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Abstract: This is a pioneering study on the relationship between quality of work life and the
employee’s perception of their contribution to organizational performance. It unveils the importance
of subjective and behavioral components of quality of work life and their influence on the formation
of the collaborator’s individual desire to contribute to strengthening the organization’s productivity.
The results obtained indicate that for workers: feeling their supervisors’ support through listening to
their concerns and by sensing they take them on board; being integrated in a good work environment;
and feeling respected both as professionals and as people; positively influence their feeling of
contributing to organizational performance. The results are particularly relevant given the increased
weight of services in the labor market, together with intensified automation and digitalization of
collaborators’ functions. The findings also contribute to the ongoing debate about the need for more
work on the subjective and behavioral components of so-called smart and learning organizations,
rather than focusing exclusively on remuneration as the factor stimulating organizational productivity
based on the collaborator’s contribution.
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1. Introduction

Employee workplace performance is related to a set of factors affecting workers’ health, habits
and environment, employees’ well-being and quality of work life (QWL). QWL is associated with
job satisfaction, motivation, productivity, health, job security, safety and well-being, embracing four
main axes: a safe work environment; occupational health care; appropriate working time; and an
appropriate salary [1]. As originally stated in [2], the concept embraces the effects of the workplace
on job satisfaction, satisfaction in non-work life domains, and satisfaction with overall life, personal
happiness and subjective well-being. Moreover, improving employees’ QWL will positively affect the
organization’s productivity, while augmented productivity will strengthen QWL [3].

In the literature of reference, there is an ongoing and fruitful discussion about the components of
QWL [3] and its different associations with metrics of non-economic performance, namely satisfaction
and fulfillment of physical conditions considered basic to ensure functionality, health and safety in the
workplace [1].

The most sensitive components of the QWL, still unexplored, are intrinsically related to the
socio-emotional and psychological needs of employees, which require the application of more behavioral
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lenses, in order to unveil the components that can most influence job satisfaction and motivation,
but also productivity [4,5].

In the context of health organizations, the relationship between QWL and productivity was
already investigated, suggesting the design of adequate strategies to reinforce the productivity in
hospitals [6]. However, little is known about the different ways in which the behavioral and subjective
components of the QWL can influence the employee’s feeling of contribution to the productivity of the
organization that they integrate.

As stated before, there is still room to advance knowledge about the effects associated with
subjective components of assessment of satisfaction with QWL on organizational performance,
considering a response variable of particularly critical importance in the context of reducing investment
in resources and simultaneous pressure to maximize results, i.e., productivity [7]. Therefore, it is
particularly opportune to investigate the non-economic (that is, subjective or behavioral) motivations
that lead to collaborators’ willingness to contribute to strengthening their organization’s productivity.

Following the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s view
of productivity indicators, there are plenty of productivity differences across organizations that
require further studies to open up the organizational ‘black box’, concerning internal productivity
determinants [8]. In fact, there is a need to advance knowledge about the individual determinants
of organizational productivity. An example of this challenging task is the recent project launched by
the Global Forum on Productivity (GFP), entitled: ‘The Human Side of Productivity’; considering
a multidimensional approach applied to organizations, considering key people, such as workers,
managers and owners [9].

Recently, in the context of public higher education, the role played by quality of life in determining
satisfaction of internal stakeholders, such as students and collaborators (e.g., administrative staff,
teachers and researchers), was also assessed. This opens up a research avenue concerning the lack
of knowledge about the role played by the specificities of different organizational cultures in this
type of institution, in influencing perception of academic quality of life by both internal and external
stakeholders [10].

In this sense, there is still an open debate about the need for further understanding of the
importance of organizational culture, using crossed perspectives on organizational and individual
health, to be able to provide strategic lines for new organizational policies. These should be increasingly
funded on a particular set of values and beliefs determining an organization’s behavioral objectives,
aligned with the desired self-efficacy in terms of employees’ management and motivation [11].

Following this debate, the current study is particularly relevant, from the view that there is still
limited knowledge about the necessary conditions to promote the subjective or behavioral components
of satisfaction with QWL, focusing on each collaborator’s contribution to fostering the organization’s
productivity. For example, a myth revisited here, through lack of thorough existing knowledge,
is that productivity depends mainly on the remuneration attributed to performing certain functions.
As yet unexplored subjective or behavioral factors, such as the collaborator feeling appreciated by the
supervisor, the availability of jobs not subject to routines and where innovation is possible, promotion
of continuous learning environments, the feeling of protection promoted by the supervisor, the feeling
of having a really important and useful job, the possibility of the job allowing the development of
new skills and reinforcing the conditions for personal and professional growth, are given special
attention in this study. A data survey, which is pioneering in European terms, is followed by statistical
and econometric treatment to shed new light on a little-explored relationship. i.e., the relationship
between QWL and organizational performance, using a subjective measure of assessment of satisfaction
expressed through collaborators’ feeling of contributing to organizations’ productivity.

