
 
*Corresponding Author: Ms. Ankita Aggarwal, email id-ankita@sggscc.ac.in 
  

176 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013           Int. J. Exp. Res. Rev., Vol. 43: 176-189 (2024) 

 Crafting Sustainable Success in Hybrid Work Practices - Quality of  Work Life  and Mediating 

Effects of Job Satisfaction & Leadership Support 

 Rekha Sharma
1
 and Ankita Aggarwal

2* 

1Department of Economics, Sri Guru Gobind Singh College of Commerce, University of Delhi, India;  
2Department of Management Studies, Sri Guru Gobind Singh College of Commerce, University of Delhi, India 

E-mail/Orcid Id:  

RS,  rekhasharma@sggscc.ac.in,  https://orcid.org/0009-0005-6652-5234;  

AA,  ankita@sggscc.ac.in,  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4213-5539 

Introduction 

In December 2019, COVID-19 emerged in Wuhan, 

China, triggering a worldwide health emergency that the 

World Health Organization professed a pandemic in the 

month of March 2020. This unprecedented event led to 

widespread lockdowns, mobility restrictions, and 

physical distancing measures to curb the spread of the 

virus (Purwanto, 2020). As a result, businesses 

worldwide were forced to shut down, impacting 81% of 

the global workforce, or roughly 3.3 billion people, 

creating not only a health crisis but also an economic one 

(Savić, 2020). Businesses were compelled to restructure 

their models and strategies in response to operational 

disruptions and revenue losses. This resulted in the 

practice of work-from-home (WFH), which involves 

working from a convenient location for the individual, 

typically their home (Bao et al., 2021). It became a 

widely used solution to effectively navigate uncertainties 

(Bick et al., 2023; Belzunegui-Eraso and Erro-Garcés, 

2020). 

The paradigm shift to WFH offered advantages, 

including reduced office space requirements, enhanced 

workforce flexibility, increased gender diversity, and 

improvements in employee WLB(Subramanian and 
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Abstract: The popularity of hybrid work arrangements, accelerated by the COVID-

2019 pandemic, introduced both obstacles and new opportunities for organizations 

and employees. This study seeks to examine the sustainability of hybrid work models 

by analyzing the role of leadership support (LS) and job satisfaction (JS) as mediators 

in the relationship between Quality of Work Life  (QWL) and Work-Life Balance 

(WLB). Data were collected via online surveys from 343 valid respondent employees 

in the private corporate sector in India who had experience in remote or hybrid work 

setups. The hypothesized relationships among the named variables were tested using 

the PLS-SEM approach, with a standard bootstrapping procedure employed to 

disclose direct and indirect effects among latent variables. The findings indicate that 

employees strongly preferred the hybrid work model over the traditional work setting. 

Also, it reveals that QWL positively influences WLB, with both LS and JS serving as 

significant mediators. LS emerged as a crucial factor in the hybrid work context, 

affecting perception of employees and helping them to achieve a better balance 

between their professional and personal lives. The novelty of this research lies in its 

empirical demonstration of how LS and JS mediate the relationship between QWL 

and WLB, providing actionable insights for organizations to navigate the complexities 

of hybrid work model. The study recommends that organizations should formalize 

hybrid work arrangements; prioritize leadership communication; conduct regular 

team-building activities and focus on outcome-based performance evaluations. These 

strategies will enhance job satisfaction, strengthen leadership roles, and promote long-

term prosperity with a positive societal and ecological impact. 
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Joyce, 2024; Yang et al., 2021; Gratton, 2021). 

Furthermore, the reconfiguration of these work practices 

significantly enhanced balance in work and personal 

space by reducing commute time and allowing employees 

more flexibility in managing their personal and 

professional responsibilities (Bloom et al., 2024). This 

flexibility also often led to improved job satisfaction, 

increased productivity, and employee safety (Zwanka and 

Buff 2021; Iqbal et al., 2021). WFH also contributed to 

sustainability goals by reducing carbon emissions, 

promoting inclusivity, and extending job opportunities to 

remote areas, thus fostering a more inclusive and 

sustainable future (Raišienė et al., 2020; Moglia et al., 

2021). 

However, WFH presented challenges as well. It has 

been associated with extended working hours, blurring 

home-work boundaries, issues related to sharing of 

knowledge and technical skills among employees and 

loneliness, thereby contributing to physical and mental 

health issues, conflicts in the family and thus, impacting 

the work-life harmony (Smoder, 2021; Molino et al., 

2020). Other concerns include employee availability, 

meeting deadlines, diminished problem-solving 

flexibility, and managing job performance (Ellison, 1999; 

Cooper and Kurland, 2002; Gareis, 2000; Haddon and 

Brynin, 2005; Davis et al., 2020). Effective leadership 

can manage these challenges to a larger extent by 

creating an inclusive and positive organizational culture. 

Baruch et al. (1997) emphasized the importance of 

support of managers/leaders in navigating the transition 

to remote work. Effective leadership is identified as 

essential for setting clear expectations, maintaining open 

lines of communication, and fostering a sense of team 

cohesion despite physical distance (Rofcanin et al., 2018; 

Kim et al., 2017).  

Recognizing the strengths and limitations of WFH and 

traditional office setups, organizations continued with 

hybrid work models - a flexible arrangement combining 

remote work with in-office time even after the pandemic 

(Santillan et al., 2023; Gupta and Kumar, 2023). Major 

surveys predicted that hybrid work would become a key 

component of the future work landscape, with nearly 

70% of organizations in the tech industry in India already 

planning for such work model (NASSCOM, 2021; 

KPMG CEO, 2021). 

Despite its increasing prevalence, studies on the long-

term viability and efficacy of hybrid work models, 

especially within the Indian setting, remains limited. 

Additionally, while LS and JS  are recognized as essential 

in traditional work environments, their role in hybrid 

work settings is underexplored. 

This paper seeks to bridge this gap by gathering and 

comparing experiences and attitudes of workers in hybrid 

environment within the private corporate sector in India. 

This study specifically aims to fill in these gaps by 

concentrating on the following major research questions: 

(i) to investigate how Work-Life Balance (WLB) is 

affected by Quality of Work Life (QWL); (ii) to 

investigate how Job Satisfaction (JS) and Leadership 

Support (LS) function as mediators between QWL and 

WLB in the hybrid work environment. Furthermore (iii) 

to offer insights into crafting effective strategies that can 

optimize hybrid work setting to ensure well-being of the 

employee and organizational sustainability, especially as 

organizations worldwide are considering making hybrid 

work arrangements a permanent norm. 

