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Abstract
While academic jobs generally provide a good degree of flexibility, academics also
tend to work extra hours which can then lead to a poorer work-life balance. In this study, we
compare academic vs. non-academic staff and anticipate that academics will generally report
a poorer Quality of Working Life, a broad conceptualization of the overall work experience
of employees. Secondly, we investigate whether the negative relationships between being an
academic and Quality of Working Life variables are made worse by working extra hours, and
moderated by the perception of having a balanced work-life interface. Our sample consisted
of 1474 academic and 1953 non-academic staff working for nine Higher Education
Institutions (HEIs) in the United Kingdom (UK). Data were analyzed via structural equation
modelling.
Results showed that academics tend to report a poorer Quality of Working Life than
non-academics within HEIs, and this is exacerbated by their higher reported number of extra
hours worked per week. The work-life balance of employees was found to moderate the
negative relationships between academics (vs. non-academics) in variables such as perceived
working conditions and employee commitment. We additionally found curvilinear
relationships where employees who worked up to 10 extra hours were more satisfied with
their job and career and had more control at work than those who either did not work extra
hours or worked for a higher number of extra hours. These results extend previous research
and provide new insights on work-life balance among academics and non-academics, which
in turn may be relevant for the wellbeing practices of HEIs and wider HE policy making.
Keywords: Quality of Working Life; Academics; Working Over-Time; Work-Life
Balance
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Academic jobs used to be considered privileged roles associated with relatively low
stress levels in a sense that they provided flexibility, autonomy and job security after tenure
was achieved. However, this general assumption has been changing over the past 20 years,
with increasing productivity demands, not only in terms of research, but also in terms of
teaching and administrative activities (Kinman, 2014). This relates to institutional reforms
that Higher Education Institutions in many OECD countries have been experiencing, which
have led them to a more market-oriented perspective (Whitley & Gläser, 2014). The
increased productivity demands have been associated with high reported stress levels among
academics (e.g., Catano et al., 2010; Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005; Kinman, Jones, &
Kinman, 2006; Tytherleigh, Webb, Cooper, & Ricketts, 2005; Winefield, Boyd, Saebel, &
Pignata, 2008), and there is evidence that academics feel their stress levels are increasing
(Kinman & Wray, 2016). High levels of stress, in particular distress (e.g. Le Fevre, Matheny
& Kolt, 2003) are an important element within an individual’s overall quality of working life.
Quality of working life can be defined as the broadest context in which an employee
evaluates their work experience (Van Laar, Edwards & Easton, 2007) and comprises multiple
factors. These different factors will be the specific outcome variables in this study. We will
focus on the quality of working life of academics vs. non-academics in nine British
Universities as the overarching outcome in our research model.
First, we anticipate that when compared to non-academics, academics would have
more demanding jobs because of the diversity of tasks and the number and quality of
expected outputs of their work (e.g. Kinman, 2014). For this reason, academics are likely to
perceive a poorer quality of working life and in particular to report higher levels of stress at
work (SAW), lower levels of control at work (CAW), have a less favorable perception of
their working conditions (WCS), have a poorer job and career satisfaction (JCS), have lower
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levels of commitment to the organization (ECO) and have lower levels of general well-being
(GWB).
Secondly, we assess the way in which the reported weekly number of extra hours
worked and individual perceptions about how their organization promotes their work-life
balance can act as moderators in the relationship between role (academic vs. non-academic)
and SAW, CAW, WCS, JCS, ECO and GWB. In particular, we assume that a high number of
extra hours worked will enhance the negative relationship between being an academic (vs.
non-academic) and quality of working life outcomes, whereas perceived promotion of worklife balance by the Higher Education Institution (HEI) would buffer these negative
relationships.
This study has three important contributions for existing research on academics and
non-academics in HEI:
1- Previous research has compared academics with non-academics in relation to a
number of areas: stress, commitment to and from the organization, physical health,
psychological health (Tytherleigh at al., 2005), psychological strain and job satisfaction
(Winefield at al., 2003). We now aim to extend this body of research by considering a
different overarching measure -that of quality of working life.
2 - There is an important body of research on working extra hours (e.g. Coetzee &
Rothmann, 2005; Court, 1996; Kinman et al., 2006; Kinman & Wray, 2013) and on work-life
balance (e.g. Currie & Eveline, 2011; Doherty & Manfredi, 2006; Kinman & Jones, 2008;
Noor, 2011; Pillay & Abhayawansa, 2014; Pillay, Kluvers, Abhayawansa & Vranic, 2013)
among academics. However, we are among the first to consider the way these two variables
might interact with role (academic vs. non-academic) in its relationship with the different
factors within quality of working life. This is of particular relevance as it allows us to
explore different patterns of role and working extra hours, and role and work-life balance,
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providing a more thorough analysis of the antecedents of various factors affecting quality of
working life. This represents the second major contribution of our paper.
3 - The third and last contribution of this study relates to the exploration of the role of
working extra hours on the different factors within quality of working life. In particular, we
test curvilinear relationships between number of extra hours worked per week and JCS,
WCS, CAW, absence of SAW, ECO and GWB in order to explain unexpected direct
relationships found in our structural model.
Academics vs Non-Academics’ Quality of Working Life
The broadest context in which a person evaluates or considers their personal situation
has been termed their Quality of Life (Felce & Perry, 1995). Thus, ‘Quality of Working Life’
of an individual can be conceived of as the broadest context in which an employee evaluates
their work experience (Elizur & Shye, 1990). Whilst early conceptualizations of quality of
working life sought to identify global definitions and create all-encompassing models,
Taylor, Cooper, and Mumford (1979) were among the first to suggest that quality of working
life might vary between organizations and employee groups. It was perhaps because
researchers sought to understand quality of working life in various professions, countries and
cultures that an ever-growing list of possible sub-factors were identified (Van Laar et al.,
2007).
The development of models of quality of working life has led to focused research on
factors specific to each theory, but other researchers have continued to explore the broader
concepts of quality of working life in the applied setting, exploring more complex
relationships between selected factors, mediators and outcomes (e.g. work by Denvir,
Hillage, Cox, Sinclair, & Pearmain, 2008). A measure of Quality of Working life used in
more than 30 countries, the ‘Work-Related Quality of Life scale’ (WRQoL), was used in the
present study (Easton & Van Laar, 2012; Fontinha, Van Laar & Easton, 2016). This scale