Despite the limitations associated with the use of this dependent variable with subjective nature,
its use seems to be justified, on the one hand, given the lack of studies using the behavioral lens to
study the relationship between QWL and organizational performance. On the other hand, as it is
not the objective of the present study to compare the relationships and the associated significance,
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using objective measures versus subjective measures, for the purposes of representing the dependent
variable: organizational performance.

In turn, the current study aims to reveal employees’ satisfaction with the opportunities and
conditions provided by their employer in six European countries, by looking after their QWL and their
interests in pursuing a healthier, more satisfactory and happier lifestyle, as well as how the workplace
can provide opportunities for them to improve productivity.

This study contributes to the literature on QWL and organizational performance in two ways,
firstly, by identifying the determinant factors that can have a significant influence on employees’
understanding of their contribution to organizational performance, represented here by an alternative
measure regarding the contribution to organizations’ productivity. Secondly, it provides new insights
into complete fulfillment of the functions of human capital managers, revealing the importance of
subjective and behavioral components of QWL that can help to design desirable collaborator behavior
more likely to strengthen productivity in the organizational context.

The research partners involved in the survey design and administration developed an innovative
tool to gather information for assessment of QWL. Afterwards, the survey was administered to 514
employees of local companies and public organizations in six European countries. Some highlights
from the preliminary results obtained from the survey’s administration can be illustrated as starting
points for the current study. Namely, 80% of respondents said they feel physically safe at work and
more than 77% are satisfied with the fact that their workplaces are safe and sanitary. Almost 82%
of respondents feel that their organization matches their skills with the needs of their jobs and 76%
are satisfied with their workplaces’ maintenance/cleaning conditions. A substantial group (80%) of
employees feel they are contributing to the organization’s productivity, and the great majority (83%) of
employees revealed that having an important job is extremely important to be productive.

The first impression is that the collaborators seem to be aware of the importance of standard
human capital management procedures and conditions oriented to the reinforcement of organizational
performance. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that there is a need to address an organizational ‘black
box’, an aim of the current study, that is, the set of subjective and behavioral components to promote
QWL that can directly influence employees’ feeling of contribution to organizational performance,
especially concerning productivity.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. After a literature review leading to formulation
of the research hypotheses, the research methodology is presented. Next, the results are discussed,
followed by the conclusions, limitations and implications.

2. Literature Review and Research Hypotheses

2.1. Revealing the Relationship between Organizational Performance and QWL

There is no simple or universally recognized definition of what performance is at the level of an
individual organization. Organizational performance is multidimensional, connected to its goals and
objectives, and may be defined as an organization’s ability to use its resources efficiently, and to produce
outputs that are consistent with its objectives and relevant for its users [12]. Analyzing organizational
performance is a crucial step in the organizational assessment process [13]. In doing so, in the
literature of reference, three main domains of organizational performance have been reported, namely:
financial performance; operational performance; and organizational effectiveness [14]. Concerning the
conceptualization of organizational performance, four main elements should be taken into consideration:
effectiveness; efficiency; relevance; and financial viability [13].

People are the organization’s most important asset [15], and so the way an organization manages
people’s impacts has a major influence on organizational performance [16].

Performance management is a continuous process of identifying, measuring and developing the
performance of individuals and teams and aligning performance with the organization’s strategic
goals [17,18]. The previous arguments are examples of cornerstone visions regarding the need to
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advance the knowledge available on subjective and behavioral components affecting the relationship
between organizational performance and QWL.

Nevertheless, various performance management systems are found in the literature and these
systems have some advantages, such as: increased motivation to perform; increased self-esteem;
managers gain insights into subordinates; organizational goals are made clear; employee misconduct is
minimized; organizational change is facilitated; motivation and commitment to stay in the organization
are increased; and employee engagement is enhanced [19]. In fact, performance management systems
are the source of information when making decisions about rewards and the allocation of resources,
succession planning and staffing strategies [20].

Each employee’s emotional intelligence has an effect on behavior which ultimately affects
achievements and performance in the workplace [21]. The satisfaction of employees’ needs through
organizational development is at the core of the QWL movement [22]. Enhancing QWL will result in
improved productivity, and in turn, gains in productivity will strengthen QWL [3].

Improving QWL and performance is of extreme importance, as productivity and innovation are
part of the political agenda of European Union countries. With fewer people in the workforce due
to an aging population there is a need to enhance labor productivity [23]. The quality of work life is
covered in the guidelines for the employment policies of member states [24].

Previous applied empirical work [25] pointed out the existence of a positive and significant
relationship between QWL and organizational performance, as well as a positive and significant
association between QWL and employees’ job satisfaction.

Another study [26] found that employee commitment partially mediates the relationship between
QWL and organizational performance; and also unveiled that work environment significantly affects
employee commitment and thus organizational performance. It was also advocated that improving the
QWL of an organization could achieve a heightened job satisfaction, commitment and also improved
performance [27]. In order to achieve a higher employee commitment and consequently a better
organizational performance, it is suggested for managers to pay attention to the different dimensions
of QWL [26].

