did 

not finish school’. The questions around the industries of the respondent’s job and 

side-hustle received many responses in the ‘other’ option and had to be re-

categorised into the existing and new categories by use of judgement. These 

categories then also formed part of the coding process. The codebook containing the 

labels for the questions, and the codes for the responses, is shown in Appendix D.  

 

5.2.3. Missing Data 

The data was then exported from Microsoft Excel to SPSS. Despite the survey being 

set up to enforce mandatory responses to each question, Little’s Missing Completely 

At Random test was conducted in SPSS to check for missing data. The results 

indicated that none of the items had any missing data (the output of the test is shown 

in Appendix E). Therefore, the data was complete, marking the end of the data 

preparation phase. 
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5.3. Statistical Analysis and Quality Assurance 

5.3.1. Common Method Bias 

Common method bias was tested for using Harman’s single-factor test. This test was 

conducted in SPSS through factor analysis using the principal axis factoring method 

with a single factor. The results, as displayed in Figure 2, indicate that only 25.82% 

of the variance was explained by this single factor. Therefore, there was no common 

method bias present in the collected data. 

 

 

Figure 2: Harman's Single-Factor Test Results 

 

5.3.2. Outliers 

Outliers were identified as datapoints with a standardised score exceeding the 

threshold of ±3. There were 33 outliers detected across 13 of the items: namely 

SHS1, SHS2, SHS5, SHS6, WWB4, WWB5, WWB6, PWB1, PWB2, PWB3, PWB4, 

PWB5, and PWB6 (as shown in Appendix F). Winsorization was utilised to change 

the values of these outliers to their closest acceptable value (as demonstrated in 

Appendix F).  

After performing the first iteration of winsorization, the standardised scores were 

recalculated and while the number of outliers had reduced, there were still six outliers 

present for item PWB2 (as indicated in Appendix G). A second iteration of 

winsorization was conducted to change the values of these outliers to their closest 

acceptable value (as demonstrated in Appendix G). Upon completing the second 

iteration of winsorization, the standardised scores were calculated once more, and 

no outliers were detected. 
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Through this process, winsorization was carried out on a total of 39 datapoints over 

the two iterations. Given that the dataset contained 7,072 datapoints (208 

observations with 34 datapoints each), 0.56% of records were winsorized. This result 

was well within the acceptable limit of 5% and therefore the winsorization technique 

was deemed suitable. From this point forward, the winsorized dataset was used for 

the remainder of the study. 

 

5.3.3. Normality 

The normality of the collected data was assessed with normal Q-Q plots. The plots 

for each of the items are illustrated in Appendix H. Upon visual inspection of these 

plots, it was deduced that the data was sufficiently close to a normal distribution and 

therefore the analysis could proceed.  

 

5.3.4. Reliability 

In order to assess the reliability of the data, the internal consistency was examined 

using the Cronbach’s alpha and the composite reliability of the various constructs. 

The reliability analysis in SPSS produced the results as shown in Appendix I and are 

also summarised in Table 1 below. When assessing the psychological well-being 

sub-scale of employee well-being, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.63, below the 

acceptable threshold of 0.7. Upon inspection of the results, one of the items was 

identified for removal which would result in an increased Cronbach’s alpha. The 

Cronbach’s alpha was recalculated, and this process was repeated until reaching a 

satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha of 0.71 for the psychological well-being sub-scale. 

Three items had to be deleted in this process, first PWB_5 then PWB_6, and lastly 

PWB_4. Going forward, these three items were removed from the analysis.  

In summary, all four scales, including the sub-scales of employee well-being, had 

good internal consistency as indicated by the Cronbach’s alphas all exceeding the 

minimum threshold of 0.7. The composite reliability was assessed after factor 

analysis was completed. 
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Table 1: Cronbach's Alpha Results 

Construct 

Scale’s 
Reported 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Initial 
Number 

of 
Items 

Initial 
Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Final 
Number 

of 
Items 

Final 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Job Satisfaction 0.86 – 0.87 6 0.85 6 0.85 

Side-Hustle 
Satisfaction 

Adapted 
from Job 

Satisfaction 
scale 

6 0.80 6 0.80 

Employee Well-
Being 

0.93   15 0.90 

Life Well-
Being 

0.92 6 0.86 6 0.86 

Workplace 
Well-Being 

0.93 6 0.88 6 0.88 

Psychological 
Well-Being 

0.88 6 0.63 3 0.71 

Work-Life 
Balance 

0.84 – 0.94 4 0.91 4 0.91 

- Green indicates that the Cronbach’s alpha met the condition of 0.7 or more 
- Red indicates that the Cronbach’s alpha was below the required minimum of 0.7 
 

5.3.5. Factor Analysis 

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model was built in AMOS based on the 

remaining variables in the dataset. Once the model was built, some error terms had 

to be correlated. The CFA model diagram is presented in Appendix J. In order to 

assess how good the fit was of the model, the various outputs produced by AMOS 

were compared to the thresholds for the metric. Table 2 provides this comparison as 

well as indicates the outcome of each of the global fit indices. As displayed in the 

table, the first four metrics, which were deemed necessary, indicate that the model 

provides a good fit. The two additional metrics that are commonly used were also 

assessed, with GFI being under the recommended value, and TLI reflecting a good 

fit. Despite this one metric being lower than the recommended value, it is not too far 

below and with all the other indices indicating good fit, the model fit was deemed 

acceptable. 
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Table 2: Initial CFA Model Fit Indices 

Metric Value Threshold Outcome 

Normed Chi-Square 1.78 < 3 Good 

Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) 

0.048 < 0.08 Good 

Standardised Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR) 

0.071 < 0.08 Good 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.94 > 0.90 Good 

Goodness-of-Fit (GFI) 0.84 > 0.90 Bad 

Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) 0.94 > 0.90 Good 

 

5.3.6. Composite Reliability 

Once the CFA model was complete, the second reliability check was conducted, 

which assessed composite reliability. The standardised loadings produced by AMOS 

were extracted and the composite reliability was calculated per construct. The 

calculation was carried out in Microsoft Excel and the calculations are shown in 

Appendix K. The results are set out in Table 3 along with the Cronbach’s alphas from 

Table 1. The results all exceeded the threshold of 0.7 and therefore, reliability of the 

scales was established. 

 

Table 3: Composite Reliability Results 

Construct Composite Reliability Final Cronbach’s Alpha 

Job Satisfaction 0.85 0.85 

Side-Hustle Satisfaction 0.83 0.80 

Employee Well-Being 0.94 0.90 

Life Well-Being 0.86 0.86 

Workplace Well-Being 0.87 0.88 

Psychological Well-Being 0.72 0.71 

Work-Life Balance 0.91 0.91 

- Green indicates that the Composite Reliability and Cronbach’s alpha met the 
condition of 0.7 or more 
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5.3.7. Validity 

Validity of the constructs was assessed through convergent validity and discriminant 

validity. The first step towards establishing validity was that there were three 

variables in the CFA model which had standardised loadings below 0.5. These three 

items were JS_3, SHS_3, and SHS_4, and all three were deleted. The updated CFA 

model diagram is also shown in Appendix J along with the updated goodness-of-fit 

indices which improved from the initial model but still fell in the same range. 

Furthermore, the composite reliability was also recalculated, and it was found that 

the only value that changed was the composite reliability for the Side-Hustle 

Satisfaction construct, which actually improved from 0.83 to 0.86 (results displayed 

in Appendix L). 

The convergent validity was then examined using the standardised loadings 

extracted from AMOS and the average variance extracted (AVE) formula discussed 

in Section 4.3.7.2.6. These calculations are shown in Appendix L and summarised 

in Table 4 below. All constructs exceeded the minimum required value of 0.5 except 

the Psychological Well-Being sub-construct, which had an AVE value of 0.46. This 

was identified as a concern but since the AVE value for the overall construct of 

employee well-being exceeded 0.5, convergent validity of the scales was deemed 

acceptable. 

 

Table 4: Average Variance Explained (AVE) Results for Convergent Validity 

Construct Average Variance Explained (AVE) 

Job Satisfaction 0.55 

Side-Hustle Satisfaction 0.60 

Employee Well-Being 0.51 

Life Well-Being 0.51 

Workplace Well-Being 0.52 

Psychological Well-Being 0.46 

Work-Life Balance 0.72 

- Green indicates that the AVE met the condition of 0.5 or more 
- Red indicates that the AVE was below the required minimum of 0.5 
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The discriminant validity was examined with the hetrotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of 

correlations. The correlations between the items of the various constructs were 

obtained from the CFA model output and the calculations for the HTMT ratios were 

conducted in Microsoft Excel as illustrated in Appendix M. The results are shown in 

Table 5 below, indicating that each of the HTMT ratios was below the limit of 0.85. 

Therefore, discriminant validity was established for the scale, and as a result, validity 

was established for the constructs that were measured. 

 

Table 5: Hetrotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) Ratio of Correlations Results for Discriminant 

Validity 

HTMT Ratios 
Job 

Satisfaction 
Side-Hustle 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Well-Being 

Work-Life 
Balance 

Job 
Satisfaction 

    

Side-Hustle 
Satisfaction 

0.21    

Employee 
Well-Being 

0.83 0.26   

Work-Life 
Balance 

0.22 0.05 0.28  

- Green indicates that the HTMT ratio met the condition of less than 0.85 
 

5.3.8. Dimension Reduction 

With the tests of normality, reliability, factor analysis model fit, and validity being 

satisfied, the dimension reduction was conducted. The construct scores were 

calculated from the items that loaded on the construct as per the CFA model. The 

Job Satisfaction construct was calculated from five items, the Side-Hustle 

Satisfaction construct was calculated from four items, the Employee Well-Being 

construct was calculated from 15 items, and the Work-Life Balance construct was 

calculated from four items. Henceforth, these four constructs were used for the 

hypothesis testing. 
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5.4. Descriptive Analysis 

5.4.1. Profile of Respondents 

Respondents to the survey were asked eight questions about their profile. A 

description of those profiles is provided below to gain insight into the types of 

individuals who responded to the survey. When responses to the individual 

questionnaire items were analysed, the original responses were considered and not 

the winsorized responses. 

5.4.1.1. Age 

The proportion of responses from the different age groups is displayed in Figure 3 

below. The age group with the greatest number of responses to the survey was the 

35-to-44-year-old age group with 90 responses, accounting for 43% of the 

responses. The next highest group was the 25-to-34-year-old group with 76 

responses (37% of the sample size). These two groups alone provided 80% of the 

responses. The only other noteworthy age group in terms of the number of responses 

was the 45-to-54-year-old group with 28 responses (13%). Therefore over 90% of 

responses came from these three age groups. 

 

 

Figure 3: Age Profile of Respondents 
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5.4.1.2. Qualification 

The highest qualification levels of the respondents are shown in Figure 4 below. 90% 

of respondents had a qualification beyond matric, with 75% having a degree. An 

honours degree was the most common level of qualification with 88 respondents 

falling into this group (42% of the sample). Only one respondent did not finish school. 

It is therefore evident, that the sample group was fairly well educated. 

 

 

Figure 4: Respondents' Highest Qualification 
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Figure 5: Industry of Respondents' Job 

 

In terms of the tenures of the respondents’ current jobs, there was a fair spread over 

one year to ten years. More than 60% of the respondents had a tenure in this range 

of one year to ten years (as illustrated in Figure 6). There were 11 responses from 

individuals who occupied their current role for less than one year, however, it is 

important to note that any respondent who was in their job for less than three months 

was removed from the sample. There were 18 individuals from the sample that who 

been in their current job for over 20 years. 

 

 

Figure 6: Respondents' Current Job Tenure 
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When viewing the combined tenure of all jobs that the respondents have held, the 

distribution shifts towards the later end, as expected (displayed in Figure 7). There 

were still several individuals who were new to employed work, four to be precise. 

The number of respondents falling in the 6-10 years tenure still remained above 20% 

however, the longer tenures increased in comparison to the current job tenures, while 

the shorter tenures decreased. The most common tenure was 11-15 years with 25% 

of respondents in this category. 

 

 

Figure 7: Respondents' Tenure in All Jobs 
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Figure 8: Industry of Respondents' Side-Hustle 
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Figure 9: Respondents' Tenure in Current Side-Hustle 

 

 

Figure 10: Respondents' Tenure in All Side-Hustles 
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Agree” responses than neutral or negative responses. The only item that indicated a 

fairly different profile was “I would not consider taking another job” with only 31% of 

individuals choosing a positive response. This item also received the joint most 

“Strongly Disagree” responses (27 responses), the joint most “Disagree” responses 

(59 responses), and the least “Agree” responses (44 responses). Over 60% of the 

respondents indicated that they like their job better than the average worker does 

and that they find real enjoyment in their job, indicating the positiveness in regard to 

their employed role. 

