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The objective of this paper is to define the quality of
life (QOL) and the quality of working life (QOWL) con-
ceptions 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 physi-
cal and mental health, the degree of independency, the
social relationship with the environment and other fac-
tors. 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 strategies, processes and environment combination,
which stimulates employee’s job satisfaction. It also de-
pends 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 evalu-
ate 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 lei-
sure, safety and environment.

The study enabled to find out that the employees are
more satisfied with quality of life (3.47 points) than qual-
ity 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 their seven
factors have a moderately correlation (r = 0.55-0.66).
While quality of life highly correlates with physical state
(r = 0.84), material state (r = 0.71). Social — demo-
graphic 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 its employees’ quality of life
and loyalty by improving working conditions and envi-
ronment. High value of the quality of working life directly
influences higher quality of life.

Keywords:  quality of working life, quality of life, satisfac-

tion, spillover theory, evaluation, model.
Introduction

The quality of life is an area of study that has at-
tracted an ever increasing amount of interest. Quality of
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life conceptual models and instruments for research,
evaluation and assessment have been developed since
the middle of last century (McCall, 2005; Ruzevicius,
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 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 impor-
tant component of the quality of life. This aspect of
quality of life has never been analysed in the scientific
literature. The quality of working life includes such
work areas like workers health and well-being, guaran-
tee of employment, career planning, competence devel-
opment, life and work balance and other. The results of
evaluation of quality of working life factors could be
possibility for social programs establishment, imple-
mentation and development in organizations, in national
or international level (Van de Looij, Benders, 1995,
Ruzevitius, 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 work-
ing life.

The objective of the study is to evaluate employees’
quality of life and 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 analysis 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 stan-
dards 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 (Ruzevicius, 2006a-
2006¢; Shin, 1979) (figure 1 and 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 de-
pends on the external factors. Good living conditions or

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 influ-
enced by many various factors and conditions like: ac-
commodation, employment, income, material welfare,
moral attitudes, personal and family life, social support,
stress and crisis, health-related quality of life, health ser-
vice, working conditions, nourishment, education oppor-
tunities, relationships with environment, ecological fac-
tors and other (figure 1 and 2) (Juozulynas, Cemerych,
2005; Rugieng, 2005).

etc.)

Quality of health in the population (community health)
Quality of education

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

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

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

Moral psychological climate (within the family, an organisation, the

Figure 1. Factors which make up quality of life

QOL domains

Physical state
(health, working load, stamina, nourishment )

Material state
(welfare, living conditions)

Psychological state

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

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, entertainments)

Safety and environment

(physical security, work environment,
economical, political, juridical environment)

Quality of life
QOL components
Health-related QOL
Material QOL
Mental QOL
Quality of
working life QUALITY
Family QOL |:> OF

LIFE

Quality of social life

Leisure QOL

Environment-related
quality of life

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

The quality of working life: concept and
evaluation rates

The quality of working life could be defined as work
place strategies, processes and environment combination,
which stimulates employee’s job satisfaction. It also de-
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pends on work conditions and organization’s efficiency
(Considine, Callus, 2002). Individual’s quality of work-
ing life directly influences the quality of life value. Gen-
erally, 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 in-



terdependent and influence individual’s satisfaction with
quality of life.

The quality of working life concept encompasses the
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 em-
ployee (Arts, Kerksta, 2001). Other authors suggest to
involve in this concept more work factors: fair compensa-
tion, safe and hygienic working and psychological condi-
tions, knowledge and opportunities to realise one’s skills,
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 non-

material).

Emotional state (appreciation, esteem, stress, self-

motivation, job satisfaction, safety for job).

. Learning and improvement (career opportunities,
acquirement of new knowledge and skills).

. Social relationship in the organisation (relation
with colleagues and supervisors, delegation, com-
munication, command, division of work).

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

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

. Safety and work environment (Gilgeous, 1998; Ju-
niper, 2002; Arts, 2001; Schoepke, 2003; Ruze-
vicius, 2006a).

2.

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 cri-
teria exist in the individual’s consciousness, the research-
ers are able to identify them from the individual’s an-
swers. 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 objective factors
(working conditions and environment) and subjective
factors (satisfaction with quality of working life factors)
which concernment depends on the individual must be
evaluated.