Theoretical Background 

This section explains the underlying theory of social 

exchange to elucidate the relationship between QWL, LS 

JS, and WLB. Further, elaborately discusses the literature 

with respect to the constructs above and their proposed 

relationship in the organizational framework. 

The Theory of Social Exchange 

The theory of social exchange suggests relationships 

are built on reciprocal benefits (Blau, 1964). In the 

context of organizational behaviour, it implies that when 

employees perceive their work relationship as rewarding 

and fair, they're more likely to be committed and satisfied 

(Eisenberger et al., 2001; Vayre, 2019). In the backdrop 

of the current study, it means that a high-quality work life 

would improve JS and foster a more desirable 

equilibrium between professional and personal life, as 

employees perceive their needs and well-being is being 

respected and supported by the organisation. Similarly, 

effective LS in hybrid setting acts as another form of 

positive exchange that fosters trust and mutual respect. 

Leaders who actively support their teams will be able to 

navigate the complexities of hybrid work more adeptly; 

and reinforce the social contract between both the parties, 

thus, enhancing JS and overall WLB. In essence, QWL 

and LS, the key benefits that employers can offer, will 

foster a positive and healthy hybrid work environment. 

By focusing on these aspects, organizations can improve 

employee satisfaction and productivity ; aligning them 

with the broader objective of the study.  

Hypotheses’ Development 

As the demand for hybrid work settings rises, 

organizations face the challenge of optimizing 

productivity while meeting employee needs and fostering 

organizational growth. QWL and WLB are two critical 

areas of concern that have gained popularity. 

Organizations compete for top-tier talent in the present 
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competitive landscape, while employees seek 

opportunities to handle their work and personal 

responsibilities effectively. A thorough understanding of 

QWL and WLB is essential, as both are related to 

employee performance, organizational citizenship, and 

overall well-being (Pradhan et al., 2016; Abdirahman et 

al., 2020). Companies with a positive organizational 

culture, prioritizing high QWL and WLB initiatives, are 

more likely to bring in and keep highly productive 

employees and thus enhance JS (Beauregard & Henry, 

2009). 

(i) Work-life Balance (WLB) 

WLB entails the management of emotional, 

behavioural and temporal demands associated with both 

professional and familial responsibilities (Lawson et al., 

2013; Hill et al., 2001; Semlali and Hassi, 2016). 

However, employees cannot achieve WLB alone. Hence, 

company policies and practices are required to improve 

QWL which will help to balance their lives. WLB is 

becoming more important due to organisational changes, 

labour market changes, employee demographics, and 

longer work hours (Helmle et al., 2014).  

WLB helps workers work better and stay healthy (Joo 

and Lee, 2017; Nielsen et al., 2008; Kaur et al., 2023). 

QWL and organisational commitment are positively 

correlated with employees' psychological well-being 

(Chan and Wyatt, 2007; Hardjanti et al., 2017). Grawitch 

et al. (2007) discovered that workplace satisfaction 

promotes employee participation, advancement, 

recognition, and mental health. Jain et al. (2009) 

mentioned that organisational commitment improves 

employee well-being. Individual well-being improves 

motivation, productivity and family satisfaction; reduces 

absenteeism and staff turnover. 

(ii) Quality of Work Life (QWL) 

QWL refers to the overall quality of connection 

between employees and their work environment 

(Feldman, 1993). This multifaceted construct 

encompasses elements such as job stability, progression 

chances, autonomy, incentive mechanisms, and the 

overall environment at work.  

Ultimately, QWL aims to improve employee 

satisfaction, faith in the organisation, teamwork among 

colleagues, appreciation for contributions, and the 

provision of a secure working environment (Saraji and 

Dargahi, 2006). Research suggests that a positive QWL 

creates a supportive working environment that boosts 

satisfaction through rewards, job security, and 

opportunities for career development (Lau et al., 2001). 

Studies highlight the beneficial effects of QWL on 

reducing employee turnover and increasing 

organizational commitment (Daud, 2010; Bala et al., 

2019). Additionally, evidence indicates that poor working 

conditions, excessive workloads, work-life imbalance, no 

involvement in decision-making, and strained supervisor 

relationships significantly hinder improvements in QWL 

(Ellis and Pompli, 2002). Furthermore, a negative work 

environment correlates with lower satisfaction of job, 

with QWL accounting for 61% of satisfaction levels (Lee 

and Sirgy,2018; Waghmare and Dhole,2017).  

(iii) Job Satisfaction (JS) 

JS reflects satisfaction of the employee from the 

involved work or positive attitude towards the workplace. 

It depicts the distinction between an employee's 

expectations or values regarding the employment and the 

real provisions of the organisation. Giel & Breuer (2023) 

stated that there are four indicators of JS: satisfaction 

with-work, rewards, colleagues and promotion, 

opportunities & support of leaders/managers. 

Robbins and Judge (2011) suggested that JS fosters 

positive work-related feelings, encouraging workers to 

invest in organizational development, supported by 

Abdirahman et al. (2020). This boosts productivity, 

retention, and attendance (Noah and Steve, 2012) while 

reducing work stress further enhancing JS (Haider et al., 

2018). JS mediates the link between WLB and work 

performance (Dousin et al., 2019), highlighting the need 

for managers and leaders to cultivate  statisfaction 

enhancing work environments. 

Previous research consistently links QWL with JS, 

indicating higher QWL correlates with greater JS (Danna 

and Griffin, 1999). Recent findings by Jabeen et al. 

(2018) among Emirati women in UAE's public sector 

found a significant positive impact of QWL on JS. 

Similarly, a study on Indian bank employees found an 

adverse relationship between unsupportive work 

environments and JS. It argued that work-related 

experiences contribute to JS, considering work-life as a 

psychological domain (Sirgy et al., 2001). 

(iv) Leadership Support (LS) 

LS is very important for ensuring WLB (Heras et al., 

2021) and improving work culture. It is seen that work-

family conflicts reduce with increased JS and reduced 

work stress (Cuéllar-Molina et al., 2018; Greenhaus et al., 

2012; Marescaux et al., 2020). Employees are more 

inclined to enhance their performance and achieve 

organizational objectives when they perceive that their 

bosses or leaders invest in their personal and professional 

well-being (Rofcanin et al., 2018).  Kim et al. 

(2017) found that when an organisation values WLB, 
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supervisory support may have a good 

impact on employees’ perception and consequently, JS 

will significantly influence job performance. 