In contrasting terms, previous scholars [28] reported a negative but non-significant relationship
between QWL and organizational performance, although it was also found a positive relationship
between employee’s job satisfaction and organizational performance. This type of mixed evidences
raises the interest for advancing knowledge about still unexplored subjective and behavioral
components of the QWL and their influence on organizational performance.

2.2. Exploring Subjective and Behavioral Components of QWL

Quality of life is an elusive concept regarding the assessment of societal or community well-being
from specific evaluation of individual or group cases [29]. The literature has associated a high quality
of life with higher levels of productivity at the workplace. Therefore, increasing attention has been
paid to the role played by occupational stress, including job demands, job control, job insecurity,
organizational justice, intra-group conflict, job strain, effort-reward imbalance, employment level and
shift work. In turn, this has been correlated with factors that negatively affect quality of life, namely
insomnia, which results in impaired work performance and leads to significant productivity losses for
organizations [30].

Quality of life is modulated by a wide range of factors, among them psychosocial parameters,
health conditions and well-being in the workplace, as well as the adequacy of working resources
and infrastructures provided. Policies and regulations created based on employees’ individualized
considerations have suggested significant productivity improvement due to subjective components,
such as trust, commitment, satisfaction and control. Nevertheless, the research opportunity remains to
deepen knowledge about the role played by both subjective and behavioral components of QWL.

For instance, social support, reflecting individuals’ integration into a social group, has been
reported as an important indicator of quality of life in occupational performance [31]. Infrastructures
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also have an important role in providing well-being in the workplace and therefore modulating the
quality of life. It has been suggested that providing green lawns in urban areas enhances quality of life
in the workplace, maximizing employees’ social interaction, physical activity and connection with
nature [32]. Shiftwork has been reported as worsening the quality of life [33].

Cooperative decision making, adequate recognition and supportive supervisors are considered
fundamental to QWL [34], with appropriate job performance feedback and favorable relations with
supervisors being said to have a direct impact on QWL [35]. Another study [36] goes further and
reveals that supervisory behavior is the most important component of QWL, contributing to the
variance in the employee’s role efficacy by as much as 21%.

Considering the previous statements in the literature, the following research hypothesis is derived:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Workers who feel that they are supported and appreciated by their supervisors are more
likely to feel that they contribute to the organization’s productivity.

QWL is considered a multi-dimensional construct with no clearly accepted definition of the term.
This subjective definition means accurate measurement of its parameters is complex. QWL differs
from job satisfaction [2], as job satisfaction is considered one of the outcomes of QWL. In turn, QWL
is mainly associated with job satisfaction, motivation, productivity, health, job security, safety and
well-being [37].

Following [1], QWL involves four major parts: a safe work environment; occupational health
care; appropriate working time; and fitting salary. According to [2], QWL involves the effect of the
workplace on satisfaction with the job, satisfaction in non-work life domains, and satisfaction with
overall life, personal happiness and subjective well-being.

The factors relevant to employees’ QWL include the social environment within the organization,
the relationship between life on and off the job, the specific tasks they perform and the work
environment [38].

Providing safe and healthy working conditions aims to ensure the employee’s good health, thus,
taking measures to improve QWL is expected to increase employee’s motivation ultimately leading to
the enhancement of performance and productivity [38].

Accordingly, a work environment that is able to fulfill the employee’s personal needs will lead to
an excellent QWL [39].

Thus, the following research hypothesis is considered:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Workers who feel that they are integrated in a good working environment are more likely
than others to feel that they contribute to the organization’s productivity.

Researchers have proposed differentiated models concerning QWL. For example, in [39] a model
is proposed in which the needs of psychological growth were connected to QWL. The same authors
recognized several needs: skill variety; task identity; task significance; autonomy; and feedback.

In [2], a model is originally proposed founded on five critical key-factors concerning the satisfaction
of workers’ needs, namely: (i) work environment; (ii) job requirements; (iii) supervisory behavior;
(iv) ancillary programs; and (v) organizational commitment.

The second vision is highly valued in organizations committed to playing a responsible role in
society, since QWL benefits the employee’s pride, social commitment, satisfaction and the organization’s
contribution to society [11,40]; and can also be positively influenced by organizational support,
for instance by relieving fatigue and enhancing self-efficacy [41].

QWL has been considered as the condition experienced by the individual in terms of the dynamic
pursuit of their hierarchically organized goals within work domains, whilst reducing the gap separating
the individual from these goals can have a positive impact on the individual’s general quality of life,
organizational performance, and consequently on the overall functioning of society [42].
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Furthermore, QWL is a phenomenon that can originate a change in terms of organizational culture,
since the former corresponds to employees’ interpretation of all the conditions in a workplace and
their perception of those conditions [43].

