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The objective of this paper is to define the quality of
life (OOL) and the quality of working life (QOWL)
conceptions and their components, to establish the quality
of life evaluation and to report the results of the
employee’s quality of working life research.

Quality of life is influenced by an individual’s physical
and mental health, the degree of independency, the social
relationship with the environment and other factors.
Quality of life could be defined as an individual’s
satisfaction with his or her life dimensions comparing with
his or her ideal life. Evaluation of the quality of life
depends on one’s value system.

The quality of working life could be defined as work
place’s  strategies, processes and  environment’s
combination, which stimulates employee’s job satisfaction.
It also depends on work conditions and organization’s
efficiency.

The quality of life model includes seven factors and
indicators to represent these factors. This model was used
in the study. The objective of the study was to evaluate the
quality of life and the quality of working life value of the
particular organization’s employees.

26 men and 15 women working in the middle-sized
industrial organization were surveyed. They were asked to
evaluate seven domains of QOL and QOWL: physical
state, material state, emotional state, social relationship,
education and self-improvement, self-expression and
leisure, safety and environment.

The study enabled to find out that the employees are
more satisfied with quality of life (3,47 points) than quality
of working life (3,45 points). The respondents are least
satisfied with their material state. Quality of life directly
correlates with quality of working life (r = 0,76).
Employees quality of working life value and seven their
factors have a moderately correlation (r = 0,55-0,66).
While quality of life highly correlate with physical state (r
= 0,84), material state (r = 0,71). Social — demographic
elements have less influence on quality of life and quality
of working life estimation.

The research findings show that studied organization
has possibilities to increase their employee’s quality of life
and loyalty by improving working conditions and
environment. High value of the quality of working life
directly influences the higher quality of life.

Keywords: quality of working life, quality of life,
satisfaction, spillover theory, evaluation, model.
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Introduction

The quality of life is an area of study that has attracted
an ever increasing amount of interest. Quality of life
conceptual models and instruments for research, evaluation
and assessment have been developed since the middle of
last century (McCall, 2005; Ruzeviéius, 2006). However,
Greek philosophers were searching for meaning of life
which could help people look for a higher existential level
of their life. In the past century quality of life was
determined as material welfare or wealth. Later, the
perception’s changes of the meaning of life and values
influenced the quality of life conception and all factors
changes (Ferrer, 2002; Juozulynas, 2004). Evaluation of
the quality of life must encompass all elements. The
quality of working life is the important component of the
quality of life. This aspect of quality of life has not been
analysed in the scientific literature ever. The quality of
working life includes such work areas like workers health
and well-being, guarantee of employment, career planning,
competence development, life and work balance and other.
The results of evaluation of quality of working life factors
could be possibility for social programs establishment,
implementation and development in organizations, in
national or international level (Van de Looij, Benders,
1995, Ruzevicius, 2006c¢).

The problem of the study is to adjust the quality of
working life evaluation method improving organization’s
activities results.

The object of the study is the middle-sized industrial
organization’s the quality of life and the quality of working
life.

The objective of the study is to evaluate employee’s
quality of working life using survey’s results.

Methodology. This article is worked out by using the
analysis of scientific and methodical literature and the
methodology of social research. The research data was
analysed using descriptive and statistical methods. The
data analyse was performed using standard questionnaire
data treatment software: Microsoft Excel 2000 and SPSS
(SPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation) packets.

The quality of life factors and indicators

The main problem is that there is no universal quality
of life determination. The World Health Organisation
(WHO) determination of the quality of life is used in
general. The quality of life is defined as an individual
purpose-aligned cultural and values system by which a
person lives, relative to their aims, hopes, living standards



and interests (FurmonaviCius, 2001). Quality of life is
influenced by individual’s physical and mental health, the
degree of independency, the social relationship with the
environment and other factors (Ruzevic¢ius, 2006a-2006c¢;
Shin, 1979) (fig. 1and 2).

Quality of life could be defined as an individual’s
satisfaction with his or her life dimensions comparing with
his or her ideal life. Evaluation of the quality of life
depends on individual’s value system and on the cultural
environment where he lives (Gilgeous, 1998).

Suber P. (1996) proposes that quality of life also
depends on the external factors. Good living conditions or

1. Material status (commodities,
services, home, economic quality,
work and recreation conditions, average
income, purchasing power, etc.)

2. Environmental quality (degree of
exploitation of natural resources,
sustainable development, quality of water,
weather, soil etc.)