 QWL significantly influences LS within 

organizational settings. Research by Bushra et al (2011) 

highlighted that transformational leadership aims to 

cultivate robust interpersonal relationships between 

managers and employees, facilitating an environment 

conducive to innovation, creativity, and adaptability. This 

leadership style cultivates a healthy organisational culture 

that prioritises employee welfare and well-being, as 

evidenced by the constructive correlation between 

management style, leadership, and corporate vision 

(Voon et al., 2011). Similarly, Kim (2002) highlighted 

the correlation between participatory leadership styles 

and employee satisfaction in work in regional 

governmental organisations, emphasising the influence of 

leadership on employee perceptions of their work 

environment.  

Additionally, the significance of transformational-

oriented management styles in enhancing employee JS is 

emphasized by aligning leadership behaviors with 

organizational goals and values (Walumnwa and Dhole, 

2017). These findings collectively suggest that LS is 

positively influenced by the QWL experienced by 

employees, highlighting the critical role of organizational 

management in creating a pleasant and encouraging work 

environment for employees,(Wong and Laschinger, 

2013). 

To delve deeper into the interconnections of these four 

variables, the study posits three hypotheses within the 

hybrid work setting: 

H1: QWL, LS, and JS have significant effect on WLB. 

H2: JS plays a significant mediator between QWL and 

WLB. 

H3: LS serves as a significant mediator between QWL 

and WLB. 

Materials and Method 

The study employed a quantitative cross-sectional 

approach to explore the association between QWL, JS, 

LS, and WLB in the hybrid work setting. The data are 

analyzed using non-parametric structural equation 

modelling to confirm the proposed relationships among 

the variables.  

This section provides information on the sample size, 

the measurement of latent variables, the research model, 

and the technique employed in the study, followed by a 

discussion of the measurement model, which covers 

reliability and validity of constructs. 

Sample Size and Collection of Data 

The study employs a non-probability purposive 

sampling approach, targeting employees in private 

corporate sectors who have experienced hybrid work 

setting. This strategy ensures that the sample matches 

with the objectives of the study, focusing on individuals 

with practical experience in remote as well as in-office 

work arrangements. The data for the research work was 

collected through an online questionnaire which was 

shared from October 2023 to January 2024. The 

questionnaire was disseminated through professional 

connections, social media platforms, and business emails; 

utilising personal as well as professional network through 

snowballing convenience sampling. The respondents had 

the assurance that their responses would be kept 

confidential to encourage honest responses. We received 

filled surveys from 384 employees, but only 343 

respondents satisfied the specific study criterion of 

having experience in remote or hybrid work settings. 

 A structured questionnaire framework was developed 

to conduct the online survey. The questionnaire 

comprised of five main sections including demographics 

and information regarding four constructs for QWL, JS, 

LS, WLB. Demographic part provided simple data about 

the respondents including age, gender, experience at 

workplace, designation, and industry type.  
Measures 

The study has used four constructs, namely WLB, 

QWL, JS, and LS, which have been adapted from 

previously validated and well-established sources in the 

literature. The constructs were evaluated using a Likert 

scale with five points, where a score of "5" denotes 

‘strong agreement’ and a score of "1" signals ‘significant 

disagreement’.  

WLB was assessed with seven items from Helmle et 

al. (2014) like stress, flexibility, managing work and 

private life and organizing one’s life, family support and 

family’s influence on work. Few of the items were: 

hybrid work setting reduces my stress; balances my work 

and personal life and organizes my life in a better way. 

 QWL was assessed through eight items whose 

information sourced from Tansel et al., (2014) and 

included dimensions such as; job security, friendly 

relations among co-workers, cooperation, training 

prospective and development, participation in 

organizational decision-making, organizational incentives 

and perceived organizational environment. The sample 

items included: a hybrid work setting gives adequate 

access to resources for career growth; it considers the 

challenges performance; it has a fair and transparent 

performance evaluation. 
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JS was measured with seven items adapted from Giel 

and Breuer (2023), including satisfaction from work 

conditions, compensation/ rewards, capacity building, 

opportunities, job evaluation, team spirit, and family life. 

The sample items included under a hybrid work setting: I 

feel energetic and happy at my job, I have adequate time 

for social connections; I feel satisfied with my job; I align 

with organizational culture. 

LS was determined with three items taken from Kim 

et al. (2017) and Heras et al. (2021), including 

dimensions related to effective communication between 

manager & employee regarding positive work culture. 

The sample items included: leaders effectively conveying 

the advantages of the hybrid work setting to its 

employees; leaders effectively supporting embracing 

hybrid work practices; and leaders fostering a positive 

hybrid work culture. 

Methodology 

Various statistical tools were used  to check whether 

results were reliable and valid.  In order to put the study's 

results in context, descriptive statistics were used to 

summarise the demographic characteristics of the sample, 

which included age, gender, job role and work 

preferences. 

 The relationships between QWL, JS, LS, and WLB 

were analysed using Non-Parametric Structural Equation 

Modelling using SMARTPLS 3.3.3. It allowed for a 

comprehensive evaluation of both direct and indirect 

relationships, particularly focusing on the role of JS and 

LS as mediator in the relationship between QWL and 

WLB as shown in Figure 1. 

 

 

Bootstrapping was utilized to further verify these 

mediation effects' significance (Hair et al., 2019). This 

non-parametric method provided confidence intervals for 

the indirect effects, ensuring that the results were 

statistically robust. 

The model shown in Figure 1 shows the hypothesised 

correlations between QWL, JS, LS, and WLB in hybrid 

work situations. QWL is an independent variable denotes 

how good a workplace is in general. This includes things 

like job stability, working conditions, incentive system, 

and opportunity for career advancement.  

JS and LS act as key mediating variables. JS reflects 

employees' positive perception of their jobs, and it is 

hypothesized that higher QWL leads to increased JS, 

positively influencing balance in personal and work life.  

LS is vital in hybrid work settings, as effective 

leadership enhances positivity in work culture, boosts 

satisfaction of job and helps employees to maintain 

balance in the personal and work space. 

The dependent variable, WLB, signifies the efficacy 

with which employees balance their responsibilities at 

work and at home. The model suggests that QWL 

indirectly affects WLB through JS and LS, highlighting 

the importance of these mediators in achieving a balanced 

and sustainable hybrid work environment. 

 The associations among these factors are examined 

by non-parametric structural equation modelling to 

evaluate both direct and indirect effects. This perspective 

highlights the significance of quality of life at work and 

support of managers/leaders in augmenting job happiness 

and attaining an improved balance between work and life, 

which is crucial for fostering a sustainable hybrid work 

model.  

Evaluation of Measurement Model: Assessing 

Reliability and Construct Validity 

 

Several tests were performed to evaluate reliability of  

 

 

items and construct; and discriminant & convergent 

validity were used in preparation for the path analysis and 

to enhance the measurement model. Item reliability was 

evaluated through factor loadings, indicating how well 

each item represented its corresponding construct. 