 

 

Figure 11: Response Distributions for Job Satisfaction Questions 
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Figure 12: Job Satisfaction Histogram 

 

5.4.3. Side-Hustle Satisfaction 

Respondents indicated high satisfaction with each of the side-hustle satisfaction 

items as shown in Figure 13. Each of the items received over 60% positive 

responses, with the item indicating “I find real enjoyment in my side-hustle” receiving 

almost 80% positive responses (164 responses). All items of side-hustle satisfaction 

received 10% or less negative responses. In one response, the individual indicated 

that they strongly disagree that they find real enjoyment in their side-hustle. There 

was also one individual who indicated that they “Strongly Disagree” that they like 

their side-hustle better than the average worker/business-owner does.  

The Side-Hustle Satisfaction construct had a mean score of 3.87 with a standard 

deviation of 0.70. The median score was 4.00 which was the same as the mode. The 

Side-Hustle Satisfaction score had the highest mean from the four main constructs, 

and the scores indicated that respondents were more satisfied with their side-hustle 

than dissatisfied (as shown by the histogram in Figure 14). This also aligned with the 

high scores that were seen for the individual items for Side-Hustle Satisfaction as 

discussed above. The minimum score was 2.00, which was influenced by the 

winsorization process, however, 23 individuals (11% of responses) had the 

maximum possible score of 5.00 indicating total satisfaction with their side-hustle. 

The descriptive statistics are summarised in Table 7 at the end of this section. 
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Figure 13: Response Distributions for Side-Hustle Satisfaction Questions 

 

 

Figure 14: Side-Hustle Satisfaction Histogram 
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number of individuals want to change the way they live their lives. Furthermore, no 

individual responded “Strongly Disagree” to “Most of the time, I do feel real 

happiness”, resulting in being the only item in the survey to receive this response. 

The item indicating “My life is very fun” received the most neutral responses in the 

survey, reflecting the variation of responses toward this sub-construct. 

 

 

Figure 15: Response Distributions for Life Well-Being Questions 
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Figure 16: Life Well-Being Histogram 

 

5.4.4.2. Workplace Well-Being 
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the respondents’ workplace well-being as shown in Figure 17. Each item received 

over 55% positive responses with five out of the six items receiving over 60% positive 

responses. All items also received very few “Strongly Disagree” responses with the 

most being four responses (2% of the observations).  

 

 

Figure 17: Distribution of Responses for Workplace Well-Being Questions 
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The mean score for the Workplace Well-Being sub-construct was 3.63 and the 

standard deviation was 0.70. The median was 3.75 and the mode was 4.00. As 

indicated by Figure 18, the sub-construct scores leant more toward good workplace 

well-being which aligned with the responses per item, as discussed above. The 

minimum score for this sub-construct was 1.67 with one observation having this 

score, while seven observations had the maximum possible score of 5.00. The 

descriptive statistics are summarised in Table 6 at the end of the Employee Well-

Being section. 

 

 

Figure 18: Workplace Well-Being Histogram 
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values on the scale (as shown in Figure 20). It was also the highest construct score 

in the data collected. The minimum score on this sub-scale was 2.67 with two 

observations and 24 observations had the maximum possible score of 5.00. The 

median score for this construct was 4.00. The descriptive statistics are summarised 

in Table 6 at the end of the Employee Well-Being section. 

 

 

Figure 19: Distribution of Responses for Psychological Well-Being Questions 

 

 

Figure 20: Psychological Well-Being Histogram 
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along with the frequency distribution shown in Figure 21, provided an indication that 

the respondents had a good level of employee well-being, as scores were above the 

neutral position and closer to the higher end of the scale. This aligned with the 

findings from each of the individual employee well-being sub-constructs, which all 

scored at good levels, and is apparent in the summary shown in Table 6.  

 

 

Figure 21: Employee Well-Being Histogram 

 

Table 6: Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Employee Well-Being Sub-Constructs 

 
Life Well-

Being 
Workplace 
Well-Being 

Psychological 
Well-Being 

Employee 
Well-Being 

Mean 3.45 3.63 4.08 3.65 

Median 3.50 3.75 4.00 3.73 

Mode 3.67 4.00 4.00 3.60 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.75 0.70 0.51 0.56 

Minimum 1.17 1.67 2.67 2.00 

Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 

Freq of Min 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 

Freq of Max 5.00 7.00 24.00 1.00 
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5.4.5. Work-Life Balance 

The items for the Work-Life Balance construct received fairly distributed responses 

as displayed in Figure 22. All items received less than 50% positive responses. The 

item “I feel that the balance between my work demands and non-work activities is 

currently about right” received the lowest number of “Strongly Agree” responses (12 

responses) and the joint most “Disagree” responses (59 responses). 

 

 

Figure 22: Distribution of Responses for Work-Life Balance Questions 
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results, also evident from the spread of the scores in Figure 23. Nevertheless, there 

were some individuals who felt that their work-life balance was great, with five 

observations having the maximum score of 5.00. However, eight observations 

scored the lowest possible score of 1.00, the highest number of observations at the 

minimum value from all the constructs.  
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Figure 23: Work-Life Balance Histogram 

 

To provide a view of the distributions of the different constructs in this study, the 

below table provides a summary of the descriptive statistics for these constructs. 

 

Table 7: Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Constructs 

 
Job 

Satisfaction 
Side-Hustle 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Well-Being 

Wok-Life 
Balance 

Mean 3.42 3.87 3.65 3.09 

Median 3.40 4.00 3.73 3.25 

Mode 3.80 4.00 3.60 4.00 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.79 0.70 0.56 0.99 

Minimum 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 

Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 

Freq of Min 1.00 3.00 1.00 8.00 

Freq of Max 10.00 23.00 1.00 5.00 

- Green indicates highest value for the metric across the constructs. 
- Red indicates the lowest value for the metric across the constructs. 
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5.5. Hypothesis Testing 

5.5.1. Correlation 

A Pearson’s correlation test was conducted in SPSS using bivariate correlation 

analysis. The correlation test was conducted on all four constructs of this study, in 

order to assess the relationships. However, the main relationships of interest were 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being, and between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being. The results are summarised in Table 8 below. 

The results of the Pearson’s correlation test indicate that all factors had a statistically 

significant correlation with one another, except between Side-Hustle Satisfaction and 

Work-Life Balance. Job Satisfaction had a statistically significant, positive, strong 

association with Employee Well-Being. Side-Hustle Satisfaction had a statistically 

significant, positive, moderate association with Employee Well-Being. With the two 

relationships of interest showing statistically significant associations, the next step 

was to look at multiple regression testing.  

In addition, Job Satisfaction had a statistically significant, positive, weak association 

to Side-Hustle Satisfaction as well as a statistically significant, positive, weak 

association with Work-Life Balance. Employee Well-Being also had a statistically 

significant, positive, moderate association with Work-Life Balance. 

 

Table 8: Results of Pearson's Correlation Test 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Coefficients 

Job 
Satisfaction 

Side-Hustle 
Satisfaction 

Employee 
Well-Being 

Work-Life 
Balance 

Job 
Satisfaction 

    

Side-Hustle 
Satisfaction 

0.14*    

Employee 
Well-Being 

0.69* 0.30*   

Work-Life 
Balance 

0.18* 0.02 0.32*  

* Indicates that the correlation is significant at a 0.05 level (p-value < 0.05) 
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5.5.2. Multiple Regression 

Two hierarchical multiple regression models were run in SPSS as per the procedure 

explained in Section 4.3.7.4.2. Each model assisted in testing two of the four 

hypotheses. The results of the tests per hypothesis are presented below. With each 

test, the assumptions of regression were also tested to ensure the results held true. 

5.5.2.1. Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 stated: There is a positive relationship between side-hustle satisfaction 

and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, the regression 

model made use of Side-Hustle Satisfaction as the independent variable, and 

Employee Well-Being as the dependent variable.  

The first set of SPSS outputs of interest is displayed in Figure 24 below. The results 

revealed a statistically significant explanation of variance with a ‘Sig. F Change’ value 

of < 0.001, meeting the requirement of being less than 0.05. Therefore, there was a 

statistically significant 8.4% explanation of the variance in the dependent variable 

(employee well-being) by this model.  

 

 

Figure 24: H1 Regression Results - Model Summary 

 

The second output of interest was the ANOVA table as shown in Figure 25 below. 

With the ‘Sig.’ value being < 0.001, meeting the requirement of being less than 0.05, 

the model fit was deemed to be good for the data. 
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Figure 25: H1 Regression Results – ANOVA 

 

The third and last output of interest was the ‘Coefficients’ table as indicated in Figure 

26 below. The results showed that the positive 0.239 coefficient for Side-Hustle 

Satisfaction had a ‘Sig.’ value of < 0.001, meeting the requirement of being less than 

0.05. Thus, it was deduced that Side-Hustle Satisfaction had a statistically significant 

positive relationship with Employee Well-Being. 

 

 

Figure 26: H1 Regression Results – Coefficients 

 

Furthermore, the addition of the control variables as independent variables was 

tested, in order to investigate if the control variables accounted for any explanation 

in the variation of the dependent variable (employee well-being). The control 

variables that were included in the model were Age, Qualification, Job Tenure, All 

Job Tenure, Side-Hustle Tenure, and All Side-Hustle Tenure. The results, as 

illustrated in Appendix O, indicated that the control variables had no statistically 

significant coefficients, indicating that none of the control variables contributed to 

Side-Hustle Satisfaction’s explanation of Employee Well-Being.  

5.5.2.1.1 Assumptions for H1 Regression 

The first assumption was that of normality, which was assessed visually with normal 

Q-Q plots. The plots for each of the items are shown in Appendix N. Upon visual 

inspection of these plots, it was deduced that the data was sufficiently close to a 
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normal distribution and therefore this assumption was not violated. Furthermore, the 

sample size was over 200 which was deemed to make the regression model robust 

to normality violations. This also fulfilled the second assumption of a large enough 

sample size which was required to be 100 or more observations and need not be 

checked again for the subsequent models, as this held true for all the regression 

models. The third assumption of multicollinearity was not applicable in this model as 

there was only one independent variable. 

The last set of assumptions was tested with residual plots produced by SPSS in the 

regression analysis. The normal probability plot and the scatter plot are displayed in 

Appendix P. The normal probability plot depicted a reasonably straight diagonal line 

indicating that the assumption of normality of the residuals was met. The scatter plot 

depicted a random rectangular shape, concentrated mainly around the central point, 

indicating that the assumption of linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of 

residuals was met. Lastly, the scatter plot indicated that there were no outliers. 

Therefore, all assumptions were met for the regression model for Hypothesis 1, 

confirming that the results from the regression analysis were valid. 

5.5.2.2. Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 stated: There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, the regression model 

made use of Job Satisfaction as the independent variable and Employee Well-Being 

as the dependent variable.  

The first set of SPSS outputs of interest is shown in Figure 27 below. The results 

revealed a statistically significant explanation of variance with a ‘Sig. F Change’ value 

of < 0.001, meeting the requirement of being less than 0.05. Therefore, there was a 

statistically significant 47.6% explanation of the variance in the dependent variable 

(employee well-being) by this model.  

 

 

Figure 27: H2 Regression Results - Model Summary 
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The second output of interest was the ANOVA table as shown in Figure 28 below. 

With the ‘Sig.’ value being < 0.001, meeting the requirement of being less than 0.05, 

the model fit was deemed to be good for the data. 

 

 

Figure 28: H2 Regression Results – ANOVA 

 

The last output of interest was the ‘Coefficients’ table as indicated in Figure 29 below. 

It was found that the positive 0.492 coefficient for Job Satisfaction had a ‘Sig.’ value 

of < 0.001, meeting the requirement to be less than 0.05. Thus, it was deduced that 

Job Satisfaction had a statistically significant positive relationship with Employee 

Well-Being. 

 

 

Figure 29: H2 Regression Results – Coefficients 

 

Furthermore, as was tested with Side-Hustle Satisfaction, the addition of the control 

variables as independent variables was also tested in the Job Satisfaction model. 

This was to investigate if the control variables accounted for any explanation in the 

variation of the dependent variable (employee well-being). The same six control 

variables were included in the model. The results, as illustrated in Appendix O, 

indicated that once again, the control variables had no statistically significant 
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coefficients. Therefore, none of the control variables contributed to Job Satisfaction’s 

explanation of Employee Well-Being. 

5.5.2.2.1 Assumptions for H2 Regression 

The first assumption was that of normality which was assessed visually with the 

Normal Q-Q plots shown in Appendix N. Upon visual inspection of these plots, it was 

deduced that the data was sufficiently close to a normal distribution and therefore 

this assumption was not violated. The assumption around multicollinearity was not 

applicable in this model as well, as there was only one independent variable. 

The last set of assumptions was tested with residual plots shown in Appendix P. The 

normal probability plot depicted a reasonably straight diagonal line indicating that the 

assumption of normality of the residuals was met. The scatter plot depicted a random 

rectangular shape, concentrated mainly around the central point, indicating that the 

assumption of linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals was met. 

Lastly, the scatter plot indicated that there were only two borderline cases for outliers, 

and with this being so few, the assumption was deemed to not be violated. 