In a related vein, QWL can be approached as an indicator of the overall quality of the
human experience at work [44]. The same author advocates that it creates a favorable workplace,
which enhances employee well-being and satisfaction.

Employees that feel they are treated with respect by people they work with, and employees who
feel proud of their job, increase their feeling of belonging to the company, thus feeling that they are
an asset to the organization [45]. Studies [46,47] found that feeling respected is a predictor of QWL,
together with self-esteem, variety in daily routine, challenging job, autonomy, safety, rewards and
good future opportunities; and as already mentioned an improved QWL is expected to lead to a higher
productivity [48].

Considering the previous vision, the QWL construct can be completed by incorporating subjective
measures related with employee satisfaction, motivation, involvement and commitment with respect
to their lives at work [49]. In the same vein, QWL corresponds to the degree to which individuals
are able to satisfy their important personal needs while employed by the firm. This gives rise to the
following research hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Workers who are respected as professionals are more likely than others to feel that they
contribute to the organization’s productivity.

Employees can experience a better QWL if they have a positive perception of the degree of
responsibility of the organization they belong to [50]. A related study about perceived QWL in Croatia
found that employees positively value non-competitive, co-operative work environments for improved
quality of life [51]. In addition, factors like job security, human relations and work-life balance influence
QWL positively [52]. The analysis of the first European Quality of Life Survey found also that positive
aspects of work (good rewards, job security, favorable career prospects and interesting work) have a
greater impact on life satisfaction and particularly job satisfaction [53]. In turn, it should be noted that
a poor work-life balance lowers employees’ quality of life [53].

Work-life balance has been positioned in the reference literature as a key component of
QWL [38,54–58], but it deserves to be noted that the employee’s level of emotional intelligence
could influence his/her work-life balance [59].

It should be noted also that in a previous empirical study [60] no significant association, neither
positive nor negative, between work-life balance and productivity was detected.

Nevertheless, Work-life balance plays an important role in overall life satisfaction and influences
experiences in work life by increasing job satisfaction and organizational commitment [61]. A high
level of engagement in work life is likely to produce a positive effect in work-life balance, which can be
further enhanced by goal attainment in work life [62]. Accordingly, the following research hypothesis
is derived:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Workers who have the possibility to enjoy the adoption of work-life balance practices in
their organizations, are more likely than others to feel that they contribute to the organization’s productivity.

QWL involves acquiring, training, developing, motivating and appraising employees in order
to obtain their best performance, in accordance with the organization’s objectives [28]. QWL is the
foundation of employee well-being and leads to better performance [26].

Skills, occupational improvement and opportunity for training are considered sub components of
QWL [45,63,64]. The development of skills and abilities can improve job satisfaction and overall QWL,
and for its turn QWL can influence the employee’s performance [65,66]. Thus, employees expect to
develop their skills and get promoted, ensuring a better performance for the organization [67]. In turn,
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training is an activity aimed at enhancing performance, by ensuring the opportunities for development
of skills and encouragement given by the management team [38].

As previously revealed through the empirical evidence obtained in [68], both QWL and
motivation influence employees’ performance positively. High levels of QWL lead to job satisfaction,
which ultimately results in effective and efficient performance [49]. Considering the previous statements
and empirical evidence, the following hypothesis is derived:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Workers who feel that their organizations invest in their careers, for example through
continuous learning, the development of new skills or supporting professional growth, are more likely to feel that
they contribute more than others to the organizations’ productivity.

3. Empirical Approach

3.1. Methodology and Data Characterization

The research methodology was developed using different questionnaires, which were designed
taking into consideration a set of eleven selected international benchmarks, namely: (i) Health and
well-being at work: a survey of employees, 2014, UK, Department for Work and Pensions; (ii) ACT
Online Employee Health and Wellbeing Survey 2016, Australian Capital Territory Government; (iii)
British Heart Foundation 2012, Employee survey; (iv) British Heart Foundation 2017, Staff health
and wellbeing template survey; (v) Rand Europe (2015), Health, wellbeing and productivity in
the workplace—Britain’s Healthiest Organization summary report; (vi) South Australia Health,
Government of South Australia Staff needs assessment, Staff health and wellbeing survey; (vii)
Southern Cross Health Society and BusinessNZ, Wellness in the Workplace Survey 2017; (viii) State
Government Victoria, Workplace Health & Wellbeing needs survey; (ix) East Midlands Public Health
Observatory, Workplace Health Needs Assessment for Employers, February 2012; (x) Tool for Observing
Worksite Environments (TOWE). U.S. Department of Health & Human Services; and (xi) Measure of
QWL, as originally proposed in [2].

The survey was conducted from April to July 2018. Twelve partners from Italy, Bulgaria, Cyprus,
Portugal, Greece and Spain participated in data collection, by interviewing employees. The sample
covers 15 private companies and five public entities or large firms per partner, involving two employees
per organization and totaling 514 questionnaires. It was not intended to interview company owners or
general managers to avoid bias in the responses.

