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ABSTRACT 

This paper evaluates how perceived work–life balance influences employees’ job satisfaction in India’s 

service sector. Because no field dataset was supplied, the study uses a generated synthetic cross-

sectional dataset; its estimates demonstrate a workflow and must not be represented as observations 

from real respondents. The sample contains 384 profiles spanning information technology, banking and 

financial services, education, healthcare, and retail and business services. Multi-item five-point 

measures capture work–life balance, job satisfaction, supervisor support, schedule flexibility, and 

workload. Descriptive statistics, reliability tests, Pearson correlations, analysis of variance, and 

hierarchical ordinary least-squares regression assess the proposed relationship. Work–life balance 

correlates positively with job satisfaction (r = 0.649, p < 0.001). Controls explain 15.8% of satisfaction 

variance; adding work–life balance increases explained variance by 27.4 percentage points. In the full 

model, work–life balance remains the strongest predictor (standardized β = 0.451, p < 0.001), while 

supervisor support (β = 0.198) and schedule flexibility (β = 0.116) contribute independently. Employees 

in the highest balance quartile report greater satisfaction than those in the lowest quartile (3.875 versus 

2.573), with a large omnibus effect (η² = 0.373). These convergent results support the proposition that 

balance is a job resource linking manageable boundaries to favorable work attitudes. Organizations 

should combine realistic workload norms, employee-controlled flexibility, and supportive supervision 

rather than rely on isolated benefits. Longitudinal field research is required to test causality, 

measurement invariance, and sector differences. The conclusion returns to these estimates and their 

managerial meaning. 

Keywords: Work–life balance1; Job satisfaction2; Indian service sector3; Schedule flexibility4; 

Supervisor support5; Workload6; Synthetic data7. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Context and Research Problem 

India’s service economy combines long or irregular hours, permeable boundaries, commuting demands, and care 

responsibilities. In this setting, work–life balance denotes an employee’s perceived ability to allocate time, energy, 

and attention across work and nonwork roles without conflict. It is not equal time in every domain; it is an 

acceptable, sustainable fit between role demands and personal priorities. Cross-cultural evidence associates better 

balance with stronger job satisfaction and mental health [1]. Conversely, incompatible role pressures create time-

, strain-, and behavior-based conflict [2]. For employers, the issue matters because dissatisfaction can undermine 

retention, attendance, service quality, and effort. For employees, it concerns autonomy, recovery, relationships, 

and health. The central research problem is therefore whether balance retains a meaningful association with job 

satisfaction after working hours and personal characteristics are considered. 

1.2 Theoretical Foundation 

The enrichment perspective proposes that resources acquired in one role can improve outcomes in another [3], 

while Locke defines job satisfaction as a pleasurable emotional state arising from appraisal of one’s job [4]. The 

job demands–resources model predicts that excessive load depletes energy, whereas autonomy and support 

stimulate motivation [5]. Work/family border theory adds that boundary permeability and flexibility determine 

how people negotiate transitions between domains [6]. Conservation of resources theory explains why time and 

emotional losses produce strain and why supportive supervisors or schedule control can protect resources [7]. 

Together, these perspectives imply a direct positive path from perceived balance to satisfaction, with workload, 

flexibility, and supervisor support functioning as correlates. They also caution that a policy’s existence is less 

important than employees’ ability to use it without career penalties or intensified work. 

1.3 Objectives, Questions, and Hypotheses 

This study asks three questions: how strongly are work–life balance and job satisfaction related; does balance 

explain satisfaction beyond age, gender, tenure, dependents, and weekly hours; and do support, flexibility, and 

workload add explanatory value? Hypothesis H1 predicts a positive balance–satisfaction relationship. H2 predicts 

that balance will remain significant when controls and contextual resources are entered. H3 predicts higher mean 

satisfaction across ascending balance quartiles. Figure 1 translates these questions into a framework. The study 

contributes a reproducible, data-centered demonstration for a heterogeneous Indian service-sector sample template 

rather than an occupation. It deliberately distinguishes statistical association from causation and labels every 

record as synthetic. This integrity condition narrows the permissible inference: results show what the specified 

measurement and analysis pipeline yields, not what a field survey has established about all Indian employees. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework for work–life balance and job satisfaction. 

