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Abstract— Work Life Integration evokes a binary opposition 

between work and life. In fact, the traditional image of a 

scale associated with work/life balance creates a sense of 

competition between the two elements. Work Life 

Integration is seen as an approach that creates more 

synergies between all areas that define "life": work, 

home/family, community, personal well-being and health. 

People spend most of their waking time at work. Therefore, 

the quality of life at work influences their overall wellbeing. 

With increasing competition and demand on performance on 

a daily basis, the globalised market-based industrial 

environment has led to dehumanising the workplace.  The 

primary objective of this research is to identify the 

constructs influencing Work Life Integration among IT 

professionals in Chennai.  The research is empirical in 

nature. Based on the viability and statistical significance of 

the constructs and the relative good fit of the model (CFI, 

GFI, AGFI, RMSEA), it is concluded that the thirteen factor 

model shown in figure 1 represents an adequate description 

of constructs influencing work life integration and these are 

within the acceptability of structural model. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Work Life Integration evokes a binary opposition between 

work and life. In fact, the traditional image of a scale 

associated with work/life balance creates a sense of 

competition between the two elements. Work Life 

Integration is seen as an approach that creates more 

synergies between all areas that define "life": work, 

home/family, community, personal well-being and health.   

Work Life Integration is an outcome of people 

exercising control & choice in their life to meet life’s 

challenges This can be managing work responsibilities 

alongside their personal & family needs. The areas of a 

person’s life which require integration will change based on 

the individual’s life stages.   

life”. People’s core values and life goals become 

the skill‐set that enables them in work‐life balancing and in 

living and  

II. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM: 

People spend most of their waking time at work. Therefore, 

the quality of life at work influences their overall wellbeing. 

With increasing competition and demand on performance on 

a daily basis, the globalised market-based industrial 

environment has led to dehumanising the workplace. People 

are treated as just another resource which has led to 

increasing levels of job dissatisfaction and disrupted 

personal lives resulting in heightened stress and fatigue. In 

pursuit of professional and career achievement people have 

lost sight of the other finer aspects of life that ultimately 

determine whether they live their lives with integrity or 

despair. Challenges facing HR today is how to help 

employees meaningfully integrate their work with their 

larger life scenario to rehumanise work. This calls for 

creative ideas and innovative practices that lead to increased 

employee engagement with work as much as with their life 

at large. 

III. REVIEW LITERATURE 

Greenhaus and Parasuraman (1999) propose that integration 

occurs “when attitudes in one role positively spill over into 

another role, or when experiences in one role serve as 

resources that enrich another role in one’s life.”   Kossek 

and Lambert (2005) contend that integration is grounded in 

spill over theory, in that individuals carry attitudes and 

beliefs from one role to the other. Integration is the polar 

opposite of segmentation theory (i.e. the intentional 

separation of the work and family spheres) popular in “old-

school” corporate America (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). 

Additionally, integration is supported by P-E Fit theory, 

which suggests as the workplace level of role integration 

increases to the point that is consistent with an individual’s 

personal preference, individuals are more likely to negotiate 

work and family roles to his/her satisfaction (Kreiner, 2006).  

Fletcher and Bailyn (2005) purport relaxing the 

spheres of work and family to allow individuals to be 

involved in both with the expectation that the overall quality 

of each sphere will be improved. Finally, integration is 

considered the middle ground between segmentation (i.e. 

complete separation of roles) and enmeshment (i.e. complete 

overlapping of roles) by Chesley, Moen & Shore (200) and 

Minuchin, (1974).  

A. Primary Objective: 

 To identify the constructs influencing Work Life 

Integration among IT professionals in Chennai 

B. Secondary Objective: 

 To identify the constructs influencing Work Life 

Integration among IT professional in Chennai 

 To analyse the role of Work Life and Family interface 

in highlighting Work Life Integration 

 To analyse the role of Family and Work Life interface 

in Work Life Integration 

 To analyse the organizational level benefits of Work 

Life Integration 

 To analyse the personal level benefits of Work Life 

Integration 

IV. RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research design is empirical in nature.  The respondents 

include professionals employed with IT firms in Chennai.  

The tool used for collection of data collection was a non-

standardised questionnaire which was duly checked for 
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validity and reliability.   The sampling technique was 

convenience sampling and the sample size was 420.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) helps in 

analysing the nature of and relationship among the latent 

constructs used in any study.   It explicitly tests a priori 

hypotheses about relations between observed variables and 

latent variables or factors.  

The data collected was analysed using SPSS.  The 

researcher next checked the data for incorrect entries and 

missing data which was then uploaded onto AMOS 18 to 

carry on with further with the analysis required.  

