PREDICTORS OF QUALITY OF WORK LIFE AMONG
TEACHERS WORKING IN THE HIGHER EDUCATION SECTOR

OF KERALA

Research
Paper

ABSTRACT

The objective of the study was to analyze the predictors of the quality of work life of teachers working
in the higher education sector. The study was an empirical one adopting a cross-sectional study design. The
data required for the study has been collected from 600 teachers working in different higher education
institutions in Kerala state of India. Based on the review of related literature, seven predictors that determine
the quality of work life of teachers working in higher education have been identified. They are Autonomy in
Work, Compensation and Job Security, Opportunity for Professional Development, Work Satisfaction and
Recognition, Interpersonal Relationships, Stress at Work, and Work Environment. Hypotheses have been
developed and tested for significance. The PLS-based SEM reveals that the four factors are significant in
predicting the QWL of teachers working in the higher education sector.
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Introduction

For different industries, organizations, and individuals
there exists a different set of factors, that influence the quality
of work life and in turn motivate or discourage the
employees (Danna and Griffin, 1999). Further, an in-depth
comprehension of these factors can also help in reducing
the ever-escalating levels of conflict and subsequently
attrition in the workplace (Liand Yeo, 1979). It is felt that
an analysis of the factors that influence the quality of work
life of the key human resource employed in the higher
education sector, the teachers, can serve as a substantial
input into the design of policies, programs, and strategies
to enhance and improve their effectiveness and it will help
them to contribute to a greater level to the nation building

process and development.
Rationale for the Study

A number of researchers and theorists have been
paying attention to the meaning and dimensions of the QWL
concept and have tried to identify the kinds of factors that

determine such an experience at work. Studies by Pruett

(2001), Johnsrud (2002), Osmany, (2003), and Raduan
(2006) are examples. Karen Seashore Louis (2006)
revealed that the way in which teachers’ quality of work life
contributes to their commitment to work and their sense of
efficacy. Hart (2011) hypothesized that psychological

distress and morale would be separate outcomes of positive
and negative work experiences. Emadzadeh (2012) studied
the quality of work life and its components in primary school
teachers. Areekkuzhiyil (2016) analyzed the QWL of a

teacher working in the higher education sector of Kerala

and its relationship with their knowledge-sharing practices.
Objective of the Study

The objective of the present study is to analyze the
predictors of the quality of work life of teachers working in

the higher education sector.
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Hypotheses

1. Autonomy in work (AW) has a significant positive
impact on the quality of work life (QWL) of teachers

2. Compensation and job security (CJS) has a significant
positive impact on the quality of work life (QWL) of
teachers

3. Interpersonal relationship (IR) has a significant positive
impact on the quality of work life (QWL) of teachers

4.  Opportunity for professional development (OPD) has
asignificant positive impact on the quality of work life
(QWL) of teachers

5. Stress at work (SW) has a significant negative impact
on the quality of work life (QWL) of teachers

6. Work environment (WE) has a significant positive
impact on the quality of work life (QWL) of teachers

7. Work satisfaction and recognition (WSR) has a
significant positive impact on the quality of work life
(QWL) of teachers.

Methodology

The present study is an empirical one based on
primary data. The data required for the study has been
collected by using the Quality of Work Life scale
(Areekkuzhiyil, 2019) from a representative sample of 600
teachers working in the higher education sector in the state.
The Quality of Work Life scale is a five-point Likert type
scale. The scale validity of the scale has been ensured by
following a systematic scale development procedure and it
possesses good reliability as evidenced by the high
Chronbach alpha of 0.798.

Structural Model of QWL

The structural model specifies the relations between
constructs and tests the hypotheses of the study. Analysis
of relationships between constructs and their explained
variance is done by assessing path coefficients and R* values.
Figure 1 gives the PLS-SEM result for the reflective model.
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Fig.1: PLS-Based Path Diagram for the Model of
Predictors of QWL

Model Fit Summary

The model fit has been examined with the help of
determination of coefficient (R?) values. Table 1 gives the
model fit summary for the model of quality of work life.
The R? value for quality of work life is 0.975 (97.5%),
which is a very high and substantial level. It indicates that
these variables determine 97.5% of the quality of work life

ofteachers working in the higher education sector.