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

Quality of working life has more than one research
methodology and model, even one determination which
causes problems in quality of working life evaluation.
Quality of life and quality of working life are measured
according to subjective and objective criteria. The study
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must give the following answers: how particular factors
of quality of life are important for an individual and how
is individual is satisfied with these factors. Dissatisfac-
tion 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, sig-
nificant and worse evaluated quality of life factor works
against general quality of life level. In the scientific lit-
erature quality of life is analysed applying the spillover
theory. Spillover theory states that satisfaction in one
quality of life domain may influence satisfaction level in
another. Quality of life domains set hierarchical in per-
son’s consciousness. 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 ex-
ample, 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 a
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
the following formula:

QOL = a*Sph + b*Sm + c*Se + d*Ss + e*Si + f*S|
+ g*Sse D).

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,

SI - 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 seven
factors mentioned above. The first section of question-
naire helps to find out the most important respondents’
life domains (physical state, material state, emotional
state, social relationship, education and self-improve-
ment, self-expression and leisure, safety and environ-
ment). The weight coefficients were given to these do-
mains 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 of 21 items about
quality of working life. The 5-point Likert response for-
mat 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 the questionnaire there were used demo-
graphic-social questions to collect the information about
respondents’ characteristics, including: age, gender, edu-



cation, income.

The study approves the designed research method
and to evaluate organisation’s employees’ quality of life
and quality of working life. After the responses analysis,
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*SI + 0,05*Sse (2).

Quality of life domains have the same weight coeffi-
cients.

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 are
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 do-
mains. 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 liv-
ing conditions. These findings might be attributed to the
facts that most employees have high education, but they
get an average payment. The employee’s expectations of
fair compensation did not match with the real situation.

Many respondents pointed out that they are discon-
tent 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 demo-
graphic-social characteristics were analysed. A strong
correlation was found between quality of life and quality
of working life (r = 0.76). However, employees demo-
graphic — 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
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between quality of life and its domains: physical state (r
= 0.84) and material state (r = 0.71). The weakest correla-
tion was found between quality of life and education and
self-improvement domain (r = 0.48), also safety and envi-
ronment domain (r = 0.48) (table).

Table
Relationships between QOL and QOWL
and their domains
Physi | Mat. | Emot | Soc. | Edu- | Lei- | Safe-
c.stat | state | state | relat. | cation| sure ty
Pearson
correlat. 084 | 0.71 | 0.67 | 051 | 048 | 0.67 | 0.48
QoL coeffic.
p-value 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
Covaria. | 041 | 033 | 0.25 | 0.17 | 0.20 | 0.30 | 0.24
Pearson
correlat. | 0,64 | 0.66 | 0.55 | 0.60 | 0.65 | 0.66 | 0.65
QOWL coeffic
p-value 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
Covaria. | 0.24 | 0.28 | 0.20 | 0.20 | 0.22 | 0.23 | 0.30

Source: Research questionnaires.

Results showed that quality of working life moder-
ately correlated with material state (r = 0.66) and educa-
tion and self-improvement domain (r = 0.66). The re-
maining 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; R2 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 condi-
tions and environment. High quality of working life
evaluation can influence higher quality of life in general.

Conclusion

The integrated evaluation of quality of life must in-
clude all domains and components, also quality of work-
ing life. The quality of life concept is related to various
working life factors, such as job satisfaction, involvement
in work performance, motivation, efficiency, productiv-
ity, 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 qual-
ity of working life. Consequently, organisation’s leader-
ship is required to improve working conditions and envi-
ronment. Thus, investing in personnel management pro-
grams 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 can-
not be invoked in future studies because of this study
statistical limitation.

References

1. Arts, E. J. Quality of working life and workload in home help ser-
vices / E. J. Arts, A. Kerksta, J. Van der Zee. Nordic College of
Caring Sciences, 2001, p. 12-22.

2. Berzinskas, G. Moralinis ir etinis asmenybés ugdymas. Vilnius:
Vilniaus universitetas, 2004. 274 p.

3. Chung, M. Ch. A critique of the concept of quality of life // Inter-
national Journal of Health Care Quality Assurance, 1997, No.10
(2), p. 80-84.