5

Running Head: OVERTIME AND QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE IN ACADEMICS
contains six factors: individual’s perceptions of whether their organization provides them
with a balanced home-work interface (HWI) – this will be an independent variable in our
model named work-life balance; perceptions about the physical working conditions available
(WCS); job and career satisfaction (JCS); perceptions regarding the level of control over
decision making at work (CAW); levels of stress, or its absence, at work (SAW); and general
well-being (GWB). A seventh factor, which assesses level of employee commitment to the
organization (ECO) has been used in ongoing research and development of the WRQoL
scale, and is also used here (Fontinha et al., 2016). We focus on these dimensions, the
dependent variables in our model, in order to characterize the quality of working life of
academics and non-academics working in nine HEIs in the United Kingdom.
Numerous studies have reported that academics consider their work stressful (e.g.,
Catano et al., 2010; Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005; Kinman et al., 2006; Tytherleigh et al.,
2005; Winefield et al., 2008), and there is evidence that they feel stress levels are increasing
(Kinman & Wray, 2016) in association with changes in the University sector (Whitley &
Gläser, 2014). This increase in reported stress appears to be associated with reported distress
at levels which exceed many other occupational groups (Edwards et al., 2009; Winefield et
al., 2008). These high stress levels among academics may be a response to different workrelated aspects, as suggested by the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti,
Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). The JD-R model posits that work overload, among
other factors, can adversely affect physical and psychological wellbeing, whereas sense of
control at work and social support enhance productivity [by way of improved motivation,
according to Schaufeli and Taris (2014)]. We follow the same rationale in this study,
conceptualizing stress as a response to specific work-related stimuli (demands). However, we
go further by considering multiple factors that compose one’s quality of working life as
outcomes (stress being one factor within quality of working life).
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A substantial increase in the number of non‐academic staff employed by universities
across the world has been recently reported (Larkins, 2014). There has been little attention
paid to the working experience of non-academic staff (Johnsrud, 2002), but there do appear
to be differences between the two staff groups as regards experience of working in the
university sector, as indicated for example in an Australian study wherein 74% of nonacademic staff reported overall job satisfaction, but only 61% of academic staff reported
overall job satisfaction (Winefield et al., 2003). UK academic staff surveys have also
increasingly reported increases in teaching loads and fears concerning job security alongside
reductions in job satisfaction for academics (Metcalf, Rolfe, Stevens & Weale, 2005;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005). UK academics have high levels of perceived control at work, but
these have been progressively decreasing (Kinman & Wray, 2016).
These findings suggest that academics generally have a much lower perceived quality
of working life compared to non-academics. Accordingly, we hypothesize:
H1 – Academics perceive a poorer quality of working life in terms of WCS, JCS,
CAW, SAW, ECO and GWB, when compared to non-academics.
Working extra hours and Work-Life Balance in Higher Education
Kinman (2014) suggested that the work of academics has, over the last 20 years,
become more demanding as student numbers have increased and academics are expected to
excel at teaching as well as research. Furthermore, data from the Annual Survey of Hours and
Earnings provides evidence that teaching and education professionals in schools, colleges and
universities do extra unpaid work each week, more than any other group of professionals
(Statistical Bulletin, 2013). Kinman & Wray (2013) have reported that over a third of UK
academics surveyed stated that they regularly work more than 10 hours in addition to their
contract per week, which has been linked to adverse consequences in relation to physical and
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psychological wellbeing (Doyle & Hind, 1998; Gillespie, Walsh, Winefield, & Stough, 2001;
Kinman & Jones, 2004).
Fein and Skinner (2015) concluded from a survey of 1042 full-time workers in
Australia that work-life conflict as a result of working long hours tended to adversely affect
health outcomes. A study of more than 2500 academic staff using work diaries revealed an
average working week of almost 55 hours during term time (Court, 1996) and a subsequent
report by Kinman (1998) stated that almost three-quarters of academics indicated that
working during evenings and weekends was commonplace. Long working hours have been
linked to psychological and physical ill-health, and that association appears to be greater
where the average working week regularly exceeds 48 hours and the individual perceives
little job control (Sparks, Cooper, Fried, & Shirom, 1997). In the HE context, Kinman (1998)
reported that academics who said they worked over 50 hours per week, or who took work
home on a regular basis, tended to score more poorly on assessments of psychological
wellbeing. More recent data shows that more than three-quarters of academics employed on a
full-time contract (typically 37.5 hours) worked over 40 hours a week, and more than one
third in excess of 50 hours a week (Kinman & Wray, 2016). These results lead us to
anticipate that while academics would normally report a poorer quality of working life than
their non-academic counterparts, this relationship may be exacerbated by a high number of
extra hours worked per week. Thus, we hypothesize:
H2 – A higher number of extra working hours increases the negative relationship
between being an academic (vs. a non-academic) and elements of quality of working life
(WCS, JCS, CAW, SAW, ECO and GWB).

