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Abstract 

Work-Life Balance is the need of the hour in the current economic, cultural and societal scenario 
across the world. The demand on employees to achieve organizational goals, along with integrating 
their personal goals are some of the challenges encountered by HR managers. Significant number of 
determinants promote Work-Life Balance among men and women throughout the wide expanse of 
organizations which are bound by diverse policies, practices and procedures. Therefore, the current 
study, “Drivers of Work-Life Balance in IT Sector” has been undertaken to investigate the major 
determinants of Work-Life Balance.  To realize the stated objectives the researchers have identified 
seven major determinants of Work-life balance in IT sector such as Supervisor support, Work 
Autonomy, Organisation Culture, Work Expectation, Work Satisfaction, Family Support and Self-
Management. The data has been collected from a structured questionnaire from 164 respondents.  The 
validity of the questionnaire was adjudged using Cronbach's coefficient (α) and was calculated to test 
the reliability and internal consistency of the responses. A significant relationship was found with 
Age, Gender, Marital status, number of children, dependents at home with Work Life balance.  
Further results revealed that Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), Organizational culture 
(F3), family support (F6) and Self-management (F7) were the major determinants of work-life-
balance.  When we ranked the identified dimensions, Self-Management (F7) stood very prominent, 
followed by Organisation Culture (F3). Finally, the results have been compared with possible 
evidence. 

Keywords: Work Life balance, Work Autonomy, Organisation culture, Work Expectation, Work 
Satisfaction, Self-Management. 

   
Introduction  

Across the world, people are juggling between balancing a successful career and catering to the needs of a family, often 
leading to a conflict between time allotted to work life and family life. Each individual has diverse elements such as family, 
self, society, finance, spiritual, hobbies and health. Work related pressures are on the rise among both the genders and 
predominantly evident amidst women due to societal and cultural expectations which bind them. While a majority of time 
is consumed in work, there is an obligation to devote a certain amount of an individual’s time in all these elements for a 
lesser conflict driven life. Present day changes in the socio-economic environment have emphasized the relevance of work-
life balance. Plenty of youngsters are relocating to the cities looking for a steady income and better standard of living. The 
concept of Work-Life Balance was first used in the 1970s in the United Kingdom to outline the relation between work and 
personal life. It was later used in the United States in 1986. With organizations adopting business practices built on 
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technology, there is a dire need to enhance and strategize work-life balance programs and initiatives to protect interests of 
employees as well as retain employees, which in turn relates to talent recruitment, retention and motivation in an 
organization.  

Work-Life Balance extends to all sectors, i.e., public, private, banking, education, insurance, pharmaceutical etc. 
According to Edmund Heery & Noon (2008), “Work-life balance is the principle that paid employment should be integrated 
with domestic life and community involvement in the interests of personal and social wellbeing.” In the words of Julie 
Morgenstern, "Work-life balance is not about the amount of time you spend working versus not-working. It's more about 
how you spend your time working and relaxing, recognizing that what you do in one fuels your energy for the other.” 
Kalliath and Brough (2008), mention that, “Despite the contradiction in the definition, a large part of literature has defined 
work-life balance as being either the absence of work-life conflict or work-life spill over.” Over the years, there have been 
certain fundamental changes in the number of women, particularly mothers, entering the massive workforce, increase in the 
number of dual-income families, significant rise in single parents leading to flexible workplace and technology enabling 
work from home and virtual work stations (Sullivan and Lewis (2001); Greenhaus and Powell (2003); Noor (2002a); Pitt-
Catsouphes and Christensen (2004)).  

Work-Life Balance is organic to the various roles donned by individuals in their routine lives. Every role demands a 
reasonable amount of time and some may consume more time than the others, which may often lead to over compensation 
in work life or family life. In metropolitan cities, where a major portion of earning class is seen, commuting to the workplace 
is often a tedious task, thereby posing a serious problem in balancing work and life. Work-Life Balance has a direct relation 
between the well-being of individuals from the employee perspective and also employee absenteeism, employee behaviour, 
performance, attrition and retention, from the organization perspective. It is also seen that flexible, as well as reduced 
working hours has a positive impact on employee satisfaction. Employees who clock in higher working hours must be 
compensated and recognized by organizations, in full or in partial or with additional holidays. When companies across the 
world are going global, work-life balance is significant now, more than ever and investing in such practices can reduce 
employee turnover. A major intention of employees to switch places of employment is the work-life balance practices and 
policies leading to loss of critical knowledge in the organization.  

Employees are the backbone of any organization. They are responsible in making or breaking the organization. HR 
Policies of any organization must adhere to integrating the goals of the organization with that of an individual, failing which 
leads to lower morale, disinterest and lack of motivation among employees to contribute to the organization and self-growth.  
The structure of the current research paper comprises of five sections including the current one. Chapter two deals with the 
review of literature linked to work life balance. While section three outlines the objectives of the study, hypothesis proposed 
and the research design employed for the study purpose. Section four deals with the analysis of the collected primary 
information and in the epilogue, a brief discussions and conclusion have been made, and the findings of the study are 
compared with the possible evidence.   