3. Quality of health in the population
(community health)

4. Quality of education
5. Moral psychological climate (within
the family, an organisation, the
community, the nation)

6. Personal security (body, legal, social)
7. Self-expression possibilities

Figure 1. Factors which make up quality of life

QOL domains QoL
components
Physnlcal state . Health-related
(health, working load, stamina, QOL
nourishment )
Material state .
(welfare, living conditions) Material QOL
Mental QOL

Psychological state
(emotions, attitudes, values, self-
esteem, job satisfaction, stress)

Quality of
working life

|:> Family QOL

Quality of
social life

Education and self-
improvement
(learning, education, skills and
knowledge appliance)
Social relationships
(relationships with people, family,
society, support)
Self-expression and leisure

(recreation, hobby, creation, Leisure QOL
entertainments)
Safety and environment .
. . Environment-
(physical security, work .
. h o\ related quality
environment, economical, political, of life

juridical environment)

Figure 2. The quality of life model (Source: Chung, 1997,
Cummins, 2005; Olfert, 2005; Sirgy, 2001; Shin, 1979;
Ruzevicius, 2006a-2006c¢.)

circumstances will determine high quality of life, but if
these conditions are vary, the individual’s satisfaction of
the quality of life will vary too. Quality of life is
influenced by many various factors and conditions like:
accommodation, employment, income, material welfare,
moral attitudes, personal and familial life, social support,
stress and crisis, health-related quality of life, health
service, working conditions, nourishment, education
opportunities, relationships with environment, ecological
factors and other (fig. 1 and 2) (Juozulynas, Cemerych,
2005; Rugiené, 2005).
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The quality of working life concept and

evaluation rates

The quality of working life could be defined as work
place’s  strategies, processes and  environment’s
combination, which stimulates employee’s job satisfaction.
It also depends on work conditions and organization’s
efficiency (Considine, Callus, 2002). Individual’s quality
of working life directly influences the quality of life value.
Generally, quality of life is also determined as employee’s
and his or her work environment’s relationship quality
(Schoepke, 2003). All quality of life components are
interdependent and influence individual’s satisfaction with
quality of life.

The quality of working life concept encompass
following factors: job satisfaction, involvement in work
performance, motivation, efficiency, productivity, health,
safety and welfare at work, stress, work load, burn-out etc.
these mentioned factors could be defined as physical and
psychological results of the work which affect employee
(Arts, Kerksta, 2001). Other authors suggest to involve in
this concept more work factors: fair compensation, safe
and hygienic working and psychological conditions,
knowledge and skills appliance opportunities, social
integration and relationship, life and work balance, work
planning and organization (Van de Looij, Benders, 1995).
Some quality of working life factors are the same as in
quality of life, only they are related with employee’s
working environment and job.

The quality of working life domains and factors are:

1. Consideration of work (material and immaterial);

2. Emocional state (appreciation, esteem, stress,
self-motivation, job satisfaction, safety for job);

3. Learning and improvement (career opportunities,
acquirement of new knowledge’s and skills);

4. Social relationship in the organisation
(maintenance of colleagues and supervisor,
delegation, communication, command, division of
work);

5. Self-realization (career opportunities,
involvement in decisions making, self-sufficiency
in one’s workplace);

6. Physical state (stress, fatigue, burn-out, work
load);

7. Safety and work environment (Gilgeous, 1998;
Juniper, 2002; Arts, 2001; Schoepke, 2003;
Ruzevicius, 2006a).

Quality of life and quality of working life

research

Quality of life must be measured by subjective and
objective criteria. Objective criteria could be measured,
counted, supervised. While subjective quality of life
criteria exist in the individual’s conscious, the researchers
are able to identify them from the individual’s answers.
Comprehensive research must involve both criteria
(Juniper, 2002). This principle is also obtained in the other
mentioned domains of quality of life researches. In the
quality of working life studies must be evaluated objective
factors (working conditions and environment) and
subjective factors (satisfaction with quality of working life
factors) which concernment depends on the individual.

Work and working environment directly influence
employee’s quality of working life. High quality of
working life level induces employee’s loyalty to the
organisation and decision to work in it (Quality..., 2003).

Quality of working life has not one research
methodology and model, even one determination which
cause problems in quality of working life evaluation.
Quality of life and quality of working life are measured
according subjective and objective criteria. The study must
give following answers: how are important particular
factors of quality of life for an individual and how is
individual satisfied with these factors. Dissatisfaction in
one domain of quality of life may not influence
individual’s quality of life in general, if only this domain is
less significant that over life domains. Contrarily,
significant and worse evaluated quality of life factor work
against general quality of life level. In the scientific
literature quality of life is analysis applying the spillover
theory. Spillover theory states that satisfaction in one
quality of life domain may influence satisfaction’s level in
another. Quality of life domains set hierarchical in person’s
conscious. The general quality of life is at the top and all
domains of quality of life are situated subject to individual
(Sirgy, Efraty, 2001). Greater satisfaction in one domain
increases satisfaction level in the domain above (the
spillover moves from bottom to top). For example, high
quality of working life increases general quality of life.
However, dissatisfaction in one quality of life domain may
have no influence on other domains. If person is
dissatisfied with his work he will compensate it with larger
attention to the family and social relationship
(Furmonavicius, 2001).

The authors suggest to measure quality of life using
following formula:

QOL = a*Sph +b*Sm + c*Se +d*Ss +e*Si + f*SI
+ g*Sse (1).

