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 It is a well-known fact that quality of work life (QWL) is considered as a philosophy to make the 
people more effective at workplace by understanding their psychological well-being and involve-
ment or attachment. The main objective of the current investigation was to understand the degree 
of the QWL amongst the employees working in the Saudi Arabia. The random sampling method 
was applied to select the data from employees working in the public and private sectors. The QWL 
scale and biographical information sheet were used to gather the information from the employees. 
Based on the research objective and design of the investigation, factorial analysis, Cronbach’s alpha 
value for reliability check and other statistical techniques were used to explore the facts of the data. 
The results show that six factors such as autonomy, inter-group relation, recognition, economic 
benefits, self-respect and supervisory relations were most important determinants of QWL; married 
and public sector employees found to have high mean score on QWL as compared with their coun-
terparts and majority of employees in the company were having low level of quality of work life.  
Certain mechanism was discussed to enhance the QWL of the employees to make the organization 
more effective and viable. 
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1. Introduction 
 
In the era of competitive environment, management and social scientists are giving more attention towards the QWL as a 
strategy or the philosophy to enhance the level of attachment, commitment, involvement, psychological well-being and reten-
tion of the employees. Now-a-days human resource is considered as a backbone of the organization, thereby it is required to 
treat these employees with full dignity and respect. The concept of “Quality of work life (QWL)” came into existence after 
Davis (1972) work, which has been carried out in USA. The literature available on quality of work life seems to be not too 
much old concept and described as the overall organizational inputs required to generate organizational effectiveness and 
better individual performance. QWL can be described as “overall quality of human experiences in the workplace”; can be 
explained that QWL is the degree of goodness in occupation and workplace conditions which might lead to holistic satisfaction 
of workforce; hence, the effectiveness of the organization would be established. However, QWL is varying between people 
to people and their understanding. Albeit, Walton (1975) conceptualized that “Quality of Work Life is the degree to which 
members of work organization perceive that they are able to satisfy important personal needs through their experiences in 
organization”. Another researcher, Lippitt (1977) stated that “Quality of Work Life (QWL) as the degree to which work 
provides an opportunity for an individual to satisfy a wide variety of personal need to survive with some security, to interact 
with others, to have a sense of personal usefulness, to be recognized for achievements and to have an opportunity to improve 
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one’s skills and knowledge”. However, Harrison (1985) defined as “QWL is the degree to which the working organization 
contributes to material and psychological well-being of its members”. Moreover, Sirgy et al. (2001) viewed “QWL as em-
ployee satisfaction with a variety of needs by means of resources, activities, and outcomes stemming from participation in the 
workplace”. It is crystal clear from the above definitions that holistic understanding of the concept of QWL might enhance 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the organization and will contribute in achieving the specific goal. 
 