Figure 1 specifies the paper’s analytical logic. The central arrow represents the hypothesized positive effect of 

perceived work–life balance on job satisfaction. Supervisor support and schedule flexibility are modeled as 

resources, while workload represents a demand eroding balance and satisfaction. Weekly hours and demographic 

characteristics enter as controls rather than focal explanations. The model combines job demands–resources, 

border, enrichment, and conservation-of-resources arguments without claiming that one cross-sectional equation 

proves causality. Its value is operational: each box maps to a measured construct, each arrow guides correlation 

or regression testing, and the controls reduce compositional confounding in the estimated relationship. 

2. LITERATURE SURVEY 

Research has linked conflict between work and family roles to unfavorable attitudes. Allen et al. summarized 

consequences including lower job and life satisfaction [8], while Kossek and Ozeki found negative relations 

between conflict and satisfaction across measurement approaches [9]. Meta-analyses later confirmed that work 

interference with family is associated with reduced work satisfaction [10], [11]. Positive-interface research 

complements this deficit view: enrichment transfers skills, affect, and social capital across domains, with meta-

analytic evidence connecting enrichment to satisfaction and commitment [12]. Accordingly, balance research 

should capture both interference and enhancement rather than equating balance only with fewer working hours. 

Measurement quality shapes these conclusions. Fisher, Bulger, and Smith developed a work/nonwork interference 

and enhancement measure that extends beyond employees with families [13]. Brough et al. validated a concise 

perceived-balance measure across longitudinal Australian and New Zealand samples [14], and Carlson, Kacmar, 

and Williams established time-, strain-, and behavior-based conflict measurement [15]. These instruments support 

a perceptual interpretation: two employees with similar schedules may evaluate balance differently because 

control, boundary preferences, care demands, and recovery opportunities differ. Reliable multi-item composites 

are consequently preferable to a single question about hours. 
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Organizational context can alter the interface. Family-supportive supervisor behavior includes emotional, 

instrumental, role-modeling, and creative management support [16]. A meta-analysis found that work–family 

policies influence outcomes partly through perceived support and autonomy, not merely use [17]. A group-

randomized workplace intervention increased schedule control and supervisor support while modestly reducing 

work–family conflict [18]. Gender should not be treated as a deterministic explanation; evidence from more than 

350 samples found broad similarity in men’s and women’s reported conflict, subject to contextual moderators 

[19]. Indian evidence emphasizes supportive culture, job design, and enrichment [20], alongside commuting, 

extended-family expectations, and unequal domestic work [21]. 

Sector-specific Indian studies identify schedule flexibility, role overload, childcare, and organizational culture as 

balance determinants among women in information technology [22], while healthcare evidence links perceived 

balance with satisfaction and commitment [23]. Indian policy analyses report that balance practices predict 

satisfaction and performance [24]. International pandemic evidence also connects equilibrium with professional 

satisfaction and lower turnover intention [25]. Recent Indian surveys report benefits from remote collaboration 

and family-friendly policies [26] and a positive balance–satisfaction relationship in Saurashtra [27]. Related 

models connect balance, satisfaction, commitment, and performance [28], [29]. The present study extends this 

stream through a multi-sector analytical template and a satisfaction measure grounded in the Brayfield–Rothe 

tradition. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

The research adopts a cross-sectional explanatory design. With no respondent file supplied, 384 synthetic profiles 

were generated using a fixed random seed of 20261001 and quota targets for five Indian service industries: 

information technology, banking and financial services, education, healthcare, and retail and business services. 

The generation model created latent scores for supervisor support, schedule flexibility, and workload, then 

produced balance and satisfaction scores with stochastic relationships. Responses were discretized into five-point 

Likert items. Quotas improve sector coverage but do not constitute probability sampling. Therefore, sampling 

error and p-values describe this generated dataset only, not a national workforce or organization. 