A convenience sample procedure based on random selection was used. In each organization,
a contact person was identified to ensure completion of the questionnaire, which was afterwards
validated by the research team. The questionnaires were applied by personal interviews to ensure a
maximum response rate.

The partners followed the following instructions in selecting interviewees: 15 companies among
micro, small and medium-sized firms (10% of interviewees for each category—EU definition of SME),
plus five among large firms and public entities.

The main aim of the study is to assess the influence of workers’ QWL on the perception of
their contribution to organizational performance. The degree of novelty here lies in the innovative
assessment of both subjective and behavioral components of workers’ QWL, embracing different types
of organizations (e.g., public or private) with distinct dimensions and economic activities. A total of
514 questionnaires were collected involving organizations from the six European countries engaged in
the data collection process.

The questionnaire includes two sections: (1) QWL (needs, work environment, work
requisites, supervisor behavior, auxiliary programs inside the organization, organizational pressure,
and organizational performance and commitment); and (2) sample characterization (gender, age,
marital status, position in the organization, level of qualifications, organization’s sector of activity,
size and age of the organization, type of employee contract and employee qualifications). In the first
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section, Likert scales (e.g., ranging from 1 to 7) were used to assess the level of agreement with a set of
sentences in each sub-section, scales that had been transformed into binary considering the variables
under analysis, namely the Feeling of contributing to productivity, Supervisors’ support, Good work
environment, Professional respect and Work-life balance. In the second section, levels of answer were
used. Below, the sample is characterized and a set of results for the whole sample is presented.

3.2. Sample Characterization

Sample and Descriptive Statistics

Concerning respondents’ gender, 48% were women and 52% men. Relative to age, 9% were
aged between 20 and 25, 34% between 26 and 35, 37% between 36 and 45, 14% between 46 and
55 and only 7% were older than 55. 35% were single, 59% married and almost 7% are in another
non-defined situation. In terms of organizational role, 18% said they occupied a managerial role
inside the organization, 67% a qualified role and 16% a non-qualified position. Regarding education,
51% have a college degree and 22% a post-graduate degree, 19% completed secondary education,
7% completed 9 years at school and only 1% completed 4 years. Concerning the sector of activity of the
respondents’ organizations, almost 2% belong to the primary sector, 14% to the secondary, 77% to the
tertiary and 7% to public organizations. The majority of respondents work in small and medium sized
firms, 26% in companies with one to nine employees, 39% in firms with 10 to 49, 15% in companies
with 50 to 249, 14% in companies with 250 to 1000 and 6% in companies with over 1000 employees.
Concerning the organizations’ age, 16% are between 1 and 6 years old, 34% between 7 and 15 years,
25% between 16 and 29, almost 17% between 30 and 49 years and almost 8% have been in existence
for more than 50 years. Concerning respondents’ contract type, 68% said they have a permanent
contract, 11% a contract for a stipulated period, almost 9% were temporary, 5% were freelancers and
9% reported another sort of contract. Lastly, respondents were asked about their qualification inside
the firm, with almost 7% saying they were senior managers, 10% intermediary managers, almost 17%
staff in charge, 21% highly qualified employees, approximately 25% qualified, 6% semi-qualified and
8% non-qualified. In addition, 3% said they were apprentices and 1% said they did not know.

In descriptive terms, for the employees, it is observed that the items in which they feel more in
agreement in their workplaces are professional respect as workers and people (70%), followed by
the existence of a good work environment (65%), as seen in Table 1 presented below. For 62% of
respondents having the supervisors’ support is essential. Approximately 37% denote the importance
of having a work-life balance and 57% show that the organizations’ support for skills development
is essential. Approximately 80% of the workers feel they really contribute to the organization’s
productivity. Looking at the correlations matrix we can observe that the items most associated with the
workers’ sense of contribution to the organizations’ productivity are professional respect, having a
good work environment, and lastly supervisors’ support.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix.

Variables M SD SkewnessKurtosis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Feeling of
contribution

to
productivity

0.8015564 0.3992165 −1.517 0.301 1.0000

2.
Supervisors’

support
0.618677 0.4861848 −0.49 −1.767 0.2722 *** 1.0000

3. Good
work

environment
0.6536965 0.4762548 −0.648 −1.586 0.2735 *** 0.3715 *** 1.0000

4.
Professional

respect
0.6964981 0.460218 −0.857 −1.27 0.2869 *** 0.3878 *** 0.3911 *** 1.0000

5. Work-life
balance 0.3735409 0.4842151 0.524 −1.732 0.1724 *** 0.2999 *** 0.2662 *** 0.3085 *** 1.0000

6. Skills’
development 0.5680934 0.4958241 −0.276 −1.931 0.2161 *** 0.2777 *** 0.3064 *** 0.3299 *** 0.3079 *** 1.0000

7. Female 1.515564 0.5002446 −0.062 −2.004 −0.0333 −0.0477 −0.0346 −0.0641 0.0001 0.0272 1.0000
8. Age 2.745136 1.01798 0.371 −0.227 0.0624 −0.0038 0.0387 0.0759 * −0.0042 0.0402 0.0824 * 1.0000