Review of Literature 

Research on Work life balance has been extensively carried out in the recent times with respect to several factors such 
as its relationship with mental and physical health performance and productivity (Yamamoto and Kuroda (2014); Sakazume 
(2002) McDonald et al., (2009); Morrison,(2005); Williams et al., (2000); Garg & Rastogi, (2006); (Muse et al., (2008), 
relationships- personal and professional, satisfaction and happiness (Clarke et al. (2004)), work-to-family and family-to-
work conflict (van Steenbergen and Ellemers (2009); Clark (2000); Greenhaus et al. (1989); Taylor, DelCampo and 
Blancero (2009)), its impact on organizational performance (Pooja Ainapur et al. (2016)), employee’s job satisfaction and 
performance (Daniel (2011); Gray and Ivey (2010); Harrison et al. (2006), Timothy and Golden (2008); Auko (2009)) , 
WLB policies and their impact on employee’s job satisfaction and performance (Kinunen et al. (2003); Torrington et al. 
(2009); Karatepe and Tekinkus (2006), Weiss (2002)); psychological distress (Achille, (2003); Keyes and Lopez, (2002) 
and psychological well-being (Keyes, (2006)); flexible working hours (Dalcos and Daley, (2009); Robbins et al., (2004); 
Chow and Keng-Howe's ,(2006)), paid parental leave; family friendliness and gender equality (Wakisaka (2009) ; Ikeda 
(2010)), the effects of family responsibilities on the work commitment and job performance of women (Kennard (1994) 
Higgins et al.(1992), Kelley and Voydanoff (1985), Thompson & Walker (1989), Employee turnover (Eaton, 2001)), work-
life balance policies of the organisation (Konrad and Mangel, (2000); Evans (2001); Allen (2001); White et al., (2003); 
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Harris & Foster, (2008); Callan (2008), emotional intelligence (Sjoberg (2008)), “psychosocial working conditions 
(Nordenmark, Vinberg & Strandh (2012)), role of gender in work life balance (Grzywacz et al. (2007); (Gregory & Milner, 
(2011), (2012)), career growth and work-life (family) conflict (Ballout (2008))etc. WLB explanations might seem forthright 
and non-argumentative, however, some work-life researchers suggest that its actual understanding can’t be wholly taken as 
just one social fact due to continuous variations of personal situations, changes of personality characteristics, differences 
between the males and females, cultural differences and several other demographic factors that mostly affects approaches 
and discernments of the notion regarding the subject (Fleetwood, (2007)). Reviews also indicate that the perception of work- 
life balance is observed to be different across genders (Connell (2005); Smithson and Stokoe (2005); Duxbury and Higgins 
(1991).   According to Burke (2002), both men and women prefer to work in organizations that support WLB. Balancing 
work and family is often more difficult of women then for men because of the disproportionate burden of the family 
responsibilities (Bird, (2006).  

Hyman & Summers, (2004) supported this view of De Bruin & Dupuis, (2004). Similar findings were documented in 
the literature by Sparks, et al. (2002); Lowe (2005), Strathmore Business School Survey (2011) Ajith et al. (2013).In an 
empirical study conducted by Roehling et al., (2001) documented a significant and direct relationship between Work Life 
balance and employee retention.  In an empirical study by Chawla and Sondhi (2011) concluded that factors such as job 
autonomy and organizational commitment share positive relation with work-life balance. However, Ignacia Levy (2012) 
documented that the child-care support drives the perceived work-life balance and role conflict shares inverse relation with 
work-life balance (Shelton, (2006); Welter, (2004)).Women face uneven distribution of child care and other domestic 
responsibilities which become major barrier in the advancement of their carrier (Cross and Linehan, (2006)). There is also 
a notion that work family roles a largely shipped by stereo typical gender roles (Gutek et. al. (1991)) due to the traditionally 
held belief of men as “Bread-winners and women as house makers.” Studies on Work-Life Balance have shown that an 
imbalance created between work and family role conflict has had a significant impact on an employee’s performance and 
also reflects on other job related undertakings such as productivity, attainment of personal and professional goals (Freidman 
& Greenhaus, (2000)) and has also resulted in poor employee input and performance, because an employee, who finds it 
difficult to balance his or her family life, tends to also have difficulties managing tasks at his or her workplace, therefore 
resulting in poor employee performance (Sparks, et al,. 2002).  

While several studies (Williams et al., (2000): Clarke et al., (2004); McDonald et al., (2009); Nganga,(2010); Morrison, 
(2005); Garg & Rastogi, (2006)) have been done focusing on different aspects of employee performance and further 
appreciating the crisis in every organization in terms of employee productivity, all empirical evidences are in short of the 
actual factors of work-life balance that influences the employee productivity itself. Reorganizing employee work schedules 
by giving them flexibility, job redesign, working hours and autonomy is one of the measure to create balance between work 
and family life (Chow, I. H., & Keng-Howe, I. C. (2006); Garg, P. & Rastogi, R., (2006); Sakazume, H. (2002), Konard, 
A.M., and Mnagel, R., (2000); Wakisaka, A. (2009)). While several studies (Williams et al., (2000): Clarke et al., (2004); 
McDonald et al., (2009); Nganga, (2010); Morrison, (2005); Garg & Rastogi, (2006)) have been focusing on different 
aspects of employee performance and further appreciating the crisis in every organization in terms of employee productivity, 
all empirical evidences are in short of the actual factors of work-life balance that influences the employee productivity itself. 
Many studies also cite the need for work-life balance on men, with their growing involvement in parenting (H.S. Sandhu & 
Mehta, (2006); Rupashree Baral, Shivganesh Bhargava, (2011); Loscocoo (1997) and Aryee et al. (1999); Burke (2002)). 
It is imperative for organizations to deploy work-life balance initiatives for all employees, without any gender bias, as a 
strategy for well-being as well as retention.  

