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Abstract 

 

This study explores the antecedents of quality of working life in the private 

sector in Nigeria. The study focused on participation, employee welfare, 

supervisory support, emphasis on training, and pressure to produce as the 

antecedents of quality of working life. The descriptive research survey was 

adopted for this study. A structured questionnaire was used to collect 

information from various respondents who were employees of Chi Limited. 

Two hundred questionnaires were distributed using simple random technique 

to select respondents from the population. The data obtained were analysed 

using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Descriptive statistics 

and Pearson Correlations were used to predict the relationship between 

independent and dependent variables. The study revealed that employee 

welfare, employee participation, emphasis of training, supervisory support 

and pressure to produce all had significant relationship with quality of 

working life. Though, pressure to produce showed a negative relationship 

with quality of working life while employee welfare, employee participation, 

emphasis of training and supervisory showed a positive relationship with 

quality of working life. The study recommended that organizations should pay 

more attention to improving employee welfare, employee participation, 

emphasis of training, supervisory support in the organization. 

 

1 Introduction 

In the last two decades, the quality of working life (QWL) has been critical 

owing to the growing demands of the new economic climate and family 

dynamics (Akdere, 2006). It is key to the ongoing recruitment and retention of 

employees (Tamunomiebi, 2018). Employees agree that quality of working 

life leads to improved commitment and increased productivity in the 

enterprise (Hian & Einstein, 1990). QWL is relevant for both the employees 

and employers. It applies to the employer's conscious and concentrated efforts 

to create an environment for meaningful interaction in the workplace, which 

inevitably leads to commitment and satisfaction of employees (Osibanjo, 

Waribo, Akintayo, Adeniji & Fadeyi, 2019). 
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Davis (1983) described quality of working life as the nature of the working-

level relationship between the workers and the overall working climate. 

Nadler and Lawler (1983) opined that quality of working life is a way to learn 

about the organizations, jobs and individuals. So, it is not just how people can 

better perform their job, but how they can be better motivated by the work. 

Lau (2000) described quality of working life as a favourable working 

environment and conditions that foster employee satisfaction through job 

reward and security. During the cycle of reacting to employee demands, QWL 

covers different elements, such as working environments and operating hours, 

compensation distribution processes, safety threats and management actions. 

Islam and Siengthai (2009) asserted that some core elements of quality of 

working life included organizational performance, employee benefits, 

enhanced reward system, employee involvement, and work protection. 

 

Quality of working life is a significant concern in the administration of human 

capital. Work environments are more dynamic owing to the pace of working 

conditions and technological transition. The fundamental idea of quality of 

working life includes the organizational environment and capacity for 

employees without which jobs are endangered; rise in employee 

dissatisfaction and uncertainty. Dada (2006) claimed that quality of working 

life influences the responses of the employee in terms of personal alienation, 

job satisfaction, organization identification, work engagement, organizational 

turnover, work performance, and intention to quit. More so, employee 

discontents are often related to the quality of working life of employee 

(Fapohunda, 2013). 

 

Quality of working life is been studied around the world, in Iran, Barzegar, 

Afzal, Tabibi, Delgoshaei and Koochakyazdi (2012) studied the association 

among QWL, leadership behaviour, and productivity; in Saudi Arabia, 

Almalki, FitzGerald and Clark (2012) studied the relationship between QWL 

and turnover intention in health services; in Turkey, Erdem (2014) analyzed 

QWL as a predictor of work alienation among primary school teachers; and in 

Nigeria, Adeyemo, Terry and Lambert (2015) investigated leadership style, 

organizational climate, and emotional intelligence as predictors of QWL.  

 

With focus on organizational climate as antecedents of quality of working life, 

Jyoti (2013) highlighted that organizational climate impacts employee 

retention and commitment, and quality of working life. Poor organizational 

climate contributes to negative results in the workforce, including job burnout 

and dissatisfaction (Aiken, Sloane, Clarke, Poghosyan, Cho, You & 

Aungsuroch, 2011).This study adopted participation, employee welfare, 

supervisory support, emphasis on training, and pressure to produce as scales 

of organizational climate (Patterson, West, Shackleton, Dawson, Lawthom, 

Maitlis, Robinson & Wallace, 2005),and intended to find out how they relate 
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with quality of working life as predictors, with emphasis on Chi Limited in 

Nigeria 

 

2. Statement of the Problem 

Quality of work life is important in order for the workforce to work smoothly 

and productively in an organization. Based on this information, Chi Limited 

has established a strategic gap in the company and has taken measures (salary, 

benefits, promotions or even considerations relevant to the wellbeing, 

protection of workers and, the well-being of workers – physically and 

mentally) to enhance the QWL of employees to meet organizational objectives 

and the QWL perception, such as increased job performance reduced health 

care costs, reduced absenteeism, reduced lameness, and reduced attrition. 