Therefore, all assumptions were met for the regression model for Hypothesis 2, 

confirming that the results from the regression model were valid. 

5.5.2.3. Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 stated: Work-Life Balance moderates the relationship between Side-

Hustle Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of side-hustle entrepreneurs such that 

the higher the Work-Life Balance, the stronger the relationship between Side-Hustle 

Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being. Therefore, as per the explanation of 

moderator regression in Section 4.3.7.4.2, the hierarchical regression model made 

use of Side-Hustle Satisfaction as the independent variable in the first model, then 

added in the Work-Life Balance variable in the second model and lastly, added the 

Side-Hustle Satisfaction – Work-Life Balance interaction variable in the final model. 

Employee Well-Being was used as the dependent variable.  

The first set of SPSS outputs of interest is shown in Figure 30 below. The results did 

not indicate a statistically significant explanation of variance as the ‘Sig. F Change’ 

value for the last model was 0.598, which did not meet the requirement of being less 

than 0.05. Therefore, there was no statistically significant change in the explanation 

of the variance in the dependent variable by adding the moderating effect of Work-

Life Balance to the model. However, there was a statistically significant change in 
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the explanation of the variance in the dependent variable by adding Work-Life 

Balance as a second independent variable (not as a moderator, as shown by the 

second model in the results). The ‘Sig. F Change’ value met the condition of being 

less than 0.05 and produced an increase from 8.4% to 17.7% for the explanation of 

the variance in the dependent variable. 

 

 

Figure 30: H3 Regression Results - Model Summary 

 

The second output of interest was the ANOVA table as shown in Figure 31 below. 

With all ‘Sig.’ values being < 0.001, the requirement to be less than 0.05 was met 

and the model fit was deemed to be good for the data. 

 

 

Figure 31: H3 Regression Results – ANOVA 
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The last output, the ‘Coefficients’ table shown in Figure 32 below, once again 

confirmed that the interaction term which represented the moderation effect was not 

a statistically significant predictor in the model (Sig. value = 0.598 which did not mean 

the requirement of being less than 0.05). Thus, Work-Life Balance did not moderate 

the relationship between Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being. 

However, the results did show that the Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Work-Life 

Balance independent variables both had statistically significant positive coefficients 

(as shown in the second model in the results). 

 

 

Figure 32: H3 Regression Results – Coefficients 

 

5.5.2.3.1 Assumptions for H3 Regression 

The assumptions of the test were still evaluated to ensure that the results that were 

produced were accurate. The first assumption was that of normality which was once 

again verified visually with normal Q-Q plots, illustrated in Appendix N. It was 

deduced that the data was sufficiently close to a normal distribution and therefore 

this assumption was not violated. The assumption of multicollinearity was checked 

using the ‘Coefficients’ table output in SPSS as indicated by Figure 32 above. The 

VIF values were all between 1.00 and 1.02, and therefore met the requirement of 

being less than 10. This confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity was not 

violated. 

The last set of assumptions was assessed with residual plots once again, which are 

displayed in Appendix P. The normal probability plot depicted a reasonably straight 

diagonal line indicating that the assumption of normality of the residuals was met. 

The scatter plot indicated a random rectangular shape, concentrated mainly around 
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the central point, indicating that the assumption of linearity, homoscedasticity, and 

independence of residuals was met. Lastly, the scatter plot indicated that there were 

no outliers. 

Therefore, all assumptions were met for the regression model for Hypothesis 3, 

confirming that the results from the regression analysis were valid. 

5.5.2.4. Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 stated: Work-Life Balance moderates the relationship between Job 

Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of side-hustle entrepreneurs such that the 

higher the Work-Life Balance, the stronger the relationship between Job Satisfaction 

and Employee Well-Being. Therefore, the hierarchical regression model made use 

of Job Satisfaction as the independent variable in the first model, then added the 

Work-Life Balance variable in the second model, and lastly added the Job 

Satisfaction – Work-Life Balance interaction variable in the final model. Employee 

Well-Being was used as the dependent variable.  

The first set of SPSS outputs of interest is shown in Figure 33 below. The results 

indicated a statistically significant explanation of variance with all three models, as 

the ‘Sig. F Change’ values were < 0.001, <0.001, and 0.031, which all met the 

requirement of being less than 0.05. Therefore, there was a statistically significant 

change in the explanation of the variance in the dependent variable by adding the 

moderating effect of Work-Life Balance to the model. This addition produced an 

increase in the explanation of the variance in the dependent variable from 47.6% in 

the first model to 51.9% in the final model. 

 

 

Figure 33: H4 Regression Results - Model Summary 
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The second output of interest was the ANOVA table displayed in Figure 34 below. 

With all ‘Sig.’ values being < 0.001, meeting the requirement to be less than 0.05, 

the model fit was deemed to be good for the data. 

 

 

Figure 34: H4 Regression Results – ANOVA 

 

The last output, the ‘Coefficients’ table shown in Figure 35 below, confirmed that the 

moderator term had a statistically significant effect on the prediction of the dependent 

variable (employee well-being). However, the results indicated negative moderation, 

as the interaction term had a statistically significant (‘Sig’ value = 0.031) negative 

effect (coefficient = -0.074). Thus, it was deduced that Work-Life Balance had a 

statistically significant negative moderator effect on the positive relationship between 

Job Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being. 

 

 

Figure 35: H4 Regression Results – Coefficients 
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The moderating effect can be illustrated through the relationship displayed in Figure 

36 below. As shown in the figure, when work-life balance is low, the relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being is at its strongest, illustrated by 

the steep slope of the curve. As work-life balance improves, moving towards high 

work-life balance, the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being 

weakens, illustrated by the relationship line beginning to flatten.  

 

 

Figure 36: Illustration of Moderating Effect of Work-Life Balance 

 

5.5.2.4.1 Assumptions for H4 Regression 

The assumptions of the regression test were verified to ensure that the results that 

were produced were accurate. The first assumption was that of normality which was 

assessed visually with the normal Q-Q plots shown in Appendix N. It was deduced 

that the data was sufficiently close to a normal distribution and therefore this 

assumption was not violated. The assumption of multicollinearity was evaluated 

using the ‘Coefficients’ table output in SPSS as shown by Figure 35 above. The VIF 

values were all less than 1.05 and therefore met the requirement of being less than 

10. This confirmed that the assumption of multicollinearity was not violated. 

The last set of assumptions was once again assessed with residual plots, which are 

shown in Appendix P. The normal probability plot exhibited a reasonably straight 

diagonal line indicating that the assumption of normality of the residuals was met. 

The scatter plot exhibited a random rectangular shape, concentrated mainly around 
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the central point, indicating that the assumption of linearity, homoscedasticity, and 

independence of residuals was met. Lastly, the scatter plot indicated two potential 

outliers which were deemed to be too few to have an effect that would violate the 

assumption of the absence of outliers. 

Therefore, all assumptions were met for the regression model for Hypothesis 4, 

confirming that the results from the regression analysis were valid. 

 

5.6. Conclusion 

Chapter 5 presented the results of the data analysis starting with the data preparation 

which entailed removing non-qualifying observations, coding and labelling, and 

testing for missing data. The next set of results was for the initial statistical analysis, 

which entailed testing for common method bias, outliers, and normality, assessing 

the reliability and validity of the data, conducting factor analysis, and reducing the 

variables from the observed items to the construct scores. The results of the 

descriptive analysis were then presented, providing a view of the profile of the 

respondents and some insight into the responses received regarding the various 

constructs being studied. This then led to the results of the hypothesis testing, which 

utilised correlation and multiple regression to test the hypotheses and establish the 

presence of relationships and moderator effects. These results are discussed in the 

next chapter.   
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

6.1. Introduction 

This chapter discusses the outcomes and implications of the results that were 

presented in the previous chapter. Firstly, a summary of the results from Chapter 5 

is first presented, followed by the results of the data collection, data preparation and 

statistical analysis and quality assurance. The profile of the respondents and the 

profile of the constructs are then discussed under descriptive analysis. Lastly, a 

discussion around the results of the hypothesis tests is presented, closing off with 

the answer to the research question and revisiting the proposed conceptual model 

in light of the findings from the study. 

Before proceeding with the discussion of the results, it is useful to keep the research 

question and hypotheses in mind. These were: 

Research Question:  What is the moderating role of work-life balance on the 

relationship between work satisfaction and employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs? 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is a positive relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction 

and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Work-life balance moderates the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-

life balance, the stronger the relationship between side-

hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Work-life balance moderates the relationship between 

job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life 

balance, the stronger the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being. 
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6.2. Summary of Results 

Table 9 below summarises the results that were presented in Chapter 5. 

 

Table 9: Summary of Results 

Data Analysis 

Group 

Analysis 

Type 

Results 

Data 

Preparation 

Removing 

Non-

Qualifying 

Responses 

From the 356 responses received, 148 were 

removed leaving a sample size of 208 to 

proceed with. 

 Missing Data Little’s Missing Completely at Random test 

proved no missing values in the dataset. 

Statistical 

Analysis 

Common 

Method Bias 

Harman’s single-factor test was conducted - the 

result indicated that there was no common 

method bias present. 

 Outliers A total of 39 values were adjusted using the 

winsorization technique, over two iterations, in 

order to handle outliers. 

 Normality Visual inspection of normal Q-Q plots was used 

to deduce that all the items were sufficiently 

close to normal distributions. 

 Reliability Final reliability was confirmed after removing 

three items (PWB4, PWB5, PWB6): 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: between 0.71 and 0.91 (all 

meeting the requirement of >= 0.70) 

• Composite Reliability: between 0.72 and 0.94 

(all meeting the requirement of >= 0.70) 

 Factor 

Analysis 

CFA model was built to confirm that the various 

items loaded on the four main constructs. The 

results of the model indicated that there was 

goodness of fit. 



 

94 
 

Data Analysis 

Group 

Analysis 

Type 

Results 

 Validity Three items had standardised loadings lower 

than 0.5 in the CFA model and had to be 

removed (JS_3, SHS_3, SHS_4). AVE values 

were used for convergent validity and HTMT 

values were used for discriminant validity. The 

results indicated that validity was established. 

 Dimension 

Reduction 

Four main constructs were calculated using the 

average of the scores of all items that loaded 

on that construct.  

• Job Satisfaction: five items 

• Side-Hustle Satisfaction: four items 

• Employee Well-Being: 15 items 

• Work-Life Balance: four items 

Descriptive 

Analysis 

Profile of 

Respondents 

Insights into the profile of the respondents were 

presented, which showed the spread of age, 

highest qualification level, industries of the 

respondents’ jobs and side-hustles, as well as 

current and total job and side-hustle tenures.  

 Analysis of 

Constructs  

Insights into the constructs were presented, 

indicating the distribution of responses for each 

item in the construct. Thereafter, insights into 

the overall construct score were presented. 

Hypothesis 

Testing 

Correlation Initially, correlations between the variables were 

assessed. The results revealed statistically 

significant correlations between all factors 

except Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Work-Life 

Balance. 

 Multiple 

Regression 

Multiple regression was used to test the four 

hypotheses. In addition, assumptions of 

regression were checked for all regression 

models, and it was established that none of the 

assumptions were violated. 
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Data Analysis 

Group 

Analysis 

Type 

Results 

 H1 Supported: Side-Hustle Satisfaction had a 

statistically significant positive relationship with 

Employee Well-Being. 

 H2 Supported: Job Satisfaction had a statistically 

significant positive relationship with Employee 

Well-Being. 

 H3 Not Supported: Work-Life Balance did not 

have a statistically significant moderating effect 

on the relationship between Side-Hustle 

Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being. 

 H4 Partially Supported: Work-Life Balance had a 

statistically significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between Job Satisfaction and 

Employee Well-Being such that an increase in 

Work-Life Balance weakened the relationship 

between Job Satisfaction and Employee Well-

Being. 

 

 

6.3. Data Collection and Data Preparation 

With 356 responses received for the survey, the data preparation process resulted 

in the removal of 148 observations, leaving the study with 208 valid responses for 

analysis, which corresponded to only 58.43% of the collected responses. Previous 

studies akin to this study were conducted using sample sizes as small as 102 

responses (Karimi & Reisi, 2022). Other studies, specifically those with secondary 

data, have used sample sizes of over 200,000 observations (Ribeiro et al., 2023). 

While the sample size of this study ranged on the lower end when compared to 

previous studies, Hair et al. (2018) indicate that for generalisability of findings, 

samples should contain at least 200 observations. Therefore, based on a sample 

size of 208 observations, findings from this study could be generalised.  
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However, Saunders and Lewis (2018) indicate that using a snowballing sampling 

technique could result in obtaining a sample that is not diverse enough to represent 

the population of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the researcher’s network 

was used to access the respondents, and the survey was shared by means of digital 

platforms, and as a result, certain groups from the population may have been 

excluded from the study. Therefore, while the sample size was sufficient to 

generalise the findings, the sampling method was a limitation to the generalisability 

of the findings. Nonetheless, the sample was deemed to be adequate for the study 

and the size was sufficient for the various statistical analyses conducted. 