2. Review of Literature 
 
QWL has the mutual association with involvement and satisfaction (Elisaveta, 2006; Allam, 2007; Allam & Harish 2010; Al 
Kahtani & Allam, 2014; Nair & Subash, 2019) in terms of contents of the job and working environment of the workplace. 
However, researchers opined that improving the QWL is an indicator to increase the efforts through motivation to accomplish 
the mission of the organization (Allam, 2017a) and initiate engagement techniques amongst employees for better performance 
to have QWL (Allam, 2017b). Quality of work life is a principle or philosophy, which describes that human resource, is one 
of the pillars of the organization as they are law-abiding, responsible, proficient and trust worthy thereby, they should be 
honored with full respect and dignity. Numerous studies have been initiated to understand QWL with different variables 
among employees working in various sectors (Ganapathi, 2016; Allam, 2019a; Afsar, 2014; Ali & Zilli, 2013; Sachinidis & 
Bouris, 2008). Nair (2013) suggested that QWL not only includes job satisfaction, relationship with colleagues and pay but 
also represents a sense of well-being that can be seen in their lives. Elovainio et al. (2005) observed that perceiving wicked 
QWL most likely to decrease performance and motivation and intention to leave the organization during the initial stage in 
their career. Nanjundeswaraswamy and Swamy (2013) carried out a study among private technical institution employees and 
aimed to measure QWL with the help of facets such as autonomy of work; organization culture and climate; facilities; work 
environment; adequacy of resources; job satisfaction & security; compensation & rewards; training & development and rela-
tion & cooperation. They revealed in their study that correlation existed between QWL of non-teaching and teaching members. 
Training and development and work environment were observed less related with QWL among both categories of employees 
whereas, adequacy of resources and compensation and rewards were found reverse i.e. more associated with QWL among 
two categories of staff. Ganapathi (2016) conducted a study among employees working in the construction company. He 
found that QWL is being influenced by salary, work environment, job security and personal growth. Thereby, he recom-
mended that deficiency needs to be addressed to make them satisfy at workplace to perform in a lucrative manner. Many 
investigators found that QWL and its various facets such as working condition, capacity at work, appropriate & fair salary, 
and opportunity at work have high impact on job involvement. This shows that QWL is having positive relationship with job 
involvement (Allam, 2007; Allam & Ali, 2007; Hassan & Ahmed, 2011; Al Kahtani & Allam, 2014; Sellar & Andrew, 2017). 
Usha and Rohini (2018) carried out an investigation amongst automobile companies’ employee. They observed that pay and 
benefits, job characteristics, safe and healthy work condition, motivation and opportunity for development have impact on 
QWL. It is also noticed that QWL influences job satisfaction, performance and organizational commitment. Further, they 
revealed that QWL have more effects on job satisfaction in comparison to performance and organizational commitment. Sari 
et al. (2019) and Nair and Subash (2019) examined the QWL and job satisfaction among employees working in hotel industry 
and other sectors. Their findings revealed that QWL have positive relationship with job satisfaction. Thereby, strategists need 
to take initiative in advance pertaining to job satisfaction when they are making plan to enhance the QWL of the employees. 
 
3. Objectives of the present research: 
 
The following paramount aims of the current research were formulated as: 
 

 To understand the conceptual framework of quality of work life, 
 To assess the level of quality of work life of the employees in the Kingdom, 
 To determine the relationships between quality of work life with various demographical variables, 
 To develop some theoretical framework to support the future research by aligning quality of work life and biograph-

ical variables. 
 
3.1 Hypotheses of the investigation 
 
Based on the retrospection of the review of literature and keeping in mind the main goals of the inquisition, the following null 
hypotheses were formulated: 
 
Ho1: Married and unmarried employees would not be differing on QWL. 
Ho2: There would not be significant difference on QWL between employees of public and private sectors. 
 
3.2 Research Methodology 
 
Sample: The sample of the current investigation comprises of total 148 employees working in both public and private sectors 
in Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The respondents were randomly selected for this investigation. 
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Instruments  
 
Shawkat and Ansari (2001) standardized and developed QWL scale was used to collect the perceptions of the respondents. 
This particular tool evaluates many facets related to QWL such as work itself; organizational climate; employees’ participa-
tion; physical working condition; union management relations; self-respect; organizational commitment; promotion; clarity 
at organization; employee health; inter-group relation (employee’s relations); autonomy at work; supervisory relations; eco-
nomic benefits and recognition. The total items were 48 and respondents are required to provide their feelings on five-point 
rating scale as below 
 
“1- High disagreement” 
“2-Disagreement” 
“3- Neutral” 
“4- Agreement” 
“5- Strongly agreement” 
 
The total score of this scale will be varying from 48-240. Higher the score reflects high QWL and vice-versa. The reliability 
and validity of the scale observed to be .70 and .89 respectively which means scores are highly significant. Also, demograph-
ical characteristics obtained with the help of biographical information blank from the respondents such as nationality, gender, 
age etc. 
 
Procedure 
 
The investigators distributed the questionnaire and collected data from each respondent personally. The whole instruction was 
given to the respondents before filling the questionnaire. The actual responses received were 75, while the sample size was 
increased to 148 by adopting random techniques due to data insufficiency. All ethical procedures were established.  The 
collected data were coded by the investigators with the help of scoring key of the scale. 
 
Data collection and analysis: To achieve the planned objectives, appropriate statistical techniques were applied to analyze 
the data. Descriptive and inferential statistical methods were used to analyze the data. 
 