Figure 1.The Model. 



Int. J. Exp. Res. Rev., Vol. 43: 176-189 (2024) 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013 
181 

Cronbach's alpha (α), which has a minimum level of 0.7, 

was used to check the internal consistency and reliability. 

To find out how consistent the constructs were generally, 

composite reliability was calculated. Average variance 

extracted (AVE) was used to check convergent validity 

and making sure that each construct attributed a large 

portion of the variance from its parts. 

To maintain the uni-dimensionality of the constructs, 

only items with factor loadings above 0.6 were retained, 

in line with the guidelines from Hair et al. (2013). These 

tests demonstrated robustness of measurement model 

across all constructs, confirming that the items reliably 

measured their intended variables as shown in Table 1 

and Figure 2. 

In the Figure 2, the loadings are presented for all the 

latent variables. It indicates that the strength of the 

association between each item and its underlying 

construct is exceptionally high, with values between 

0.664 to 0.906 in the positive direction. It suggests that 

each item makes a significant contribution to the 

measurement of the construct that it is associated with. 

Table 1 presents an estimate of Cronbach’s Alpha 

indicates the internal consistency is consistently strong 

across all constructs, with values ranging from 0.811 to 

0.925. These values above the frequently accepted 

threshold of 0.70 suggest that the measurement scales are 

very reliable. The composite reliability scores also exceed 

0.87 for all constructs, confirming that the constructs are 

reliable and consistent in measuring their intended 

concepts. Further, values of AVE values lie between 

0.535 and 0.731, supporting that each construct has a 

significant share of the variance in the observed 

variables. This provides evidence for the convergent 

validity of the measurement model.  

Reliability and validity check indicate that 

measurement model is robust, providing a strong support 

for the study's subsequent path analysis and structural 

modelling. The results of ‘Fornell-Larcker Criterion’ 

have been depicted in Table 2 in order to evaluate 

discriminant validity. The ‘diagonal values’ represent the 

square root of the AVE, whereas the ‘off-diagonal 

values’ show inter-construct correlations. 

The findings demonstrate that the values of diagonal  

(for example, 0.761 for JS, 0.855 for LS, 0.731 for QWL, 

and 0.853 for WLB) are greater than the correlations 

between constructs. This indicates that each construct 

shares more variance with its own indicators than with 

other constructs, providing strong evidence for 

discriminant validity as recommended by Fornell and 

Larcker (1981) and Hair et al. (2010).  

 

Table 1. Reliability and Validity of the Model. 

“Latent 

variables” 

“Cronbach's 

alpha” 

“Composite 

reliability 

(rho_a)” 

“Composite 

reliability 

(rho_c)” 

“Average variance 

extracted” 

JS 0.875 0.878 0.905 0.579 

LS 0.811 0.814 0.890 0.731 

QWL 0.875 0.883 0.901 0.535 

WLB 0.925 0.930 0.941 0.727 

Figure 2. Factor Loadings of the Latent Variables. 
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It may be concluded that the Fornell-Larcker criterion 

provides further validation of the model's reliability and 

discriminant validity by confirming that all of the latent 

variables in the measurement model are distinct from one 

another. 

 

The correlation matrix in Table 3 highlights 

significant relationships between the key constructs: JS, 

LS, QWL, and WLB. JS exhibits a strong positive 

correlation with WLB (0.752), QWL (0.756), and LS 

(0.698), suggesting that higher JS is closely associated 

with improved WLB and a better impressions of QWL. 

Likewise, LS shows a strong correlation with QWL 

(0.762), indicating that LS has a significant effect in 

forming employees' views about their work environment 

and enhancing their balance in life. WLB is moderately 

associated with both QWL (0.639) and LS (0.642) while 

maintaining a strong correlation with JS (0.752). These 

relationships suggest that various aspects of well-being of 

the workers, including LS and QWL are interconnected. 

These are really important factors influencing the work 

environment. 

  Multicollinearity was tested using the Variance Inflation 

Factor, with all values falling well below 5, indicating 

that multicollinearity is not an issue and that the  

 

relationships between variables can be reliably 

interpreted in the model. 

Results and Discussion 

Demographic Descriptive 

The descriptive statistics (Figure 3) provide a 

complete picture of the demographics and work 

preferences. The majority is in the age group between 25-

40 years, 27% are over 40, and 13% are under 25. Males 

make up 59%, females 40%, and minor percentages do 

not declare their gender. Experience levels include 47% 

with more than 10 years, 16% with 5–10 years, and 37% 

with less than 5 years. The workforce is diversified, with 

39% in middle management, 24% in intermediate or 

Table 2. Fornell-Larcker Criterion. 

Variables JS LS QWL WLB 

JS 0.761    

LS 0.698 0.855   

QWL 0.756 0.762 0.731  

WLB 0.752 0.642 0.639 0.853 

Table 3. Correlations. 

Variables JS LS QWL WLB 

JS 1.000 0.698 0.756 0.752 

LS 0.698 1.000 0.762 0.642 

QWL 0.756 0.762 1.000 0.639 

WLB 0.752 0.642 0.639 1.000 

Figure 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (Authors’ Calculations). 
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senior staff roles, 17% in executive or senior 

management, 12% in first-level management, and 7% at 

the entry-level. Hybrid work models are preferred by 

81%, with lesser percentages choosing to work from 

office only 12% or WFH only 7%. 

Structural Model Analysis 

The examination of the structural model gives 

important insights, such as the coefficients of the 

independent variables and the coefficient of 

determination, which displays the power of the model to 

explain phenomena. Further validation of the model's 

dependability is provided by the fact that effect sizes, t-

statistics, and p-values highlight the importance and 

intensity of the correlations in question. 

 

For H1, the analysis presented in Table 4 evaluates the 

effect of three independent variables, JS, LS and QWL, 

on WLB. The standardized regression coefficients (β 

values) indicate the power and direction of the 

relationships. The results reveal that both JS and LS 

significantly influence WLB, with β values of 0.571 and 

0.205, respectively. This is supported by their 

corresponding t-values of 4.968 and 2.369, along with p-

values below the significance threshold (p < 0.05). QWL 

positively impacts WLB, as indicated by its β value of 

0.051 and t-value of 0.524 with p = 0.600.  

These findings suggest that while JS and LS play 

crucial roles in shaping WLB, QWL may not 

significantly influence it. The model's R2 and adjusted R2 

values of 0.593 and 0.588, respectively, indicate that 

approximately 59.3% of the variance in WLB is 

explained by the combined effects of JS, LS, and QW. 