 

6.4. Statistical Analysis and Quality Assurance 

Through the process of conducting the various statistical tests that ensured the data 

was ready and robust enough for the hypothesis testing, a total of six items had to 

be removed in order to meet reliability and validity requirements. In terms of the job 

satisfaction scale, the item indicating “I am seldom bored with my job” had to be 

removed. Klyver et al. (2020) indicated that it is common to find side-hustle 

entrepreneurs who no longer find their jobs stimulating and as a result start looking 

for new employed roles. This explanation coincides with the result, that the above 

item in the survey had to be removed, as it was not something that showed 

satisfaction with their job. Rather, it was a result of side-hustle entrepreneurship and 

entrepreneurial exposure, while the rest of the items for the job satisfaction construct 

indicated more validity in measuring job satisfaction. 

Items were also removed from the side-hustle satisfaction scale, specifically “I am 

seldom bored with my side-hustle” and “I would not consider taking another side-

hustle over this one”. Uriarte et al. (2024) expressed the behaviour of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs as habitual entrepreneurs, meaning that once they enter 

entrepreneurship, they start pursuing and trialling several ventures continuously, 

seeking out more challenges with new opportunities. Therefore, while the side-hustle 

entrepreneur would show good levels of side-hustle satisfaction, these two items 

would inherently score low, as side-hustle entrepreneurs want to indeed try 

something new and are continuously seeking that (Uriarte et al., 2024). They would 

not close their doors to other opportunities (Uriarte et al., 2024). Therefore, while the 



 

97 
 

statistical analysis indicated that these two items needed to be removed, it also made 

sense to remove them based on the nature of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

The last three items that needed to be removed were related to the respondent’s 

psychological well-being, a dimension of employee well-being. The three items that 

were removed were “People think I am willing to give and to share my time with 

others”, “I am good at making flexible timetables for my work”, and “I love having 

deep conversations with family and friends so that we can better understand each 

other”. Upon reflection, the other three items that were retained in the psychological 

well-being scale differed from the ones that were removed, in that they all dealt with 

the side-hustle entrepreneur’s feelings about just themselves. This included the 

individual feeling confident, believing that they handle their affairs well, and feeling 

like they have grown. There was a distinct difference between the items that were 

kept and the items that were removed for this scale, in the sense that the items that 

were removed, related to how the side-hustle entrepreneur dealt with other people. 

On the other hand, the items that were retained, related to how the side-hustle 

entrepreneur viewed themself. 

As per the findings by Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023), side-hustle entrepreneurs do 

struggle with allocating time to others, especially outside of their working role. 

Furthermore, as Sessions et al. (2021) and Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) 

indicated, side-hustle entrepreneurship helps individuals build a sense of confidence 

and grow through their experiences. Therefore, it made sense why items that dealt 

with the side-hustle entrepreneur’s view of themselves were good and consistent 

with other employee well-being dimensions, while items that had to be removed were 

ones that dealt with the side-hustle entrepreneur’s willingness to dedicate time to 

others. The statistical analysis therefore aligned with previous findings on side-hustle 

entrepreneurship, resulting in the removal of these items of the scale. 

It must be noted that while the removal of the items from the scale was the correct 

action for this study, the results may no longer be comparable to other studies that 

use the full set of items for the scales (Pallant, 2007). This did pose a limitation for 

this study. 
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6.5. Descriptive Analysis 

6.5.1. Profile of Respondents 

The majority of the respondents in this study had a qualification beyond matric and 

as much as 75% of them had a degree. In addition, over 90% of the responses were 

received from individuals within the age range of 25 years old and 54 years old. 

Multiple studies on side-hustle entrepreneurship found similar profiles of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs during their investigations (Ardianti et al., 2022; Dvouletý & 

Bögenhold, 2023; Folta et al., 2010; Gänser-Stickler et al., 2022). While this indicated 

that the sample in this study had similar traits to other studies on side-hustle 

entrepreneurship, Ribeiro et al. (2023) indicate that there have not been any findings 

that these characteristics of side-hustle entrepreneurship play a significant role in 

identifying differences in behaviour. This further supported the findings during the 

hypothesis tests that indicated the control variables had no significant effect on 

improving the regression models and therefore did not contribute to the explanation 

of the dependent variable. 

As much as 75% of respondents were working in different industries between their 

jobs and their side-hustles. This could speak to the fact that exploring a passion or 

engaging in a role that will provide exposure to something different is one of the 

prominent rationales for individuals pursuing side-hustle entrepreneurship (Dvouletý 

& Bögenhold, 2023; Webster & Edwards, 2019). Just as many respondents (75%) 

indicated that they had been working in a paid job longer than they had a side-hustle, 

which concurs with the other rationales of wanting to explore self-employment or 

seeking supplementary income to their existing salary/wage (Folta et al., 2010; 

Lindelid, 2023).  

 

6.5.2. Descriptive Statistics of the Constructs 

The results revealed that the respondents were more satisfied with their jobs than 

dissatisfied. This contrasted the findings by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et 

al. (2023), with both studies finding that side-hustle entrepreneurs were leaning more 

towards being dissatisfied with their jobs. This study also found very high levels of 

side-hustle satisfaction. Given that Webster and Edwards (2019) found positive 

effects from side-hustles spilling over into side-hustle entrepreneurs’ paid jobs, it is 



 

99 
 

likely the reason why this study found high levels of job satisfaction as well. 

Unfortunately, the studies by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) did 

not measure side-hustle satisfaction. 

The employee well-being measures indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurs’ 

employee well-being tended more towards being good than bad. The most positive 

sub-construct of employee well-being was psychological well-being, with a mean of 

4.08, the highest from any construct or sub-construct in the data. With psychological 

well-being focusing on achievement, growth, and purpose, it was not surprising that 

this sub-construct was high, as these are key characteristics of side-hustle 

entrepreneurship (Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023; Hill et al., 2024; Inceoglu et al., 

2018). 

Work-life balance, on the other hand, had the lowest mean score from all the 

constructs and sub-constructs. This indicated that on average, the respondents were 

neutral regarding their work-life balance, with a substantial portion of respondents 

indicating that they had very bad work-life balance. This reflected the nature of the 

findings from literature as well. Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) pointed out that the 

self-employed role provides side-hustle entrepreneurs with some level of flexibility 

and therefore improves work-life balance. However, other studies like that by Klyver 

et al. (2020), indicated that the additional working role adds additional demands over 

and above the demands from the primary working role that the individual holds, and 

therefore side-hustle entrepreneurs struggle with work-life balance. This view was 

supported by Mmbaga et al. (2023) and Webster and Edwards (2019) as they too 

raised concerns about the work-life balance challenges faced by side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

 

6.6. Hypothesis Testing 

6.6.1. H1: Relationship Between Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Employee 

Well-Being of Side-Hustle Entrepreneurs 

The first hypothesis of this study stated that there is a positive relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. This 

hypothesis aimed to investigate the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and 

employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur. The positive relationship that 
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was hypothesised would mean that if side-hustle satisfaction increased, there would 

also be an increase in the employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur. 

Furthermore, in the same manner, if there was a decrease in side-hustle satisfaction, 

there would also be a decrease in the employee well-being of the side-hustle 

entrepreneur.  

The results for the correlation test, presented in Section 5.5.1, initially confirmed that 

there was a statistically significant, moderate association between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs (p-value < 0.05 

and Pearson Correlation Coefficient = 0.30). The results of the multiple regression 

test presented in Section 5.5.2.1 indicated that side-hustle satisfaction did indeed 

have a statistically significant positive relationship with employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs (p-value < 0.05 and coefficient = 0.239), and side-hustle 

satisfaction explained 8.4% of the variance in employee well-being (adjusted R 

square = 0.084 with a p-value < 0.05). Therefore, the results supported the first 

hypothesis, indicating that there was a positive relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Clausen et al. (2022) indicated that autonomy in work has a positive linear 

association with employee well-being and with autonomy being a key characteristic 

of side-hustle satisfaction, there is a link between side-hustle satisfaction and 

employee well-being. The results of this study confirmed this. This was done by 

proving through empirical means, that there was a relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Furthermore, the findings by U. Stephan et al. (2020) and Webster and Edwards 

(2019) indicated that while side-hustle entrepreneurs pursue side-hustle 

entrepreneurship due to dissatisfaction in their primary work, the implications of the 

side-hustle role may not always be positive for their employee well-being. They 

added that the initial phase of self-employment may be satisfying, and there is 

evidence of improved well-being, but as time passes, the entrepreneur begins 

experiencing dissatisfying parts of self-employment and the improvements in well-

being fade away. Therefore, the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs 

can be said to be positively linked to the satisfaction of their side-hustle. This 

relationship was confirmed through the hypothesis test conducted in this study.  
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Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) are two key studies in which the 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs was the focal point. While they found results 

relating to job satisfaction and employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneurs, 

they both pointed out a gap in their studies - that they were unable to investigate any 

relationships with side-hustle satisfaction due to the lack of data. This study 

addressed that gap and found that side-hustle satisfaction did play a role in the 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Therefore, in supporting the first hypothesis of this study, the work by Clausen et al. 

(2022), U. Stephan et al. (2020), and Webster and Edwards (2019) have also been 

confirmed. Furthermore, the gap raised in the studies by Ardianti et al. (2022) and 

M. Stephan et al. (2023) has been addressed. In conclusion, there was a positive 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

 

6.6.2. H2: Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being 

of Side-Hustle Entrepreneurs 

The second hypothesis of this study stated that there is a positive relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. This 

hypothesis aimed to investigate the relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur. As with the previous 

hypothesis, the positive relationship would mean that if job satisfaction increased, 

there would be a corresponding increase in the employee well-being of the side-

hustle entrepreneur. In the same manner, again, if there was a decrease in job 

satisfaction, there would be a corresponding decrease in the employee well-being of 

the side-hustle entrepreneur.  

The results for the correlation test, presented in Section 5.5.1, confirmed that there 

was a statistically significant, strong association between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs (p-value < 0.05 and Pearson 

Correlation Coefficient = 0.69). The results of the multiple regression test presented 

in Section 5.5.2.2 indicated that job satisfaction did indeed have a statistically 

significant positive relationship with employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs (p-value < 0.05 and coefficient = 0.492) and that job satisfaction 

explained 47.6% of the variance in employee well-being (adjusted R square = 0.476 
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with a p-value < 0.05). Therefore, the results supported the second hypothesis, 

indicating that there was a positive relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Pagán-Castaño et al. (2020) indicate that job satisfaction is one of the key drivers of 

employee well-being. The findings of this study corroborated this statement, by 

showing the strong correlation between these two constructs. This also aligned with 

the findings by Bangwal and Tiwari (2019), who indicated that job satisfaction and 

employee well-being were strongly related. 

M. Stephan et al. (2023) found the job satisfaction of the side-hustle entrepreneurs 

in their study to be low, and they found that this resulted in a negative impact on the 

employee well-being of these side-hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, they indicated a 

positive relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. This study concurred with their finding. However, Ardianti et al. (2022) 

found that the low job satisfaction in their study did not translate to any impact on the 

employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneurs. The study by M. Stephan et 

al. (2023) pointed out that their findings contradicted those of Ardianti et al. (2022). 

The results from this study therefore also contradicted the findings of Ardianti et al. 

(2022) while confirming the findings of M. Stephan et al. (2023). 

Interestingly, the results produced in this study showed that job satisfaction had a 

stronger relationship with employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs when 

compared to the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-

being. Spillover theory helps explain how satisfaction in various roles affects overall 

well-being. With improved satisfaction in one role, the positive effects spillover into 

overall well-being and not just well-being in that specific domain of the individual’s 

life (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). Furthermore, the primary role of the side-hustle 

entrepreneur remains their paid job and by definition, more time is spent in their 

employed role than in their self-employed role (Folta et al., 2010). Thus, the spillover 

effects from the employed role would have a greater impact on the side-hustle 

entrepreneur’s well-being than the spillover effects from their self-employed role 

would, as was apparent from the results of this study. 

Thus, the second hypothesis of this study was supported. Despite contradicting the 

findings by Ardianti et al. (2022), this study confirmed and aligned with the findings 

by M. Stephan et al. (2023), Pagán-Castaño et al. (2020), and Bangwal and Tiwari 
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(2019). In conclusion, there was a positive relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs.  

 

6.6.3. H3: Moderating Effect of Work-Life Balance on the Relationship 

Between Side-Hustle Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of Side-

Hustle Entrepreneurs 

The third hypothesis of this study stated that work-life balance moderates the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life balance, the stronger the relationship 

between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. This hypothesis aimed to 

investigate the moderating effect of work-life balance on the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur. 

The moderating effect that was hypothesised would mean that if work-life balance 

improved, the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being 

would strengthen. Similarly, if work-life balance declined, the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being would weaken.  