Work–life balance can be defined as the individual perception that work and nonwork activities are compatible and promote growth in accordance with an individual’s current
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life priorities (Kalliath & Brough, 2008). Various studies have reported that balancing of
work and home can be difficult for academics (Netemeyer, Boles & McMurrian, 1996;
Winefield, Boyd & Winefield, 2014), particularly due to time-based conflict (time spent
working at the expense of time devoted to family/leisure activities) and strain-based conflict
(job related strain leads to irritability and social withdrawal). Menzies and Newson (2007)
highlight the potentially adverse influence of the increase in working from home, and others,
including Boswell & Olson-Buchanan (2007) and Araujo (2008), have suggested that it is the
blurring of boundaries between work and home rather than working from home per se that
can be the cause of difficulty, although there is evidence that a sense of control over working
patterns among academics can be helpful (Kinman & Jones, 2004).
Siegrist (1996) has proposed in the effort–reward imbalance (ERI) model that the
experience of imbalance will be more frequent and more damaging in employees who are
excessively committed to work, where overcommitment is defined as attitudes, behaviors and
emotions that reflect a strong desire for approval and esteem which can lead to working
excessively (Siegrist, 2001). The ERI model was empirically tested by Kinman & Jones
(2008) who showed that effort-reward imbalance is particularly damaging for the work-life
balance of university workers, who cope with work demands by overcommitting and working
additional hours over and above their contract. High levels of overcommitment in academics
have been found in a culture where working long hours and a relatively poor work–life
balance can be more widely accepted (Hogan, Hogan, Hodgins, Kinman, & Bunting, 2014).
Whilst enjoyment of and commitment to work can have health benefits and enhance career
success (Kelloway et al., 2010), overcommitment has been reported to increase risk of stress
(Avanzi, van Dick, Fraccaroli, & Sarchielli, 2012; Kinman & Wray, 2016). Furthermore,
Greenhaus and Beutell’s (1985) suggested that role pressures from work and family settings
can be mutually incompatible to a greater or lesser degree, as workers perceive they have too
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little time for work and family commitments, and as they may experience stress, exhaustion
and fatigue which adversely affect their psychological and physical wellbeing (Greenhaus &
Beutell 1985).
Hobfoll (1989) suggested that employees experience stress when there is actual or
threatened loss of valued resources. Thus, a balanced work–family interface (also referred to
as work-life balance or home-work interface) has been identified as such a positive resource
for individuals and therefore associated with an amelioration or absence of stress (Chiang,
Birtch & Kwan, 2010). Most studies on the outcomes of a balanced work-life interface aim to
understand its implications on stress. In this study we aim to extend this body of research and
consider the way the organizational context facilitates work-life balance as a relevant
resource that academics can utilize to buffer the negative effects of excessive demands of
their roles on their quality of working lives (including, but not limited to stress). In particular,
we hypothesize that:
H3 – The negative relationship between being an academic (vs. non-academic) and
elements of quality of working life (WCS, JCS, CAW, SAW, ECO and GWB) is moderated
by one’s perception of an organizational context facilitating work-life balance.
Figure 1 presents a model with all hypothetical relationships tested, acknowledging
the role of four control variables: age, gender, tenure and contract type (permanent vs.
temporary).

Figure 1. Relationships between role and quality of working life factors and
interaction effects with additional working hours and work-life balance
(insert figure 1 about here)

Notes for Figure 1: Observed variables represented in a rectangle; Latent variables
represented in an ellipse; * represents interaction effects between two variables; for ease of
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presentation the regression paths between all observed variables and all latent variables are
represented by the large central arrow.