Work–life balance was represented by eight scored items adapted from work/nonwork interference and balance 

research [13], [14]. Job satisfaction used five items following the Brayfield–Rothe approach [30]. Supervisor 

support, schedule flexibility, and workload each used four items. Responses ranged from one, strongly disagree, 

to five, strongly agree; scoring direction was standardized before averaging so higher balance, support, flexibility, 

and satisfaction indicated more favorable conditions, whereas higher workload indicated heavier demand. 

Controls were age, gender indicator, tenure, dependent status, work mode, sector, and weekly hours. Cronbach’s 

alpha assessed internal consistency, with 0.70 treated as an acceptable threshold. 
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Analysis proceeded from profile frequencies and construct descriptives to Pearson correlations, quartile 

comparisons, and hierarchical ordinary least-squares regression. Model 1 entered age, gender, tenure, dependents, 

and weekly hours; Model 2 added work–life balance; Model 3 added supervisor support, schedule flexibility, and 

workload. Standardized coefficients permit effect comparison. Two-sided tests used α = 0.05, and confidence 

intervals were reported where informative. Residual plots, variance-inflation checks, and distributional 

diagnostics were inspected to identify assumption violations. No participants, recruitment, consent, or records 

were involved because rows are simulated. Reproducibility is supported by disclosing the seed, item construction, 

scoring direction, and model sequence. 

4. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

4.1 Synthetic Data Generation and Sample Profile 

Data generation and analysis were performed as a reproducible surrogate for the field survey selected by the user. 

The fixed quotas defined sector representation, while probabilistic assignments created demographic variation. 

Correlated latent factors produced item responses, but random error prevented deterministic results. All tables and 

figures below are calculated from the same 384-row synthetic dataset. The analysis therefore demonstrates internal 

statistical relationships and reporting practice; it does not authenticate actual employee experiences. 

Table 1: Synthetic sample profile (N = 384). 

Variable Category n % 

Sector 

IT/ITES 90 23.4 

Banking & financial services 78 20.3 

Education 72 18.8 

Healthcare 70 18.2 

Retail & business services 74 19.3 

Gender 

Male 198 51.6 

Female 181 47.1 

Non-binary/prefer not to say 5 1.3 

Age group 

21–29 133 34.6 

30–39 143 37.2 

40–49 74 19.3 

50+ 34 8.9 

Work mode 

On-site 193 50.3 

Hybrid 144 37.5 

Remote 47 12.2 

Dependent status 
No dependents 200 52.1 

Has dependents 184 47.9 

Note: Category totals may differ by 0.1 percentage point because of rounding. All profiles are simulated. 

Table 1 shows deliberate multi-sector coverage: IT/ITES is the largest stratum at 23.4%, but no sector exceeds 

one quarter of the sample. Men account for 51.6%, women 47.1%, and the remaining 1.3% select a nonbinary or 

nondisclosure category. Most profiles are aged 21–39, consistent with a service-sector workforce template. Half 
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are on-site, 37.5% hybrid, and 12.2% remote; 47.9% have dependents. This heterogeneity allows the focal 

relationship to be examined alongside work mode and care context, yet it should not be mistaken for census-

calibrated national representation because all category assignments were simulated. 

4.2 Measurement Quality and Distribution 

Table 2: Construct descriptives and internal consistency. 

Construct Items Mean SD α Skew Excess 

kurtosis 

Work–life balance 8 3.289 0.715 0.885 -0.142 -0.204 

Job satisfaction 5 3.238 0.771 0.845 -0.015 -0.332 

Supervisor support 4 3.360 0.804 0.808 -0.062 -0.690 

Schedule flexibility 4 3.161 0.761 0.785 -0.137 -0.038 

Workload 4 3.100 0.787 0.784 -0.202 -0.324 

 

Note: Composite range = 1–5. Higher workload indicates heavier demand; higher values on other scales are 

favorable. 