The results of the moderator multiple regression test, which was conducted using 

hierarchical regression, were presented in Section 5.5.2.3. The results indicated that 

work-life balance did not have a statistically significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs (p-value = 0.598 which did not meet the requirement of being less 

than 0.05). Therefore, the third hypothesis of this study was not supported, indicating 

that work-life balance did not have a moderating effect on the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

These results disagreed with Klyver et al. (2020) but were supported by the views of 

Webster and Edwards (2019), Nikolova (2019), and Mmbaga et al. (2023). This 

finding indicated that even when work-life balance fluctuated, the relationship 

between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being remained unaffected. The 

results suggested that the variation in work-life balance did not matter when it came 

to the self-employed role of the individual. This could be due to the fact that side-

hustles are started out of passion or a need for further income, and the individual still 

gains in terms of well-being, even in the face of work-life balance challenges 

(Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023). 
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The findings were further supported by role accumulation theory. The theory explains 

that taking on an additional role could have positive or negative results (Sieber, 

1974). If, with the additional role, the individual is unable to manage their time 

effectively, their well-being could be impacted negatively. However, if they are able 

to adequately handle the additional demands, the addition of the role would result in 

positive implications for their well-being. Furthermore, Nikolova (2019) indicated that 

despite the high demands on a side-hustle entrepreneur due to their two working 

roles, the control and flexibility in their self-employed work still provide them with 

improved well-being. These two explanations provided support that a side-hustle 

entrepreneur is able to manage their time effectively and work-life balance would not 

have a moderating effect on the individual’s self-employed role. 

Additionally, when the side-hustle entrepreneur is faced with work-life balance 

challenges as a result of too many demands from their working roles, they could very 

well still maintain their time and focus levels on their side-hustle as it relates to their 

passion. This was explained by Mmbaga et al. (2023) who indicated that side-hustle 

entrepreneurs could choose to let work-life balance affect the demands of their 

primary job, rather than that of their self-employed role. The explanation by Mmbaga 

et al. (2023) could also be a reason why, in this study, work-life balance was not a 

moderator of the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-

being. This pointed to an idea that work-life balance could potentially be split into two 

portions, balance between the job demands and life (job-life balance), and balance 

between the side-hustle demands and life (side-hustle-life balance).  

However, the findings of this study contradicted Klyver et al. (2020), who indicated 

that work-life balance may well be a moderator of the relationship between side-

hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. They 

explain that when work-life balance is bad, it could negate the positive effects of side-

hustle satisfaction on the well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Webster and 

Edwards (2019) aligned with the views of Klyver et al. (2020), however, they also 

found cases where the time constraints from an additional working role did not have 

this negative effect on the individual’s well-being. These opposing behaviours 

reported by Webster and Edwards (2019) provided support to the results of this 

study, that work-life balance did not moderate the relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being, further supporting the contradiction to Klyver 

et al. (2020).  
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The results were also explained by the view of Mmbaga et al. (2023). They agreed 

that the additional role of a side-hustle entrepreneur may result in work-life 

imbalance, however, they added that the manner in which the individual manages 

this challenge will differentiate whether it influences their well-being or not. Therefore, 

the individual’s ability to effectively manage time constraints may play a bigger role 

than the actual presence of time constraints. This may be the reason the results of 

this study did not find work-life balance to be a moderator for the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being and may well be motivation for 

future studies to understand the split of work-life balance between job-life balance 

and side-hustle-life balance. 

The results presented in Section 5.5.2.3 also indicated that work-life balance did 

have a statistically significant positive relationship with employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs. This indicated that while there was no moderation effect, work-

life balance may well have a direct relationship with the employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs. This was not a focal point of this study, but rather an additional 

finding that was noted and could be further investigated in future studies. 

Therefore, with the third hypothesis of this study being rejected, the findings 

contradicted those of Klyver et al. (2020). Studies by Webster and Edwards (2019), 

Nikolova (2019), and Mmbaga et al. (2023) provide views that supported the results 

of the study, indicating that work-life balance may not moderate the relationship 

between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs as they manage their side-hustle time effectively. Nevertheless, there 

is room to further study the direct relationship between work-life balance and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs and to explore splitting work-life 

balance into job-life balance and side-hustle-life balance. 

 

6.6.4. H4: Moderating Effect of Work-Life Balance on the Relationship 

Between Job Satisfaction and Employee Well-Being of Side-Hustle 

Entrepreneurs 

The fourth hypothesis of this study stated that work-life balance moderates the 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life balance, the stronger the relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being. This hypothesis aimed to 
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investigate the moderating effect of work-life balance on the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur. The 

moderating effect that was hypothesised would mean that if work-life balance 

improved, the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being would 

strengthen. Furthermore, if work-life balance declined, the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being would weaken.  

The results of the moderator multiple regression test, which was conducted using 

hierarchical regression and presented in 5.5.2.4, indicated that work-life balance had 

a statistically significant moderating effect on the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being (Sig. F Change = 0.031 which meets the 

requirement of being below 0.05). The inclusion of the moderation effect resulted in 

an increase in the regression model’s explanation of the dependent variable, 

employee well-being. The model improved from being able to explain 47.6% of the 

variation in employee well-being to being able to explain 51.9% of the variation in 

employee well-being, thus amounting to an additional 4.3%.  

However, upon close examination of the regression model’s coefficients, it was 

revealed that while a work-life balance did have a moderating effect, the moderating 

effect had a negative coefficient. This negative moderating effect meant that an 

increase in work-life balance did not strengthen the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being, rather, it weakened the relationship. 

Furthermore, this meant that when there was a decrease in work-life balance, the 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being strengthened. 

Therefore, the results partially supported the fourth hypothesis as there was still a 

moderating effect present, albeit a negative one.  

These results confirmed the findings by Gounder and Govender (2018) while 

contradicting the findings by Mmbaga et al. (2023). The results indicated that the 

fluctuations in work-life balance affected the strength of the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being. Therefore, when work-life balance increased, 

the explanation of employee well-being provided by job satisfaction decreased, 

meaning that job satisfaction’s correlation with employee well-being decreased. And 

when work-life balance decreased, job satisfaction became more important in the 

explanation of employee well-being.  
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These findings coincided with those of Gounder and Govender (2018), who also 

found that an increased work-life balance resulted in a weaker relationship between 

job satisfaction and employee well-being. They found this relationship present where 

individuals who had moderate-to-low job satisfaction still had good levels of 

employee well-being due to the high levels of work-life balance. Therefore, the results 

from this study confirmed this phenomenon by indicating that work-life balance 

negatively moderated the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-

being.  

On the other hand, the results contradicted some of the findings by Mmbaga et al. 

(2023). They indicated that a drop in work-life balance would result in a weaker 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being, thus indicating a 

positive moderating effect of work-life balance. The results of this study revealed a 

negative moderating effect to be present, namely, that when there was a decrease 

in work-life balance, the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-

being strengthened.  

An explanation for the results and why they contradicted Mmbaga et al. (2023) can 

be found in the characteristics of side-hustle entrepreneurs. They yearn for autonomy 

and explore their venture to pursue a passion or to seek additional income, however, 

they need to maintain income security through their paid job (Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 

2023; Lindelid, 2023). By having a better work-life balance, the individual would have 

the opportunity to enjoy more autonomy and possibly explore more side-hustle work 

(Brändle & Kuckertz, 2022), thereby reducing the impact of the satisfaction in their 

paid job on their employee well-being. But when work-life balance declines, with the 

primary working role of the side-hustle entrepreneur still being the paid job, job 

satisfaction becomes more important in the employee well-being of the individual as 

more time is spent in the role (Demerouti et al., 2004). This explanation supports the 

results of the study, that work-life balance had a negative moderating effect on the 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

Furthermore, Ardianti et al. (2022) investigated side-hustle entrepreneurs and found 

that there was no relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being for 

these side-hustle entrepreneurs. When M. Stephan et al. (2023) carried out the same 

study on a different set of individuals, they found a positive relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being for these side-hustle entrepreneurs. The 
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findings of this study indicated that work-life balance had a moderating effect on the 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, and this could very well be the explanation for why Ardianti et al. 

(2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) found contradictory results. 

Therefore, the fourth hypothesis of this study was partially supported as the results 

still proved the presence of a moderating effect by work-life balance, albeit a negative 

one. While the results did not align with Mmbaga et al. (2023), it confirmed the 

negative moderating effect of work-life balance found by Gounder and Govender 

(2018). Understanding the characteristics of side-hustle entrepreneurs as described 

by Dvouletý and Bögenhold (2023) and Lindelid (2023) helped explain and support 

these results. Given that side-hustle entrepreneurs want to further explore their 

venture, improved work-life balance allows for more time in the venture and reduces 

the association of their well-being with their satisfaction in their paid job. But when 

their work-life balance deteriorates, and they need to allocate more time to their paid 

job, job satisfaction becomes more important for their well-being. These results also 

provided an explanation for why Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) 

found contradictory results. Thus, it was found that work-life balance negatively 

moderated the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life balance, the weaker the 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being. 

 

6.7. Answering the Research Question 

The research question that was posed for this study asked, “What is the moderating 

role of work-life balance on the relationship between work satisfaction and employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs?”. This research question was answered 

through the four hypotheses that were discussed above. As previously explained, 

work satisfaction for side-hustle entrepreneurs comprised of side-hustle satisfaction 

and job satisfaction. 

The first hypothesis was supported and established that there was a positive 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. The second hypothesis was supported and established that there 

was a positive relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-
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hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, it was first established that there was a relationship 

between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Thereafter, the third hypothesis was rejected, indicating that work-life balance did not 

have a moderating effect on the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. The fourth and final hypothesis 

was partially supported and established that work-life balance did have a moderating 

effect, however, it had a negative moderating effect. Therefore, work-life balance did 

not have a moderating effect on the entire relationship between work satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, but it did have a moderating effect 

on the job satisfaction and employee well-being portion. 

Therefore, the answer to the research question was – work-life balance had a 

negative moderating effect on the relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs but did not have any 

moderating effect on the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. In light of these findings, the 

proposed conceptual model was updated to incorporate the findings from this study, 

resulting in the final conceptual model illustrated in Figure 37. 

 

 

 

Figure 37: Final Conceptual Model 
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6.8. Conclusion 

A summary of the results was presented based on the data analysis, and a 

discussion of these results was then presented. First, the results from the data 

collection and data preparation were discussed and thereafter, the results from the 

statistical analysis and quality assurance were examined. The discussion of the 

descriptive analysis provided deeper insights into the population and their responses, 

however, the discussion culminated with the results of the hypothesis tests. The 

chapter concluded by providing an answer to the research question along with 

presenting the final conceptual model. The next chapter will provide the conclusions 

of this study.  
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1. Introduction 

The seventh and final chapter of this research report summarises and draws 

conclusions from the results of the study. Contributions to theory and practical 

implications for stakeholders are then discussed. Lastly, the limitations of the study 

are presented and recommendations for future research are outlined. 

 

7.2. Principal Conclusions 

The study aimed to answer the research question which asked, “What is the 

moderating role of work-life balance on the relationship between work satisfaction 

and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs?”. Using a combination of 

spillover theory and role accumulation theory, the existing literature related to this 

topic was reviewed and four hypotheses were formulated. These four hypotheses 

revolved around the relationships between work satisfaction (comprised of job 

satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction) and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, and the moderating effect of work-life balance on these relationships. 

The research methodology was formulated which employed a survey questionnaire 

to collect responses from side-hustle entrepreneurs. This survey questionnaire used 

and adapted existing scales in order to measure the four key variables along with 

several control variables. A total of 208 valid responses were received. Various 

statistical and quality tests were conducted on the data, including checks for reliability 

and validity, all of which were deemed satisfactory in order to proceed with testing 

the hypotheses of this study. 

The first hypothesis of this study stated that there is a positive relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. The 

results supported this hypothesis, indicating that there was a statistically significant 

positive relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs. This finding aligned with previous studies by Clausen et 

al. (2022), U. Stephan et al. (2020), and Webster and Edwards (2019). By 

establishing that side-hustle satisfaction did have a significant relationship with 
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employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, the gap identified by Ardianti et 

al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023) was addressed. 

The second hypothesis of this study stated that there is a positive relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. The 

results supported this hypothesis, indicating that there was a statistically significant 

positive relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. This finding contradicted the findings by Ardianti et al. (2022), 

however, it confirmed and aligned with the findings by M. Stephan et al. (2023), 

Pagán-Castaño et al. (2020), and Bangwal and Tiwari (2019). Furthermore, the 

results also revealed that job satisfaction had a stronger relationship with employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs when compared to the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. This was further supported by 

spillover theory and the fact that the primary role of a side-hustle entrepreneur is still 

their paid job and therefore more time is spent in that role. 