This is supported by various studies and suggestions such as inculcating family friendly practices (Sakazume, H. 
(2002)), work-life programs (Konard, A.M., and Mnagel, R., (2000); Allen, T. D. (2001); Gregory, A. and Milner, S. 
(2009)), identifying drivers of work-life balance (Harris, L.A. and Foster, B. (2008)), controlling job demands and employee 
well-being (Nordenmark, M., Vinberg, S. and Strandh, M. (2012)), high performance management practices to enhance 
work-life balance (White, M., Hill, S., McGovern, P., Mills, C. and Smeaton, D. (2003)), contemporary management 
practices (K. Thriveni, (2012)), access to part-time work, childcare and parental leave (Natalie Skinner, Janine Chapman, 
(2013); Doris Ruth and Axel, (2009) and Caroline Straub (2007)), yoga and stress management workshops (Karamvir Singh 
and Priyanka, (2013)), family services and day care (Neil Gilbert, (2005)), vocational tasks (Maynard. (2005)), workplace 



Arabian Journal of Business and Management Review (Kuwait Chapter) 

 

37 •  Vol. 7 (1), 2018 
 

flexibility and work time flexibility (Subramaniam, (2010)), and leisure time, sports and social networking (Fischimayr and 
Lollinger, (2010)). 

The objective of the current research paper is to investigate the drivers of the work life balance in IT sector in Bangalore 
city. The review of the literature on the current topic, thus throws light on facts relating to the gap in the study of the chosen 
subject.  Majority of the studies on the proposed topic the work life balance have examined the phenomenon in western and 
developed countries, with very little focus on underdeveloped and developing countries like India; (ii) India, being a 
developing economy exhibits several cultural differences and factors significantly influencing work life balance.  Further, 
the above mentioned researchers have concentrated their studies on other sectors such as health care, manufacturing, 
hospitality, textiles etc. and this leaves a gap for the researchers to undertake study particularly in the IT sector. Therefore, 
the current study has been undertaken to understand the demographic factors and its impact on the chosen variables.  
Additionally, in this research, several hypotheses have been proposed to test the relationships amongst common issues in 
work life balance in IT sector. 

Research Design 

Objectives of the study 

 To examine the influence of demographic factors such as age, gender, length of service, income, on individual 
factors of work-life-balance. 

 To evaluate various chosen factors such as Supervisor support, Work Autonomy, Organisation Culture, Work 
Expectation, Work Satisfaction, Family Support and Self-Management and their impact on Work-Life-balance and  
also to identify the key drivers of Work-Life Balance in the company. 

 To offer suggestions based on this empirical study.  

Hypothesis  

H1:  There is no significant difference in the demographic factors of the respondents on Supervisor support, Work 
 Autonomy, Organisation Culture, Work Expectation, Work Satisfaction, Family Support and Self-Management.  

H1:  There is no significant relationship between Work-Life Balance and supervisor support, work autonomy, 
 organizational  culture, work expectation, work satisfaction, family support and self-management. 

H2:  There is no significant correlation among the various factors identified for the purpose of the study.   

Tools for data collection 

Literature has given a number of factors to measure the drivers of Work-Life Balance in an organizational context.  
Based on a thorough review of literature, seven important factors, namely, supervisor support, work autonomy, organization 
culture, work expectation, work satisfaction, family support and self-management were identified.  For every individual 
construct, researchers have developed items using five point Likert’s scale.  The objective of this model is to measure the 
major Drivers of Work-Life Balance in IT sector in Bangalore city.  In order to realize the stated objectives, items for each 
construct was developed as follows: for factor one, supervisor support - six items, for the second factor, work autonomy – 
five items, for third factor, organization culture - four items, for fourth factor, work expectation - five items, for fifth factor, 
work satisfaction - five items, for sixth factor, family support - five items and for the last factor, self-management - five 
items.  

Sampling  

For the research, convenience sampling has been employed. A structured questionnaire was developed and pre-tested 
before administering it on the respondents. The validity of the questionnaire was adjudged using Cronbach's coefficient (α) 
and was calculated to test the reliability and internal consistency of the responses. The questionnaire was administered on 
210 respondents in Bangalore city, out of which, a 164 responses were retained for the purpose of research. The remaining 
responses were rejected.  
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Table 1 ; Reliability statistics  
Variable  Cronbach’s Alpha No of Items 
Supervisor support (F1) .871 6 
Work Autonomy  (F2) .712 5 
Organisation culture (F3) .713 4 
Work Expectation  (F4) .751 5 
Work Satisfaction   (F5) .915 5 
Family Support   (F6) .841 5 
Self-Management  (F7) .913 5 
Work Life balance (DV) .857 5 

 
For the purpose of the current empirical study, seven different factors (independent) were identified. In order to assess 

the reliability of the constructed research instrument we have conducted a reliability statistic (Cronbach’s coefficient Alpha) 
for all the factors. It is evident from the above Table No.1 that the Cronbach’s Alpha value is greater than 0.7, meaning that 
there is a high degree of internal consistency among the constructed items.  

Plan of analysis  

Data collected from the respondents has been collated by using SPSS (Statistical Software for the Social Sciences) 
software. Analysis of data was spread across three stages. In the first stage of data analysis, frequency distribution tables 
were created to identify all the majority factors along with drawing inferences to mean and standard deviation. In the second 
phase of data analysis, the relationship between demographic factors and other important variables was established using 
Chi square, where the Pearson Chi square values, along with the degrees of freedom and p values were used to identify 
whether there were any significant relationships between the said important factors and the demographic variables. In the 
final phase of data analysis, a multiple regression model has been run to determine the various factors driving work-life 
balance. Based on the data analysis, a brief summary of findings has been drawn. Based on the brief summary of findings, 
suggestions have been offered to the organization, followed by drawing a meaningful conclusion to the study.  