Table 2 indicates acceptable internal consistency for every construct. Alpha ranges from 0.784 for workload to 

0.885 for work–life balance, supporting the use of averaged composite scores. Mean balance is 3.289 and mean 

satisfaction is 3.238, both modestly above the neutral midpoint. Supervisor support is comparatively favorable at 

3.360, whereas schedule flexibility averages 3.161 and workload 3.100. Absolute skew and excess kurtosis remain 

below one, offering no evidence of severe univariate nonnormality. Reliability does not establish validity, 

however, and the high values partly reflect the shared latent structure deliberately used to generate coherent 

synthetic items. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of the work–life balance composite. 

Figure 2 displays the distribution of the eight-item work–life balance composite. Scores cover most of the five-

point range and cluster near the mean of 3.289, with a standard deviation of 0.715. The density is approximately 

symmetric, although negative skew indicates more observations above the midpoint than below it. No floor or 

ceiling accumulation is visible, so the composite preserves enough variation for correlation and regression 

analysis. The dashed mean marker provides a benchmark for interpretation. Because observations are synthetic, 

this shape documents the simulation’s measurement behavior; it does not estimate the population distribution of 

Indian service employees. 

4.3 Bivariate Relationships 

Table 3: Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations. 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Work–life 

balance 
3.289 0.715 1.000 — — — — — 

2. Job satisfaction 3.238 0.771 0.649*** 1.000 — — — — 

3. Supervisor 

support 
3.360 0.804 0.379*** 0.410*** 1.000 — — — 

4. Schedule 

flexibility 
3.161 0.761 0.369*** 0.343*** 0.220*** 1.000 — — 

5. Workload 3.100 0.787 -0.507*** -0.387*** -0.074 -0.129* 1.000 — 

6. Weekly hours 43.303 5.502 -0.469*** -0.391*** -0.114* -0.094 0.665*** 1.000 

Note: N = 384. Two-tailed tests: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table 3 provides initial support for H1: work–life balance and job satisfaction correlate at 0.649 (p < 0.001), with 

an approximate 95% confidence interval from 0.587 to 0.703. Balance is positively associated with supervisor 

support and flexibility and negatively associated with workload and weekly hours. Satisfaction shows the same 

directional pattern. The workload–hours correlation of 0.665 confirms that the two demand indicators overlap, 
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while neither is identical to perceived balance. Because all principal variables are self-report-style composites 

generated within one cross-sectional structure, correlations may contain common-method covariance. 

Hierarchical regression is therefore used to test whether balance remains informative after measured alternatives 

enter. 

 

Figure 3: Scatterplot and fitted relationship between work–life balance and job satisfaction. 

Figure 3 visualizes the balance–satisfaction association underlying H1. Each point represents one synthetic 

employee, with transparency revealing areas of overlap, while the solid line shows the least-squares fit and the 

shaded band its 95% confidence interval. Job satisfaction rises consistently as work–life balance improves, 

matching the Pearson correlation of 0.649. Dispersion around the line remains, indicating that balance is important 

but not sufficient to explain every employee’s attitude. The relationship is not driven solely by extreme cases 

because it extends across the observed range. Cross-sectional covariance, however, cannot exclude reverse 

influence, common-method variance, or omitted organizational conditions. 

4.4 Hierarchical Regression and Group Tests 

Table 4: Hierarchical regression predicting job satisfaction. 

Predictor / fit Model 1 β Model 2 β Model 3 β 

Age -0.072 0.018 0.002 

Female gender -0.041 -0.000 -0.003 

Tenure 0.095 0.016 0.028 

Has dependents 0.014 0.011 -0.009 

Weekly hours -0.390*** -0.111* -0.107* 

Work–life balance — 0.598*** 0.451*** 

Supervisor support — — 0.198*** 

Schedule flexibility — — 0.116** 

Workload — — -0.058 

R² 0.158 0.432 0.479 
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Adjusted R² 0.147 0.423 0.467 

ΔR² 0.158 0.274 0.047 

Model F 14.17*** 47.74*** 38.23*** 

Note: Outcome and predictors are z-standardized. N = 384. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Model 1: 

controls; Model 2: + balance; Model 3: + support, flexibility, and workload. 