4. Results and Discussion 
 
Fig. 1 demonstrates the results of the personal characteristics of the participants in our survey. As we can observe from the 
figure, 48.7% of the respondents belong to the public sector, while 51.3% of employees are from private sector. In addition, 
the majority of the respondents (91.2%) are non-Saudi residence and only 8.8% of them were Saudi Arabia citizen. In our 
survey, most participants were male (98%) and their income was less than 10,000 Saudi currency. While over 70% of the 
participants were married, most participant were either young or middle age. Finally, our survey indicates that most partici-
pants hold university educations. Table 1 demonstrates the results of KMO and Bartlett’s tests.  
 

Working environment Nationality Gender Marital status 

 
Income (Saudi Riyals × 103) Age Educational background Job experience 

 
Fig. 1. Personal characteristics of the participants 

7276

Public Private

13

145

Saudi Non-Saudi

145

3

Male Female

105

43

Married Unmarried

47

93

7 1

<7 7--10 10--15 >15

31

89

25 3

18--30 30--40

40--50 >50

11 1
19

52

65

High School

Senior Secondary School

Graduate

Post Graduate

Doctorate

87
58

19

0--10 11--20 >20
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According to Table 1, Bartlett's test of sphericity is found to have a high Chi-Square value which is significant as the value 
p< 0.001.  It is observed that facets or factors are responsible to generate QWL among the employees. Indeed, the robustness 
of the current investigation has motivated us to do factorial analysis to check the factors responsible for accomplishment of 
QWL. The KMO value was .759, which indicates the significance level that might be useful to analyze with the help of factor 
analysis. Table 2 demonstrates the results of our survey.  
 
Table 1  
Exhibiting the KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .759 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1.544E3 

df 210 

Sig. .000 
 
 
Table 2  
Exhibiting the factor loading in terms of Rotated Component Matrix 

Statements Factors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Statement 17 .742      
Statement 18 .828      

Statement 23 .418      

Statement 29 .668      

Statement 6  .821     

Statement 34  .788     

Statement 37  .515     

Statement 4   .510    

Statement 10   .872    

Statement 44   .477    

Statement 24    .543   

Statement 43    .677   

Statement 3     .693  

Statement 19     -.834  

Statement 15      .456 
Statement 26      .804 

Cronbach’s alpha .761 .688 .677 .461 .949 .572 

Initial Eigen values 7.305 2.090 1.484 1.303 1.073 1.011 

% of  Variance 34.786 
 

9.955 
 

7.065 
 

6.205 
 

5.112 
 

4.814 

Cumulative  % 34.786 
 

44.740 
 

51.805 
 

58.010 
 

63.122 
 

67.936 

Notes: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
 
It is observed that six factors obtained with Eigen values over 1.0 as 7.305, 2.090, 1.484, 1.303, 1.073 and 1.011 along with 
67.936 per cent of total variance. Criterion .40 is aforethought as stipulated deciding factor in loading (Ford et al., 1986; 
Hinkin, 1995). Further, Nunnally (1978) opined that .7 or more alpha values are acceptable value but in our case except one 
item, all other factors have less than .7 which is also acceptable (Bretz, & McClary, 2014; Griethuijsen et al., 2014). 
 
Factor 1 (Autonomy): This factor loaded on four items which represented participation in decisions and improve the condi-
tions, working atmosphere supportive and allow to give suggestions. It is inferences that these items reflect about the freedom 
at workplace and hence termed as “Autonomy”. 
 
Factor 2 (Inter-group relation): This factor loaded on three items and representing cooperation, positive opinion for others 
and concern to achieve the goals. These items are more likely seems to be associated with relationship and it is designated as 
“Inter-group relation”. 
 
Factor 3 (Recognition): This factor loaded on three items and represented encouragement from supervisor to enhance the 
performance, sense of achievement and quality of life. It can be drawn on the basis of results of these items that it is well 
related to recognition and hence is nominated as “Recognition”. 
 