Method
Data Collection and Participants
We contacted a large number of Higher Education Institutions (HEI) in the UK asking
them to participate in our study. The data from nine British HEIs were employed in this
study, three from the top third, three from the middle third and three from the bottom third of
UK University league tables (The Complete University Guide, 2017; University League
Tables by The Guardian, 2017). The average position in the ranking was calculated
considering the two sources of league tables at the time of data collection (2007-2009). All
nine Human Resources departments emailed all their employees our request to participate in
this study and the link to our web-based questionnaire. This resulted in a total of 3,771
responses with an average response rate of 32.54%. We deleted all cases with missing data on
the variables that we were analyzing, which resulted in a total of 3427 usable cases. The total
number of academics in our sample was 1474 (43%) and the total number of non-academics
was 1953 (57%). According to data from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA,
2016), this proportion of academics and non-academics is consistent with the national
average proportion for the year of data collection, 2007: 46.97% for academics and 53.03%
for non-academics. Non-academics predominantly performed computer-based support tasks.
A detailed description of our sample based on gender, age, tenure (representing the number
of years working for their current Higher Education Institution), number of extra-hours
worked per week, contractual time (full-time, part-time, part-time hourly paid, or no fixedhours) and contract type (temporary vs. permanent) is presented on Table 1.
(insert Table 1 about here)
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We conducted one-way ANOVAs with post-hoc Bonferroni tests in order to
investigate whether there were significant differences between the core characteristics of
academics and non-academics in the nine different HEIs studied. We compared all HEIs
based on the main variables in our study and the most relevant result was that no significant
differences were found between the nine HEIs regarding the number of extra hours that
academics work per week (F=1.94; p>.05). However, non-academics working for higher
ranked universities worked for more hours than their counterparts that worked for lower
ranked universities (F=14.77; p<.001).
Measures
All outcome variables in our hypothesized model, as well as work-life balance were
measured with Easton and Van Laar’s (2012) WRQoL1 (Work-related Quality of Life) scale.
The WRQoL1 scale has been used in a wide range of settings and organizations across the
world and has been translated into various languages (e.g. Blanch, Sahagún, Cantera, &
Cervantes, 2010; Dehghan, Tahmineh & Asadi, 2011; Easton & Van Laar, 2013;
Vagharseyyedin, Vanaki, & Mohammadi, 2011). Three items representing employees’
commitment to the organization were added to the scale and validated in a recent study
(Fontinha et al., 2016). We used this updated 26-item version of the scale in this study. This
scale comprises seven factors: working conditions (WCS), job and career satisfaction (JCS),
control at work (CAW), employee commitment (ECO), (absence of) stress at work (SAW),
general well-being (GWB), and home-work interface (HWI). For the purpose of consistency
with previous literature and a clearer understanding of the meaning of the HWI factor, we
have decided to address it as work-life balance in this study. All items are scored on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘Strongly agree’. A detailed description of
each factor is presented below.
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Work-Life Balance. This construct was measured using the three HWI items of the
WRQoL1 scale (Easton & Van Laar, 2012; Fontinha et al., 2016) and refers to the perceived
context provided by the organization to have a balance between work and personal life. This
factor has a sub-scale reliability of  =.85 in these data and picks up on the importance of
balancing home and work demands (Dorsey, Jarjoura & Rutecki, 2003). One example item
is: “My current working hours/patterns suit my personal circumstances”.
Working Conditions (WCS). This construct assesses the extent to which someone is
satisfied with their physical working environment. Reliability for this sub-scale was α = 0.79
and an example item is: “I work in a safe environment”.
Job and Career Satisfaction (JCS). This construct was measured with five items,
with a sub-scale reliability of  =.84 and includes questions relating to satisfaction with job
and career aspects, such as “I am satisfied with the career opportunities available for me
here”. The Job and Career Satisfaction (JCS) factor seeks to measure the level to which a
respondent feels their workplace provides sense of achievement, high self-esteem and
fulfilment of potential.
Control at Work (CAW). This construct refers to the sense of control over decisionmaking at work, which can reflect the opportunities of voice and participation in decision
making and has implications for health and well-being (Spector, 2002). This factor was
measured using three items with a subscale reliability of α = 0.86, and an example item is: “I
am involved in decisions that affect me in my own area of work”.
Stress at Work (SAW). This factor assesses the extent to which an individual
perceives they are subject to excessive pressure or experience of SAW. This construct was
measured with four items, an example being “I often feel under pressure at work”. The items
were reversed, meaning that for this construct is presented in this paper as the Absence of
SAW. Subscale reliability of this factor was  =.84.
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General Well-Being (GWB). This factor assesses an individual’s sense of
psychological well-being and general physical health. This factor has a subscale reliability of
.85 based on six items. An example of an item is: “I feel well at the moment”.
Other variables. Our hypothesized research model also included the variables: role
and additional working hours. Role was operationalized as a dichotomous variable where “1”
represented academics and “0” represented non-academic staff working in HEI. Additional
working hours per week were self-reported and measured with a categorical variable where
“1” = None, “2” = Five or less, “3” = Six to ten, “4” = Eleven to twenty, “5” = More than
twenty. Age, gender, tenure (years at organization) and contract type (“1”=Permanent;
“2”=Temporary) were added in our model as control variables.
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed via Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with v22 of the IBM®
SPSS® Amos™ software (Arbuckle, 2012). We performed our analyses using a two-step
approach as recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). First, we tested five competitive
measurement models in order to verify the most appropriate factorial structure for our
variables with this data. Our hypothesized measurement model (HMM) contained the
confirmatory factor analysis of the 7 factors previously studied for Quality of working life
(HWI – work-life balance-, WCS, JCS, CAW, absence of SAW, ECO, and GWB), (Fontinha
et al., 2016), role (academic vs non-academic), number of extra hours worked per week, as
well as age, gender, contract type (permanent vs. temporary), and tenure as control variables.
The HMM was compared with four alternative models via chi-squared difference
tests. The first alternative measurement model (AMM1) had a single factor where all items
within the quality of working life scale loaded, as well as all remaining observable variables.
The second alternative measurement model (AMM2) had two factors: all items within the
WRQoL1 scale loaded on one and all remaining observable variables loaded on the other.
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The third alternative measurement model (AMM3) had all non-WRQoL1 observable
variables set out to be independent (i.e., not loading in any factor) and all items within quality
of working life loading on one factor. The fourth alternative measurement model (AMM4)
had all observable variables set out to be independent and items from WRQoL1 loading on
three factors: this three factor structure was inspired by previous research (Fontinha, Van
Laar & Easton, 2016), which probed a model where items form HWI, WCS, JCS and CAW
were antecedents (first factor), items from ECO and absence of SAW can be mediators
(second factor) and items from GWB can be outcomes within quality of working life.
Second, we tested our hypothesized structural model, depicted on figure 1. This
model contained two additional variables representing the interaction effects between role
and additional working hours, and between role and work-life balance.
In order to assess the fit of the models we followed Bollen and Long’s (1993) and
Byrne’s (2001) recommendations and used the following goodness-of-fit statistics: The
comparative fit index (CFI), the goodness of fit index (GFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
also called the non-normed fit index, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Values for CFI, GFI and TLI
indicate an excellent fit when they equal to or exceed .95. Values above .90 indicate a good
fit. Values below .05 for RMSEA and values below .09 for SRMR indicate excellent fit,
while values less than or equal to .08 and .10, respectively, indicate a good fit. The 