The third hypothesis of this study stated that work-life balance moderates the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life balance, the stronger the relationship 

between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. The results of the 

hypothesis tests indicated that this hypothesis was not supported, as work-life 

balance did not have any significant moderating effect on the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. This meant that changes in work-

life balance did not affect the strength of the relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of the side-hustle entrepreneur. Side-hustles 

are started out of passion, and when work-life balance deteriorates, side-hustle 

entrepreneurs still find joy in their venture and still allocate sufficient time to it, thus 

still providing well-being benefits. This also provides motivation to split work-life 

balance into two portions, balance in the paid job (job-life balance) and balance in 

the side-hustle (side-hustle-life balance). 

This finding contradicted the findings expressed by Klyver et al. (2020) and Webster 

and Edwards (2019), who indicated that work-life balance does moderate the well-

being effects of side-hustle satisfaction. However, multiple studies do motivate that 

work-life balance and the manner in which the side-hustle entrepreneur manages it, 

will impact their employee well-being, regardless of their satisfaction with their side-

hustle (Mmbaga et al., 2023; Nikolova, 2019). While the results of this study did not 
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indicate a moderating effect of work-life balance on the relationship between side-

hustle entrepreneurship and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, it did 

find that work-life balance may have a direct relationship with the employee well-

being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, this finding did indicate an area for 

future research. 

The fourth hypothesis of this study stated that work-life balance moderates the 

relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life balance, the stronger the relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being. This hypothesis was partially 

supported, as the results of the hypothesis test indicated the presence of a 

moderating effect from work-life balance, however, it had a negative moderating 

effect on the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs. This meant that an increase in work-life balance decreased the 

association between job satisfaction and employee well-being, while a decline in 

work-life balance made the association between job satisfaction and employee well-

being stronger. Given the characteristics of side-hustle entrepreneurs, increases in 

work-life balance allow them to explore their side-hustle more, reducing the reliance 

on job satisfaction for their employee well-being. Similarly, a bad work-life balance 

would mean that more time would be allocated to their paid job, thus increasing the 

importance of job satisfaction for their employee well-being.  

The results of the fourth hypothesis test did not concur with Mmbaga et al. (2023), 

who indicated that work-life balance would have a positive moderation effect. 

However, Gounder and Govender (2018) also found a negative moderating effect of 

work-life balance in their study, thereby supporting the results of this study. The 

results also provided an explanation for the differences in the findings of Ardianti et 

al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023), who found contradicting results regarding 

the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

By testing the above hypotheses, the research question was answered. Thus, it was 

found that work-life balance had a negative moderating effect on the relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs but 

did not have any moderating effect on the relationship between side-hustle 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. The findings and 
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the answer to the research question were depicted through a conceptual model 

which was presented in Figure 37 under Section 6.7. 

 

7.3. Theoretical Contribution 

There has been growing interest in the topic of side-hustle entrepreneurship, with 

findings indicating that side-hustle entrepreneurs exhibit distinct behaviours in 

comparison to full-time entrepreneurs and full-time paid workers (Demir et al., 2020; 

Folta et al., 2010). One commonly raised concern is that of the employee well-being 

of side-hustle entrepreneurs (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023). Despite 

this concern being raised in multiple studies, very few studies have been conducted 

on the employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, and it has therefore been 

recommended as an area that requires additional research (Lindelid, 2023). 

Therefore, this study extended the understanding of the employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs and contributed to both side-hustle entrepreneurship literature 

and employee well-being literature. The study confirmed that the commonly found 

relationship – that job satisfaction is positively related to employee well-being – holds 

true for side-hustle entrepreneurs as well. 

Secondly, this study extended previous studies on employee well-being of side-

hustle entrepreneurs by Ardianti et al. (2022) and M. Stephan et al. (2023), which 

were only able to consider job satisfaction in their analysis. Both these studies 

pointed out the gap in their research as not being able to investigate the satisfaction 

in the side-hustle entrepreneur’s self-employed role and its impact on their employee 

well-being. Therefore, this study considered work satisfaction for side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, which comprised of job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction, and 

both constructs were measured and analysed. This study thus considered the 

satisfaction from the self-employed role, and it was established that side-hustle 

satisfaction had a positive relationship with employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. 

Lastly, contradictory results were found in the previous studies on employee well-

being of side-hustle entrepreneurs (Ardianti et al., 2022; M. Stephan et al., 2023). 

The authors of these studies also indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurs do face 

work-life balance challenges, and it could play a role in their employee well-being. 

Other studies like those by Webster and Edwards (2019) and Klyver et al. (2020) 
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also pointed out that work-life balance may be crucial in the relationship between 

work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, 

this study sought to investigate the moderating role of work-life balance on the 

relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs.  

While the results of this study indicated that work-life balance did not moderate the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs, the study confirmed that work-life balance did indeed have a 

moderating effect on the relationship between job satisfaction and employee well-

being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. This moderating effect was a negative effect, 

such that as work-life balance increased, the relationship between job satisfaction 

and employee well-being weakened. Side-hustles are started out of passion or a 

need for additional income, therefore work-life balance does not reduce the joy or 

well-being benefits gained from the side-hustle, therefore not having a moderating 

effect on the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. 

However, when work-life balance improves, the side-hustle entrepreneur can spend 

more time in their venture, reducing the reliance on job satisfaction for their employee 

well-being. Similarly, when work-life balance deteriorates, the side-hustle 

entrepreneur needs to spend more time in their employed role, and as a result, 

increasing the importance of job satisfaction for their employee well-being. Thus, the 

third and final contribution to the existing theory was provided. 

 

7.4. Practical Implications for Stakeholders 

Based on the theoretical findings related to side-hustle entrepreneurship, the 

research results had several implications for multiple stakeholders. These 

stakeholders included employers, policymakers, and the side-hustle entrepreneurs 

themselves.  

 

7.4.1. Implications for Employers 

Employee well-being has been the focus of many studies and has been proven to be 

a significant factor in employee performance and ultimately, organisational 

performance (Isham et al., 2021). Concerns for employee well-being have also been 
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raised in light of the work-life balance challenges faced by side-hustle entrepreneurs 

(Dvouletý & Bögenhold, 2023; M. Stephan et al., 2023). This study provided insight 

to help employers better understand the phenomenon. 

Work-life balance was found to have a negative moderating effect on the relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. This 

meant that as the individual’s work-life balance improved, their employee well-being 

had a weaker association with their job satisfaction. However, when their work-life 

balance deteriorated, job satisfaction became more important for their employee 

well-being. Therefore, employers need to note that with side-hustle entrepreneurship 

often resulting in more work-life balance challenges, job satisfaction becomes even 

more important in relation to employee well-being for side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Thus, specific attention needs to be given to job satisfaction for side-hustle 

entrepreneurs.  

Furthermore, employers should be cognisant that job satisfaction has a stronger 

relationship with employee well-being when compared to side-hustle satisfaction’s 

relationship with employee well-being. Therefore, job satisfaction should not be 

overlooked in the context of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Maintaining good levels of 

employee well-being is critical for organisations, and contributions from side-hustle 

entrepreneurs have been proven to be impactful for organisations (Crider et al., 2024; 

Isham et al., 2021). 

Crider et al. (2024) indicated that a large portion of side-hustle entrepreneurs do not 

transition to full-time employment, but rather remain side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Therefore, employers need to craft policies that not only, protect the interests of the 

organisation, but also benefit both the side-hustle entrepreneurs and the 

organisation, to create shared value. These policies should address conflicts of 

interest but also support individuals in pursuing their passion or alternate ventures 

as side-hustle entrepreneurship has been proven to foster higher innovation and 

improved employee well-being (Crider et al., 2024). 

 

7.4.2. Implications for Policymakers 

Many businesses start up from side-hustles and this trend is becoming increasingly 

common around the world. With entrepreneurship playing a crucial role in a country’s 
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economic development, side-hustle entrepreneurs need to also be considered by 

policymakers. Many policies currently support and encourage entrepreneurship, 

however side-hustle entrepreneurs do not benefit from these policies. Therefore, 

side-hustle entrepreneurs need to be considered in their own light for such policies, 

as providing them with that additional support may assist them in starting new 

businesses and in dealing with their challenges related to work-life balance. 

Furthermore, the implementation of policies that support side-hustle 

entrepreneurship may encourage more individuals to enter this form of 

entrepreneurship. In this way, new businesses may start, encouraging economic 

development. In addition, organisations will benefit as the results have indicated that 

individuals who are satisfied with their side-hustle also have higher employee well-

being, and Crider et al. (2024) indicated that side-hustle entrepreneurship does result 

in improved innovative and creative skills in the individual’s paid job. 

 

7.4.3. Implications for the Side-Hustle Entrepreneur 

This study found that higher satisfaction in one’s side-hustle relates to higher 

employee well-being. This was a key finding, as many individuals enter side-hustle 

entrepreneurship due to low job satisfaction and low employee well-being. Therefore, 

seeking a new venture that is satisfying for the individual can result in improvements 

in employee well-being. Furthermore, it could also have spillover effects into their 

paid job and result in an improved experience therein. 

The results from this study showed that job satisfaction was still important for the 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. While side-hustle entrepreneurs 

start their venture for various reasons, their primary working role is still their paid job. 

The results indicated that satisfaction in their paid job accounts for their employee 

well-being more than satisfaction in their side-hustle does. Therefore, job satisfaction 

is still crucial, and the focus from the side-hustle entrepreneurs should not be on their 

venture alone. 

An important takeaway from this study for the side-hustle entrepreneur was 

consciously managing their work-life balance effectively. Work-life balance has been 

raised as a concern by many researchers of side-hustle entrepreneurship as the work 

demands increase for the individual (Crider et al., 2024; Klyver et al., 2020; Mmbaga 
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et al., 2023; Webster & Edwards, 2019). While the self-employed role does offer 

some level of flexibility, the individual still needs to carefully manage their time. Work-

life balance clearly contributes to the well-being of these individuals and therefore 

the indication by Mmbaga et al. (2023) needs to be emphasised as an important 

implication for side-hustle entrepreneurs – how the individual deals with their time 

challenges will explain the differences in their well-being. Therefore, side-hustle 

entrepreneurs should effectively manage their work-life balance in order to avoid 

negative implications on their well-being. 

 

7.5. Limitations 

This research had certain limitations which are important to acknowledge and may 

limit the generalisability of the findings. 

 

7.5.1. Sampling method 

As expressed in Section 4.3.8, the snowballing approach to sampling could have 

resulted in similar types of individuals responding to the survey. Therefore, a diverse 

and true representation of the population may not have been captured. Furthermore, 

the respondents were mainly accessed through the researcher’s network, 

compounding the likelihood of similar types of individuals responding to the survey, 

resulting in sampling bias. 

 

7.5.2. Cross-Sectional Time Horizon 

Given that the study investigated the relationships at a given point in time, the 

findings would potentially only hold true for that point in time. Therefore, the findings 

did not account for any potential changes that could take place over time.  

 

7.5.3. Removal of Items from Scales 

During the data analysis process, while establishing reliability and validity, certain 

items had to be removed from the scales. While the removal of these items was the 
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correct action for this study, the results may no longer be comparable to other studies 

that use the full set of items for the scales (Pallant, 2007). 

 

7.6. Recommendations for Future Studies 

This study aimed to investigate the moderating role of work-life balance on the 

relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. This goal was achieved by assessing the relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs, and the 

relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs. Thereafter, the moderating effect of work-life balance on these two 

relationships was evaluated.  

The first area for future research would be to improve on this study by addressing 

the limitation around the removal of items from the scales. Items were removed from 

the job satisfaction and side-hustle satisfaction scales as well as from the 

psychological well-being subscale. While this was the correct action for this study, it 

did limit the generalisability of the findings (Pallant, 2007). Future studies may 

investigate these relationships using alternate work satisfaction and employee well-

being scales, as there are various other scales available in existing literature. 

Furthermore, the scale for side-hustle satisfaction was adopted from a job 

satisfaction scale that was developed in the field of organisational psychology. Future 

research could explore developing scales that could suitably measure side-hustle 

satisfaction with entrepreneurship aspects like autonomy, entrepreneurial 

persistence, and growth, to mention a few. Following the development of a scale like 

this, research into the relationship between side-hustle and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs may be carried out again with the more accurate side-

hustle satisfaction scale. 

Future research could also focus on ensuring that the relationships that were 

established in this study hold true over time. The cross-sectional nature of this study 

brings about the limitation of findings that are true at a certain point in time. Therefore, 

an area for future research is to conduct a longitudinal study of these relationships. 

Another limitation may be addressed by improving the sampling methods. As 

indicated, the sample of this study may not have been representative of the 
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population of side-hustle entrepreneurs due to the sampling methods used. In order 

to produce more generalisable findings, future research could employ sampling 

methods that could collect data from a more diverse sample which could be a more 

accurate representation of the population. This could be achieved through the 

networks of multiple individuals, with the individuals also belonging to different 

groups of people.  