QOL - quality of life value, Sph - physical state value, Sm —

material state value, Se - emotional state value, Ss - social relationship

value, Si - self-improvement value, Sl - self-expression and leisure
value, Sse — safety and environment value, a-g — quality of life domains

weight coefficients (sum total is 1). (Shin, 1979; Sirgy, Efraty,
2001; Scoring..., 2001).

Quality of working life value is calculated similarly.

Study questionnaire was designed according to
mentioned above seven factors. The first section of
questionnaire able to find out the most important
respondents life domains (physical state, material state,
emotional state, social relationship, education and self-
improvement, self-expression and leisure, safety and
environment). The weight coefficients were given to these
domains according to the responses. Quality of life value
was derived through a simple means of the seven life
domains values. Total score of quality of working life was
obtained in the same way. The questionnaire consists of 19
items about quality of life and 21 items about quality of
working life. The 5-point Likert response format was used,
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).
Total scores reflect higher degrees of quality of life and
quality of working life. In the second section of
questionnaire were used demographic-social questions to
collect the information about respondents’ characteristics,
including: age, gender, education, income.



The study able to approve the designed research
method and to evaluate organisation’s employees’ quality
of life and quality of working life. After the responses
analyse, the quality of life and quality of working life
domains weight coefficients were determined:

QOL =0,3*Sph + 0,2*Se +0,18*Sm + 0,12*Si + 0,1*Ss
+0,05*S1 + 0,05*Sse (2).

Quality of life domains have the same weight
coefficients.

The data analysis was performed using descriptive and
statistics methods and statistical analysis software:
Microsoft Excel 2000 and SPSS (SPSS 15.0 for Windows
Evaluation) packets.

The results showed that the surveyed employees most
satisfied with their social relationship (average evaluation
is 4,02 points) and education and self-improvement (3,79
points) of seven quality of life domains. The higher
evaluation of quality of working life domains accrued also
to education and self-improvement domain (3,57 points)
and to self-expression and leisure domain (3,54 points).
Respondents were dissatisfied with their material state
(2,44 and 2,8 points) (fig. 3) especially with their material
income, compensation of work and living conditions.
These findings might be attributed to the facts that most
employees have high education, but they earn an average
payment The employees expectations of fair compensation
did not match with real situation.

Many respondents pointed out that they are discontent
with career opportunities and work related stress. Male’s
quality of life was higher quality of working life (QOL is
3,2 points; QOWL — 3,23 points) than female’s (QOL —
3,15 points; QOWL — 3,23 points). Exhaustive study will
point out the reasons of these evaluations.
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Figure 3. Evaluation of quality of life and quality of
working life domains.

The strength of relationship between quality of life and
quality of working life, their domains and demographic-
social characteristics were analysed. A strength correlation
was found between quality of life and quality of working
life (r = 0,76). However, employees demographic - social
characteristics weakly correlated with both quality of life
and quality of working life (r vary from —0,79 to 0,39).
Very positive correlation was found between quality of life
and it’s domains: physical state (r = 0,84) and material
state (r = 0,71). Weakest correlation was found between
quality of life and education and self-improvement domain
(r=0,48), also safety and environment domain (r = 0,48)
(table 1).

Relationships between QOL and QOWL Table 1

and their domains

Physi | Mat. | Emot | Soc. | Educ | Leisu | Safe-
c.stat | state | state | relat. | ation -re ty
Q | Pearson
O | correlat. 0,84 0,71 0,67 0,51 0,48 0,67 0,48
L | coeffic.
p-value 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Covaria. | 41 0,33 0,25 0,17 0,20 0,30 0,24
Q | Pearson
O | correlat. 0,64 0,66 0,55 0,60 0,65 0,66 0,65
W | coeffic
L | p-value 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Covaria. | 024 0,28 0,20 0,20 0,22 0,23 0,30

Source: Research questionnaires.

Results showed that quality of working life moderately
correlated with material state (r = 0,66) and education and
self-improvement domain (r = 0,66). The remaining
domains were also moderately related.

The regression analysis was used to predict the value
of quality of life based on quality of working life value.
The dependent variable (quality of life) was significantly
associated with quality of working life (R = 0,758; R? =
0,574; R? adj = 0,563 ). Linear equation was found:

QOL =0,74 + 0,85 * QOWL (3).

The analysis results showed that the design model is
suitable for forecast even if independent variable (quality
of working life) was explained 57,4 % of the quality of life
variance. Other 42,6 % of the quality of life variance was
determined by unknown factors.

The research findings showed that studied organization
has possibilities to increase their employee’s satisfaction of
quality of life and loyalty by improving working
conditions and environment. High quality of working life
evaluation can influence higher quality of line in general.

Conclusion

The integrated evaluation of quality of life must
include all domains and components, also quality of
working life. The quality of life concept is related to
various working life factors like: job satisfaction,
involvement in work performance, motivation, efficiency,
productivity, health, safety and welfare at work, stress,
work load, burn-out etc.