Table 1
Determination of coefficient (R?)of the
Basic Model QWL
Variables R Square | t Statistic | P Value

Quality of Work Life 0973 | 229999 | 0.000
QWL

Work SE'it.IS faction and 0.530 9144 0.000
Recognition (W SR)

Source: Computed from Primary Data
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Goodness of Fit Index (GoF)

The Goodness of Fit index of the model has been
computed as the geometric mean of the average
communality (i.e. outer-model or measurement model) and
the average of R? (i.e. variance explained into dependent
variable). The GoF is normed between 0 to 1, where the
higher value represents better path model estimation
(Heneseler et al., 2009). The GoF for the present model
was 0.4056 (40.56 %) (see Table 5) and can be accepted
atamoderate level (Chin, 1998). The average communality
for the model was 0.219 which suggests that the variance
extracted by the indicators/items towards the underlying
construct was more significant than the shared variance

compared to the others.
Table 2

Overall Review of result and Goodness of Fit of
Model of Predictors of QWL

Latent Variables C0n'1p0.s3te R2 Com'mu Redun
Reliability nality | dancy
Autonomy in Work
(AW) 0.815 0.217
Compensa.tlon and Job 0.840 0267
Security (CJS)
Interpersonal 0.848 0.303
Relationship (IR)
Opportunity for
Professional 0.851 0317
Development (OPD)
Quality of Work Life
0.874 0973 | 0.297 0.427
(QWL)
Stress at Work (SW) 0.79 0.041
Work Environment 0.705 0.014
(WE)
Work Satisfaction and | g g5 | 9530 [ 0208 | 0.246
Recognition (WSR)
Average 0.751 | 0.219
Goodness of Fit 0.40555

GoF = Goodness of Fit index = AvarageR? x Avarege
Communality

Path Estimation and Testing of Re A
searc
Hypotheses

The path estimation also known
as nomological validity (i.e. hypothetical relations) was
performed to examine the significance of the path relations
in inner-model (e.g. Chin, 1998). Each path relationship
(hypothesis) presented in the study was examined through
regression coefficient (). The significance of the regression
coefficient (B) is based on the t-value, which was obtained
using the PLS Bootstrap process.

The bootstrapping analysis is used to determine the
confidence intervals of the path coefficients and statistical
inference. It helps to perform statistical testing of hypotheses
that is to accept or reject the hypotheses. The researcher
has adopted 5000 bootstrap samples. Table 3 shows the
path model (hypothesis) with its respective t-values for each
and every path.

Table 3
Structural Relations and Path significance of
Predictors of QWL
Path

Coefficients B x ! P £
AW— QWL 0.133 [ 0.019 | 7.022%** 0 0.382
CJS— QWL 0.032 [ 0.015 | 2.067* | 0.039 | 0.026
IR— QWL -0.0181 0.018 0.972 0.331 | 0.007
OPD— QWL | 0.631 | 0.03 | 20.719** 0 8.467
SW— QWL -0.0171 0.016 1.087 0.278 | 0.01
WE— QWL -0.007] 0.018 0.403 0.687 | 0.002
WSR— QWL | 0.378 [ 0.027 | 14.201** 0 2.491

** Significantat 0.001 level

* Significant at 0.05 level

Table 3 shows that out of seven path relations representing
the hypotheses and four are significant.
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The total effects of the paths where there are no
significant coefficient values have been further analyzed and
the results are presented in Table 8.