9. Married 0.5603113 0.4968328 −0.244 −1.948 0.0310 −0.0095 0.0143 −0.0221 −0.0371 −0.0048 0.0197 0.4640 *** 1.0000
10.

Manager
role

0.1770428 0.3820768 1.697 0.884 0.0774 * 0.1438 *** 0.1341 ** 0.1177 *** 0.0738 * 0.1060 * 0.1028 * 0.1012 ** 0.1131 * 1.0000

11. College
education 0.7256809 0.4466052 −1.015 −0.974 0.2079 *** 0.0919 ** 0.1390 ** 0.1063 * 0.1052 * 0.1505 *** 0.0235 −0.0726 0.0527 0.1481 *** 1.0000

12. SME 0.8035019 0.3977365 −1.532 0.349 −0.0374 −0.0153 −0.0718 0.0037 0.0074 −0.0259 −0.0091 −0.2010 *** −0.1421 *** −0.0143 −0.0736 * 1.0000
13.

Company
age

2.651751 1.172012 3.111 7.71 0.0103 −0.0214 −0.0628 −0.0265 −0.0486 −0.0245 0.0541 0.3258 *** 0.2320 *** 0.0030 −0.0116 −0.4105 *** 1.0000

Source: Own elaboration. Significance levels: * p < 0.10. ** p < 0.05. *** p < 0.0. SME: Small and Medium-sized Enterprises.
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The variables presented above were subsequently used in estimation processes, considering two
distinct models: (1) an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) model; and (2) a Multinomial Logit model;
in order to reveal the set of subjective and behavioral components of QWL that influence the workers’
perception of contribution to productivity. The main reasons for using the two models are as follows:
(i) estimation of the OLS model is justified by the dataset analyzed following normal distribution,
considering a dependent variable represented in binary terms, which can determine the probability of
the influence of a hypothetical set of independent variables arising from the literature review presented
above; the dependent variable takes the value of 1, when the employee states they feel they contribute
to productivity; and 0, otherwise; and (ii) estimation of the multinomial model can test a representation
at level of the same dependent variable, which lets us, first, contrast the empirical evidence with
Model 1, and secondly, determine the variability of the probability of influence of the same hypothetical
set of independent variables, through comparison of the results between a baseline corresponding
to: ‘not contributing to productivity’ (level 1); ‘contributing to productivity to some extent’ (level 2);
and ‘totally contributing to productivity’ (level 3).

To do so, the log-odds for these two categories relative to the baseline are computed, and then the
log-odds are considered as a linear function of the predictors. Several control variables were used,
namely: gender; age; marital status; employee’s role; employee’s education; organization’s sector;
organization’s size; organization’s age; and employee’s position in the organization. The operational
model of analysis is as follows (Figure 1):
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Table 2 below presents more details and description of the set of variables.
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Table 2. Variables description.

Variables Description

Feeling of contribution to
productivity

1 if the worker feels they contribute to the organization’s productivity,
0 otherwise.

Scale of feeling contribution to
organization’s productivity

1 for workers feeling they don’t contribute to organization’s
productivity; 2 for workers feeling they contribute to organization’s
productivity to some extent, and 3 for workers feeling they totally

contribute to organization’s productivity.

Supervisors’ support 1 if the worker feels satisfied with supervisors’ support/treatment,
0 otherwise.

Good work environment 1 if the worker feels satisfied with the work environment, 0 otherwise.

Professional respect 1 if the worker feels respected by the organization both as a professional
and individual, 0 otherwise.

Work-life balance 1 if the worker feels the organization is concerned with work-life
balance, 0 otherwise.

Skills development 1 if the worker feels the organization supports skills development,
0 otherwise.

Female 1 if female, 0 otherwise.

Age 1 for 20–25 years; 2 for 26–35 years; 3 for 36–45 years; 4 for 46–55 years;
and 5 for ≥55 years.

Married 1 for being married, 0 otherwise.

Manager role 1 for occupying a managing role, 0 otherwise.

College education 1 for having college education, 0 otherwise.

SME 1 for being SME, 0 otherwise.

Company age 1 for 1 to 6 years; 2 for 7 to 15 years; 3 for 16 to 29 years; 4 for 30 to
49 years; and 5 for ≥50 years.

Source: Own elaboration.

4. Results and Discussion

Regarding the results of the OLS regression for the sample considered (see correspondent column
of Model 1, in Table 3), which used as dependent variable the feeling of contribution to productivity,
with the value of 1 when the worker declares they feel they contribute to productivity and 0 otherwise,
the LR Chi2 of 14.38 with a p-Value of 0.0000 indicates that the model as a whole is statistically significant.