Data Analysis 

The intention of the researchers in constructing Table No. 2 is to present the demographic profile of the respondents 
included in the survey  
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Table 2 : Demographic Profile of the Respondents 

Variables Categories 
No of 

respondents Percentage 

Gender 
Male 116 29.3 
Female 48 70.7 

Age 

Below 30  54 32.9 
31-40 26 15.9 
41-50  80 48.8 
51 and above  4 2.4 

Annual Household 
Income  

< Rs. 5,00,000 per annum 57 34.76 
Rs. 5,00,001-7,50,000 per annum  78 47.56 
Rs. 7,50,001-10,00,000 per annum 17 10.37 
Rs. 10,00,001-15,00,000 per annum 11 6.71 
> Rs. 15,00,001 per annum  1 0.06 

Marital status 
Unmarried 44 26.8 
Married 120 73.2 

Length of service  

Below 3 Years 96 58.5 
3-5 Years 18 11.0 
5-10 years 50 30.5 
Above 10 years  - - 

Number of children 

None 58 35.4 
One 64 39.0 
Two 32 19.5 
Three 10 6.1 

Dependent adults 

Dependent adults 70 42.7 
Dependents requiring special attention 64 39.0 
None 30 18.3 

 
It is evident from Table that 70.7 % of the respondents included in the survey are male and the rest 29.3% are female. 

The researchers have created four strata of age. From Table 4.1 it is evident to the researchers that 48.8% of the respondents 
fall in the age group of 41 to 50 years of age, 32.9% in the age group of below 30 years and 15.9% in the age groups of 50 
to 31-40 years. Researcher, after taking into consideration all the specific factors created five strata. From Table 4.1. it is 
clear that 41.56% of the respondents indicate that they belong to annual income class of less than Rs. 5, 00,001-7, 50,000 
per annum, 34.76% indicating that they belong to annual house hold income less than Rs. 5, 00,000 per annum, 10.37% 
indicating that they belong to the annual household income class between Rs. 7,50,001-10,00,000 per annum, 6.71% of 
them belong to income class of Rs. 10,00,001-15,00,000 per annum. However, balance 0.06% greater Rs. 15, 00,001 per 
annum. The intention of the researcher in constructing Table is to present the marital status of the respondents included in 
the survey. 73.2% of the respondents included in the survey are married, 26.8% of the respondents included in the survey 
are unmarried. From the above table, it can be inferred that 58.5 per cent of the respondents have up to 3 years of experience 
in the current role; 30.5 per cent of the respondents have more than 5 years of experience in the current role and 11 per cent 
of the respondents have 3-5 years of experience in the current role. Dependent adults: From the above table it can be inferred 
that, 42.7 per cent of the respondents are providing support to dependent adults; 39 per cent of the respondents are providing 
support to dependents requiring special attention and 18.3 per cent of the respondents are not providing support to anybody. 
From the above table it can be inferred that, 39 per cent of the respondents have one child; 35.4 per cent of the respondents 
do not have children; 19.5 per cent of the respondents have 2 children and 6.1 per cent of the respondents have 3 children. 

Pearson CHI square Results  

In order to assess the relationship between the chosen demographic factors and various factors identified for the purpose 
of the study (Supervisor support, Work Autonomy, Organisation Culture, Work Expectation, Work Satisfaction, Family 
Support and Self-Management), the researcher constructed the following hypothesis and used a Pearson Chi-Square analysis 
to prove or disprove the hypothesis. 
H0: There is no significant influence of demographic factors of the respondents in the manner on factors F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, 
F6 and F7 and dependent variable.  The following table shows the results:  
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Table 3: Table showing the chi square results  
Variable 1 Variable 2 Chi Square Value P value  Results  

Age  Supervisor support (F1) 62.091 .000 Reject 
Age Work Autonomy  (F2) 59.940 .007 Reject 
Age  Organisation culture (F3) 155.545 .000 Reject 
Age Work Expectation  (F4) 21.200 .012 Reject 
Age  Work Satisfaction   (F5) 130.256 .000 Reject 
Age Family Support   (F6) 190.599 .000 Reject 
Age  Self-Management  (F7) 13.977 .123 Accept  
Age Work Life balance  174.678 .000 Reject 

Gender  Supervisor support (F1) 23.948 .002 Reject 
Gender Work Autonomy  (F2) 36.419 .000 Reject 
Gender Organisation culture (F3) 35.395 .000 Reject 
Gender Work Expectation  (F4) 24.706 .000 Reject 
Gender Work Satisfaction   (F5) 33.153 .007 Reject 
Gender Family Support   (F6) 44.928 .000 Reject 
Gender Self-Management  (F7) 11.821 .008 Reject 
Gender Work Life balance 28.657 .000 Reject  

Marital Status Supervisor support (F1) 46.097 .000 Reject 
Marital Status Work Autonomy  (F2) 33.171 .001 Reject 
Marital Status Organisation culture (F3) 38.288 .000 Reject 
Marital Status Work Expectation  (F4) 33.997 .000 Reject 
Marital Status Work Satisfaction   (F5) 75.933 .000 Reject 
Marital Status Family Support   (F6) 107.756 .000 Reject 
Marital Status Self-Management  (F7) 4.681 .197 Accept  
Marital Status Work life balance  54.698 .000 Reject  
No of children Supervisor support (F1) 42.410 .012 Reject 
No of children Work Autonomy  (F2) 152.405 .000 Reject 
No of children Organisation culture (F3) 80.341 .000 Reject 
No of children Work Expectation  (F4) 11.979 .214 Accept 
No of children Work Satisfaction   (F5) 155.913 .000 Reject 
No of children Family Support   (F6) 119.453 .000 Reject 
No of children Self-Management  (F7) 37.158 .000 Reject 
No of children Work life balance  54.718 .000 Reject  