The research results pointed out that employees are
more satisfied with their general quality of life than quality
of working life. Consequently, organisation’s leadership is
required to improve working conditions and environment.
Thus, investing in personnel management programs can be
mutual benefit to the individual and to the organisation.
That may also influence individual’s quality of life
positively.

The findings suggest that designed research method is
suitable for quality of working life and quality of life
evaluation. Consequently, albeit the fact that the data used
for this study originates from a single source, it cannot be
invoked in future studies because of this study
meteorological limitation.
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Juozas RuZevicius, Dalia Akranaviciaté
Gyvenimo darbe kokybé ir jos vertinimas

Santrauka

Gyvenimo kokybés (GK) matavimo ir vertinimo sisteminiai tyrimai
pradéti palyginti neseniai — praéjusio Simtmecio viduryje. Taciau dar
senovés graiky filosofai ieskojo gyvenimo gairiy ir prasmeés, kurios
padéty zmonéms pasiekti auksStesnj egzistencijos lygj. Pragjusio amziaus
pradzioje gyvenimo kokybé buvo suvokiama daugiausia kaip materialiné
gerové ar pinigai. Véliau, keiCiantis gyvenimo prasmés suvokimo ir
vertybiy turiniui, keitési ir gyvenimo kokybés samprata bei jos
sudedamosios dalys. Gyvenimo kokybés kompleksinis vertinimas turéty
apimti visus jo komponentus, jy tarpe ir gyvenimo darbe kokybe (angl.
Quality of working life). Sis gyvenimo kokybés aspektas dar nebuvo
sistemigkai nagrinétas miisy $alies mokslinéje literatiiroje. Sio kokybés
aspekto svarba patvirtina ir tai, kad gyvenimo kokybés teoriniy ir
taikomyjy klausimy nagrinejimui ir gyvenimo darbe kokybés (GDK)
gerinimui yra parengtos ir jgyvendinamos kelios Europos Sajungos
finansuojamos programos. Gyvenimo darbe kokybé (GDK) apima tokias
sritis kaip darbuotojo sveikata ir gerové, uzimtumo garantijos ir profesijos
planavimas, kompetencijos ugdymas, darbo salygos, pusiausvyra tarp
gyvenimo darbe ir gyvenimo po darbo ir kt. Siy kokybés aspekty
vertinimas  suteikia  galimybes socialiniy programy  kiirimui,
igyvendinimui ir jy tobulinimui organizaciniu, nacionaliniu ir tarptautiniu
lygiu.

Straipsnio tikslas — iSanalizuoti gyvenimo kokybés ir gyvenimo darbe
kokybés samprata, jy sudedamasias dalis ir sritis, atskleisti jos vertinimo
ypatumus, parengti GK model;j ir pateikti konkrecios jmonés darbuotojy
gyvenimo darbe kokybés tyrimo rezultatus. Metodologija. Straipsnis
parengtas remiantis mokslinés ir metodinés literatiiros bei organizacijy
veiklos logine analize, ekspertinio vertinimo ir sociologiniy tyrimy
metodologija. Tyrimo duomenims apibendrinti ir analizuoti buvo naudoti
apraSomosios bei statistinés analizés metodai, naudojant programinius
Microsoft Excel 2000 ir SPSS (SPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation)
paketus. Néra visuotinai pripazinto gyvenimo kokybés apibrézimo.
Literattiroje placiai remiamasi Pasaulio sveikatos organizacijos teikiamu
gyvenimo kokybés apibrézimu — tai individualus kiekvieno zmogaus
materialinés, fizinés, psichologinés ir socialinés gyvenimo gerovés
suvokimas ir jos vertinimas kultiiros vertybiy sistemos kontekste, siejant
tai su asmens tikslais, viltimis, standartais ir interesais. Gyvenimo
kokybei jtakos turi asmens fizin¢, dvasiné bei sveikatos bukle,
nepriklausomumo lygis, socialinis rySys su aplinka ir kiti veiksniai
Papras¢iau gyvenimo kokybe galima apibtdinti kaip Zmogaus
pasitenkinimg esamo gyvenimo rodikliais, lyginant su jo siekiamu ar
idealiu gyvenimo lygiu. GK vertinimas priklauso ir nuo Zzmogaus vertybiy
sistemos ir kulttrinés aplinkos, kuriai jis priklauso. Gyvenimo kokybés
koncepcija teigia, kad ji priklauso nuo iSoriniy aplinkybiy. Gyvenimo
aplinkybés ar salygos gali lemti auksta gyvenimo verte, ta¢iau nors kiek
pakitus aplinkybéms, keiciasi ir asmens gyvenimo kokybés suvokimas ir
vertinimas. Gyvenimo kokybe (GK) lemia daugybé veiksniy ir
aplinkybiy: bastas, uzimtumas, pajamos ir materialinis gerbvis,
moralinés nuostatos, asmeninis ir S$eimyninis gyvenimas, socialiné
parama, stresas ir krizés darbe, asmeniniame gyvenime ir socialingje
aplinkoje, sveikatos kokybé, sveikatos priezitros galimybés, darbo
salygos, mityba, i$silavinimo galimybés, santykiai su aplinka, ekologiniai
veiksniai ir kita.