Factor 4 (Economic benefits): This factor loaded on two items and represented performance is highly appreciated for vertical 
growth and saving plan. Therefore, this factor is termed as “Economic benefits”. 
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Factor 5 (Self-respect): This factor loaded on two items and represented feeling about the job and respect. Hence, this factor 
is called as “Self-respect”. 
 
Factor 6 (Supervisory relations): This factor loaded on two items and represented supervisor allowed them to give feedback 
& respect and treatment. Therefore, this factor is represented as “Supervisory relations”. 
 
Table 3  
Mean, SD’s and t-value of married and unmarried sector of employees on total QWL 

Groups Compared N Mean(TQWL) Std. Deviation t-value 

Married 105 184.83 23.209 4.42** 

Unmarried 43 166.40 22.627 

Significant at **P< .01  
Significant at *P< .05  
 
Table 3 reveals that married group of employees found to have high mean score on QWL as compared with unmarried group. 
The result displays that mean quality of work life of married and unmarried groups of employees were found to be 184.83 & 
166.40 with sd., 23.209 & 22.627, respectively. The calculated value related to “t” was observed 4.42, which is significant at 
.01 levels and henceforth, the proposed null hypothesis (H01) was rejected. Islam et al. (2012) and Osibanjo et al. (2019) 
supported our findings and mentioned that married employees are having more responsibilities, commitment and involvement 
as compared to those who are still bachelor; such attributes reflects the establishment of QWL. 
 
Table 4  
Mean, SD’s and t-value of public and private employees on total QWL 

Groups Compared N Mean(TQWL) Std. Deviation t-value 

Public 72 182.93 21.532 1.68 

Private 76 176.20 26.656 

 
It is emerged from Table 4 that public sector employees found to maintain high mean score on QWL as compared with private 
sector employees. The result displays that mean quality of work life of public and private groups of employees were found to 
have mean of 182.93 and 176.20 as well as the standard deviation of 21.532 and 26.656, respectively. The calculated value 
related to “t” was observed 1.68; considered not significant at any level and hence, the proposed null hypothesis (H02) was 
accepted. Padhy and Bhuyan (2015) observed that job satisfaction as a component of quality of work life to be low among 
private sector employees due to several reasons such as salary, job security etc., and their finding is against our findings. The 
current findings were supported by Ahsan (2017). 
 
Table 5  
The results of regression estimate 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 1.430 1.152  1.241 .217   
FAC2 .216 .084 .186 2.573 .011 .801 1.248 
FAC1 .082 .055 .119 1.474 .143 .638 1.566 
FAC4 .354 .103 .254 3.428 .001 .761 1.314 
FAC5 .231 .111 .145 2.085 .039 .871 1.149 
FAC6 .297 .102 .236 2.922 .004 .643 1.555 

a. Dependent Variable: QWL 
Diagnostic Tests: 
R Square – 0.41 
Adjusted R Square – 0.38 
F-statistic – 19.36 (0.000) 
DW test statistic – 1.95 

 
The study has estimated a regression, by considering statements of factor 3 viz., 4, 10 and 44 as a dimension of QWL (which 
is a Dependent Variable) and the other factors as explanatory variables. The study has selected factor 3 (Recognition) as a 
dependent variable, since it is one of the important dimensions of QWL. The other factors, such as factor 1,2,4,5 and 6 are the 
various determinants that explain the QWL in an organization. The current study estimated a regression to examine the sig-
nificance of these determinants in explaining the QWL. The estimated regression is explained in Eq. (1) below. 

𝑄𝑊𝐿 =∝ + 𝛽 𝑓𝑎𝑐1 + 𝛽 𝑓𝑎𝑐2 + 𝛽 𝑓𝑎𝑐4 + 𝛽 𝑓𝑎𝑐5 + 𝛽 𝑓𝑎𝑐6 + 𝜀  (1) 

where ∝   is the constant; 𝑄𝑊𝐿  is a dependent variable considered from the statements of factor 3; 𝑓𝑎𝑐1 consists of the state-
ments 17, 18, 23 and 29; 𝑓𝑎𝑐2 consists of the statements 6, 34 and 37; 𝑓𝑎𝑐4 consists of the statements 24 and 43; 𝑓𝑎𝑐5 
consists of the statements 3 and 19 and 𝑓𝑎𝑐6 consists of the statements 15 and 26, while 𝜀 represents the error term. Moreover, 
this particular model is diagnosed with the help of R-Square, F-statistic, and Durbin-Watson test statistic.  
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The following are the results of equation estimated above. 