2

difference test was used to compare the alternative measurement models.
Results
Means, standard deviations and correlations between our studied variables are
presented on Table 2. On this table, we are able to observe that all outcome variables in our
hypothesized model (WCS, JCS, CAW, absence of SAW, ECO, and GWB) are strongly
correlated to each other. The means of WCS, JCS, CAW, absence of SAW, ECO, and GWB
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were then compared, and for academics and non-academics respectively were: WCS (3.48;
3.70; t=-9.59, p<.001); JCS (3.24; 3.41; t=-5.90, p<.001); CAW (3.33; 3.53; t=-6.13; p<.001);
ECO (3.27; 3.57; t=-10.08, p<.001); absence of SAW (2.83; 3.32; t=-16.09; p<.001); and
GWB (3.38; 3.49; t=-3.98, p<.001). The variables role (academic vs non-academic), worklife balance and number of extra hours worked were observed to correlate strongly with all
remaining variables.
(Insert table 2 about here)
Table 3 presents the fit indices for our hypothesized measurement model (HMM), as
well as the fit indices for other competing models (AMM1, AMM2, AMM3, AMM4).
Alternative models were compared to HMM via chi-squared difference tests and results
showed that HMM has a significantly better fit to our data. For this reason, HMM’s factor
structure was utilized for further structural analyses. Our hypothesized structural model
(Figure 1) followed HMM’s factorial pattern but two other variables were added: the
variables testing the interactions between role and additional working hours, and between
role and HWI. This model presented an adequate fit to our data: 2=4415.06; df=430 p<.001;
GFI=.92; TLI=.91; CFI=.94; RMSEA=.05; SRMR=.04.
(insert Table 3 about here)
The regression weights for the different structural paths and their significance are
presented on Table 4. Data partially supported our first hypothesis (H1) as being an academic
(vs. a non-academic in higher education) was significantly related to a less favorable
perception of working conditions (=-.04; p<.05), lower perceived control at work (=-.07;
p<.001), lower levels of commitment to the organization (=-.11; p<.001), and to lower
rating in terms of absence of stress at work (=-.07; p<.001). There were no significant
differences between academics and non-academics regarding their job and career satisfaction
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and we found that academics tend to report higher levels of general well-being (=.04;
p<.05).
Our second hypothesis anticipated that a higher number of working hours would
exacerbate the negative relationship between role (academic vs. non-academic) and all
elements of quality of working life. This hypothesis was partially supported by our data as we
found that the interaction between role and additional working hours was significantly and
negatively related to JCS (=-.04; p<.05) and CAW (=-.08; p<.001). However, contrary to
what was expected this interaction was positively related to the absence of SAW (=.07;
p<.001).
Our third hypothesis anticipated that the negative relationship between being an
academic (vs. non-academic) and elements of quality of working life (WCS, JCS, CAW,
SAW, ECO and GWB) is moderated by one’s perception of work-life balance. We tested the
effects of the interaction term between role (academic 1 vs. non-academic 0) and work-life
balance and found that they were positively related to WCS (=.03; p<.05) and ECO (=.04;
p<.05). This indicates that academics who perceive they have a more balanced relationship
between work and life will tend to report better WCS and be more committed to the HEI,
partially supporting H3. The regression paths between the interaction term and JCS, CAW,
SAW and GWB were not significant.
(insert Table 4 about here)
Regarding our control variables, it is relevant to mention that women reported
significantly higher levels of stress at work (=-.03; p<.05) but higher levels of WCS (=.03;
p<.05), JCS (=.10; p<.001), ECO (=.10; p<.001) and GWB (=.05; p<.001). Older
workers reported lower levels of stress (=.05; p<.01) and perceived their WCS as poorer
(=-.06; p<.001). A longer tenure with the HEI is associated with higher levels of stress (=.12; p<.001), with a poorer JCS (=-.06; p<.01), a lower ECO (=-.08; p<.001) and a poorer
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GWB (=-.04; p<.05). Temporary workers reported higher levels of stress at work (=-.05;
p<.001), but a better GWB (=.05; p<.01).
Furthermore, we were particularly surprised with the fact that the direct relationships
between number of extra hours worked and JCS, WCS, CAW, ECO and GWB were positive.
The only expected relationship was the negative relationship between number of extra hours
worked and absence of stress at work. For these reasons, we decided to explore these results
further and we tested our data for the existence of curvilinear relationships between the
variables. Results suggest that there is a significant quadratic effect of the number of extra
hours worked in the prediction of JCS (=-.15 ∆ R2 =.001; .p<.05), CAW (=-.21 ∆ R2 =.002;
.p<.01) and absence of SAW (=.23 ∆ R2 =.003; p<.001). This means that there are two
reversed U-curves describing the relationships between number of extra hours worked and
both JCS and CAW, and a regular U-shaped curve describing the relationship between
number of extra hours worked and absence of stress at work. These results are presented on
Figure 2 and will be described in detail in the discussion section.
Figure 2. Additional hours worked in relation to job and career satisfaction, control at
work and absence of stress at work
(insert Figure 2 about here)