4. Considine, G. The Quality of Work Life of Australian Employees —
the development of an index / G. Considine, R. Callus. University
of Sydney, 2002. 215 p.

5. Cummins, R. A. Moving from the quality of life concert to a theory
/I Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 2005, No 49, p. 699-
706.

6. Ferrer, A. Happiness Quantified: A Satisfaction Calculate Aproach.
Oxford: Oxfor University Press, 2004. 312 p.

7. Furmonavicius, T. Gyvenimo kokybés tyrimai medicinoje // Bio-
medicina, 2001, Nr. 2 (1), p. 128-132.

8. Gilgeous, V. Manufacturing managers: their quality of working life
/I Integrated Manufacturing Systems, 1998, N. 9, p. 173-181.

9. Juniper, E. F. Can quality of life be quantified? // Clinical and
Experimental Allergy Reviews, 2002, No. 2, p. 57-60.

10. Juozulynas, A. Gyvenimo kokybé ir sveikata // Sveikatos mokslai,

2005, Nr. 1, p. 71-74.

Juozulynas, A. Visuomenés sveikatos darbuotojy gyvenimo kokybé
/I Sveikatos mokslai, 2005, Nr. 2, p. 76-80.

Juozulynas, A. Dirbanciyjy ekologijos ir ergonomikos bei gyveni-
mo kokybés tyrimai / A. Juozulynas, A. Marcijonas, A. Jurgenénas,
K. Kaminskas // Sveikatos mokslai, 2002, Nr. 6, p. 58-61.

McCall, S. Quality of life. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005.
315p.

Olfert, S. Quality of life leisure indicators. Community—University
Institute for Social Research, 2005. 244 p.

Quality of life in New Zealand‘s large urbain areas. Prieiga per
internetg: <http://bigcities.govt.nz/indicators.htm>

Quality of Working Life Survey Report. Curtin University of
Technology, 2003 (5), p. 50.

Rugiené, R. Gyvenimo kokybés klausimyno adaptavimas, jo tin-
kamumo kontrolinei grupei ir reumatoidiniu artritu sergantiems li-
goniams jvertinimas / R. Rugiené, J. Dadoniené, A. Venalis / Me-
dicina, 2005, Nr. 41, p. 232-239.

Ruzevi¢ius, J. Kokybés vadybos modeliai ir jy taikymas
organizacijy veiklos tobulinimui. Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto lei-
dykla, 2006a, 216 p.

Ruzevicius, J. Quality models and their application for the im-
provement of organizations activities // Forum Ware International,
2006b, N. 1, p. 16-24.

Ruzevicius, J. Quality of education as a factor of life’s quality / J.
Ruzevicius, R. Adomaitiene, D. Serafinas, D. Daugviliené // Global
safety of commodity and environment life. Quality of life: proceed-
ings of the 15th symposium of IGWT. Kyiv, 2006¢, Vol. 1, p.50-54.

Schoepke, J.Quality of working life among women and men in the
information technology workforce / J. Schoepke, P. L. T. Hoonakker,
P. Carayon // Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics So-
ciety 46th Annual Meeting, Baltimore, 2003, p. 1379-1383.

Scoring the Quality of Life Profile. University of Toronto, 2003.

Shin, D. The concept of quality of life and the evaluation of deve-
lopmental effort // Comparative politics, 1979, No 2, p. 299-304.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

48

24. Sirgy, M. J. A new measure of work life (QWL) based on need
satifaction and spillover theories / M. J. Sirgy, D. Efraty, Ph. Spie-
gel, D. Lee // Social Indicators Research, 2001, No 55, p. 21-32.

Srinivasant, S. The quality of life in England and Wales / S. Srini-
vasant G. Stewart // Oxford bulletin of economics and statistics,
2004, No. 66, p. 1-22.

Van de Looij, F. Not just money: quality of working life as em-
ployment strategy / F. VVan de Looij, J. Benders // Health Manpow-
er Management, 1995, No 21, p. 27-33.

25.

26.