These results signify the critical roles of JS and LS in 

shaping WLB. Therefore, organizations which want to 

improve WLB should prioritize strategies that enhance 

satisfaction in job and increase the support of 

managers/leaders. 

The findings presented in Table 5 provide an in-depth 

analysis of JS and LS as mediators in the association 

between QWL and WLB. Through mediation analysis, 

the findings reveal that both JS and LS significantly 

mediate the effect of QWL on WLB. 

For H2, the relationship QWL → JS → WLB 

demonstrates a direct effect (DE) of 0.051, while the 

specific indirect effect (SIE) through JS is 0.432, with a t-

value of 4.718 and a p-value of 0.00, indicating a strong 

and significant mediation effect. The total effect (TE) of 

0.571 confirms that much of the influence of QWL on 

WLB is mediated by JS. This highlights that a significant 

portion of the positive effect of QWL on WLB is 

achieved through increased JS, emphasising the necessity 

of nurturing high satisfaction in job work in order to 

enhance balance in work and personal life. 

For H3, the relationship QWL → LS → WLB shows a  

 

direct effect (DE) of 0.051 and a specific indirect effect 

(SIE) of 0.156 through LS, with a t-value of 2.372 and a 

p-value of 0.018, demonstrating a significant mediation 

effect, though smaller in magnitude compared to JS. The 

total effect (TE) of 0.205 reflects that LS also plays a 

crucial mediating role between QWL and WLB but to a 

lesser extent than JS. 

The findings provide evidence that full mediation is 

present, as demonstrated by the fact that both JS and LS 

have large indirect effects. This indicates that these 

mediators provide a comprehensive explanation for the 

connection between QWL and WLB.  

This comprehensive mediation analysis provides 

insights into the mechanisms through which workplace 

factors influence employees' perceptions of WLB. It 

emphasizes that enhancing work satisfaction and LS is 

essential for fostering positive WLB outcomes, far 

outweighing the direct impact of QWL alone. 

Conclusion  

The study highlights a significant trend where most 

employees prefer hybrid work arrangements. This pattern 

supports the recent global trends in which hybrid work 

settings are gaining popularity due to their potential to 

meet employees' and employers' different needs and 

preferences. In particular, it highlights the shifting 

Table 4. Structural Model Analysis: Direct Relationships. 

Hypothesis 

H1: QWL, LS, and JS have significant effect on WLB. 

 

 

Relationship JS → WLB LS → WLB QWL→ WLB 

β value 0.571 0.205 0.051 

F
2 0.314 0.04 0.002 

T-value 4.968 2.369 0.524 

p-value 0.000*** 0.018*** 0.6 

 

R2 = 0.593 and Adjusted  R2 = 0.588; ***: p-value is significant at 5%, 

 Authors’ Calculations 
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dynamics of WLB and paves the way for a research into 

the factors that contribute to achieving long-term balance 

in hybrid work environment, particularly in the aftermath 

of the COVID-2019 pandemic in India. 

 

In order to gain a better understanding of the intricate 

relationship that exists between QWL and WLB in hybrid 

work environment, the study investigates the crucial roles 

that JS and LS play as mediators. The results reveal that 

quality of life at work place is a cornerstone for fostering 

a conducive work environment. However, the effect of 

QWL on WLB becomes significant only when it is 

mediated through JS and effective LS. This endorses the 

theory of social exchange, which posits that relationships 

are built on reciprocal benefits (Blau, 1964), and offers 

deeper insights into the mechanisms through which QWL 

impacts WLB. Specifically, the study confirms that when 

a high quality of work-life enhances satisfaction in job, it 

positively affects WLB (Vayre, 2019; Eisenberger et al., 

2001). 

Further, the study reveals the significant role of LS as 

a mediator in the improving the WLB. It demonstrates 

that leadership practices that effectively communicate the 

benefits of hybrid work; and give guidance and support to  

employees; promote a healthy work culture and enhance 

well-being of the employees. The social contract between 

employers and employees is strengthened when leaders 

actively support their teams in overcoming the challenges 

of hybrid work. This, in turn, leads to a rise in JS and an 

overall improvement in WLB. This underscores the fact 

that JS and LS  play crucial roles in improving the  

quality of life at work and shaping the perception of 

balance in work and personal life among employees. 

To summarise, this study sheds light on the complex 

dynamics that influence balance between work and 

personal life in the hybrid work setting. The study 

provides a road map for attaining long-term success by 

strategically improving quality of life at work based on 

the key roles of LS and JS. These findings offer guidance 

for organisations seeking to promote well-

being of employees and organisational resilience in an 

ever-changing work environment. 

Policy Implications 

In light of the insights derived from the study, 

realizing the prevalence of hybrid work setting, the 

organizations should formalize hybrid work 

arrangements, including work hours, availability, 

communication norms, and productivity expectations, to 

ensure clarity and consistency. To promote flexible work 

policies, organisations should provide equitable access to 

the necessary technology and resources, such as laptops, 

communication tools, secure access to company 

networks, and resources at home. Regular virtual and in-

person training opportunities should be offered to 

recognize and support the employees' career growth, thus 

improving the quality of life at work in the hybrid work 

setting. Further, fair and transparent performance 

evaluation methods should be adapted to focus on 

outcomes rather than physical presence, and adequate 

rewards should be promoted to boost morale and enhance 

employee’s  satisfaction from work. 

Table 5. Mediating Impact Analysis. 

Mediator Hypothesis Relationship Effect Type Value 
Statistical 

Significance 

Job 

Satisfaction 

(JS) 

H2: “Quality of work 

life has a significant 

direct and indirect 

positive effect on 

work-life balance via 

job satisfaction” 

QWL → JS → 
WLB 

Direct Effect 
(DE) 

0.051 

t-value: 4.718 (p 
= 0.001***) 

Specific 

Indirect 

Effect (SIE) 

0.432 

Total Effect 

(TE) 
0.571 

Result: Full Mediation 

Mediator Hypothesis Relationship Effect Type Value 
Statistical 

Significance 

Leadership 

Support (LS) 

H3: “Leadership 

Support serves as a 

significant mediator 

between Quality of 

Work Life and Work-

Life Balance” 

QWL → LS → 

WLB 

Direct Effect 

(DE) 
0.051 

t-value: 2.372 (p 

= 0.018***) 

Specific 
Indirect 

Effect (SIE) 

0.156 

Total Effect 

(TE) 
0.205 

Result: Full Mediation 

***: p-value is significant at 5%, Authors’ Calculations 
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Leaders and managers should be trained to effectively 

support their teams in a hybrid work environment and 

establish a virtual open-door policy encouraging 

employees to share concerns and suggestions with their 

managers, fostering a culture of openness and trust. 