Discussion
The main aim of this study was to compare academics and non-academics working in
higher education regarding their quality of working lives, relying on the assumption that the
first would have a more demanding role (Tytherleigh et al., 2005; Winefield et al., 2003), and
thus a perceived poorer quality of working life. Furthermore, we investigated the role of the
number of unpaid extra hours worked per week as a variable that would interact with role and
exacerbate its negative relationship with absence of stress at work, job and career satisfaction,
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working conditions, control at work, commitment to the organization and general well-being.
We additionally aimed to explore the role of perceived work-life balance as contextual
variable. In particular, we explored the way in which the HEI allowed employees’ the
possibility to have a balanced work-life interface. This variable would interact with role and
moderate the negative relationship between being an academic (vs. a non academic) and the
different factors within quality of working life. Our results generally support our hypotheses,
with the exception of specific nuances, a detailed account of which is described below.
Consistently with H1, academics are significantly more likely than non-academics in
higher education to report higher levels of stress at work. This can be related to their large set
of demands at work (Kinman, 2014) and possibly to the absence of sufficient resources
(Demerouti et al., 2001), leading them to experience a negative form of stress (Le Fevre et
al., 2003). Academics also report less favorable perception of working conditions, lower
perceived control/participation on decision making at work, and lower levels of commitment
to the organization. This set of findings is consistent with previous research where, compared
to non-academics in the same organization, academics and researchers reported higher levels
of stress related to work relationships, job security, resources and communication, pay and
benefits (Tytherleigh et al., 2005), and psychological strain (Winefield et al., 2003).
However, while Winefield et al. (2003) found that non-academics were generally more
satisfied with their jobs, our study did not identify significant differences between the two
groups regarding the factor job and career satisfaction. We believe this may be due to the fact
that our variable includes a career-focused element and it might be that although academics
are more stressed, they are satisfied with their jobs and careers because they have much job
autonomy, especially when it comes to research (Darabi, Macaskill & Reidy, 2016). This
may also be the reason to justify our unexpected finding that academics tend to report higher
levels of general well-being than non-academics: their individual sense of achievement with
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research (Darabi et al., 2016) may potentially be an important factor for well-being,
compared to that of non-academics, whose jobs are more oriented to the collective
functioning of the HEI that they work for.
Our second hypothesis assumed that the number of extra hours worked per week
exacerbated the differences between academics and non-academics postulated on H1. When
testing H2, we found that it was partially supported by our data as the interaction between
role and number of additional hours worked per week was significantly and negatively
related to job and career satisfaction and to control over decision making at work. This means
that academics who worked longer hours were less satisfied with their jobs and careers and
experienced lower control over decision making at work, meaning that they perceived fewer
opportunities to voice their opinions and participate in decision making. It could be argued
that for academics, working longer hours is a necessary condition to cope with the demands
of work (Kinman, 2014), especially when one has not yet achieved a desired job and a career
stage that allows them more voice and participation. However, further research would be
required to examine the impact of career stage and perceived achievement. More surprisingly
and contrary to expected, the interaction between role and the number of additional hours
worked per week was positively related to the absence of stress at work. One explanation
may be that academics use extra hours to be able to actually comply with the multiple
demands of their jobs. That is, if working overtime is needed to finish certain tasks,
academics who cannot work for a sufficient number of extra-hours (for diverse reasons, such
as family commitments), may find their work will end up ‘piling up’ and stress levels will
increase.
Our third hypothesis was also partially verified. In particular, we found that if
employees perceive to have the conditions for a balanced work-life interface, then the impact
of having an academic (vs. a non-academic) role on working conditions and commitment to
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the organization is reduced. These results suggest that, as expected, if academics perceive
that their HEI provides them the possibility of having a good work-life balance, then this will
transform their often more negative perceptions of working conditions and commitment to
the organization, into favorable perceptions. In other words, academics who perceive a
balanced work-life interface will also have a more favorable opinion of the working
conditions provided by the HEI and reciprocate with a higher level of commitment to the HEI
(Fontinha et al., 2016). Job and career satisfaction, control at work, absence of stress at work
and general well-being may be variables that are more associated to academic life itself and
not as organization-specific as commitment and working conditions. This may have been the
reason why the first set of factors were not affected by the interaction effect between
conditions for work-life balance provided by the organization and role.
Although we did not explicitly establish a hypothesis regarding the relationships
between the number of additional hours worked per week and the different elements within
quality of working life, our structural model presented interesting results. Previous research
has suggested a negative effect of hours of work on health (Sparks et al., 1997). Golden and
Wiens-Tuers (2006) found that overtime work hours were generally associated with increased
work stress, fatigue and work–family interference, which is also consistent with our results
concerning stress at work. However, we also found significant and positive relationships
between working additional hours and job and career satisfaction, working conditions,
control at work, commitment to the organization and general well-being. Golden and WiensTuers’s (2006) study sheds some light on the fact that if overtime is mandatory it may be