Dependents Supervisor support (F1) 21.022 .178 Accept 
Dependents Work Autonomy  (F2) 66.681 .000 Reject 
Dependents Organisation culture (F3) 47.084 .001 Reject 
Dependents Work Expectation  (F4) 17.226 .008 Reject 
Dependents Work Satisfaction   (F5) 82.115 .000 Reject 
Dependents Family Support   (F6) 88.255 .000 Reject 
Dependents Self-Management  (F7) 5.520 .479 Accept 

No of children Work life balance 79.654 .000 Reject  
 

 Age Factor 1: It is evident from Table 4.2; the Pearson Chi square value is 62.091 with a p value of 0.000. We can 
reject the null hypothesis in case of Age with Factor one, meaning that there is a significant relationship between 
Age of the respondents and the supervisors support. For Factor 2: The Pearson Chi square value is 59.940 with a p 
value of 0.007. There is no significant relationship between Age of the respondents and Work autonomy. Factor 3: 
The Pearson Chi square value is 155.545 with a p value of 0.000. We can reject the null hypothesis in case of Age 
with Factor3. Factor 4: The Pearson Chi square value is 21.200 with a p value of 0.012. We can accept the alternate 
hypothesis in case of Age with Factor four. Factor 5: The Pearson Chi square value is 130.256 with 48 degrees of 
freedom with a p value of 0.000. We can reject the null hypothesis, meaning that there is a significant relationship 
between Age of the respondents and work satisfaction. Factor 6: The Pearson Chi square value is 190.599 with a p 
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value of 0.000. We can reject the null hypothesis in case of Age with Factor six.  Factor 7: The Pearson Chi square 
value is 13.977 with 9 degrees of freedom with a p value of 0.123. We can accept null hypothesis in case of Age 
with Factor seven.  However, for WLB with Age, the Pearson Chi square value is 174.678 with 9 degrees of freedom 
with a p value of 0.000, therefore we rejected the null hypothesis.  

 Gender:  For Factor 1: The Pearson Chi square value is 23.948 with a p value of 0.002. Factor 2: The Pearson Chi 
square value is 36.419 with a p value of 0.000. Factor 3: The Pearson Chi square value is 35.395 with a p value of 
0.000. Factor 4: The Pearson Chi square value is 24.706 with a p value of 0.000. Factor 5: The Pearson Chi square 
value is 33.153 with a p value of 0.007. Factor 6: The Pearson Chi square value is 44.928 with a p value of 0.000 
and for Factor 7: The Pearson Chi square value is 11.821 with a p value of 0.008. We can reject null hypothesis in 
case of Gender with Factors one to seven meaning that there is a significant relationship between Gender of the 
respondents and various factor chosen for the purpose of the study. However, for WLB with gender, the Pearson 
Chi square value is 28.657 with a p value of 0.000, therefore we rejected the null hypothesis.  

 Marital status:  For Factor 1: The Pearson Chi square value is 46.097 with a p value of 0.000 Factor 2 the Pearson 
Chi square value is 33.171 with a p value of 0.001. Factor 3: The Pearson Chi square value is 38.288 with 10 degrees 
of freedom with a p value of 0.000. Factor 4: The Pearson Chi square value is 33.997 with 3 degrees of freedom 
with a p value of 0.000. Factor 5: It is evident from Table 4.17; the Pearson Chi square value is 75.933 with 16 
degrees of freedom with a p value of 0.000.  Factor 6: The Pearson Chi square is 107.756 with a p value of 0.000. 
We can reject the null hypothesis in all the chosen cases, meaning that there is a significant relationship between 
marital status of the respondents and all the seven factors namely, Supervisor support (F1), Work Autonomy (F2), 
Organization culture (F3), Work Expectation (F4), Work Satisfaction (F5), Family Support (F6). However, for 
Factor 7: The Pearson Chi square is 4.681 with a p value of 0.197. Therefore, we can accept null hypothesis in case 
of marital status with Factor seven (F7). However, for WLB with gender, the Pearson Chi square value is 54.698 
with a p value of 0.000, therefore we rejected the null hypothesis. 

 No of Children:  For Factor 1: Pearson Chi square value is 42.410 with 24 degrees of freedom with a p value of 
0.012, for Factor 2 the Pearson Chi square value is 152.405 with 36 degrees of freedom with a p value of 0.000. 
Factor 3: The Pearson Chi square value is 80.341 with a p value of 0.000. Factor 5: The Pearson Chi square value 
is 155.913 with a p value of 0.000.  Factor 6: The Pearson Chi square value is 119.453 with a p value of 0.000, for 
Factor 7: The Pearson Chi square value is 37.158 with a p value of 0.000. Therefore, we can reject the null 
hypothesis in all the chosen cases except factor 7, meaning that there is a significant relationship between no 
children for the respondents and all the factors except factor 4. For Factor 4: The Pearson Chi square value is 11.979 
with 9 degrees of freedom with a p value of 0.214. We can accept null hypothesis, meaning that there is no 
significant relationship between Number of children of the respondents and work expectation. However, for WLB 
with gender, the Pearson Chi square value is 54.718 with a p value of 0.000, therefore we rejected the null 
hypothesis. 