Gyvenimo darbe kokybe galima apibrézti kaip darbo vietos
strategijos, procesy, darbo fizinés ir psichologinés aplinkos, darbuotojy
motyvavimo ir ugdymo sistema, kuri skatina ir palaiko darbuotojy



pasitenkinima, nuolat gerinant darbo salygas ir organizacijos
veiksminguma. GDK koncepcija taip pat apima darbuotojy pasitenkinima
darbu, mokymo ir karjeros galimybes, jtraukima j atliekamas uzduotis,
produktyvuma, sveikata, darbo sauga, mikroklimata, teisinga
kompensavima uz darbg, tobuléjimo galimybes, gebéjimy panaudojimo
veiksmingumg, socialing integracija ir rySius, darbo ir asmeninio
gyvenimo suderinamuma, darbo organizavimg ir intensyvumag ir kt.
Individo pasitenkinimo gyvenimo darbe kokybés lygis lemia
pasitenkinima gyvenimu apskritai. GDK - tai i§ esmés darbuotojo
santykiy su darbo aplinka kokybé. Gyvenimo kokybé vertinama tiek
objektyviais, tiek ir subjektyviais rodikliais. Objektyviis rodikliai
egzistuoja visuomengéje ir jie gali biiti stebimi bei matuojamas jy kiekis ar
pasikartojimo daznumas. Tuo tarpu subjektyviis bruozai egzistuoja
individo samonéje ir jie identifikuojami tik i§ individo atsakymy
ripimomis temomis. ISsamus gyvenimo kokybés tyrimas turi apimti
abiejy rasiy rodiklius. Sis vertinimo principas galioja ir kity gyvenimo
kokybés sudedamuyjy daliy vertinime: tiriant gyvenimo darbe kokybe turi
buti vertinami darbo salygy ir aplinkos objektyviis veiksniai ir
subjektyvis, kiekvienam darbuotojui svarbiis veiksniai (pasitenkinimas
gyvenimo darbe kokybés sritimis).Darbuotojo pasitenkinimo gyvenimo
darbe kokybe lygj lemia jvairGis darbo ir darbo aplinkos veiksniai. Savo
ruoztu darbuotojo pasiteikimas gyvenimo darbe kokybe jtakoja jo
atsidavima organizacijai ir apsisprendima joje dirbti.

Gyvenimo kokybé dazniausiai vertinama laikantis pertekliaus
teorijos, kuri teigia, kad Zmogaus pasitenkinimas vienoje gyvenimo
kokybés srityje itakoja pasitenkinimo lygji kitose srityse. Asmens
samonéje gyvenimo sritys i§sidéste tam tikra hierarchija: auks$ciausiai yra
bendrai suvokiama visa gyvenimo kokybé, po to individualiai i$sidésto
kitos gyvenimo kokybés sudedamosios dalys (Seima, darbas, sveikata,
laisvalaikis ir pan. Didesnis pasitenkinimas vienoje gyvenimo srityje
didina pasitenkinimo lygj pagal svarbuma auksCiau esancioje srityje,
pavyzdziui, auksta gyvenimo darbe kokybé didina pasitenkinima viso
gyvenimo kokybe (perteklius kyla i§ apacios j virSy). Taciau jauciamas
nepasitenkinimas viena gyvenimo sritimi gali beveik nejtakoti kity sriciy
pasitenkinimo lygio arba didinti pasitenkinimo lygj vienoje srityje. | visa
tai buvo atsizvelgta rengiant GK modelj. Sis modelis arjungia septynias
gyvenimo sritis ir jy sudedamasias dalis, jskaitant ir GDK. Remiantis $iuo
modeliu, buvo parengta metodika ir atliktas tyrimas, kuriuo siekta
nustatyti konkrecios organizacijos darbuotojy pasitenkinimg gyvenimo ir
gyvenimo darbe kokybe.

Tyrimui buvo atrinkta vidutinio dydzio gamybiné organizacija. Jos
darbuotojai, atsakydami j anketos ir struktlirizuoty interviu klausimus
vertino tokias jy gyvenimo kokybés ir GDK sritis: fizing, materialing,
emocing bikles, socialinius santykius, asmenybés tobuléjimo, mokymosi
karjeros, saviraiskos ir poilsio galimybes, darbo aplinka, intensyvuma ir
sauga. Bendras pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe (PGK) rodiklis
apskaiciuotas pagal formule:

PGK = a*Sf +b*Sm + c*Se +d*Ss +e*St +*Sp +g*Sa (1).