more harmful compared to when it is non-mandatory. In our particular sample, overtime is
not paid and not mandatory, although specific role demands may make it feel compulsory.
Given the unexpected nature of our findings, we decided to run further analyses and
test for curvilinear relationships. We found that the relationships between number of extra
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hours worked and job and career satisfaction and control at work were inverted U-curves,
meaning that employees who worked up to 10 extra hours were more satisfied with their job
and career and felt they have more control over decision making at work, when compared to
those who either worked a higher number of extra-hours or did not work overtime at all. This
might be because workers who do not work overtime are in less challenging and powerful
positions in the HEI, while those who work extremely long hours are struggling to achieve
career success (e.g. early career academics and academics with specific high role demands
including teaching and administrative loads), or it might be that the benefits of working up to
10 extra hours outweigh the costs of doing less or working inefficiently or too much. We
additionally found a regular U-shaped curve describing the relationship between number of
extra hours worked and absence of stress at work. This helps explain the unexpected findings
on H2. In particular, we may say that there is an optimal level of extra-hours that can be used
to cope with stress and finish pending work, which is of about 5 hours or less. When
employees work for 6 to 20 hours, there is a steep decrease in the reported absence of stress
at work (thus they would feel significantly more stressed). This decrease becomes less
accentuated when employees report to work more than 20 extra hours, which relates to the
smaller difference between working from 10 to 20 hours and more than twenty hours: the
absence of stress levels tend to stabilize at a very low point for these individuals.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
Despite its relevant contributions, this paper has limitations which are acknowledged.
First, this study has a cross-sectional design, which makes it impossible to infer causal paths
and clearly attest whether our antecedents ‘cause’ our outcomes. However, our hypotheses
followed previous longitudinal empirical research (Frone, Russel & Cooper, 1997)
suggesting that our independent variables would indeed be likely to be antecedents of the
different elements within quality of working life. We would recommend testing these results
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longitudinally and analyzing different cross-lagged paths in order to verify the directionality
of our relationships.
A second limitation concerns the risk of common method variance due to using selfreported data. Questionnaires were the single source of data collection, and variables such as
the number of extra-hours worked were self-reported. However, we used widely validated
measures, which were built following Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) suggestions for questionnaire
design to reduce the risk of common method variance (e.g., changes in the response format,
anonymity, intermixing the items of different constructs on the questionnaire, instructing
participants that there are no right or wrong answers). Furthermore, also following Podsakoff
et al.’s (2003) suggestions, we used confirmatory factor analysis and compared several
competing models via chi-squared difference tests, which reassures us that the factorial
structure of the model is robust. Nevertheless, future research should account for the effect of
more objective variables that could influence the number of working hours of academics,
such as overall pay and the specific goals that need to be achieved (e.g. number of published
papers needed to achieve a permanent position). One could anticipate that a higher overall
pay could trigger the perceived need to work extra hours. The need to achieve publication
goals, especially for academics on probation (tenure track) could additionally lead them to
work overtime in order to achieve these goals and gain a permanent position.
The third limitation of our study refers to the fact that our data were only collected in
HEIs in the United Kingdom. Although previous evidence suggests that academics work over
time in different parts of the world (Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005; Court, 1996; Kinman et al.,
2006; Kinman & Wray, 2013) it could be the case that contextual elements such as
employment legislation could have influenced our results (the OECD, 2013, provided
evidence that employment legislation tends to be more protective in Continental Europe,
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when compared to UK, but the latter tends to be more protective than in the USA or in Asian
countries – OECD, 2013). Further research is needed to test our results in different contexts.
Implications for Research and Practice
The results of this study bring important contributions to both research on the quality
of working life of academics and non-academics in HEI, and practice in terms of policymaking in the Higher Education context. First, this study extends existing research by
comparing academics and non-academics in HEI, drawing upon an established set of factors
from an overarching measure of quality of working life. Second, we highlight the importance
of the role of overtime in exacerbating the relationship between being an academic (vs. a
non-academic) and quality of working life, and the moderating role of a perceived
organizational context that promotes work-life balance in this negative relationship. Third,
we found curvilinear relationships between number of extra-hours worked and JCS, CAW
and absence of SAW.
The relatively poor reported quality of working life of academics reinforces previous
findings (Tytherleigh et al., 2005; Winefield et al., 2003) and is of relevance to HEI policy
makers, given duty of care as regards the health and well-being of their staff. Furthermore,
our results demonstrate that a favorable context that promotes work-life balance will tend to
be associated with a higher commitment from an academic workforce, thereby potentially
reducing expenses such as those due to staff turnover. These findings indicate that
development of clear policies in relation to the promotion of maintaining work-life balance,
and active monitoring and facilitation of such, should be a key focus for Higher Education
Institutions. In particular, increasing control over working hours and helping academics
achieve recovery from work demands could be used by Higher Education Institutions as
interventions.
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Table 1. Sample characteristics
Non-academics