However, these measures are not totally successful. 

 

Chi Limited invests in training of employees, but, only when it suits 

organizational objectives. The company basically lacks the immediate job 

development of workers, so that is a problem for employees. The demand to 

deliver assignments or outcomes that fulfil the corporate goal is very high, 

which contributes to work tension and low output of employees. Furthermore, 

the lack of participation in organizational decision-making and a feeling of 

"roboting" merely to carry out assignments contribute to confusion and 

frustration. Employees tend to contribute greatly to the organization and have 

a greater sense of accomplishment and confidence, which leads to 

dissatisfaction and disappointment in the workforce when they are 

overlooked.  

 

The welfare of workers varies, often what works for one employee may not 

work for the other employee, so this is a challenge for Chi Limited. The 

climatic condition of the organization is an important factor towards the 

quality of working life of employees (Adeyemo, Terry & Lambert, 2015), 

hence the emphasis on it. In this context, the purpose of this research is to 

analyze the antecedents influencing the quality of working life of Chi Limited 

employees. 

 

Research Objectives 

The main objective of the study is to focus on the antecedents of quality of 

working life among employees in the private sector with an emphasis on Chi 

Limited, Nigeria. The specific objectives are to determine the relationship 

between antecedents (such as participation, employee welfare, supervisory 

support, emphasis on training, and pressure to produce) and quality of 

working life. 
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Research Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I: 

H0: There is no significant positive relationship between employee welfare 

and quality of working life  

 

Hypothesis II: 

H0: There is no significant positive relationship between participation and 

quality of working life  

 

Hypothesis III: 

H0: There is no significant positive relationship between emphasis on training 

and quality of working life  

 

Hypothesis IV: 

H0: There is no significant relationship between supervisory support and 

quality of working life  

 

Hypothesis V: 

H0: There is no significant relationship between pressure to produce and 

quality of working life. 

  

Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study would be useful in terms of enlightening Chi 

Limited, fast-moving consumer goods organizations, and other un-related 

organizations on the importance of quality of working life. The 

recommendations would assist managers with improving their investment in 

job satisfaction, working conditions, the environment, and the rewards system. 

Professionals (HR professionals, management, behaviour experts) would gain 

insight into how the quality of working life is important for organizations, the 

effect it has on the Nigerian environment and then propose techniques for fast 

monitoring of developing human resources as a way of offering competitive 

advantage. This analysis would also be a helpful reference in future studies 

and in future reflection on the importance of developing human capital in 

organizations. 

 

3. Literature Review 

3.1 Theoretical Framework- Lawler Theory 

Lawler (1982) regarded quality of working life as a way of establishing a 

workplace relationship. Lawler (1982) used it to maximize staff interest in the 

management process. Lawler (1982) saw the problem of quality of working 

life as a dynamic business issue, since it involves the pressures to create a 

productive relationship between employee mental and physical health, and to 

improve productivity. Lawler (1975) stated that there are four characteristics 

that must be respected in any form for measuring QWL: First of all, the 
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measurement must be valid, that is, it must measure the essential QWL 

aspects. Secondly, it must have sufficient face validity to anyone who would 

use it. More so, it must be objective and, verifiable, consequently, and should 

not be easily manipulated. Lastly, it must be able to distinguish between 

variations within the same work settings. 

Lawler (1982) said that quality of working life objectives in organizations 

should include efficiency and not just the health of the staff. While an 

articulate quality of working life program will increase work conditions and 

benefits for workers, it must also contribute to better business performance, 

benefits for employers. Lawler (1982) underlined productivity and work 

efficiency play an important role. Lawler (1982) said there are three unique 

elements in quality of working life: firstly, a belief in the impact of work on 

persons and organization, secondly a belief in the dedication of workers to 

careers, solving challenges and making choices, and thirdly, the development 

of corporate rewards system that are searching for innovative ways of 

recompense. 

 

2. Conceptual Framework 
 

Figure 1: Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: The Researcher, 2020. 

The figure showed the diagrammatic relationship between the dependent 

variable (Quality of working life) and the independent variables (employee 

welfare, participation, emphasis on training, supervisory support, and pressure 

to produce).  