Regular events for team-building such as virtual coffee 

sessions and in-office meetups, should be organised to 

strengthen social relationships and collaborations, which 

will help to enhance the well-being of the employees. 

Regular feedback and open communication channels can 

also help identify and address areas of dissatisfaction. 

The journey towards a sustainable business model 

requires a holistic approach that places people at the 

centre of organizational strategy and decision-making. By 

prioritizing quality of life at work, balance in personal-

professional life, satisfaction in job, and effective support 

of leaders in organizations not only enhances employee’s 

satisfaction and engagement in work but also lay the 

groundwork for long-term success, resilience, and 

positive impact in an ever-evolving global work 

landscape. By putting these policy ideas into practice, 

organisations will be positioned for long-term success 

and positive societal impact, as well as ecological 

efficiency through hybrid work patterns and a culture of 

well-being, creativity, and sustainability. 

Limitations and Future Scope of the Study 

This study gives key insights into hybrid work 

settings; several limitations are present. The application 

of snowball convenience sampling may have resulted in 

an over-representation of specific industries or locations, 

constraining the results' generality. The reliability of the 

results may have been compromised by sample bias, 

including social desirability and recall problems, given 

the findings are derived from self-reported data.  

Nevertheless, the study failed to consider a 

comprehensive array of demographic, social, and cultural 

characteristics, including societal norms, professional  

nature, gender, family structure, and personal resilience, 

which can influence balance in work-life in a hybrid 

setting.  

      Subsequent research could enhance this study by 

utilizing randomized sampling to guarantee more 

representative and diverse samples and by implementing 

longitudinal designs to evaluate changes in satisfaction in 

job, support of managers/leaders, and balance in personal 

and professional life over time. Utilising mixed 

approaches, including interviews and surveys, may yield 

more profound insights, whereas the inclusion of 

objective performance data would mitigate bias. 

Extending the study to additional cultural contexts or 

sectors, such as the public sector, might improve the 

generality of the findings. 

Collaborations between academia and business can 

develop creative solutions that promote eco-friendly 

workplace practices. And last, a multidisciplinary 

approach can provide subtle insights on how best to 

optimise the work environment for a diverse set of 

workers in the set-up.  

Conflict of Interest 

The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

References 

Abdirahman, H. I. H., Najeemdeen, I. S., Abidemi, B. T., 

& Ahmad, R. (2020). The relationship between job 

satisfaction, work-life balance and organizational 

commitment on employee performance. Advances 

in Business Research International Journal, 4(1), 

42-52. https://doi.org/10.24191/abrij.v4i1.10081 

Bala, I., Saini, R., & Goyal, B. B. (2019). Impact of 

quality of work life on organisational commitment. 

Sumedha Journal of Management, 8(2), 58-72.  

Bao, L., Li, T., Xia, X., Zhu, K., Li, H., & Yang, X. 

(2022). How does working from home affect 

developer productivity?-A case study of Baidu 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. Science China 

Information Sciences, 65(4), 142102. 

         https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2005.13167 

Baruch, Y., & Nicholson, N. (1997). Home, Sweet Work: 

Requirements for Effective Home Working. J. 

Gen. Manag., 23, 15–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/030630709702300202 

Beauregard, T. A., & Henry, L. C. (2009). Making the 

link between work-life balance practices and 

organizational performance. Human Resource 

Management Review, 19(1), 9-22. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.09.001 

Belzunegui-Eraso, A., & Erro-Garcés, A. (2020). 

Teleworking in the Context of the Covid-19 Crisis. 

Sustainability, 12(9), 3662. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093662 

Bick, A., Blandin, A., & Mertens, K. (2023). Work from 

home before and after the COVID-19 outbreak. 

American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, 

15(4), 1-39. 

           http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/mac.20210061 

Blau P. M. (1964). Exchange and Power in Social Life. 

New York: John Wiley. 

Bloom, N., Han, R., & Liang, J. (2024). Hybrid working 

from home improves retention without damaging 

performance. Nature, 630, 920–925.  

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-024-07500-2 



Int. J. Exp. Res. Rev., Vol. 43: 176-189 (2024) 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013 
186 

Bushra, F., Usman, A., & Naveed, A. (2011). Effect of 

transformational leadership on employees’ job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment in 

banking sector of Lahore (Pakistan). International 

journal of Business and Social Science, 2(18), 261-

267.  

Chan, K. W., & Wyatt, T. A. (2007). Quality of work 

life: A study of employees in Shanghai, China. 

Asia Pacific Business Review, 13(4), 501-517. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13602380701250681 

Cooper, C. D., & Kurland, N. B. (2002). Telecommuting, 

professional isolation, and employee development 

in public and private organizations. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior: The International 

Journal of Industrial, Occupational and 

Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 23(4), 

511-532. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.145 

Cuéllar-Molina, D., García-Cabrera, A. M., & Lucia-

Casademunt, A. M. (2018). Is the institutional 

environment a challenge for the well-Being of 

female managers in Europe? The mediating effect 

of work–life balance and role clarity practices in 

the workplace. International Journal of 

Environmental Research and Public Health, 15(9), 

1813. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15091813 

Danna, K., & Griffin, R. W. (1999). Health and well-

being in the workplace: A review and synthesis of 

the literature. Journal of Management, 25(3), 357-

384. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500305 

Daud, N. (2010). Investigating the relationship between 

quality of work life and organizational 

commitment amongst employees in Malaysian 

firms. International Journal of Business and 

Management, 5(10), 75-82.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v5n10p75 

Davis, K. G., Kotowski, S. E., Daniel, D., Gerding, T., 

Naylor, J., & Syck, M. (2020). The home office: 

Ergonomic lessons from the "new normal". 

Ergonomics in Design, 28, 4–10. 

          https://doi.org/10.1177/1064804620937907 

Dousin, O., Collins, N., & Kler, B. K. (2019). Work-life 

balance, employee job performance and 

satisfaction among doctors and nurses in Malaysia. 

International Journal of Human Resource Studies, 

9(4), 306-319.  

         http://dx.doi.org/10.5296/ijhrs.v9i4.15697 

Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, P. D., 

& Rhoades, L. (2001). Reciprocation of perceived 

organizational support. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 86(1), 42. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-

9010.86.1.42 

Ellis, N., & Pompli, A. (2002). Quality of Working Life 

for Nurses. Commonwealth Dept of Health and 

Ageing, Canberra.  