Cia: PGK — pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe rodiklis, S - fizin¢ baklées
vertinimas, Sm — materialiné buklés vertinimas, Se - emociné buklés
vertinimas, Ss - socialiy santykiy vertinimas, St - asmenybés
tobuléjimo ir mokymosi vertinimas, Sp - savirai§kos ir poilsio
vertinimas, Sa — saugumo ir aplinkos vertinimas, a-g — gyvenimo
kokybés sri¢iy svarumo koeficientai.

Pagal §iuos gyvenimo kokybés vertinimo rodiklius buvo sudaryta
§io tyrimo anketa. Pirmoji klausimyno dalis buvo skirta identifikuoti
svarbiausias respondenty gyvenimo kokybés sritis (fiziné, emociné ir
materialiné bukle, socialiniai santykiai, asmenybés tobuléjimas ir
mokymasis, savirai$ka ir poilsis, saugumas ir aplinka ir kt.). Siekiant
aprobuoti sukurtg tyrimo metodika ir nustatyti GK ir GDK sudedamuyjy
daliy svarumo koeficientus, pradzioje buvo atliktas preliminarus
organizacijos tyrimas. Remiantis atsakymais | pirmaja klausimyno dalj,
kiekvienai gyvenimo sri¢iai buvo suteiktas tam tikras svarumo
koeficientas, o bendras pasitenkinimo rodiklis skaiCiuotas kaip visy
gyvenimo darbe kokybés rodikliy vertinimy vidurkis. Pagrinding anketos
dalj sudaré 19 strukturizuoty klausimy, susijusiy su gyvenimo kokybe, ir
21 teiginys — su gyvenimo darbe darbe. Pateikti teiginiai vertinti
penkiabaléje Likerto skaléje. Demografiniy — socialiniy anketos duomeny
dalis sudaryta siekiant i$siaiskinti netiesioging informacijos apie asmenj:
lytj, amziy, pajamas bei issilavinima. Preliminaraus tyrimo rezultatai ir
eksperty vertimai leido nustatyti GK sudedamyjy daliy svarumo
koeficientus ir detalizuoti pagrindinio organizacijos tyrimo plang ir
metodika. Taigi, bendras pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe (PGK) rodiklis
apskaiciuotas pagal tokia formule:

PGK = 0,3*Sf + 0,2*Se + 0,18*Sm + 0,12*St + 0,1*Ss + 0,05*Sp + 0,05*Sa
@

Panasiai skaiCiuotas ir bendras pasitenkinimo GDK rodiklis.

Nustatyta, kad tirtos organizacijos darbuotojai yra daugiau
patenkinti savo gyvenimo kokybe (3,47 balo), negu gyvenimo darbe
kokybe (3,45 balo). Maziausias pasitenkinimas jauCiamas materialine
bukle. Pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe lygis tiesiogiai priklauso nuo
pasitenkinimo gyvenimo darbe kokybe (r = 0,76). Darbuotojy bendras
gyvenimo darbe kokybés vertinimo lygis vidutinio stiprumo
priklausomybe susijes su visomis septyniomis tirtomis GK sritimis (r =
0,55-0,66). Tuo tarpu pasitenkinimas gyvenimo kokybe stipriai priklauso
nuo pasitenkinimo fizine (r = 0,84) ir materialine (r = 0,71) sritimis.
Tyrime dalyvave vyrai tiek gyvenimo darbe kokybe, tiek ir GK vertina
palankiau, negu moterys (GDK moterys jvertino 3,21 balo, vyrai — 3,23;
GK moterys jvertino 3,20 balo, vyrai — 3,15 balo). Sio statistikai
reik§mingy vertinimo skirtumy priezas¢iy identifikavimui yra reikalingi
papildomi tyrimai. Kiti socialiniai — demografiniai veiksniai beveik
nejtakoja darbuotojy gyvenimo kokybés ir gyvenimo darbe kokybés
vertinimy.

Tyrimas atskleidé tirtos organizacijos tobulintinas sritis ir
problemas, kurias i$sprendus bty galima Zenkliai padidinti jos
darbuotojy pasitenkinima gyvenimo darbe kokybe ir tuo paciu skatinti
darbuotojy lojaluma. Aukstai vertindamas GDK, Zzmogus tuo paciu jaucia
ir didesnj pasitenkinimag savo bendraja gyvenimo kokybg. Tyrimas
parodé, kad parengta tyrimo metodika yra tinkama vertinti tiek gyvenimo
kokybg visumoje, tiek ir gyvenimo darbe kokybe.