 

Quality of working life (QWL) 

The root of the idea of quality of working life goes back to 1972 and was first 

presented at an International Labor Relations Conference (Hian & Einstein 

1990). The idea attracted more research interest after United Auto Workers & 

Quality of working 
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Employee welfare 
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Emphasis on training 

Supervisory support 
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General Motors began work quality programs and led to a deep research that 

developed and identified the core areas of focus of a work quality program 

(Lau & May, 1998; Kandasamy & Ancheri, 2009). Richard and Leoyd (1933) 

described QWL as the extent to which members of a work organization, 

through experience in the organization, can fulfil essential personal needs. 

Walton (1973) described QWL as a process whereby an institution addresses 

employees' needs to establish processes that empower them to engage 

completely in decision making that affect their lives. Trist (1975) says quality 

of working life is both a target and a means.  

 

Thus, QWL entails some non-financial or financial incentives and 

management actions towards workers (Tamunomiebi, 2018). Islam and 

Siengthai (2009) concluded that some of the core elements in QWL that 

include work stability, employee involvement and employee benefits. If 

workers have positive feelings about their work, their peers and their 

organization, it means that they are pleased to do their job; thus, the QWL is 

positive. QWL provides tools for productive workgroup interaction or conflict 

resolving for mutually supportive staff and supervisors (Wilcock & Wright, 

1991). 

 

QWL as a multidimensional system encompasses an employee's physical, 

social, psychological and environmental facets. Walton (1975) noted that 

there are eight major philosophic categories for QWL: urgent prospects for 

human capacity building; sufficient and equal compensation; potential for 

sustained development and security; stable and secure working conditions; 

employment and general living space; social cohesion at employment; and the 

social importance of working life. According to Swamy, 

Nanjundeswaraswamy and Rashmi (2015), QWL has nine components: 

corporate culture and atmosphere, work environment, preparation and growth, 

partnership and collaboration, compensation and incentives, work control, 

services, resource adequacy and employee satisfaction and job security. 

According to Havlovic (1991), the main ideas caught in QWL included 

greater compensation, work stability, development prospects, higher wages, 

and participatory communities, among others. 

 

High QWL is designed to adapt holistically to employees' physiological and 

social-emotional needs, to promote work satisfaction and to increase the 

organizational efficacy of good activities. In May, Lau and Johnson (1999) 

study, firms with high QWL have, as compared to other companies, increased 

their earnings and their competitiveness. QWL also creates accommodating 

working conditions which are great for employees and the economic 

wellbeing of the company. Employees who are satisfied are committed and 

loyal to the company (Nayak & Sahoo, 2015). Quality of working life is 
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correlated with job-related effects, such as effort, productivity, low 

absenteeism and market success (Dess, Lumpkin & Eisner, 2007). 

 

Employee welfare is a concept that defines the several programs, incentives 

and amenities provided to workers by employers (Moruri, Evans & Jennifer, 

2018). The welfare programs do not have to be monetary, but they may be of 

some type of shape. These cover things such as rent and travel expenses, 

medical care and food. Employee welfare frequently involves the regulation 

of working practices, the maintenance of social unity by public services, 

labour relations and disability compensation, injuries and unemployment for 

employees and their families. Employers make a living for employees through 

such generous benefits (Ayinde, 2014). Many researchers claim that there is a 

degree of interaction between the performance and welfare of employees. For 

example, Manzini and Gwandure (2011) have studied that many businesses 

have used the welfare of employees as a method to improve workforce 

efficiency; in particular in the mobile sector because problems associated with 

the workplace may lead to poor quality of working life for employees. Sila 

(2014) claimed that inadequate living standards, bad safety, lack of schooling 

and accommodation, inadequate transport to and from work, poor working 

conditions decrease labour efficiency and, in addition, low-efficiency limit 

society's capacity to change working conditions. 

 

Employee Participation  

According to Dow, Watson and Greenberg (2015), participation, historically 

regarded as an important aspect of the organizational style that has evolved in 

today's organization, depends on the successful participation of superior-

subordinate hierarchies in their squad. Employee participation requires even 

collaboration and facilitates the exchange of employee knowledge, thereby 

growing the capacity for miscomprehension, unhappiness and opposition to 

change that can intensify the desire to quit the company (Paille, 2008). 