Table 4
Total effects and Path significance of QWL

Path Coefficients B o T p
CJS > QWL 0.120 | 0.030 | 4.028** [ 0.000
Interpgf{;“igiﬁiomhip 0.090 | 0.031 | 2.866** | 0.004
Stressaﬂg\‘;;llf W2 1ooto|oost| 032 o0
Work Enmgn\;fnfm WE2L 0008 [ 0.031] 0275 | 0788

*&% Significant at 0.001 level
** Significant at 0.01 level

The analysis of the total effects reveals that the path
Interpersonal Relationship (IR) > QWL shows a significant
total effect (t=2.866, p=0.004, significant at 0.01 level).

Discussion

The first hypothesis is that autonomy in work (AW)
has a significant positive impact on the quality of work life
(QWL) of teachers. The result of the bootstrapping analysis
reveals that autonomy in work has a significant effect on
the quality of work of teachers working in the higher
education sector. Hence, this hypothesis has been accepted
ata0.001 level (3 =0.133,t=7.022, p=0.000).

The second hypothesis states that compensation and
job security (CJS) have a significant positive impact on the
quality of work life (QWL) of teachers. The path coefficient
(B) for this path is 0.032, which is statistically significant at
0.05level (t=2.067, P=0.039). The analysis of the total
effect of the variable shows that the path is significant at
0.001 level (B=0.120,t=4.028, P=0.000). It indicates
that compensation and job security have a significant effect
on the quality of work life of teachers. Hence the hypothesis
has been accepted.

The third hypothesis states that the interpersonal
relationship (IR) has a significant positive impact on the
quality of work life (QWL) of teachers. The analysis of the
path reveals that the direct effect of interpersonal

rF:lationships on the ql%aliFy of work Resedrch
life of teachers is not significant (3 = Paper
-0.018,t=0.972,p=0.331). The

analysis of the total effect of the variable shows that the
path is significant (3 =0.090, t=2.866, p=0.004). Hence
the hypothesis has been accepted.

The fourth hypothesis is that the opportunity for
professional development (OPD) has a significant positive
impact on the quality of work life (QWL) of teachers. The
analysis of the path reveals that the direct effect of OPD on
QWL s statistically significant at 0.001 level (B=0.631, t
=20.719, P=0.000). So the hypothesis has been accepted.

The fifth hypothesis is that stress at work (SW) has a
significant negative impact on the quality of work life (QWL)
of teachers. The path coefficient (B) for the relation is -
0.017, which is not significant (t=1.087, P=0.278). The
analysis of the total effect of this path also gives a result that
s not significant (3=0.010,t=0.332, P=0.740). Hence,
the hypothesis that stress at work (SW) has a significant
negative impact on the quality of work life (QWL) of teachers
has been rejected.

The sixth hypothesis is that the work environment
(WE) has a significant positive impact on the quality of work
life (QWL) of teachers. The result of the bootstrapping
reveals that the relationship is not significant (3 =-0.007, t
=0.403, P=0.687). The analysis of the total effects also
confirms the similar results (3=0.008, t=0.275,P =0.784).
Hence the hypothesis has been rejected.

The seventh hypothesis is that work satisfaction and
recognition (WSR) has a significant positive impact on the
quality of work life (QWL) of teachers. The result of the
bootstrapping shows that the path is statistically significant
at 0.001 level (3=0.378,t=14.201, P=0.000). Hence
the hypothesis that work satisfaction and recognition (WSR)
has a significant positive impact on the quality of work life
(QWL) of teachers has been accepted.

Conclusion

The study identified the various predictors of the
quality of work life of teachers working in the higher
education sector of Kerala. The impact of each factor on
the QWL has been analysed and their significance has been
examined. Autonomy in Work (AW), Compensation and
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job security (CJS), Opportunities for professional
development (OPD), and Work Satisfaction and
Recognition (WSR) are the significant predictors of the
quality of work life of teachers working in the higher
education sector of Kerala. The above findings are
supported by many studies like Ellis and Pompli (2002),
Hart (2011), Louis (1998), etc. Hence, these predictors
have to be taken into account while framing policies and
programs for the teachers of the higher education sector in
the state as it will determine the quality of work life and
thereby the quality of higher education.
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