Table 4 shows that controls alone explain 15.8% of job-satisfaction variance, mainly through weekly hours. 

Adding work–life balance raises R² to 0.432, a 0.274 increment, and yields β = 0.598. In the full model, R² reaches 

0.479. Balance remains the dominant predictor (β = 0.451, p < 0.001), supporting H2; supervisor support and 

schedule flexibility also contribute. Weekly hours retains a smaller negative coefficient. Workload is 

nonsignificant after these variables enter, plausibly because its variance is shared with hours and balance. The 

result favors coordinated interventions, but regression adjustment cannot remove unmeasured confounding or 

establish direction over time. 

Table 5: Job satisfaction by work–life balance quartile. 

Balance quartile n WLB mean WLB SD JS mean JS SD 

Q1 Low 96 2.357 0.362 2.573 0.653 

Q2 Lower-middle 96 3.076 0.142 3.115 0.595 

Q3 Upper-middle 96 3.543 0.133 3.387 0.619 

Q4 High 96 4.180 0.320 3.875 0.584 

 

Note: Equal groups were formed from ranked balance scores. ANOVA: F(3, 380) = 75.36, p < 0.001, η² = 0.373. 

Table 5 tests H3 with four equal-sized groups based on ranked balance scores. Satisfaction increases at every step, 

and the highest-balance group exceeds the lowest by 1.302 scale points. One-way ANOVA gives F(3, 380) = 

75.36, p < 0.001, with η² = 0.373, conventionally a large share of between-person variation. The monotonic pattern 

is consistent with the continuous correlation and regression rather than being merely an artifact of one cutoff. 

Nevertheless, quartile membership is observational; it does not identify a threshold at which a real policy will 

cause satisfaction to rise. Field validation should retain continuous scores and prespecify any categorical contrasts. 
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Figure 4: Mean job satisfaction across work–life balance quartiles (95% confidence intervals). 

Figure 4 converts the association into a group comparison. Mean job satisfaction rises monotonically from 2.573 

in the lowest work–life balance quartile to 3.115, 3.387, and 3.875 in quartiles. Error bars show 95% confidence 

intervals around each group mean; their separation is consistent with the ANOVA and large η² of 0.373. The 

pattern supports H3 and shows magnitude: the highest and lowest groups differ by 1.302 points on a five-point 

scale. Quartiles simplify communication but discard within-group information, so regression and scatterplot 

remain preferable. The observed ordering should not be interpreted as causation. 

 

Figure 5: Standardized coefficients from the full job-satisfaction model. 

Figure 5 reports standardized coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from the full model. Work–life balance 

has the largest coefficient, followed by supervisor support and schedule flexibility. Weekly hours remains a 
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negative predictor. Workload’s interval crosses zero after balance, hours, and resources are included, suggesting 

overlapping content rather than proof that workload is irrelevant. Age, gender, tenure, and dependent status also 

cross zero in this specification. Standardization permits approximate comparison across differently scaled 

predictors, but coefficient size still depends on reliability, correlations, and model choice. The figure emphasizes 

conditional associations and uncertainty, complementing the model-fit statistics reported in Table 4. 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 Interpretation and Organizational Implications 

Across three complementary tests, the synthetic evidence supports the positive relationship between work–life 

balance and job satisfaction. The zero-order correlation is strong, the balance coefficient remains largest after 

controls and factors enter, and satisfaction rises across balance quartiles. These patterns fit the claim that 

sustainable boundaries preserve time, energy, and affect that employees can reinvest in work. They show that 

hours alone are an incomplete explanation: weekly hours matters, but perceived balance adds more variance, 

indicating that control, recovery, and fit shape how time demands are experienced. Supervisor support and 

flexibility retain positive coefficients, so organizations should avoid treating balance as private time management. 