Academics

Gender:
Male
Female

606
1347

710
764

Age (Years):
Under 25
25-44
45-59
60 or over

107
1016
731
99

20
741
614
99

Tenure (Years):
Less than 1
1 to 2
3 to 5
6 to 10
11 to 20
more than 20

252
735
392
391
178
5

141
536
295
342
149
11

Number of extra-hours:
None
5 or less
6 to 10
11 to 20
More than 20

536
794
431
161
31

114
365
509
349
137

Time:
Full time
Part time
Part time hourly paid
No fixed hours

331
1540
80
2

182
1254
34
4

Contract type:
Temporary
Permanent

266
1687

470
1004
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Matrix
1. Gender (1 =
Male; 2 = Female)
2. Age
3. Tenure

Mean
1.62

SD
.49

1
1

2

3

2.47
2.82

.66
1.20

-.14***
-.14***

1
.48***

1

-.17***

.09***

.06***

1

-.19***

.15***

.17***

.39***

1

-.08***

.20***

.30***

-.22***

.04*

1

.07***

-.02

-.10***

-.16***

-.37***

-.06***

1

.07***
.12***
.04*
.15***
.10***

-.07***
-.05**
-.01
-.06**
-.08**

-.10***
-.11***
-.04*
-.15***
-.21***

-.14***
-.10***
-.10***
-.17***
-.27***

-.21***
-.14***
-.07***
-.19***
-.56***

-.03
-.03
-.02
-.05**
-.10***

.07***

.01

-.08***

-.07***

-.17***

-.02

4. Role
.43
.50
(Academic = 1;
Non-Academic =
0)
5. Additional
2.53
1.11
working hours
(per week)
6. Contract type
.79
.41
(Permanent = 1;
Temporary = 0)
7. Work-Life
3.55
.92
Balance
8. WCS
3.61
.82
9. JCS
3.34
.85
10. CAW
3.45
.96
11. ECO
3.44
.88
12. (Absence of)
3.11
.93
SAW
13. GWB
3.44
.83
Note: *=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001;

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

.59***
.54***
.47***
.52***
.605***

1
.69***
.61***
.71***
.48***

1
.75***
.69***
.42***

1
.60***
.34***

1
.44***

1

.65***

.64***

.65***

.56***

.56***

.49***
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Table 3. Hypothesized measurement model (HMM) fit, alternative measurement models’ fit and comparisons between models
2

df

Sig.

GFI

TLI

CFI

HMM

4319.35

392

p<.001

.93

.92

.94

.05

.04

AMM1

19912.06

464

p<.001

.64

.66

.68

.11

.12

AMM2

18764.69

463

p<.001

.66

.68

.70

.11

.09

AMM3

17587.20

449

p<.001

.67

.67

.72

.11

.08

AMM4

13527.11

434

p<.001

.73

.75

.78

.09

.07

RMSEA SRMR

2; df; Sig.

AMM1 – HMM
15592.71; 72; p<.001
AMM2 – HMM
14445.34; 71; p<.001
AMM3 – HMM
13267.85; 57; p<.001
AMM4 – HMM
9207.76; 42; p<.001

36

Running Head: OVERTIME AND QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE IN ACADEMICS
Table 4. Detailed description of the regression paths in the final hypothesized structural equation model
Outcome Latent Variables
WCS

JCS

CAW

ECO

(Absence
of) SAW

GWB

-.04*

-.02

-.07***

-.11***

-.07***

.04*

Additional working hours (per week)

.10***

.17***

.23***

.13***

-.05***

.05***

Work-Life Balance

.74***

.67***

.61***

.62***

.55***

.79***

Role*Additional working hours

-.01

-.04*

-.08***

-.01

.07***

.02

Role*Work-Life Balance

.03*

-.00

.02

.04*

.01

.03

.03*

.10***

.02

.10***

-.03*

.05***

-.06***

-.03

-.02

-.00

.05**

.01

-.02

-.06**

-.00

-.08***

-.12***

-.04*

.02

.03

.01

.01

-.05***

.05**

Main Variables:
Role (Academic = 1; Non-Academic = 0)

Control Variables:
Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female)
Age
Tenure
Contract type (Permanent = 1; Temporary
= 0)

Note: *=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001; WCS = Working Conditions; JCS = Job and Career Satisfaction; CAW = Control at Work; ECO =
Employee Commitment to the Organization; (Absence of) SAW = Absence of Stress at Work; GWB = General Well-Being
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