The results of Eq. (1) are reported in Table 5. The results show that, among all explanatory variables, i.e. factors, all the factors 
are meaningful when the level of significance is 5% except fac1, which is insignificant. It can be observed from the above 
results that, all the statements included in different factors explain the QWL in an organization except the statements of factor 
1 and these factors shall be treated as the determinants that explain the QWL. The model summary shows an adjusted R Square 
of 38%, a significant F-statistic at less than 0.01 level of significance and Durbin-Watson test statistic less than 2. The diag-
nostic tests show that the estimated equation is a good model of fit and there is no multi-collinearity among the explanatory 
variables included in the equation.   

Table 6  
The level pertaining to overall quality of work life (QWL) 

Level of QWL No. of Respondents Percent 
High 50 33.8 

Moderate 34 23.0 
Low 64 43.2 

 
According to Table 6, it is crystal clear that the majority of employees in the company felt low level of QWL (N=64, 43.2%) 
followed by 23 % (N=34) moderate level of QWL and high level of QWL showed by 33.8 % (N=50). Kelbiso et al. (2017) 
also observed that the majority of the employees prone towards low level of QWL and supported our findings. Other research-
ers also pointed that most of the employees were dissatisfied with facilities and hence indicated that the majority of the work-
force were having low QWL (Almalki et al., 2012). Whereas, Erdem (2014) observed that medium level of QWL employees 
have low level of alienation. But, Alzalabani (2017) and Subbarayalu and Al Kuwaiti (2019) revealed that majority of the 
people perceived high level of QWL which is against our findings.  
 
5. Conclusion 
 
The following conclusions were drawn based on the findings: 
 

 Six factors; namely autonomy, inter-group relation, recognition, economic benefits, self-respect and supervisory re-
lations are responsible in generating the QWL among employees. 

 Married group of employees found to maintain high mean score on QWL as compared with unmarried group.  
 Private sector employees found to maintain less mean score on QWL as compared with public sector employees.  
 The diagnostic test shows that the estimated equation is a good model of fit and there is no multi-collinearity among 

the explanatory variables included in the equation. 
 Majority of employees in the company felt low level of QWL followed by moderate level and high level of QWL. 

 
6. Suggestions and limitation 
 
Human resource progress is important and vital since human capital is an important asset of the organization; thereby, retain-
ing and maintaining their competencies is also the priority of the management to provide QWL at workplace. From the find-
ings, it is observed that six factors were obtained such as autonomy, inter-group relation, recognition, economic benefits, self-
respect and supervisory relations responsible to have quality of work life. Furthermore, majority of the employees felt low 
level of QWL at workplace. Indeed, QWL was related to improve the performance (Sari et al., 2019), satisfaction (Chaturvedi 
& Yadav, 2011, Allam, 2013), job involvement (Allam, 2007), commitment (Ali & Zilli, 2013; Allam, 2013), work motivation 
(Sari et al., 2019; Robbins, 2003, Allam, 2017a), adoption of fair HRM practices (Al Kahtani et al., 2016; Allam, 2019b). 
Thereby, we must develop appropriate strategies to act on above variables to maintain and enhance the QWL of the employees. 
In addition to these, management must enrich the work atmosphere, provide adequate training to enhance the skills, provide 
opportunities for growth & development, allow employees to participate in decision making processes, develop sense of 
ownership, give reward (financial & non-financial), provide assurance of job security and flexible working time since these 
factors are more prone to create quality of work life at workplace among workforce. Like other investigation, every research 
is considered as continuous learning process and exploring to establish conceptual framework including methodological un-
derstanding with the help of limited resources and stipulated time periods. Therefore, this research has also certain limitation 
but left scope for further future researches and allowed other investigators to investigate similar kinds of study by taking 
different variables, tools, samples and statistical techniques to get viable or scientific results with more authenticity. 
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