 Providing care to dependents: Factor 2 the Pearson Chi square value is 66.681 with 24 degrees of freedom with 
a p value of 0.000. Factor 3: The Pearson Chi square value is 47.084 with a p value of 0.001. For factor 4: The 
Pearson Chi square value is 17.226 with a p value of 0.008. Factor 5: The Pearson Chi square value is 82.115 with 
332 degrees of freedom with a p value of 0.000.  Factor 6: The Pearson Chi square value is 88.255 with 26 degrees 
of freedom with a p value of 0.000. Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis in all the chosen cases except factor 
for factor 1 and 7, meaning that there is a significant relationship between providing care to dependents for the 
respondents and all the factors except factor one and factor seven. 4.  However, for Factor 1 the Pearson Chi square 
value is 21.022 with a p value of 0.178 and for factor 7: The Pearson Chi square value is 5.520 with 6 degrees of 
freedom with a p value of 0.479 therefore, we can accept null hypothesis, meaning that there is no significant 
relationship between Providing care to dependents of the respondents and work expectation. However, for WLB 
with gender, the Pearson Chi square value is 79.654 with a p value of 0.000, therefore we rejected the null 
hypothesis. 

Regression model 

For the purpose of the study, a multiple regression model was run to test the hypothesis. The Following multiple 
regression model has been used to test the theoretical relationship between the overall work life balance as perceived by the 
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respondents with various identified factors (Supervisor support, Work Autonomy, organization culture, Work Expectation, 
Work Satisfaction, Family Support and Self-Management).  

Y (work life balance) = a + b1 X1 (Supervisor support) + b2 X2 (Work Autonomy) +b3 X3 (Organization culture) + b4 X4 
(Work Expectation) + b5 X5 (Work Satisfaction) + b6X6 (Family Support) + b7X7 (Self-Management) + Є …………… (1) 
Where, 
Y = (Work Life Balance) 
X is the vector of explanatory variables in the estimation model 
X1 = Supervisor support 
X2 = Work Autonomy 
X3 = Organization culture 
X4 = Work Expectation 
X5 = Work Satisfaction 
X6 = Family Support 
X7 = Self-Management 
a = constant intercept term of the model  
b = coefficients of the estimated model  
Є = error component 

Table 4: Model Summary 
R .807 
R Square .651 
Adjusted R Square .636 
R Square Change .651 
Std. Error of the Estimate .89725 
F  41.618 
Sig. of F  .000 
Durbin-Watson 1.986 

 
R square represents the percentage movement of the dependent variable which is captured by the intercept and the 

independent variable(s). Above obtained results explain 65.1% of the variation in Work Life Balance is captured by 
independent variables (Supervisor support, Work Autonomy, Organisation Culture, Work Expectation, Work Satisfaction, 
Family Support and Self-Management).  

Inference: From the above analysis one can infer that Work-Life balance is highly dependent on the predictors or 
explained by the independent variables (Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), Organizational culture (F3), Work 
expectation (F4), Work satisfaction (F5), family support (F6) and Self-management (F7)), which means there is an impact 
of independent variables on the dependent variable Work life balance. F value is 41.618 with a significance value of .0000. 
Therefore, we can reject the Null Hypothesis. 

Table 5: Table Showing Regression Results  

Dimension 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig 

Collinearity Statistics 

B SE Beta Tolerance VIF 
Constant  0.615 0.636  .967 .335   
F1 -0.158 0.051 -.084 -3.09804 .015 .415 2.410 
F2 -0.443 0.036 -.070 -12.3056 .000 .659 1.516 
F3 0.33 0.05 .480 6.6 .000 .420 2.378 
F4 0.022 0.073 .018 0.30137 .764 .623 1.606 
F5 0.003 0.023 .007 0.130435 .894 .852 1.174 

F6 0.315 0.022 .039 14.31818 .000 .704 1.420 

F7 1.048 0.067 .819 15.64179 .000 .822 1.217 
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Intercept is α in the set equation. Standard error measures the variability in approximation of the coefficient and lower 
standard error means coefficient is closer to the true value of coefficient. Work life balance is a dependent variable and 
Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), Organisational culture (F3), Work expectation (F4), Work satisfaction (F5), 
family support (F6), Self-management (F7) are independent variables.  

Results show that independent variables Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy (F2) have negative coefficients i.e. 
they share indirect relationship with Work life balance. However, results show that independent variables (F3), Work 
expectation (F4), Work satisfaction (F5), family support (F6), Self-management (F7) have positive coefficients i.e. they 
have a direct relationship with Work life balance.  

Test of Hypothesis 

In order to assess the relationship between the independent variable (s) and dependent variable, the researcher has 
established the following hypothesis and to prove or disprove the hypothesis the researcher has employed multiple 
regression analysis. 

 Null Hypothesis (H0) There is no significant relationship between independent variables (Supervisor support (F1), 
Work autonomy (F2), Organisational culture (F3), Work expectation (F4), Work satisfaction (F5), family support 
(F6), Self-management (F7)) and dependent variable (Work life balance). 

 Alternative Hypothesis (H1) There is significant relationship between independent variables (Supervisor support 
(F1), Work autonomy (F2), Organisational culture (F3), Work expectation (F4), Work satisfaction (F5), family 
support (F6), Self-management (F7)) and dependent variable (Work life balance). 