As observed in Table 3 below, three statistically significant variables influence workers’ sense of
contribution to productivity, namely: (i) professional respect; (ii) having a good work environment;
and (iii) feeling supervisors’ support. Interestingly, work-life balance and the organization’s skills
development support do not have any significant influence on the feeling of contribution to the
organizations’ productivity.

Moreover, from the control variables tested in the first model, it should be noted that employees’
college education level has a significant and positive effect on their feeling of contribution to productivity.

In Model 2, the likelihood ratio quotient of 22.06 with a p-Value of 0.0002 signals that the model as
a whole is statistically significant. Here, a set of predictors related to collaborators’ sense of contribution
to productivity (computing a categorical variable with three levels: 1, not contributing to productivity;
2, contributing to productivity to some extent; and 3, totally contributing to productivity; are considered
in the empirical application.

Regarding the sense of contributing to some extent to organizations’ productivity, only work-life
balance denotes a significant, although negative, influence. Moreover, the older the workers are the
more likely they are to feel somehow productive to their organizations. Concerning level 3, representing
the feeling of totally contributing to the organization’s productivity, workers feeling respected by their
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companies, sensing that their organizations make them feel confident and value their contribution
affects in a positive and significant way the high level of feeling they contribute to firms’ productivity.
Workers who feel they are highly productive are also older and those occupying managerial roles and
direction positions in their organizations.

Table 3. QWL: Subjective and behavioral components influencing employees’ feeling of contribution
to productivity.

Variables Model 1: Model 2:

Dependent Variable:
Contribution to

Productivity

OLS Regression Multinomial Logit

Baseline:
Feeling of not contributing to productivity

Independent variables: Coef.

Coef. Feeling of
contributing to

productivity to some
extent

Coef. Feeling of totally
contributing to

productivity

Supervisors’ support 0.1112487 ***
(0.0386135)

0.1387051
(0.2829922)

0.0169725
(0.313576)

Good work environment 0.1012274 **
(0.0396864)

−0.1571931
(0.2944245)

−0.3292686
(0.3255704)

Professional respect 0.1194258 ***
(0.0417695)

0.2335013
(0.2996408)

0.5612954 *
(0.3395112)

Work-life balance 0.0181309
(0.0371606)

−0.4871505 *
(0.2743621)

−0.5201555 *
(0.3044264)

Skills’ development 0.0525111
(0.0367527)

0.2142189
(0.271979)

0.2460842
(0.3016579)

Female −0.0188813
(0.0330991)

0.0149441
(0.2438254)

−0.2331886
(0.2705418)

Age 0.0220647
(0.0191218)

0.3310333 **
(0.1469402)

0.3456309 **
(0.1619994)

Married −0.0007321
(0.0376591)

−0.2280585
(0.2797668)

−0.0901252
(0.309747)

Manager role −0.0100354
(0.0443451)

0.4593606
(0.3697954)

0.6808159 *
(0.3938579)

College education 0.1415679 ***
(0.0379515)

0.0578064
(0.2788375)

−0.0239672
(0.3085947)

SME 0.0022576
(0.045563)

0.1645333
(0.336115)

0.0256681
(0.3730899)

Company age 0.0044527
(0.0160382)

0.0342415
(0.1197577)

−0.0841063
(0.1328729)

Obs. 514 514

LR Chi2 14.38 22.06

Prob. > Chi2 0.0000 0.0002

Source: Own elaboration. Significance levels: * p < 0.10. ** p < 0.05. *** p < 0.0; Standard errors in brackets. LR Chi2:
Likelihood Ratio (LR) Chi-Square test; Prob. > Chi2: The prob > chi2 statistic for the overall model is a test of the
joint null hypothesis that all of the regression coefficients (other than the constant term) are zero.

Contrasting the two estimation processes, we conclude that the OLS model reveals most predictors
explaining workers’ feeling of contribution to productivity, by detecting positive and significant
influences of 3 out of 6 subjective and behavioral components of QWL. Going deeper, it is important to
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crosscheck what predicts the collaborator’s feeling of lack of contribution to productivity, in order to
improve the management capacity of human capital, following a behavioral approach.

Bearing in mind the set of research hypotheses under examination, new insights arise concerning
the subjective and behavioral components of QWL influencing employees’ feeling of contribution
to productivity.

Thus, model 1 gives support to H1a, as workers who feel they are supported and appreciated by
their supervisors feel they contribute more to the organizations’ productivity than others. These findings
are in line with prior findings of [30], stressing the importance of workers being supported and
appreciated for increased productivity.

Model 1 supports H2, as we detect a significant and positive influence of good workplace
environments, by being safe and sanitary, on workers’ feeling of productivity. Such results are aligned
with prior studies which detected a positive association between job security, safety and well-being
at the workplace and job productivity, satisfaction and motivation [37], and the existence of a safe
work environment and its positive impact on productivity [1]. These results are aligned with prior
literature, which found that by being involved in a socially supportive group inside the workplace,
employees are more likely to contribute to organizational performance [31]. In the same line of
reasoning, a study referred to previously, applied to the Croatian context [51], identified an important
impact of co-operative working environments on QWL.