Data was gathered from IT professionals in 

Chennai with the help of a non- standardised questionnaire. 

The questionnaire contained two parts.  The first part 

included the demographics of the sample and the latter part 

dealt with the constructs identified for the study.   

A. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM): Model Fit 

Assessment 

The structural equation model (SEM) is a useful tool which 

help in assessing the  casual relationship between variables 

as well as verifying the compatibility of the model used 

(Peter,2011).  It also helps in analysing whether the data fit a 

theoretical model. The constructs used in the 

Structural Equation Model are 

1) Observed, Endogenous Variables 

1) Personal well being 

2) Job Demands 

3) Psychological Involvement 

4) Role Responsibility 

5) Working Hours 

6) Age  

7) Care for Spouse/Children/Parents 

8) Family Responsibility 

9) Family Structure 

10) Organisational Level Outcomes 

11) Personal Level Outcomes  

12) Work Life Interface – Family Work Interface 

13) HR Initiatives 

2) Unobserved, exogenous variables 

1) Personal Wellbeing 

2) Job Demands 

3) Work Domain 

4) Psychological involvement 

5) Role Responsibility 

6) Working Hours 

7) Age 

8) Care for Spouse/Children/Parents 

9) Family Responsibility 

10) Family Structure 

11) Organisational Level Outcomes 

12) Personal Level Outcomes 

13) Outcomes of Work Life Integration 

14) Family Domain 

15) WLF/FWL Interface 

16) HR initiatives 

3) Hence number of variable in the SEM is 

Number of variables in  model     :  29 
 

Number of observed variables      :  13 
 

Number of unobserved variables  :  16 
 

 
Fig. 1: Structural Equation Model 

Variables 

Un 

Standarised 

Coefficient 

S.E 
Standardised 

Coefficient 

t 

value 

P 

Value 

HR Initiatives <-- Family Domain .920 .399 2.304 .141 .021** 

WLF/FWL Interface <- Family Domain .985 .263 3.749 .226 <.000*** 

WLF/FWL Interface <-- Work Domain 1.630 .246 6.631 .374 <.000*** 

HR Initiatives <-- Work Domain 3.469 .389 8.922 .532 <.000*** 

Outcomes of WLI <-- WLF/FWL interface .569 .088 6.452 .319 <.000*** 

Outcomes of WLI <-- HR Initiatives .577 .059 9.742 .484 <.000*** 

Psychological involvement <-- Work Domain 3.042 .148 20.607 .814 <.000*** 

Job Demands <-- Work Domain 1.212 .113 10.678 .453 <.000*** 

Role Responsibility <-- Work Domain 2.684 .128 20.998 .825 <.000*** 

Working Hours <--- Work Domain 2.244 .116 19.388 .777 <.000*** 

Family Responsibility <--- Family Domain 2.614 .128 20.432 .811 <.000*** 

Care for  Spouse/ Children/Parents <--- Family Domain 2.938 .174 16.902 .704 <.000*** 

Family Structure <-- Family Domain 3.925 .168 23.346 .886 <.000*** 

Age <-- Family Domain 1.967 .142 13.883 .599 <.000*** 

Personal Wellbeing <-- Family Domain 4.440 .192 23.111 .881 <.000*** 

Organisational Level Outcome <-- Outcomes of WLI .768 .041 18.665 .814 <.000*** 

Personal Level Outcomes <-- Outcomes of WLI 1.000   .936  

Table 1: Constructs used in the Structural Equation Model Analysis
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Note: ** denotes significant at 1% level 

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 0.920 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on HR 

Initiatives, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that HR Initiatives would increase by 0.920 for every 

unit increase in Family Doman and this coefficient value is 

significant at 1% level.  

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 0.985 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on 

WLF/FWL Interface, holding the other variables as 

constant. The estimated positive sign implies that such effect 

is positive such that WLF/FWL Integration would increase 

by 0.985 for every unit increase in Family Doman and this 

coefficient value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 1.630 

represents the partial effect of Work Domain on WLF/FWL 

Interface, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that WLF/FWL Integration would increase by 1.630 

for every unit increase in Work Doman and this coefficient 

value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 3.469 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on HR 

Initiatives, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that HR Initiatives would increase by 3.469 for every 

unit increase in Work Doman and this coefficient value is 

significant at 1% level.  

The coefficient of WLF/FWL Interface which is 

0.569 represents the partial effect of WLF/FWL Interface on 

Outcomes of Work Life Integration, holding the other 

variables as constant. The estimated positive sign implies 

that such effect is positive such that HR Initiatives would 

increase by 0.569 for every unit increase in WLF/FWL 

Interface and this coefficient value is significant at 1% level.  