Dalia Akranaviciuté, Juozas Ruzevicius
Gyvenimo kokybé ir jos sudedamyjy daliy vertinimas
Santrauka

Gyvenimo kokybés (GK) matavimo ir vertinimo sisteminiai ty-
rimai pradéti palyginti neseniai — pra¢jusio Simtmecio viduryje. Ta-
¢iau dar senovés graiky filosofai ieSkojo gyvenimo gairiy ir prasmes,
kurios padéty zmonéms pasiekti auksStesnj egzistencijos lygi. Pragju-
sio amziaus pradzioje gyvenimo kokybé buvo suvokiama daugiausia
kaip materialiné gerové ar pinigai. Véliau, keiciantis gyvenimo pra-
smés suvokimo ir vertybiy turiniui, keitési ir gyvenimo kokybés sam-
prata bei jos sudedamosios dalys. Gyvenimo kokybés kompleksinis
vertinimas turéty apimti visus jo komponentus, tarpe jy ir gyvenimo
darbe kokybe (angl. Quality of working life). Sis gyvenimo kokybés
aspektas dar nebuvo sistemiSkai nagrinétas misy Salies mokslingje
literatiiroje. Jo svarba patvirtina ir tai, kad gyvenimo kokybés teori-
niams ir taikomiesiems klausimams nagrinéti ir gyvenimo darbe ko-
kybei (GDK) gerinti 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, gyvenimo darbe ir gyvenimo po darbo pusiausvyra ir kt. Siy
kokybés aspekty vertinimas teikia galimybiy socialinéms progra-
moms kurti, jgyvendinti ir joms tobulinti organizaciniu, nacionaliniu
ir tarptautiniu lygiu.

Straipsnio tikslas — i§analizuoti gyvenimo kokybés ir gyvenimo
darbe kokybés samprata, jy sudedamasias dalis ir sritis, atskleisti jos
vertinimo ypatumus, parengti GK modelj ir pateikti konkrecios jmo-
nés darbuotojy gyvenimo darbe kokybés tyrimo rezultatus. Metodo-
logija. Straipsnis parengtas remiantis mokslinés ir metodinés literatii-
ros bei organizacijy veiklos logine analize, ekspertinio vertinimo ir
sociologiniy tyrimy metodologija. Tyrimo duomenys apibendrinti ir
analizuoti aprasomosios bei statistinés analizés metodais, naudojant
programinius Microsoft Excel 2000 ir SPSS (SPSS 15.0 for Windows
Evaluation) paketus. Néra visuotinai pripazinto gyvenimo kokybés
apibrézimo. Literatiiroje placiai remiamasi Pasaulio sveikatos organi-
zacijos teikiamu gyvenimo kokybés apibrézimu — tai individualus
kiekvieno zmogaus materialinés, fizinés, psichologinés ir socialinés
gyvenimo gerovés suvokimas ir jos vertinimas kultGros vertybiy
sistemos kontekste, siejant tai su asmens tikslais, viltimis, standartais
ir interesais. Gyvenimo kokybei jtakos turi asmens fiziné, dvasiné bei
sveikatos biisena, nepriklausomumo lygis, socialinis rySys su aplinka
ir kiti veiksniai. Papras¢iau gyvenimo kokybe¢ galima apibudinti kaip
Zmogaus pasitenkinimg esamo gyvenimo rodikliais, juos lyginant su
siekiamu ar idealiu gyvenimo lygiu. GK vertinimas priklauso ir nuo
zmogaus vertybiy sistemos bei kultiirinés jo aplinkos. Gyvenimo
kokybes koncepcija teigia, kad ji priklauso nuo iSoriniy aplinkybiy.
Gyvenimo aplinkybés ar salygos gali lemti auksta gyvenimo verte,
taciau, nors kiek pakitus aplinkybéms, keiciasi ir asmens gyvenimo
kokybés suvokimas ir vertinimas. Gyvenimo kokybe (GK) lemia
daugybé veiksniy ir aplinkybiy: bistas, uzimtumas, pajamos ir mate-
rialiné gerové, moralinés nuostatos, asmeninis ir $eiminis gyvenimas,
socialiné parama, stresas ir krizés darbe, asmeniniame gyvenime ir
socialingje aplinkoje, sveikatos kokybé, sveikatos priezitiros galimy-
bés, darbo salygos, mityba, iSsilavinimo galimybés, santykiai su ap-
linka, ekologiniai veiksniai ir Kita.