Participation is a decision-making process shared among persons not 

considered as generally equal in the organization (Callier 2011). As a result of 

the eminence of interest in today's management discussion, businesses tend to 

pursue participation approaches with the presumption that they will have an 

impact on the productivity of their employees in ways that will reduce 

workers' turnover (Kim, 2005; Callier, 2011; Wagner, 1995). Employees also 

have the potential to become involved in the functioning and to express their 

opinions about how and when the company performs the stuff it does. As a 

consequence, these people will grasp the strategies, processes, initiatives and 

improvements of the enterprise. 

 

Emphasis on Training 

Training of employees improves workplace morale and participation in their 

organization's activities (Jackson & Schuler 1995). Mincer (1988) found a 
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strong and important relationship between staying in the firm and training, and 

Benson (2006) found a negative connection between turnover intentions and 

on-the-job training. Bartlett (2001) said that quality of working life in the 

workforce is mostly positively connected to training-related results, especially 

where the curriculum is intended to improve success on key issues of its 

actual work. In addition, Hung (2008) has found that there is a positive link 

between quality of working life and training. This would increase their ability 

to work and to see their career with a better future because the business was 

able to give the staff a proper training programme. This ensures that the 

quality of working life of all workers should be improved. Lubakaya (2014) 

meanwhile pointed out that the quality of working life contributes to self-

development and further development. 

 

Supervisor Support 

Good support from co-workers and supervisors increases workplace 

conditions by relieving the burden on employees (Sloan, 2012; Edwards & 

Rothbard, 1999), growing employee satisfaction and efficiency (Pritchard & 

Karasick, 1973) and consequently reduce presenteeism (Cooper, Dewe & 

O'Driscoll, 2001).). Supervisors are in roles where workplace grievances can 

be treated and workers can receive the support required (Martínez Corts, 

Munduate Jaca & Andrade Boz, 2009). More so, co-workers can help 

colleagues finish work successfully, and this helps to reduce stress and 

presenteeism (Gouldner, 1960). Cummins (1990) reported that employees 

who have good relationships with supervisors and colleagues usually succeed 

at work and are productive even if stress is high. Supervisor support is one of 

the most important jobs that have a positive effect on employee engagement 

(Mauno, Kinnunen & Ruokolainen, 2007); it also contributes to strengthening 

the relationship between demand for jobs and stress (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, 

Dollard, Demerouti, Schaufeli, Taris & Schreurs, 2007). Supervisor can help 

to satisfy employees needs to be cared for and respected, to belong, which 

strengthens their ability to cope with difficulty. 

 

4. Research Methodology 

For the purpose of the study, a descriptive research design is intended for use 

because the research variables are purely quantitative and non-metric. The 

population of study included the employees of Chi Limited. Thus, this 

research work includes all categories and departments, and the entire larger 

population of Chi Limited. The research covers all employees at the head 

office at Chivita Avenue, Ajao Estate, Oshodi, Lagos with a population size of 

1312. For this study, two hundred (200) respondents were randomly selected 

for this study. The simple random sampling was adopted this study. 

 

Questionnaire was adopted for this study because catered for the peculiarities, 

differences and viewpoints of different respondents. The questionnaire 



UNILAG JOURNAL OF BUSINESS                                                         VOL. 6 NO. 2, 2020 

90 
 

consists of two sections: Section A and Section B. Section A dealt with the 

basic demographic information while Section B dealt with structured 

questions on the problems of the study. For each of the constructs, items 

would be adapted from previous study. For Quality of working life, Work-

Related Quality of Life scale (WRQoL) which was developed by Van Laar, 

Edwards & Easton (2007) was adapted. A 24-item, 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. The reported reliability 

coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha value) was 0.91. Items for participation, 

employee welfare, supervisory support, emphasis on training, and pressure to 

produce were adopted from Patterson, West, Shackleton, Dawson, Lawthom, 

Maitlis, Robinson and Wallace (2004) study on the development and 

validation of an organizational climate measure. It was rated on a 4-point 

Likert scale from Definitely false, Mostly false, Mostly false to Definitely 

true. The reported reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha value) for 

participation, employee welfare, supervisory support, emphasis on training, 

and pressure to producewere 0.91, 0.87, 0.83, 0.88, and 0.79 respectively. For 

this research, Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 20.0 was utilized 

to carry out the data analysis. The output generated were presented in tables, 

in addiction, parametric statistical tools - multiple linear regressions and 

person’s correlation analysis were used to test for the hypotheses. 