The coefficient of HR Initiatives which is 0.577 

represents the partial effect of HR Initiatives on Outcomes 

of Work Life Integration, holding the other variables as 

constant. The estimated positive sign implies that such effect 

is positive such that HR Initiatives would increase by 0.577 

for every unit increase in HR Initiatives and this coefficient 

value is significant at 1% level.  

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 3.042 

represents the partial effect of Work Domain on 

Psychological Involvement, holding the other variables as 

constant. The estimated positive sign implies that such effect 

is positive such that Psychological Involvement, would 

increase by 3.042 for every unit increase in Work Doman 

and this coefficient value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 1.212 

represents the partial effect of Work Domain on Job 

Demands, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Job Demands would increase by 1.212 for every 

unit increase in Work Doman and this coefficient value is 

significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 2.684 

represents the partial effect of Work Domain on Role 

Responsibility, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Role Responsibility would increase by 2.684 for 

every unit increase in Work Doman and this coefficient 

value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 2.244 

represents the partial effect of Work Domain on Working 

Hours, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Working Hours would increase by 2.244 for every 

unit increase in Work Doman and this coefficient value is 

significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Work Domain which is 2.244 

represents the partial effect of Work Domain on Working 

Hours, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Working Hours would increase by 2.244 for every 

unit increase in Work Doman and this coefficient value is 

significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 2.614 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on Family 

Responsibility, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Family Responsibility would increase by 2.614 for 

every unit increase in Family Doman and this coefficient 

value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 2.938 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on Care for 

Spouse/Children/Parents, holding the other variables as 

constant. The estimated positive sign implies that such effect 

is positive such that Care for Spouse/Children/Parents would 

increase by 2.938 for every unit increase in Family Doman 

and this coefficient value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 3.925 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on Family 

Structure, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Family Structure would increase by 2.938 for 

every unit increase in Family Doman and this coefficient 

value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 1.967 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on Age, 

holding the other variables as constant. The estimated 

positive sign implies that such effect is positive such that 

Age would increase by 1.967 for every unit increase in 

Family Doman and this coefficient value is significant at 1% 

level. 

The coefficient of Family Domain which is 4.440 

represents the partial effect of Family Domain on Personal 

Wellbeing, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Personal Wellbeing  would increase by 4.440 for 

every unit increase in Family Doman and this coefficient 

value is significant at 1% level. 

The coefficient of Outcomes of Work Life 

Integration which is 0.768 represents the partial effect of 

Outcomes of Work Life Integration on Organisational Level 

Outcome, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Organisational Level Outcome would increase by 

0.768 for every unit increase in Outcomes of Work Life 

Integration  and this coefficient value is significant at 1% 

level. 

The coefficient of Outcomes of Work Life 

Integration which is 1.000 represents the no effect of 
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Outcomes of Work Life Integration on Personal Level 

Outcome, holding the other variables as constant. The 

estimated positive sign implies that such effect is positive 

such that Personal Level Outcome would not change due to 

a change in Outcomes of Work Life Integration and this 

coefficient value is not significant. 

Indices Value Suggested value 

Chi-square value 3.680 - 

P value 0.059 >0.05 ( Hair et al., 1998) 

GFI .959 >0.90 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

AGFI .924 >0.90 ( Hair et al. 2006) 

CFI .942 > 0.90 (Daire et al., 2008) 

RMR .061 < 0.08 ( Hair et al. 2006) 

RMSEA . 073 < 0.08 ( Hair et al. 2006) 

Table 2: Model fit summary of Structural Equation Model 

From the above table it is found that the calculated 

P value is 0.059 which is greater than 0.05 which indicates 

perfectly fit. Here GFI (Goodness of Fit Index) value and 

AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index) value is greater than 

0.90 which represent it is a good fit. The calculated CFI 

(Comparative Fit Index) value is 0.936 which means that it 

is a perfect fit and also it is found that RMR (Root Mean 

Square Residuals) is 0.061 and RMSEA (Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation) value is 0.073 which is less than 

0.08 which indicates  it is perfect fit. 

V. CONCLUSION 

This research aimed at undertaking an empirical analysis of 

the constructs influencing Work Life Integration among IT 

professionals in Chennai with the help of structural equation 

modelling. The research has confirmed the relationship 

between constructs influencing Work Life Integration 

among IT professionals in Chennai. 

Based on the viability and statistical significance of 

the constructs and the relative good fit of the model (CFI, 

GFI, AGFI, RMSEA), it is concluded that the thirteen factor 

model shown in figure 1 represents an adequate description 

of constructs influencing work life integration and these are 

within the acceptability of structural model. 

It is hoped that this study would serve to be useful 

to IT firms to ascertain the importance given by employees 

to the various constructs influencing work life integration. 
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