Managers can set predictable priorities, discourage after-hours messaging, permit schedule adjustments, and 

evaluate output rather than visibility. Human-resource teams should monitor utilization and stigma, since 

flexibility without psychological safety may not function as a resource. The nonsignificant workload coefficient 

should not justify intensification; workload operates through longer hours and diminished balance, and 

multicollinearity makes coefficients sensitive to specification. The practical message is a bundled design: realistic 

demands, usable autonomy, supportive supervision, and recovery norms, assessed through repeated employee 

feedback rather than a benefit inventory. This interpretation stays within association, not causation, because 

ordering is absent. 

5.2 Critical Analysis and Comparison with Past Work 

The balance–satisfaction correlation of 0.649 is stronger than the average negative work-conflict/work-

satisfaction association in meta-analysis, −0.26 [11]. That difference is plausible because the measure emphasizes 

favorable balance, combines interference and fit, and is generated from a model with a visible signal. It is 

consistent directionally with seven-culture evidence that balance predicts job satisfaction [1] and with enrichment 

findings linking resource transfer to positive attitudes [12]. The large quartile contrast resembles Indian reports of 

better satisfaction among employees with stronger time management, family support, and flexibility [26], [27], 

but magnitude comparison is inappropriate because samples, scales, and estimators differ. 

The coefficient for supervisor support agrees with Indian evidence that supportive culture and enriched job 

characteristics matter [20], healthcare findings connecting balance and satisfaction [23], and the family-supportive 
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supervisor literature [16]. Flexibility’s smaller coefficient is compatible with intervention evidence: increasing 

schedule control can reduce conflict, but effects are modest and depend on implementation [18]. Workload 

becomes nonsignificant after hours and balance are controlled. This pattern refines, not rejects, job demands–

resources theory: workload may act indirectly through time use, strain, and boundary appraisal. Mediation cannot 

be established with cross-sectional data. 

Limitations remain. Synthetic observations cannot reveal prevalence, sectoral norms, language effects, policy 

access, gendered unpaid work, or organizational clustering. The generator embeds assumptions, so significance 

reflects design choices; p-values should not be generalized. Self-report-style measures risk common-method 

inflation, and satisfaction may conceal pay, promotion, supervision, or task facets. A follow-up should preregister 

hypotheses, draw probability or stratified organizational samples, test measurement invariance across gender and 

sectors, obtain time-separated balance and satisfaction measures, and combine employee surveys with schedule 

records. Experimental or longitudinal policy evaluation is needed before claiming that improving balance causes 

satisfaction. Comparison with past work supports plausibility while showing why the effect size requires field 

replication. 

6. CONCLUSION 

This paper examined whether work–life balance is related to employees’ job satisfaction in an Indian service-

sector template. The conclusion confirms the abstract’s results: balance correlated positively with satisfaction at 

r = 0.649; its entry increased explained variance by 27.4 percentage points; and it remained the strongest full-

model predictor at β = 0.451. Satisfaction rose from 2.573 in the lowest balance quartile to 3.875 in the highest, 

yielding a large η² of 0.373. Supervisor support and schedule flexibility contributed additional positive 

information, whereas weekly hours retained a smaller negative association. The findings support H1, H2, and H3 

within the generated dataset. 

The interpretation is that satisfaction depends on time spent working and whether employees experience control, 

recovery, supportive boundaries, and compatibility between work and nonwork roles. Employers should combine 

manageable workloads, predictable priorities, schedule discretion, supportive supervisor behavior, and norms that 

protect nonwork time. Isolated benefits are unlikely to succeed when their use attracts stigma or when unchanged 

targets shift work into evenings. 

The qualification matters: these are synthetic, cross-sectional results, not observations from Indian employees. 

They demonstrate an empirical analysis and generate testable expectations, but they cannot estimate national 

prevalence or prove causal impact. Future research should replicate the model with preregistered field data, 

validated multilingual measures, time-separated observations, and policy experiments. Until then, the paper offers 

an evidence-informed analytical template and a cautious managerial hypothesis: improving usable balance 
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resources is likely to strengthen job satisfaction when work design, leadership, and workload practices change 

together. 
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