 

5. Results 

5.1 Presentation of the Demographical Data for the Study 

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
 

Demographic Characteristics 

 

Responses 

 

Frequency 

Percentage 

 (%) 

Sex Male 75 44.1 

 Female 95 55.9 

 Total 170 100.0 

Age Below 21 years 9 5.3 

 21 - 30 years 70 41.2 

 31 - 40 years 78 45.9 

 41 - 50 years 13 7.6 

 Total 170 100.0 

Marital Status Married 80 47.0 

 Single 87 51.2 

 Others 3 1.8 

 Total 170 100.0 

Educational Qualification SSCE/GCE 6 3.5 

 BSC /HND 125 73.5 

 MBA/MSC  39 23.0 

 Total 170 100.0 

Years of Experience Less than 1 year 48 28.2 

 1 but less than 4years 65 38.2 

 4years but less than 8years 34 20.0 

 8years and above 23 13.5 

 Total 170 100.0 

Source: Field Survey, 2020. 
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Table 1 above shows that 44.1% of the total respondents were male while 

55.9% of the respondents were female. This implies that the study is gender-

friendly as it does not discriminate either class. Also, the table shows that 

5.3% of the respondents are below 21 years, 41.2% of the respondents are 

within the age of 21 years to 30 years, 45.9% of the respondents are within the 

age range of 31 years to 40 years, while 7.6% of the respondents are within 

the age range of 41 years to 50 years. Majority of the respondents are of 31-

40years. More so, 47.0% of the total respondents are married, 51.2% of the 

respondents is single, while 1.8% is neither single nor married, they could be 

divorced, separated, widow or widower etc. In addition, over 90% of the 

respondents have First degree/HND and above this implies that they are 

educated enough to understand the question and provide reliable information. 

Furthermore, almost 75% of the respondents are employees who have been in 

the organization for quite a long time and have adequate knowledge about the 

organization. 

 

5.2 Test of Hypotheses 

Table 2: Correlation Matrix  
Variables Quality of 

working 

life 

Employee 

welfare Participation 

Emphasis 

on 

training 

Supervisory 

support 

Pressure 

to 

produce 

Quality of 

working life 

1 0.426** 0.382** 0.515** 0.505** -

0.481** 

Employee 

welfare 

 1 0.414** 0.421** 0.529** 0.329** 

Participation   1 0.367** 0.319** -

0.314** 

Emphasis on 

training 

   1 0.448** 0.378** 

Supervisory 

support 

    1 0.442** 

Pressure to 

produce 

     1 

** Correlation is significant at 0.01 (2-tailed) 

 

Hypothesis One:  

H0: There is no significant positive relationship between employee welfare 

and quality of working life in Chi Limited. 

 

From the table above, the correlation result hypothesis one shows that 

employee welfare has a positive correlation coefficient (r) of 0.426 with 

quality of working life, and it is significantly related at 0.000 (p<0.05). 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis is 

accepted. The result shows that there is a positive relationship between 

employee welfare and quality of working life which is consistent with the 
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findings of several other researchers (Sumathi & Velmurugan, 2017; Patro, 

2012). 

 

Hypothesis Two: 

H0: There is no significant relationship between participation and quality of 

working life  

From the table above, the correlation result hypothesis two shows that 

participation has a positive correlation coefficient (r) of 0.382 with quality of 

working life, and it is significantly related at 0.000 (p<0.05). Therefore, the 

null hypothesis is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis is accepted. The result 

shows that there is a positive relationship between participation and quality of 

working life which is consistent with the findings of several other researchers 

(Jahedi & Reyshahri, 2016; Salem & Jarad, 2015). 

 

Hypothesis Three: 

H0: There is no significant relationship between emphasis on training and 

quality of working life  

From the table above, the correlation result hypothesis three shows that 

emphasis on training has a positive correlation coefficient (r) of 0.512 with 

quality of working life, and it is significantly related at 0.000 (p<0.01). 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis is 

accepted. The result shows that there is a positive relationship between 

emphasis on training and quality of working life which is consistent with the 

findings of several other researchers (Garg, Munjal, Bansal & Singhal, 2012; 

Srivastava & Kanpur, 2014). 

 

Hypothesis Four: 

H0: There is no significant relationship between supervisory support and 

quality of working life  

From the table above, the correlation result hypothesis four shows that 

supervisory support has a positive correlation coefficient (r) of 0.505 with 

quality of working life, and it is significantly related at 0.000 (p<0.01). 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis is 

accepted. The result shows that there is a positive relationship between 

supervisory support and quality of working life which is consistent with the 

findings of existing studies which reported a positive relationship between 

supervisory support and quality of working life (Leitão, Pereira & Gonçalves, 

2019; Rozaini, Norailis & Aida, 2015). 