Raktazodziai:  gyvenimo darbe kokybé, gyvenimo
pasitenkinimas, pertekliaus teorija, vertinimas, modelis.

kokybé,
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KauecTBo ku3HH1 Ha padoTe U ee OLIEHKA

Pesrome

CHCTeMHBIC UCCIIEI0BAHMS, HAIIPABICHHbIE HA U3MEPEHUE U OLICHKY
kauectBa xu3HH (KOK) Hauamich CpaBHUTENBHO HE JIAaBHO — B CEpelHE
MpOLIIOro BeKa. B Hawane mpoInioro BeKka OCHOBHBIMH IOKa3aTeNsIMU
KK Obum marepuanbHoe OnarococtostHue W jeHbru. Co BpeMeHeM
MCHSIOCH IOHATHE CMbICIA JKM3HM M €€ LEHHOCTH, TeM CaMbIM
u3MeHwIoch  cozepkanue moHsatHs KK, Bospocno  umcno  ee
COCTABIIIIOIINX KOMIOHCHTOB. B HBIHEIIHMX YCJIOBHSAX KOMIUIEKCHAs
OIEHKA  KaueCcTBa >KM3HHM MO/DKHA OXBAThIBATH BCE €€ COCTABHBIC,
BKJIFOUAs KAYE€CTBO JKU3HU Ha pabote (aHri. quality of working life). Llenv
JIAHHOH PabOThI — PACKPBITH CYIIHOCTh M COJAEPKAHUE KaueCTBA XKU3HU U
KayectBa xu3HU Ha padore (KXKP), u3yunts 1 00001HUTE OCOOEHHOCTH
WX OLICHKU U IPEACTaBUTH pe3yabTarsl HccnenoBanus KXKP paGorankoB
KOHKPETHOTO Npeanpustus. Memodonoauss — CTaThsi NMOArOTOBICHA Ha

OCHOBE 0000LIEHHs HAay4yHOW M METOJOJIOTHYECKOH JIUTEpaTyphl,
pe3yibTaTax W3ydeHHs IIPAKTHKH JIEATeNbHOCTH OpraHu3aluil U
CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOTO  OIpoca  PyKOBOAuTeNed u  pabOTHHUKOB

KOHKPETHOT'O MPEAIPHATHS.

B paboTe npencraBieHBl ONpENENeHUS] M PACKPHITa CYIIHOCTDH
nonsatuid KXK u KXXP. Ilo MHeHHMIO aBTOPOB, OCHOBHBIMH COCTaBHBIMHU
KX sBmsrorcs wmarepmanbHas cpema, 0e30macHOCTh  ((usuueckas,
IOpHUANYEcKas, COLHAlbHAs) KOHKPETHOTO 4YeloBeKa M OOIIecTBa B
LIeJIOM, KaueCTBO OKPYXKAaIOIeH Cpelbl, Ka4eCTBO 3[0POBbs HACENICHHS,
Ka4ecTBO 00pa30BaHUsS, BO3MOXKHOCTH CaMOBBIPQKEHUS H MOpPAJIbHO-
TICHXOJIOTHYECKHI KIMMaT (B 00IecTBe, B TOCyJapcTBe, B OpraHNu3aliu U
B ceMbe). KauecTBo jxu3HM Ha paboTe MOXKHO ONPENENUTh KaK CUCTEMY
cTpaTteruu oOycTpoicTBa paboyero Mecra, HPOLECCOB, OKPYXKarOIIEH
cpensl M MUKPOKIMMAaTa Ha MPENUPUSATHH, KOTOpOe IOOWIpsieT U
MOAJEPKUBAET  yHNOBICTBOPEHHOCTh pPaOOTAIOIIMX U  BIMAET HA
yIydIIeHHe YCIoBuit Tpyna u 3pdeKTHBHOCTH opranmu3aimu. KoHuernms
KXKP cBsizana Takxke C MOTHMBAIUel, NPOJYKTUBHOCTBIO, 3/I0POBBEM,
0e30MacHOCThIO,  CIIPABEUIMBBIM  BO3HArpakJeHUEM 3a  padory,
BO3MOXKHOCTSIMH YYUTBCS M COBEPLIEHCTBOBATbCS, IIPOJBHUIAThCS IO
CITy)keOHOI JiecTHHUIE, (DM3NYECKOH M ICHUXOJIOTUYECKOH YCTaJIoCThIO,
CTPEccOM, COLHAIbHONW HMHTErpalyell, BO3MOXKHOCTSIMH COIIACOBBIBATH
JIMYHYIO U CIIY’KE€OHYIO JKH3Hb U 1p.

IIpencrasieHa Mozenb KayecTBa JKH3HY, BKIIOYAIONIas B ceOsl ceMb
obmacreii u Bocemb coctaBHbiXx KOK. Ha ocHoBe maHHOW Mozjenu
paspaborana wmeroaumka wusydeHus KK u KXKP s paborHukoB
KOHKPETHOT'O TIPEAIPHSTHSI.