The findings of this study indicated that an improvement in measuring work-life 

balance could be an area for future research. This may provide more insight into the 

moderating role of work-life balance on the relationships between satisfaction in the 

different roles of the side-hustle entrepreneur and their employee well-being. By 

splitting work-life balance into job-life balance and side-hustle-life balance, a 

moderating role on the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee 

well-being may be found. Therefore, future research could explore side-hustle-life 

balance as a moderator in the relationships that were investigated in this study. 

Lastly, while the moderating effect of work-life balance was clear on the relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being, there was no moderating effect 

found on the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. 

However, it was identified that work-life balance may have a direct relationship with 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. Therefore, it was recommended 

that future research investigates the direct relationship between work-life balance 

and employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

 

7.7. Conclusion 

In summary, a research study was conducted on the moderating effect of work-life 

balance on the relationship between work satisfaction and employee well-being of 

side-hustle entrepreneurs. This comprised of a review of existing literature, forming 

hypotheses, collecting and analysing data to test the hypotheses, and ultimately 

answering the research question. Thus, it was established that work-life balance had 

a negative moderating effect on the relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs but did not have any moderating 

effect on the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being 

of side-hustle entrepreneurs.  
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Appendix A: Consistency Matrix 

Hypothesis Literature Review Data Collection Tool Analysis 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is a positive relationship 

between side-hustle satisfaction and employee 

well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Ardianti et al., 2022 

Clausen et al., 2022 

M. Stephan et al., 2023 

Adapted job satisfaction scale 

from Curry et al. (1986) & 

employee well-being scale 

from Zheng et al., 2015 

Multiple Regression to 

test relationship, 

direction, and strength  

Hypothesis 2 (H2): There is a positive relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee well-being 

of side-hustle entrepreneurs. 

Ardianti et al., 2022 

Pagán-Castaño et al., 2020 

Rothausen & Henderson, 

2019 

Job satisfaction scale from 

Curry et al. (1986) & employee 

well-being scale from Zheng et 

al., 2015 

Multiple Regression to 

test relationship, 

direction, and strength 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Work-life balance moderates 

the relationship between side-hustle satisfaction 

and employee well-being of side-hustle 

entrepreneurs such that the higher the work-life 

balance, the stronger the relationship between 

side-hustle satisfaction and employee well-being. 

Ardianti et al., 2022 

Berger & Bruch, 2021 

Brough et al., 2020 

Gounder & Govender, 2018 

 

Adapted job satisfaction scale 

from Curry et al. (1986); 

employee well-being scale 

from Zheng et al. (2015) & 

work-life balance scale from 

Brough et al. (2014) 

Moderator multiple 

regression analysis to 

test for influence of 

moderator 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Work-life balance moderates 

the relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee well-being of side-hustle entrepreneurs 

such that the higher the work-life balance, the 

stronger the relationship between job satisfaction 

and employee well-being. 

Allen et al., 2000 

Ardianti et al., 2022 

Brough et al., 2020 

Gounder & Govender, 2018 

Mmbaga et al., 2023 

Job satisfaction scale from 

Curry et al. (1986); employee 

well-being scale from Zheng et 

al. (2015) & work-life balance 

scale from Brough et al. (2014) 

Moderator multiple 

regression analysis to 

test for influence of 

moderator 
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Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire 

The survey question is shown below, indicating each question and its possible 

answers, as well as the source for each section of questions relating to the constructs 

being investigated. 

# Question Answer Options 
    

 Section: Background information  

    

1 
Please indicate which age band you 
fall in 

[< 25; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 
> 64; prefer not to say] 

2 
Please indicate your highest level of 
education 

Choose from a list qualification 
levels, with ‘other’ option 

3 
Do you currently work in a paid job 
where you are an employee? 

Yes / No 

4 
In which industry does the company 
operate? 

Choose from a list of industries, 
with ‘other’ option 

5 
How many years have you been 
working in this job? 

[< 3 months; 3-12 months; 1-2 
years; 3-5 years; 6-10 years; 11-15 

years; 16-20 years; > 20 years] 

6 
How many years have you been 
working as an employee in any paid 
job? 

[< 3 months; 3-12 months; 1-2 
years; 3-5 years; 6-10 years; 11-15 

years; 16-20 years; > 20 years] 

7 

Do you currently have your own 
business/side-hustle (you do not work 
for a boss, e.g., Avon, Tupperware, 
Tutoring, Buying/Making and Selling 
items)? 

Yes / No 

8 
In which industry does this 
business/side-hustle operate? 

Choose from a list of industries, 
with ‘other’ option 

9 
How many years have you been 
running this business/side-hustle? 

[< 3 months; 3-12 months; 1-2 
years; 3-5 years; 6-10 years; 11-15 

years; 16-20 years; > 20 years] 

10 
How many years have you been 
running any of your own 
businesses/side-hustles? 

[< 3 months; 3-12 months; 1-2 
years; 3-5 years; 6-10 years; 11-15 

years; 16-20 years; > 20 years] 

11 In which role do you spend more time? Employee role / Side-hustle 
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  Section: Job Satisfaction (from Curry et al., 1986) 

  
Select your answers for the following questions purely based on your 
work as an employee 

      

12 
I find real enjoyment in my job 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

13 

I like my job better than the average 
worker does 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

14 
I am seldom bored with my job 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

15 
I would not consider taking another job 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

16 

Most days I am enthusiastic about my 
job 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

17 
I feel fairly well satisfied with my job 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

   

  Section: Side-hustle Satisfaction (adapted from Curry et al., 1986) 

  
Select your answers for the following questions purely based on your work in 
your side-hustle (or own business) 

      

18 
I find real enjoyment in my side-hustle 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

19 

I like my side-hustle better than the 
average worker/business-owner does 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

20 
I am seldom bored with my side-hustle 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

21 

I would not consider taking another 
side-hustle over this one 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

22 

Most days I am enthusiastic about my 
side-hustle 

Five-point Linkert-type scale. 1 - 
strongly disagree; 5-strongly agree 

23 

I feel fairly well satisfied with my side-
hustle 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 
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  Section: Employee Well-being (from Zheng et al., 2015) 

  
Select your answers for the following questions based on your life as a 
whole and considering both of your working roles (paid job and side-hustle) 

      

  Subsection: Life Well-being   

24 
I feel satisfied with my life 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

25 

I am close to my dream in most 
aspects of my life 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

26 

Most of the time, I do feel real 
happiness 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

27 
I am in a good life situation 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

28 
My life is very fun 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

29 

I would hardly change my current way 
of life in the afterlife 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

      

  Subsection: Work Well-being   

30 

I am satisfied with my work 
responsibilities 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

31 

In general, I feel fairly satisfied with my 
present work roles 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

32 
I find real enjoyment in my work 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

33 

I can always find ways to enrich my 
work 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

34 

Work is a meaningful experience for 
me 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

35 

I feel basically satisfied with my work 
achievements in my current work roles 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 
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  Subsection: Psychological Well-being   

36 
I feel I have grown as a person 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

37 
I handle daily affairs well 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

38 

I generally feel good about myself, and 
I'm confident 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

39 

People think I am willing to give and to 
share my time with others 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

40 

I am good at making flexible timetables 
for my work 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

41 

I love having deep conversations with 
family and friends so that we can 
better understand each other 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

      

  Section: Work-life Balance (from Brough et al., 2014) 

  
Select your answers for the following questions based on your life as a 
whole and considering both of your working roles (paid job and side-hustle) 

      

42 

I currently have a good balance 
between the time I spend at work and 
the time I have available for non-work 
activities 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

43 

I have difficulty balancing my work and 
non-work activities. 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly agree; 5-strongly 

disagree 

44 

I feel that the balance between my 
work demands and non-work activities 
is currently about right 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 

45 

Overall, I believe that my work and 
non-work life are balanced. 

Five-point Linkert-type scale.  
1 - strongly disagree; 5-strongly 

agree 
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Appendix C: Sample Extract of Raw Data Collected 

 

Figure 38: Sample Extract of Raw Data Collected 
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Appendix D: Codebook 

Table 10: Codebook for Survey Questions to Labels 

Question 
# 

Question 
Label 

1.1. Please indicate which age band you fall in Age 

1.2. Please indicate your highest level of 
education 

Qualification 

1.3. Do you currently work in a paid job where 
you are an employee? 

Job 

1.4. In which industry does the company 
operate? 

JobIndustry 

1.5. How many years have you been working in 
this job? 

JobTenure 

1.6. How many years have you been working as 
an employee in any paid job? 

AllJobTenure 

1.7. Do you currently have your own 
business/side-hustle (you do not work for a 
boss, e.g., Avon, Tupperware, Tutoring, 
Buying/Making and Selling items)? 

SideHustle 

1.8. In which industry does this business/side-
hustle operate? 

SideHustleIndustry 

1.9. How many years have you been running this 
business/side-hustle? 

SideHustleTenure 

1.10. How many years have you been running any 
of your own businesses/side-hustles? 

AllSideHustleTenure 

1.11. In which role do you spend more time? PrimaryWork 

2.1. I find real enjoyment in my job JS1 

2.2. I like my job better than the average worker 
does 

JS2 

2.3. I am seldom bored with my job JS3 

2.4. I would not consider taking another job JS4 

2.5. Most days I am enthusiastic about my job JS5 

2.6. I feel fairly well satisfied with my job JS6 

3.1. I find real enjoyment in my side-hustle SHS1 

3.2. I like my side-hustle better than the average 
worker/business-owner does 

SHS2 

3.3. I am seldom bored with my side-hustle SHS3 



 

142 
 

Question 
# 

Question 
Label 

3.4. I would not consider taking another side-
hustle over this one 

SHS4 

3.5. Most days I am enthusiastic about my side-
hustle 

SHS5 

3.6. I feel fairly well satisfied with my side-hustle SHS6 

4.1. I feel satisfied with my life LWB1 

4.2. I am close to my dream in most aspects of 
my life 

LWB2 

4.3. Most of the time, I do feel real happiness LWB3 

4.4. I am in a good life situation LWB4 

4.5. My life is very fun LWB5 

4.6. I would hardly change my current way of life 
in the afterlife 

LWB6 

5.1. I am satisfied with my work responsibilities WWB1 

5.2. In general, I feel fairly satisfied with my 
present work roles 

WWB2 

5.3. I find real enjoyment in my work WWB3 

5.4. I can always find ways to enrich my work WWB4 

5.5. Work is a meaningful experience for me WWB5 

5.6. I feel basically satisfied with my work 
achievements in my current work roles 

WWB6 

6.1. I feel I have grown as a person PWB1 

6.2. I handle daily affairs well PWB2 

6.3. I generally feel good about myself, and I'm 
confident 

PWB3 

6.4. People think I am willing to give and to share 
my time with others 

PWB4 

6.5. I am good at making flexible timetables for 
my work 

PWB5 

6.6. I love having deep conversations with family 
and friends so that we can better understand 
each other 

PWB6 

7.1. I currently have a good balance between the 
time I spend at work and the time I have 
available for non-work activities 

WLB1 

7.2. I have difficulty balancing my work and non-
work activities. 

WLB2 
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Question 
# 

Question 
Label 

7.3. I feel that the balance between my work 
demands and non-work activities is currently 
about right 

WLB3 

7.4. Overall, I believe that my work and non-work 
life are balanced. 

WLB4 

 

Table 11: Codebook for Re-Categorised Industry Survey Responses 

Response Mapped Industry 

accomodation rental Real Estate 

Aesthetic beauty  Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Agriculture Agriculture 

Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Automobile  Automotive 

Automotive Automotive 

Automotive Aftersales  Automotive 

Banking Financial Services 

Call centre BPO  Other 

Catering and import services  Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Construction Construction 

consulting Professional Services 

Consulting  Professional Services 

Cookware and Informal trading Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 

Craft Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Data Design Technology, IT, Data 

Digital Marketing  Marketing 

Education  Education, Research & Development 

Education, Research & Development Education, Research & Development 

Energy Energy 

Entertainment, nightlife Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Financial Services Financial Services 
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Response Mapped Industry 

Food Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Food delivery  Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Graphic Design and Media 
Communication 

Media 

Healthcare Healthcare 

I work for the Holding company that 
covers various industries 

Other 

Insurance  Financial Services 

Investments  Financial Services 

Legal Professional Services 

Manufacturing Manufacturing 

Marketing Marketing 

Marketing and events Marketing 

Material handling Manufacturing 

Media Media 

Mentorship  Education, Research & Development 

Mining Mining 

Motor Automotive 

NGO Other 

Online store  Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 

Other Other 

Oud fragranced  Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Political Other 

Professional Services (Law, Accounting, 
etc.) 