Gyvenimo darbe kokybe galima apibrézti kaip darbo vietos stra-
tegijos, procesy, darbo fizinés ir psichologinés aplinkos, darbuotojy
motyvavimo ir ugdymo sistema, kuri skatina ir palaiko darbuotojy
pasitenkinimg nuolat gerinant darbo salygas ir organizacijos veiks-
mingumg. GDK koncepcija taip pat apima darbuotojy pasitenkinima
darbu, mokymo ir karjeros galimybes, jtraukima j atliekamas uzduo-
tis, produktyvuma, sveikata, darbo sauga, mikroklimata, teisinga
kompensavima uz darba, tobulé¢jimo galimybes, geb¢jimy panaudoji-
mo veiksminguma, socialing integracija ir rysius, darbo ir asmeninio



gyvenimo suderinamuma, darbo organizavimg ir intensyvuma ir kt.
Individo pasitenkinimo gyvenimo darbe kokybés lygis lemia pasiten-
kinima gyvenimu apskritai. GDK - tai i§ esmés darbuotojo santykiy
su darbo aplinka kokybé. Gyvenimo kokybé vertinama ir objekty-
viais, ir subjektyviais rodikliais. Objektyviis rodikliai egzistuoja
visuomengje ir jie gali bati stebimi bei matuojamas jy kiekis ar pasi-
kartojimo daznumas. Tuo tarpu subjektyviis bruozai egzistuoja indi-
vido samongje, ir jie identifikuojami tik i§ individo atsakymy rupi-
momis temomis. I§samus gyvenimo kokybés tyrimas turi apimti abie-
ju rasiy rodiklius. Sis vertinimo principas galioja ir vertinant kitas
gyvenimo kokybés sudedamasias dalis: tiriant gyvenimo darbe koky-
be turi biiti vertinami darbo salygy ir aplinkos objektyviis veiksniai, ir
subjektyvis, kiekvienam darbuotojui svarbiis veiksniai (pasitenkini-
mas gyvenimo darbe kokybés sritimis).Darbuotojo pasitenkinimo
gyvenimo darbe kokybe lygi lemia jvairiis darbo ir darbo aplinkos
veiksniai. Savo ruoztu darbuotojo pasiteikimas gyvenimo darbe ko-
kybe veikia jo atsidavimg organizacijai ir apsisprendimg joje dirbti.

Gyvenimo kokybé dazniausiai vertinama laikantis pertekliaus
teorijos, kuri teigia, kad zmogaus pasitenkinimas viena gyvenimo
kokybés sritimi veikia kity sri¢iy pasitenkinimo lygj. Asmens sagmo-
néje gyvenimo sritys iSsidés¢iusios tam tikra hierarchija: auksc¢iausiai
yra bendrai suvokiama visa gyvenimo kokybé¢, po to — individualiai
i$sidésto kitos gyvenimo kokybés sudedamosios dalys (Seima, darbas,
sveikata, laisvalaikis ir pan.); didesnis pasitenkinimas viena gyveni-
mo sritimi didina pasitenkinimo lygj pagal svarbuma auksciau esan-
Cia sritj, pavyzdziui, auk$ta gyvenimo darbe kokybé didina pasitenki-
nima viso gyvenimo kokybe (perteklius kyla i§ apacios j vir§y). Ta-
¢iau jauciamas nepasitenkinimas viena gyvenimo sritimi gali beveik
neveikti kity sri¢iy pasitenkinimo lygio arba didinti pasitenkinimo
lygi vienoje srityje. | visa tai buvo atsizvelgta rengiant GK model;j.
Sis modelis apima septynias gyvenimo sritis ir jy sudedamasias dalis,
iskaitant 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 struktiirizuoty interviu klau-
simus, vertino Sias savo jy gyvenimo kokybés ir GDK sritis: fizing,
materialing, emocing bikles, socialinius santykius, asmenybés tobulé-
jimo, mokymosi karjeros, saviraiSkos ir poilsio galimybes, darbo
aplinka, intensyvuma ir sauga. Bendras pasitenkinimo gyvenimo
kokybe (PGK) rodiklis apskai¢iuotas pagal formulg:

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

Cia: PGK — pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe rodiklis, Sf — fiziné
buklés vertinimas, Sm — materialiné buklés vertinimas, Se — emociné
biklés vertinimas, SS — socialiy santykiy vertinimas, St — asmenybés
tobuléjimo ir mokymosi vertinimas, Sp — savirai$kos ir poilsio verti-
nimas, Sa — saugumo ir aplinkos vertinimas, a-g — gyvenimo kokybés
sri¢iy svarumo koeficientai.