 

Hypothesis Five: 

H0: There is no significant relationship between pressure to produce and 

quality of working life  

From the table above, the correlation result hypothesis four shows that 

pressure to produce has a positive correlation coefficient (r) of -0.481 with 
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quality of working life, and it is significantly related at 0.000 (p<0.01). 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis is 

accepted. The result shows that there is a positive relationship between 

pressure to produce and quality of working life which is consistent with the 

findings of existing studies which reported a positive relationship between 

pressure to produce and quality of working life (Narehan, Hairunnisa, 

Norfadzillah & Freziamella, 2014; Mensah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2014). 

 

Table 3.Multiple Regression analysis showing the independent and joint 

contributions of the independent variables on the dependent 

variables 
Variable B Beta E Sig R R2 F P 

Employee welfare .083 .088 .070 .041  

 

 

0.625 

 

 

 

0.425 

 

 

 

24.282 

 

 

 

0.000 

Participation .122 .114 .072 .023 

Emphasis on training .252 .254 .070 .000 

Supervisory support .172 .207 .063 .007 

Pressure to produce -.181 -.228 .054 .001 

 

Dependent Variable: Quality of working life.  

 

The R value for the model is 0.625 showing the correlation between the 

independent variables jointly and the dependent variables. The R2, which is 

the co-efficient of determination, is 0.425 thus 42.5% of the variance in 

dependent variable (quality of working life) is caused by the independent 

variables (employee welfare, employee participation, emphasis of training, 

supervisory support, and pressure to produce). The result also showed that 

jointly the independent variables have a significant relationship with the 

dependent variables (F = 24.282, sig. = 0.000).  The model shows that 1% 

improvement on each of employee welfare, participation, emphasis on 

training, and supervisory support will increase quality of work life by 0.083, 

0.122, 0.252, 0.172 and 0.181 respectively while 1% improvement on pressure 

to produce will lead to decrease quality of work life by 0.181. 

 

6. Conclusion 

The study was carried out to the antecedents of quality of working life among 

employees in the private sector with emphasis on Chi Limited. The 

importance of understanding quality of working life in an organization cannot 

be overemphasized. The study focused on employee welfare, employee 

participation, emphasis of training, supervisory support, and pressure to 

produce as the antecedents of quality of working life. The study revealed that 

employee welfare, employee participation, emphasis of training, supervisory 

support and pressure to produce all had significant relationship with quality of 

working life. Though, pressure to produce showed negative relationship with 

quality of working life while employee welfare, employee participation, 
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emphasis of training and supervisory support showed positive relationship 

with quality of working life.  

 

Conclusively, better quality of working life involves becoming holistically 

responsive to socio-emotional and physiological needs of workers, thus 

improving workplace satisfaction and the organization's efficiency and 

effectiveness. Workers are more likely to do healthier because they are happy 

with their job and organization and have a good view of their quality of their 

professional life as the working environment and the state of their lives have 

an effect on their wellbeing and their psychological well-being. A high degree 

of work efficiency contributes to satisfaction with jobs, which eventually 

leads to better results, which thus increases employee retention, improved 

workplace participation which lower turnover. 

 

7. Recommendations 

Since the quality of working life requires strong operational expectations, 

management should ensure they are well informed, and expectations are well 

articulated or communicated. In order to optimize work, managers need to 

periodically evaluate what needs to be improved, stopped and achieved. 

Supervisory support has significant impact on quality of work life, therefore, 

so management can allow supervisors to implement climate-friendly strategies 

and policies that prioritize certain organizational actions and employee well-

being. Governmental policies should make it easier for businesses to 

participate in multiple quality of work life programs and enforce them. 

 

Organizations should tailor tasks to its abilities and talents in order to 

accomplish much more effective and successful organizational goals. More 

so, necessary breaks must be developed for workers, and their dispersal and 

job rates adjusted to decrease the workload of employees. A hard-working 

worker is susceptible to critically get injured and/or experience burnout. 

 

8. Suggestions for Further Study 

It is suggested that to accurately generalize the results, corresponding studies 

should be done in other beverages companies. Other methods such as 

interviews and observations can be used, more so, in conjunction with 

questionnaire to give a better insight and conclusion as regards quality of 

working life. Further, other dimension of organizational climate (autonomy, 

charisma, clarity of organizational goals, performance feedback, innovation) 

can be studied as antecedents as related to quality of working life. 
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