Results show that P-value is less than 0.05 at 5% level of significance for Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy 
(F2), Organisational culture (F3), family support (F6) and Self-management (F7) so the null hypothesis is rejected. This 
indicates that the Work life balance has significant relationship with Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), 
Organisational culture (F3), family support (F6) and Self-management (F7). Results show that P-value is more than 0.05 at 
5% level of significance for Work expectation (F4) and Work satisfaction (F5), so the null hypothesis is accepted, which 
signifies that work life balance has no significant relationship with these variables. 

Table 6: The relative weights of the chosen factors  
Factor  Relative weights in percentage  
Self-Management  (F7) 0.677419355 
Organisation culture (F3) 0.397022333 
Work Expectation  (F4) 0.014888337 
Work Satisfaction   (F5) 0.005789909 
Work Autonomy  (F2) -0.05789909 
Supervisor support (F1) -0.069478908 
 

It is evident from the above Table No. 6 that the very important Work Life balance dimension was Self-Management 
(F7) with a relative weight of 0.677419355 or 67.74 percent is consistent with the findings of several researchers’ findings; 
followed by Organisation culture (F3) with 39.70 percent, Work Expectation (F4) with 1.4 percent, work satisfaction (F5) 
with 0.579 percent.   

Discussion and conclusion  

Across the world, people are juggling between balancing a successful career and catering to the needs of a family, often 
leading to a conflict between time allotted to work life and family life. Each individual has diverse elements such as family, 
self, social, finances, spiritual, hobbies and health. Work related pressures are on the rise among both the genders and 
predominantly evident amidst women due to societal and cultural expectations bound to them. While a majority of time is 
consumed in work, there is an obligation to devote a certain amount of an individual’s time in all these elements for a lesser 



Arabian Journal of Business and Management Review (Kuwait Chapter) 

 

44 •  Vol. 7 (1), 2018 
 

conflict driven life.  Therefore, it is very important to conduct a study relating to the proposed topic.  The current empirical 
study has been undertaken with an intention to examine the work life balance of employees in IT sector in Bangalore city. 
In order to realise the stated objectives a structured questionnaire was constructed and administered on the respondents.   
Based on the literature, seven important factors were identified, namely, supervisor support, work autonomy, organization 
culture, work expectation, work satisfaction, family support and self-management were identified.  In order to assess the 
reliability of the constructed research instrument we have conducted a reliability statistic (Cronbach’s coefficient Alpha) 
for all the factors.  The study revealed the following major findings: 70.7 % of the respondents included in the survey were 
male and the rest 29.3% were female.48.8% of the respondents fall in the age group of 41 to 50 years of age, 32.9% in the 
age group of below 30 years.  41.56% of the respondents indicate that they belong to annual income class of less than Rs. 
5, 00,001-7, 50,000 per annum, 34.76% indicating that they belong to annual house hold income less than Rs. 5, 00,000 per 
annum, 10.37% indicating that they belong to the annual household income class between Rs. 7,50,001-10,00,000 per 
annum.  

73.2% of the respondents included in the survey are married, 26.8% of the respondents included in the survey are 
unmarried.  42.7 per cent of the respondents are providing support to dependent adults; 39 per cent of the respondents are 
providing support to dependents requiring special attention.  We found a significant relationship between Age of the 
respondents and the supervisors support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), organization culture, (F3) and work expectation, work 
satisfaction (F4), family support (F5) self-management (F6). However, we rejected the hypothesis in case of Age with self-
management (F7). In case of gender, we found a significant relationship with supervisors’ support (F1), work autonomy 
(F2), organization culture, (F3) and work expectation (F4), work satisfaction (F5), family support (F6) and self-management 
(F7).  However, in case of Marital status, we found a significant relationship between Age of the respondents and the 
supervisors support (F1), Work autonomy(F2), organization culture, (F3) and work expectation, work satisfaction (F4), 
family support (F5) self-management (F6). However, we rejected the hypothesis in case of self-management (F7).  In case 
of No of children to support and the supervisors support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), organization culture, (F3) and work 
expectation, family support (F5) self-management (F6) and self-management (F7). However, we accept the null hypothesis 
with work satisfaction (F4). For the last factor providing care to dependent adults at home we found a significant relationship 
with Work autonomy(F2), organization culture, (F3) and work expectation, work satisfaction (F4), family support (F5) self-
management (F6).  However, we accept the null hypothesis in case of supervisors’ support (F1) and self-management (F7).  
Further, regression results revealed that, Supervisor support (F1), Work autonomy (F2), Organizational culture (F3), family 
support (F6) and Self-management (F7) were the major determinants of work-life-balance. However, Work expectation 
(F4) and Work satisfaction (F5) were rejected. When we ranked the identified dimensions Self-Management (F7) stood very 
prominent with a relative weight of 67.74 percent followed by Organisation culture (F3) with 39.70 percent, Work 
Expectation (F4) with 1.4 percent and work satisfaction (F5) with 0.579 percent.  The first item Self-Management (F7) is 
the major driver for the work life balance (I can spend the time I want on my own self-development) stood highest with a 
mean score of 3.87 and with a second lowest standard deviation of .890, followed by third item (I have sufficient time to 
take care of myself) with a mean score of 2.589 with a standard deviation 0.963.  However, fifth item (I have sufficient time 
to relax myself) stood third with a mean score of 2.547 with second highest standard deviation of 1.267. However, item four 
(I have time and energy to engage in any leisure activities that I want to do) has recorded the highest volatility with 1.687 
standard deviation. Organisation culture (F3) item two (The organization makes the employees very clear about the 
expectations to be fulfilled) stood first with highest mean score of 2.987 with a standard deviation of 1.05, followed by item 
two (My organization supports the employees in terms of combining professional life with family life) with a mean score 
of 2.489 with a standard deviation of 0.97 and item four (All the employees are treated equally if they request assistance 
with work and family related matters) with a mean score of 2.421 and a standard deviation of 1.22. However, item one (I 
can give my attention for urgent family or personal issues immediately) recorded the least mean score of 2.14 with a high 
degree of volatility of 1.456.  The next prominent dimension was Work Expectation (F4) item five (I expect to receive 
adequate training when new systems are introduced in the organisation) reported the highest mean of 3.01 with a standard 
deviation of 1.45, followed by item three (I want to get criticism or appropriate feedback regarding my work performance 
from my superior) with a mean score of 2.89 with a standard deviation of 1.168.  However, item two (I want to have 
Effective Work life balance to make me to stay healthy) reported the least standard deviation of 0.915 with a mean score of 
2.791. Item one (I want to get fair treatment and respect among the employees of the organisation) reported a mean score 
of 2.75 with a standard deviation of .97 and the last place was occupied by fourth item (I should be informed about the 
policies and procedures of the organisation) with a mean score 2.415 with a standard deviation of 1.47.  However, another 
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work satisfaction (F5) item three (I am satisfied with the challenging opportunities I get in the organisation) stood first with 
a mean score 2.97 with a standard deviation 1.25 followed by item two (I am satisfied with the fair treatment and respect I 
get among the employees of the organisation) with a mean score of 2.72 with a standard deviation of 1.15. However, item 
one (I am satisfied with the work performance and respect with co-workers, customers and superior from diverse 
backgrounds) with a mean score of 2.67 and a standard deviation 1.34, item five (I am more satisfied with the flexibility of 
targets) had a mean score of 2.10 with a standard deviation of 1.45.  Item four (I am satisfied with the separation of both 
my professional and personal life without any conflicts) stood last with a mean score of 1.75 with a standard deviation of 
1.12.  