Pagal Siuos gyvenimo kokybés vertinimo rodiklius buvo sudary-

49

ta §io tyrimo anketa. Pirmoji klausimyno dalis skirta identifikuoti
svarbiausioms respondenty gyvenimo kokybés sritims (fizinei, emo-
cinei ir materialinei biklei, socialiniams santykiams, asmenybés
tobuléjimui ir mokymuisi, saviraiskai ir poilsiui, saugumui ir aplinkai
ir kt.). Siekiant aprobuoti sukurta tyrimo metodikg ir nustatyti GK ir
GDK sudedamyjy daliy svarumo koeficientus, pirmiausia buvo atlik-
tas preliminarus organizacijos tyrimas. Remiantis atsakymais j pirma-
ja klausimyno dalj, kiekvienai gyvenimo sri¢iai buvo suteiktas tam
tikras svarumo koeficientas, o bendras pasitenkinimo rodiklis skai-
¢iuotas kaip visy gyvenimo darbe kokybés rodikliy vertinimy vidur-
kis. Pagrinding anketos dalj sudaré 19 struktirizuoty klausimy, susi-
jusiy su gyvenimo kokybe, ir 21 teiginys — su gyvenimo darbe koky-
be. Pateikti teiginiai vertinti penkiabale Likerto skale. Demografiniy
ir socialiniy anketos duomeny dalis sudaryta siekiant iSsiaiskinti
netiesioging informacijos apie asmenj: lytj, amziy, pajamas bei i$sila-
vinimg. Preliminaraus tyrimo rezultatai ir eksperty vertimai leido
nustatyti GK sudedamyjy daliy svarumo koeficientus ir detalizuoti
pagrindinio organizacijos tyrimo plana bei metodika. Taigi bendras
pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe (PGK) rodiklis apskaiéiuotas pagal
$ig formulg:

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

Panasiai apskaiCiuotas ir bendras pasitenkinimo GDK rodiklis.

Nustatyta, kad tirtos organizacijos darbuotojai yra daugiau pa-
tenkinti savo gyvenimo kokybe (3,47 balo), negu gyvenimo darbe
kokybe (3,45 balo). Maziausias pasitenkinimas jau¢iamas materialine
biukle. Pasitenkinimo gyvenimo kokybe lygis tiesiogiai priklauso nuo
pasitenkinimo gyvenimo darbe kokybe (r = 0,76). Darbuotojy bendras
gyvenimo darbe kokybés vertinimo lygis vidutinio stiprumo priklau-
somybe susijgs Su visomis septyniomis tirtomis GK sritimis (r = 0,55-
0,66). Tuo tarpu pasitenkinimas gyvenimo kokybe gerokai priklauso
nuo pasitenkinimo fizine (r = 0,84) ir materialine (r = 0,71) sritimis.
Tyrime dalyvave vyrai tiek gyvenimo darbe kokybe, tiek ir GK verti-
na palankiau, negu moterys (GDK moterys jvertino 3,21 balo, vyrai —
3,23; GK moterys jvertino 3,20 balo, vyrai — 3,15 balo). Sioms statis-
tikai reik§mingoms vertinimo skirtumy priezastims identifikuoti rei-
kia papildomy tyrimy. Kiti socialiniai ir demografiniai veiksniai
beveik neveikia darbuotojy gyvenimo kokybés ir gyvenimo darbe
kokybés vertinimy.

Tyrimas atskleidé tirtos organizacijos tobulintinas sritis ir pro-
blemas, kurias iSsprendus buity galima gerokai padidinti jos darbuoto-
ju pasitenkinima gyvenimo darbe kokybe ir kartu skatinti darbuotojy
lojaluma. Aukstai vertindamas GDK, Zmogus drauge jaucia ir didesnj
pasitenkinima bendraja savo gyvenimo kokybe. Tyrimas parode, kad
parengta tyrimo metodika yra tinkama vertinti tiek gyvenimo kokybei
apskritai, tiek ir gyvenimo darbe kokybei.

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