Ellison, N. B. (1999). Social impacts: New perspectives 

on telework. Social Science Computer Review, 

17(3), 338-356. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/089443939901700308 

Feldman, P. H. (1993). Work life improvements for home 

care workers: Impact and feasibility. The 

Gerontologist, 33(1), 47-54. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/33.1.47 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating 

structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-50. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312 

Gareis, K. (2000). Home-based vs. Mobile telework: The 

interrelationship between different types of 

telework. In K. Otto, J. Dutton, & R. M. Kanungo 

(Eds.), Organisation and work beyond 2000 (pp. 

171-185). Heidelberg: Physica-Verlag HD. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-57346-0_14 

Giel, T., & Breuer, C. (2023). The general and facet-

specific job satisfaction of voluntary referees based 

on the model of effort-reward imbalance. 

European Sport Management Quarterly, 23(4), 

1136-1158. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2021.1964090 

Gratton, L. (2021). Four principles to ensure hybrid work 

is productive work. MIT Sloan Management 

Review, 62(2), 11A-16A.  

Grawitch, M. J., Trares, S., & Kohler, J. M. (2007). 

Healthy workplace practices and employee 

outcomes. International Journal of Stress 

Management, 14(3), 275-293. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.3.275 

Greenhaus, J. H., Ziegert, J. C., & Allen, T. D. (2012). 

When family-supportive supervision matters: 

Relations between multiple sources of support and 

work–family balance. Journal of vocational 

Behavior, 80(2), 266-275. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.10.008 

Gupta, V., & Kumar, C. (2023). A Study on "Hybrid 

Working Mode-The Future Trend." International 

Journal of Advances in Engineering and 

Management, 5(5), 1278-1283. 

Haddon, L., & Brynin, M. (2005). The character of 

telework and the characteristics of teleworkers. 



Int. J. Exp. Res. Rev., Vol. 43: 176-189 (2024) 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013 
187 

New Technology, Work and Employment, 20(1), 

34-46.  

         https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-005X.2005.00142.x 

Haider, S., Jabeen, S., & Ahmad, J. (2018). Moderated 

mediation between work life balance and employee 

job performance: The role of psychological 

wellbeing and satisfaction with coworkers. Revista 

de Psicología del Trabajo y de las Organizaciones, 

34(1), 29-37. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.5093/jwop2018a4 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. 

(2010). Multivariate Data Analysis (7th ed.). 

Pearson, York. 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E 

(2019). A Primer on Partial Least Squares 

Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) (2nd 

ed.). Sage Publications.  

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2013). Partial 

Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling: 

Rigorous Applications, Better Results and Higher 

Acceptance. Long Range Planning, 46, 1-12.  

Hardjanti, I. W., Dewanto, A., & Noermijati, N. (2017). 

Influence of quality of work life towards 

psychological well-being and turnover intention of 

nurses and midwives in hospital. Kesmas: Journal 

Kesehatan Masyarakat Nasional (National Public 

Health Journal), 

        http://dx.doi.org/10.21109/kesmas.v12i1.1144 

Helmle, J. R., Botero, I. C., & Seibold, D. R. (2014). 

Factors that influence perceptions of work-life 

balance in owners of copreneurial firms. Journal of 

Family Business Management, 4(2), 110-132. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-06-2014-0013 

Heras, M. L., Rofcanin, Y., Escribano, P. I., Kim, S., & 

Mayer, M. C. (2021). Family‐supportive 

organisational culture, work–family balance 

satisfaction and government effectiveness: 

Evidence from four countries. Human resource 

Management Journal, 31(2), 454-475.  

         http://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12317 

Hill, E. J., Hawkins, A. J., Ferris, M., & Weitzman, M. 

(2001). Finding an extra day a week: The positive 

influence of perceived job flexibility on work and 

family life balance. Family Relations, 50(1), 49-58. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1741-

3729.2001.00049.x 

Iqbal, K. M. J., Khalid, F., & Barykin, S. Y. (2021). 

Hybrid workplace: The future of work. In K. 

Khosrow-Pour (Ed.), Handbook of research on 

future opportunities for technology management 

education (pp. 28-48). IGI Global. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-8327-

2.ch003 

Jabeen, F., Friesen, H. L., & Ghoudi, K. (2018). Quality 

of work life of Emirati women and its influence on 

job satisfaction and turnover intention: Evidence 

from the UAE. Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, 31(2).  

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-01-2017-0016 

Jain, A. K., Giga, S. I., & Cooper, C. L. (2009). 

Employee wellbeing, control and organizational 

commitment. Leadership & Organization 

Development Journal, 30(3), 256-273. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01437730910949535 

Joo, B. K., & Lee, I. (2017). Workplace happiness: work 

engagement, career satisfaction, and subjective 

well-being. Evidence-based HRM: A Global 

Forum for Empirical Scholarship, 5(2), 206-221. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-04-2015-0011 

Kaur, P. & Arora, G. & Aggarwal, A. (2023). Psycho-

Social impact of Covid-2019 on Work-Life 

Balance of Health Care Workers in India. 

International Journal of Experimental Research 

and Review. 35, 62-82.  

http://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2023.v35spl.007     

Kim, H. J., Hur, W. M., Moon, T. W., & Jun, J. K. 

(2017). Is all support equal? The moderating 

effects of supervisor, coworker, and organizational 

support on the link between emotional labor and 

job performance. BRQ Business Research 

Quarterly, 20(2), 124-136.  

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.11.002 

Kim, S. (2002). Participative management and job 

satisfaction: Lessons for management leadership. 

Public Administration Review, 62(2), 231-241. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-3352.00173 

KPMG CEO. (2021). KPMG 2021 CEO Outlook. 

Retrieved from 

https://kpmg.com/xx/en/home/insights/2021/08/kp

mg-2021-ceo-outlook.html 

Lau, T., Wong, Y. H., Chan, K. F., & Law, M. (2001). 

Information technology and the work 

environment–does IT change the way people 

interact at work? Human Systems Management, 

20(3), 267-279. http://dx.doi.org/10.3233/HSM-

2001-20309 

Lawson, K. M., Davis, K. D., Crouter, A. C., & O’Neill, 

J. W. (2013). Understanding work-family spillover 

in hotel managers. International Journal of 

Hospitality Management, 33, 273-281. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.09.

003 



Int. J. Exp. Res. Rev., Vol. 43: 176-189 (2024) 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013 
188 

Lee, D. J., & Sirgy, M. J. (2018). What do people do to 

achieve work–life balance? A formative 

conceptualization to help develop a metric for 

large-scale quality-of-life surveys. Social 

Indicators Research, 138, 771-791. 

          https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-017-1673-6 

Marescaux, E., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Ilies, R., & 

Bosch, M. J. (2020). When employees and 

supervisors (do not) see eye to eye on family 

supportive supervisor behaviours: The role of 

segmentation desire and work-family culture. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 121, 103471. 