HccnenoBanus  mokaszand, 49ro  pabOTHHKM — HCCIEOBaHHOM
opraHusanu OOJIbIIe BCEro yAoBIETBOpeHbl Takumu obnactamu KOKP,
KaKk  COLHMAJIbHBIC OTHOIICHWS, IIOBBIIIEHHE INPO(ECcCHOHAIBHBIX
criocoOHocTelt u o0yuenne. Hanbonee nuskue ouneHku kak B KK, tak B
KOKP nonyuwmna oGnactb, BSI3aHUSI ¢ MaTE€pUANIbHBIM OJIArOCOCTOSIHUEM.
PecrioHneHTEI He JIOBOJIBHEI CBOMMH (DMHAHCOBBIMH PECYpCaMH,



3apa0OTHOM IIATOM M YCJIOBHSMH XXHU3HH. B Mecte ¢ TeM, pabOTHUKH
JAHHOTO MPEINPHATHS HU3KO OLICHHBAIOT BO3MOXXHOCTH Kapbepbl, HE
JIOBOJILHBI BBICOKOM YpOBHEM cTpecca Ha pabore. PecroHmeHTHI
MY)KYHHBI, IT0 CPABHEHHIO C JKCHIMHAMH, OoOJiee BEICOKO OLICHHBAIOT KaK
KK, Tak u KXKP. [lns ycraHOBieHMS! IITyOMHHBIX NPUYMH OTMEYEHHBIX
Ppa3Inuuii HeOOXOAUMEI IOTIOJTHUTEIILHEIE HCCIIEIOBAHHS.

VYCTaHOBIICHO, YTO Ha HCCIECIOBAHHOM IPEANPHATHH HMEIOTCS
TpeOyolMe  COBEpIICHCTBOBAHUS OOJIACTM U INPOOJIEMbI, DPEIICHUS
KOTOPBIX MOKET 3HAYHTENHHO MOBJIMATH Ha YIOBJICTBOPEHUSI KaueCTBOM
JKM3HH Ha paboTe W TeM CaMbIM HOBIMATH Ha JIOSIIBHOCTH COTPYAHHKOB.
Boicoko ouenuBas KOKP, yenoBek TeM cambIM 4yBCTBYeT M Ooiee
BBEICOKYIO YJOBJICTBOPEHHOCTh OOIIMM KadecTBOM u3HHU. [IpoBeneHHOE
HCCIIEI0BaHNE TIOATBEPIIIIO IPUTOAHOCT Pa3pabOTaHHONH METOAUKH KaK
JUIsL OLICHKH KaueCTBA JKM3HU BOOOIIE, TAK U Ka4eCTBa XKU3HH Ha paboTe.
KiroueBble CllOBa: KayecTBO JKM3HHM, KAyecTBO >KM3HHU Ha paboTe,
MOJIelTb, OIIEHKA.

Juozas RuZevi¢ius, Dalia Akranaviciaté
Working life quality and its measurement

Summary

The aim of the paper is to define the quality of working life
(QOWL) conception and their components, to establish the quality of life
(QOL) evaluation and to report the results of the employee’s quality of
working life research. This article is worked out by using the analysis of
scientific and methodical literature and the methodology of social
research. The data analyse was performed using statistical analysis
software: Microsoft Excel 2000 and SPSS (SPSS 15.0 for Windows
Evaluation) packets.

Quality of life is influenced by an individual’s physical and mental
health, the degree of independency, the social relationship with the
environment and other factors. Quality of life could be defined as an
individual’s satisfaction with his or her life dimensions comparing with
his or her ideal life. The evaluation of the quality of life depends on one’s
value system.

The quality of working life could be defined as work place’s
strategies, processes and environment’s combination, which stimulates
employee’s job satisfaction. It also depends on work conditions and
organization’s efficiency. The quality of working life concept encompass
following factors: job satisfaction, involvement in work performance,
motivation, efficiency, productivity, health, safety and welfare at work,
stress, work load, burn-out etc.

The quality of life model was designed which includes seven quality
of life domains and their factors. This study was model was used in the
study. The objective of the study was to evaluate the quality of life and
the quality of working life value of the particular organization’s
employees.

The results showed that the surveyed employees most satisfied with
their social relationship (average evaluation is 4,02 points) and education
and self-improvement (3,79 points) of seven quality of life domains. The
higher evaluation of quality of working life domains accrued also to
education and self-improvement domain (3,57 points) and to self-
expression and leisure domain (3,54 points). Respondents were
dissatisfied with their material state (2,44 and 2,8 points) especially with
their material income, compensation of work and living conditions. These
findings might be attributed to the facts that most employees have high
education, but they earn an average payment. The employees expectations
of fair compensation did not match with real situation.

The strength of relationship between quality of life and quality of
working life, their domains and demographic-social characteristics were
analysed.

A strength correlation was found between quality of life and quality
of working life (r = 0,76). However, employees demographic - social
characteristics weakly correlated with both quality of life and quality of
working life (r vary from —0,79 to 0,39). Very positive correlation was
found between quality of life and it’s domains: physical state (r = 0,84)
and material state (r = 0,71). Weakest correlation was found between
quality of life and education and self-improvement domain (r = 0,48), also
safety and environment domain (r = 0,48).

The research findings show that studied organization has
possibilities to increase their employee’s quality of life and loyalty by
improving working conditions and environment. High value of the quality
of working life directly influences the higher quality of life.

Keywords: quality of working life, quality of life, satisfaction,
spillover theory, evaluation, model.