After analysing the responses received from the respondents with great care and accuracy, in the background of findings, 
the researchers have offered the following suggestions to the managers with a view to enhance the quality of work life 
balance.  From the analysis, majority of the respondents opined that they have heavy work load and multiple deadlines to 
meet in the organization. Organization must take corrective steps to reduce the work overload by assessing type of job and 
allotting the said tasks appropriately, avoiding tasks that do not add any value and deadlines must be meaningful. Also, 
employees must be consulted to take into account the real problems faced before setting deadlines.  

The study also indicates lack of autonomy among employees, leading to over dependence on supervisors and other 
authorities within the organization. Jobs must be defined and designed well in order to avoid this expense of time by 
establishing efficient procedures and channels of communication.  Employees belonging to various age groups are spread 
across the organization. Supervisor support, work autonomy, organization culture, work expectation, work satisfaction, 
family support and self-management is not identical for all age groups implying that the communication channel is failing 
to reach employees of all age groups because it differs from the senior level to mid-level and entry level employees. 
Therefore, it is necessary to deploy communication channels which communicate same information to all the employees 
across all the age groups. 

The current study results indicate that the major portion of employees in the organization is performing routine tasks 
and they are not happy with the current routine tasks. Such employees must be identified and reasons for lack of motivation 
must be addressed. Further proper training and development, job-rotation and enrichment can be done to improve the quality 
of the routine work.  Majority of the respondents, neither agree nor disagree that they are satisfied with the personal and 
career growth opportunities in the organization. Employees must be given ample growth opportunities by providing them 
with sufficient motivation and benefits for the same. 

Major chunk of the respondents ranked rewards and recognition as neutral. There must be transparency in providing 
rewards and recognition which must be communicated to all the employees well before. Rewards and recognition provided 
must be task oriented and motivational.  The organization has both men and women working together to accomplish various 
tasks. The organization must ensure that communication is not gender biased and must reach all the employees without 
regard to gender. 

Number of children reflects on extended supervisor support and work autonomy. Number of children implies additional 
responsibility, thereby leading to an increase in necessity of work autonomy, family support and self-management. 
Sufficient training must be provided in order to enhance efficiency and work effectively. Further, Employees are seen to 
provide care to dependent adults which can be inculcated as a part of the organization culture and can be implemented in 
the policies to provide care to dependents. 

Limitations of the study and directions for future research  

Given the background of empirical studies on Work Life Balance conducted so far, certain areas for further investigation 
on Work Life Balance were identified. As the study is confined to the geographic limits of Bangalore city, an extended 
study of this kind encompassing a larger geography in a prolonged time period can be taken up. Work-Life Balance can be 
applied to various other sectors such as Bio-Technology, Automobile, BPOs, KPOs, Healthcare, Hospitality, Insurance, etc. 
Enhancing studies on Work Life Balance is necessary to understand its dynamics and to generate more reliable data. With 
rapid growth in technology and need for intellectual assets within organizations and reduced dependency on physical and 
manual labor, there is an increase in women taking up key roles in the workforce by creating value and impact to their roles 
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in the organizations.  Theoretical extensions and comparing the findings of this study with existing theories is another 
possible avenue for future research. The researchers recommend focus on aspects like flexible work arrangements, positive 
working environment, certain degree of autonomy at work, and guide the employees to allocate the enough time for family 
responsibilities. Besides other factors, the study finds that the working hours and child care responsibilities are among 
prominent issues facing by working women in balancing their work-life balance. 
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