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103471 

Moglia, M., Hopkins, J., & Bardoel, A. (2021). Telework, 

hybrid work and the United Nation’s Sustainable 

Development Goals: Towards policy coherence. 

Sustainability, 13(16), 9222. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su13169222 

Molino, M., Ingusci, E., Signore, F., Manuti, A., 

Giancaspro, M. L., Russo, V., & Cortese, C. G. 

(2020). Wellbeing costs of technology use during 

Covid-19 remote working: An investigation using 

the Italian translation of the technostress creators 

scale. Sustainability, 12(15), 5911.  

         https://doi.org/10.3390/su12155911 

NASSCOM. (2021). Evolving towards hybrid operating. 

Retrieved from https://nasscom.in/knowledge-

center/publications/nasscom-return-workplace-

survey-evolving-towards-hybrid-operating 

Nielsen, K., Randall, R., Yarker, J., & Brenner, S. O. 

(2008). The effects of transformational leadership 

on followers’ perceived work characteristics and 

psychological well-being: A longitudinal study. 

Work & Stress, 22(1), 16-32.  

 https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/02678370801979430     

Noah, Y., & Steve, M. (2012). Journal of Sustainable 

Society, 1(2), 36-43.  

Pradhan, R. K., Jena, L. K., & Kumari, I. G. (2016). 

Effect of work life balance on organizational 

citizenship behavior: role of organizational 

commitment. Global Business Review, 17(3), 15S-

29S. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0972150916631071 

Purwanto, A., Asbari, M., Fahlevi, M., Mufid, A., 

Agistiawati, E., Cahyono, Y., & Suryani, P. 

(2020). Impact of work from home (WFH) on 

Indonesian teachers performance during the Covid-

19 pandemic: An exploratory study. International 

Journal of Advanced Science and Technology, 

29(5), 6235-6244. 

http://sersc.org/journals/index.php/IJAST/article/vi

ew/15627 

Raišienė, A. G., Rapuano, V., Varkulevičiūtė, K., & 

Stachová, K. (2020). Working from home—Who is 

happy? A survey of Lithuania’s employees during 

the COVID-19 quarantine period. Sustainability, 

12(13), 5332. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135332\ 

Robbins, S., Judge, T. A. (2011). Organizational 

behaviour. Pearson Higher Education AU. 

Rofcanin, Y., de Jong, J. P., Las Heras, M., & Kim, S. 

(2018). The moderating role of prosocial 

motivation on the association between family-

supportive supervisor behaviours and employee 

outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 107, 

153-167. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.04.001 

Santillan, E. G., Santillan, E. T., Doringo, J. B., Pigao, K. 

J. F., & Von Francis, C. M. (2023). Assessing the 

Impact of a Hybrid Work Model on Job Execution, 

Work-Life Balance, and Employee Satisfaction in 

a Technology Company. Journal of Business and 

Management Studies, 5(6), 13-38. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.32996/jbms.2023.5.6.2 

Saraji, G. N., & Dargahi, H. (2006). Study of quality of 

work life (QWL). Iranian Journal of Public 

Health, 35(4), 8-14. 

https://ijph.tums.ac.ir/index.php/ijph/article/view/2

143 

Savić, D. (2020). COVID-19 and work from home: 

Digital transformation of the workforce. Grey 

Journal (TGJ), 16(2), 101-104.  

Semlali, S., & Hassi, A. (2016). Work–life balance: how 

can we help women IT professionals in Morocco? 

Journal of Global Responsibility, 7(2), 210-225. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JGR-07-2016-0017 

Sirgy, M. J., Efraty, D., Siegel, P., & Lee, D. J. (2001). A 

new measure of quality of work life (QWL) based 

on need satisfaction and spillover theories. Social 

indicators research, 55, 241-302.  

Smoder, A. (2021). Remote Work in Pandemic 

Conditions-Selected Issues.  Polityka Społeczna, 

566(5-6), 26-35. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.5604/01.3001.0015.2582 

Subramanian, V., & Joyce, S. (2024). The impact of 

hybrid working conditions on employee 

productivity. International Journal of Creative 

Research Thoughts, 12(4).  

Tansel, Aysit & Gazioglu, Saziye. (2014). Management-

Employee Relations, Firm Size and Job 

Satisfaction. International Journal of Manpower. 

35. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2233483. 

Vayre, É. (2019). Impacts of telework on the worker and 

his professional, family and social spheres. Le 

Travail Humain, 82(1), 1-39.  



Int. J. Exp. Res. Rev., Vol. 43: 176-189 (2024) 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013 
189 

Voon, M. L., Lo, M. C., Ngui, K. S., & Ayob, N. B. 

(2011). The influence of leadership styles on 

employees’ job satisfaction in public sector 

organizations in Malaysia. International Journal of 

Business, Management and Social Sciences, 2(1), 

24-32.  

Waghmare, S., & Dhole, V. (2017). Quality of work life  

and influencing factors. International Journal of 

Advanced Research, 5, 1328-1332. 

          http://dx.doi.org/10.21474/IJAR01/4252 

Walumbwa, F. O., Orwa, B., Wang, P., & Lawler, J. J.  

(2005). Transformational leadership, 

organizational commitment, and job satisfaction: A 

comparative study of Kenyan and US financial 

firms. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 

16(2), 235-256. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.1135 

Wong, C. A., & Laschinger, H. K. (2013). Authentic 

leadership, performance, and job satisfaction: The 

mediating role of empowerment. Journal of 

Advanced Nursing, 69(4), 947-959. 

          https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2012.06089.x 

Yang, E., Kim, Y., & Hong, S. (2021). Does working 

from home work? Experience of working from 

home and the value of hybrid workplace post-

COVID-19. Journal of Corporate Real Estate, 

25(1), 50-76. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-04-

2021-0015 

Zwanka, R. J., & Buff, C. (2021). COVID-19 generation: 

A conceptual framework of the consumer 

behavioral shifts to be caused by the COVID-19 

pandemic. Journal of International Consumer 

Marketing, 33(1), 58-67. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2020.1771646 

 

How to cite this Article: 

Rekha Sharma and Ankita Aggarwal (2024). Crafting Sustainable Success in Hybrid Work Practices - Quality of Work Life 

and Mediating Effects of Job Satisfaction & Leadership Support. International Journal of Experimental Research and Review, 43, 176-

189. 

DOI : https://doi.org/10.52756/ijerr.2024.v43spl.013 

 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