Professional Services 

Property Real Estate 

Property  Real Estate 

Property Management Real Estate 

Property owning, maintaining and 
collecting Rent 

Real Estate 

Real Estate Real Estate 

Real estate  Real Estate 

Recruitment  Other 



 

145 
 

Response Mapped Industry 

Retail goods as well as service (IT 
Services web development/consulting) 

Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 

Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 

Sales Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 

Science  Professional Services 

Selling cars Automotive 

Selling personalised items  Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 

Service delivery Other 

Social work  Other 

Sound engineering and some woodwork Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

Sport Sport 

Sport  Sport 

Sports Sport 

Sports & Recreation Sport 

Technology, IT, Data Technology, IT, Data 

Telecommunication  Technology, IT, Data 

Telecommunications Technology, IT, Data 

Telecommunications  Technology, IT, Data 

Tobacco Industry Other 

Transport Transport 

Water, Design, Construction, Operations 
& Maintenance 

Construction 

Wellness and Beauty Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, 
Food, Hospitality & Tourism 

 

Table 12: Codebook for Age Group to Numeric Data 

Age Group Code 

Younger than 25 1 

25 - 34 2 

35 - 44 3 

45 - 54 4 

55 - 64 5 

65 and older 6 

Prefer not to say 7 
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Table 13: Codebook for Highest Qualification to Numeric Data 

Highest Qualification Code 

Did not finish school 1 

Matric 2 

Diploma 3 

Undergraduate Degree 4 

Honours Degree 5 

Masters Degree 6 

Doctoral Degree 7 

 

Table 14: Codebook for Industry Responses to Numeric Data 

Industry Code 

Agriculture 1 

Arts, Culture, Fashion, Entertainment, Food, Hospitality & Tourism 2 

Automotive 3 

Construction 4 

Education, Research & Development 5 

Energy 6 

Financial Services 7 

Healthcare 8 

Manufacturing 9 

Marketing 10 

Media 11 

Mining 12 

Other 13 

Professional Services 14 

Real Estate 15 

Retail, Fast Moving Consumer Goods 16 

Sport 17 

Technology, IT, Data 18 

Transport 19 
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Table 15: Codebook for Yes/No Responses to Numeric Data 

Yes/No Response Code 

Yes 1 

No 0 

 

Table 16: Codebook for Primary Work to Numeric Data 

Primary Work Code 

Employee Role 1 

Side-Hustle 0 

 

Table 17: Codebook for Tenure to Numeric Data 

Tenure Code 

Less than 3 months 0 

3 to 12 months 1 

1 - 2 years 2 

3 - 5 years 3 

6 - 10 years 4 

11 - 15 years 5 

16 - 20 years 6 

More than 20 years 7 

 

Table 18: Codebook for Likert Scale Responses to Numeric Data 

Likert Scale Response Code 

1 - Strongly Disagree 1 

2 – Disagree 2 

3 – Neutral 3 

4 – Agree 4 

5 - Strongly Agree 5 
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Table 19: Codebook for Reverse Likert Scale Reponses to Numeric Data 

Reverse Likert Scale Response Code 

5 - Strongly Disagree 5 

4 - Disagree 4 

3 - Neutral 3 

2 - Agree 2 

1 - Strongly Agree 1 
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Appendix E: Little’s Missing Completely At Random Test 

Results 

 

Figure 39: Little’s Missing Completely At Random Test Results 
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Appendix F: First Iteration of Outlier Detection and 

Winsorization 

Table 20: First Iteration of Outlier Detection and Winsorization 

Item Observation Number Z-Score Old Value New Value 

SHS1 141 -3.84196 1 2 

SHS2 197 -3.1683 1 2 

SHS5 110 -3.12597 1 2 

SHS5 96 -3.12597 1 2 

SHS5 28 -3.12597 1 2 

SHS6 142 -3.07354 1 2 

SHS6 96 -3.07354 1 2 

SHS6 28 -3.07354 1 2 

WWB4 194 -3.13665 1 2 

WWB4 102 -3.13665 1 2 

WWB5 194 -3.06168 1 2 

WWB5 160 -3.06168 1 2 

WWB5 102 -3.06168 1 2 

WWB6 63 -3.15662 1 2 

WWB6 56 -3.15662 1 2 

PWB1 126 -4.6735 1 3 

PWB1 194 -3.22694 2 3 

PWB1 173 -3.22694 2 3 

PWB1 158 -3.22694 2 3 

PWB1 123 -3.22694 2 3 

PWB1 40 -3.22694 2 3 

PWB1 63 -3.22694 2 3 

PWB2 126 -4.43115 1 2 

PWB2 38 -4.43115 1 2 

PWB3 73 -3.76105 1 2 

PWB3 38 -3.76105 1 2 

PWB4 203 -3.1684 2 3 

PWB4 160 -3.1684 2 3 

PWB4 2 -3.1684 2 3 
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Item Observation Number Z-Score Old Value New Value 

PWB5 181 -3.41592 1 2 

PWB5 87 -3.41592 1 2 

PWB6 157 -3.79624 1 2 

PWB6 37 -3.79624 1 2 
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Appendix G: Second Iteration of Outlier Detection and 

Winsorization 

Table 21: Second Iteration of Outlier Detection and Winsorization 

Item Observation Number Z-Score Old Value New Value 

PWB2 198 -3.12276 2 3 

PWB2 126 -3.12276 2 3 

PWB2 123 -3.12276 2 3 

PWB2 73 -3.12276 2 3 

PWB2 38 -3.12276 2 3 

PWB2 7 -3.12276 2 3 
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Appendix H: Normal Q-Q Plots of Each Measured Variable 
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Appendix I: Cronbach’s Alpha Outputs From SPSS 

Where the minimum required Cronbach’s alpha was achieved, only the Reliability 

Statistics output is shown. Where the Cronbach’s alpha was lower than the required 

0.7, the Item-Total Statistics output from SPSS is shown along with an indication of 

which item was removed to do a second run to improve the Cronbach’s alpha. 

 

Job Satisfaction: 

 

 

Side-Hustle Satisfaction: 

 

 

Life Well-Being: 

 

 

Workplace Well-Being: 
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Psychological Well-Being: 

Pass 1: 

 

 

Pass 2: 

 

 

Pass 3: 
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Final Psychological Well-Being result: 

 

 

Overall Employee Well-Being: 

 

 

Work-Life Balance: 
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Appendix J: CFA Models 

Initial CFA Model before composite reliability and validity checks: 

 

Figure 40: First CFA Model 
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Final CFA model after reliability and validity checks: 

 

Figure 41: Final CFA Model 
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Table 22: Updated Model Fit Indices for Final CFA Model 

Metric Initial Model 

Value 

Value Threshold Outcome 

Normed Chi-Square 1.78 1.41 < 3 Good 

Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) 
0.048 0.044 < 0.08 Good 

Standardised Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR) 
0.071 0.069 < 0.08 Good 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.94 0.96 > 0.90 Good 

Goodness-of-Fit (GFI) 0.84 0.86 > 0.90 Bad 

Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) 0.94 0.95 > 0.90 Good 

 

 

  



 

163 
 

Appendix K: Composite Reliability Calculations 
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Appendix L: Convergent Validity and Updated Composite 

Reliability Calculations 
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Appendix M: Hetrotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) Ratio of Correlations for Discriminant Validity 

 

 

WLB1 WLB2 WLB3 WLB4 PWB1_W
PWB2_W

2
PWB3_W WWB1 WWB2 WWB3

WWB4_

W

WWB5_

W

WWB6_

W
LWB1 LWB2 LWB3 LWB4 LWB5 LWB6 SHS1_W SHS2_W SHS5_W SHS6_W JS1 JS2 JS4 JS5 JS6

WLB1

WLB2 0.569

WLB3 0.786 0.604

WLB4 0.808 0.621 0.857

PWB1_

W
0.078 0.06 0.083 0.085

PWB2_

W2
0.08 0.061 0.085 0.087 0.396

PWB3_

W
0.097 0.074 0.102 0.105 0.478 0.488

WWB1 0.195 0.149 0.206 0.212 0.199 0.203 0.246

WWB2 0.197 0.151 0.209 0.215 0.202 0.206 0.249 0.753

WWB3 0.237 0.182 0.252 0.259 0.243 0.248 0.299 0.63 0.639

WWB4

_W
0.176 0.135 0.187 0.192 0.181 0.184 0.223 0.469 0.475 0.571

WWB5

_W
0.192 0.148 0.204 0.21 0.197 0.201 0.243 0.511 0.518 0.623 0.584

WWB6

_W
0.17 0.13 0.18 0.185 0.174 0.177 0.214 0.451 0.457 0.55 0.409 0.615

LWB1 0.141 0.108 0.149 0.153 0.314 0.32 0.387 0.358 0.362 0.436 0.324 0.354 0.312

LWB2 0.117 0.09 0.124 0.128 0.261 0.267 0.322 0.298 0.302 0.363 0.27 0.294 0.26 0.514

LWB3 0.139 0.107 0.148 0.152 0.31 0.316 0.382 0.354 0.358 0.431 0.321 0.35 0.309 0.61 0.508

LWB4 0.127 0.098 0.135 0.139 0.283 0.289 0.349 0.323 0.327 0.394 0.293 0.319 0.282 0.557 0.464 0.551

LWB5 0.123 0.095 0.131 0.134 0.275 0.28 0.339 0.314 0.318 0.382 0.284 0.31 0.274 0.541 0.45 0.535 0.661

LWB6 0.119 0.091 0.126 0.13 0.266 0.271 0.327 0.303 0.307 0.369 0.275 0.299 0.264 0.522 0.435 0.517 0.472 0.458

SHS1_

W
0.031 0.024 0.033 0.034 0.064 0.065 0.078 0.158 0.16 0.192 0.143 0.156 0.138 0.114 0.095 0.113 0.103 0.1 0.097

SHS2_

W
0.027 0.021 0.029 0.029 0.056 0.057 0.069 0.139 0.14 0.169 0.126 0.137 0.121 0.1 0.083 0.099 0.09 0.088 0.085 0.511

SHS5_

W
0.035 0.027 0.037 0.038 0.072 0.073 0.088 0.178 0.18 0.217 0.161 0.176 0.155 0.129 0.107 0.127 0.116 0.113 0.109 0.657 0.576

SHS6_

W
0.032 0.024 0.034 0.035 0.066 0.067 0.081 0.163 0.165 0.199 0.148 0.161 0.142 0.118 0.098 0.117 0.107 0.103 0.1 0.602 0.529 0.679

JS1 0.147 0.113 0.156 0.16 0.21 0.214 0.258 0.521 0.527 0.635 0.472 0.514 0.454 0.376 0.313 0.372 0.34 0.33 0.319 0.122 0.107 0.138 0.126

JS2 0.126 0.097 0.134 0.137 0.18 0.184 0.222 0.447 0.453 0.545 0.405 0.442 0.39 0.323 0.269 0.32 0.292 0.283 0.274 0.105 0.092 0.118 0.108 0.664

JS4 0.108 0.083 0.115 0.118 0.154 0.157 0.19 0.383 0.388 0.467 0.347 0.379 0.334 0.277 0.231 0.274 0.25 0.243 0.235 0.09 0.079 0.101 0.093 0.431 0.371

JS5 0.153 0.117 0.162 0.166 0.218 0.222 0.269 0.541 0.548 0.66 0.491 0.535 0.472 0.391 0.326 0.387 0.354 0.343 0.331 0.127 0.111 0.143 0.131 0.609 0.523 0.449

JS6 0.168 0.129 0.178 0.183 0.239 0.244 0.295 0.594 0.602 0.725 0.539 0.587 0.519 0.43 0.358 0.425 0.388 0.377 0.364 0.139 0.122 0.157 0.144 0.669 0.575 0.493 0.696

MONOTRAIT HETROTRAIT

HTMT Ratios

JS 0.548 JS-SHS 0.118 JS SHS EWB WLB

SHS 0.592 JS-WLB 0.138 JS

WLB 0.708 JS-EWB 0.373 SHS 0.206

EWB 0.367 SHS-WLB 0.031 EWB 0.831 0.256

SHS-EWB 0.120 WLB 0.221 0.047 0.280

WLB-EWB 0.143

Average(Monotrait Correlations) Average(Hetrotrait Correlations)
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Appendix N: Normal Q-Q Plots of the Constructs 
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Appendix O: Multiple Regression Model Results with Control 

Variables 

The results below are the three SPSS outputs when the control variables were added 

to the regression model where Side-Hustle Satisfaction was the independent 

variable: 
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The results below are the three SPSS outputs when the control variables were added 

to the regression model where Job Satisfaction was the independent variable: 
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Appendix P: Residual Plots for Multiple Regression Models 

Regression Model for H1: 

 

Figure 42: H1 Regression Residual Normal P-P Plot 

 

 

Figure 43: H1 Regression Residual Scatter Plot 
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Regression Model for H2: 

 

Figure 44: H2 Regression Residual Normal P-P Plot 

 

 

Figure 45: H2 Regression Residual Scatter Plot 
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Regression Model for H3: 

 

Figure 46: H3 Regression Residual Normal P-P Plot 

 

 

Figure 47: H3 Regression Residual Scatter Plot 
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Regression Model for H4: 

 

Figure 48: H4 Regression Residual Normal P-P Plot 

 

 

Figure 49: H4 Regression Residual Scatter Plot 

 

 