We found support for H3, as workers who feel respected as professionals (in Models 1 and 2)
contribute more to organizations’ productivity than others. In Model 1, our empirical findings reveal a
positive and significant influence of workers being professionally respected on the sense of feeling
productive. Regarding the findings of Model 2, this influence is also important but only for the group
of workers who feel they contribute greatly to the organization’s productivity. This corroborates the
rationale of the model proposal found in [39], which outlined that the needs for psychological growth
covering the different frameworks associated with professional valorization and respect (namely,
skill variety, task identity and significance, autonomy and feedback) are connected with QWL and
thus performance. Moreover, our results ratify the concluding remarks of previous scholars [11,40],
who defended that employees’ sense of pride and commitment, in relation to being valued as
professionals, increases their contribution. These visions are also in agreement with previous empirical
findings denoting a positive effect of the worker being considered and taken into consideration in the
organizations’ goals on performance [42].

Concerning H4, which states that workers who have the possibility to enjoy the adoption of
work-life balance practices in their organizations, feel they contribute more to the organizations’
productivity than others, no significant evidence is found in Model 1. Moreover, in Model 2 we detect a
significant, although negative, effect of employees’ feeling that the organization has a work-life balance
vision on the feeling of contributing to productivity and so this hypothesis is rejected. This can be
justified by the lack of work-life balance practices on the part of supervisors and the organization itself,
as well as possible development of a negative emotion concerning the work-life balance allowance,
which in certain organizational contexts could be interpreted as a mode of diminishing the potential
leadership responsibilities given to target-workers.

The results are contrasting, but do not reject the previous findings in [52], which argued for a
positive association between work-life balance and quality of work life, thus spurring productivity.
In a similar vein, achieving a balance between private and professional life is expected to be positively
associated with organizational commitment and, thus, with productivity at work [61]. In fact,
the empirical findings obtained here not only do not contradict the previously identified positive
association between work-life balance and QWL, but also shed some light on ‘invisible ceiling’ issues
related with the gender leadership issue and supervisors’ behavior within the organizational context,
which need to be further explored in future research concerned with organizational productivity based
on the individual behavior (of supervisors and workers) and subjective well-being influenced in the
scope of the organizational context’s boundaries.
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We found no support for H5, stating that workers who feel their organizations invest in their
careers and skills development, for example through continuous learning, the development of new
skills or supporting professional growth, contribute more to organizations’ productivity than others.
Interestingly, our findings do not seem to be related with prior work, for example, in [39], which pointed
out an association between professional valorization (skill variety), QWL and performance, as well
in [28], where positive argumentation was given to reinforcing investment in employees’ training, to be
able to achieve better performance levels in the future. This contrasting result could be justified by the
productivity measure used, being a subjective measure, concerning the perception of being productive.
These results also contrast with prior literature defending a positive association between organizational
investment in workers’ management and organizational performance [16], as well as paying attention
to employee management systems, aligning the goals of the organization with career decisions, rewards,
structured growth and thus impacting positively on workers and organizations’ performance.

5. Conclusions

This study analyses, in an innovative way, the influence of subjective and behavioral components
of QWL on organizational performance, measured through collaborators’ feeling of contribution
to the organization’s productivity. The empirical findings show the importance of factors related
with workers having their supervisors’ support, integration in a good work environment and feeling
respected both as professionals and as people.

One of the research challenges addressed here, in a pioneering way, is the use of a subjective
measure of collaborators’ commitment to organizational productivity, attempting to provide new
implications for organizational management, taking into account components that were hitherto
unexplored empirically, various subjective and behavioral components that require greater knowledge
to address, in an alternative way, improved organizational performance and behavioral drivers of
productivity, rather than relying exclusively on increasing collaborators’ remuneration.

Adopting a more behavioral line of organizational management, and integrating the emerging
literature on the QWL construct originally proposed in [7], this analysis contributes to the literature
on QWL and organizational performance, bringing two axes of reasoning founded on new empirical
evidence, namely: (1) identifying factors that can influence organizational performance, represented
here by an alternative measure referring to the collaborator’s feeling of contributing to the organization’s
productivity; and (2) proposing a new agenda for human capital managers, focusing on the importance
of subjective and behavioral components of QWL, which can help to strengthen productivity in the
organizational context, following a behavioral approach both at the company and individual level.

Regarding implications, the evidence obtained signals that human capital managers committed
to reinforcing organizational productivity through changing the behavior of collaborators and the
organization itself should seek to fulfill a new strategic action agenda with the following priorities:
(1) fostering an organizational culture that values behavioral practices of supervisor respect for the
collaborator (i.e., hierarchical subordinates) in the organizational context; (2) promoting positive
emotions and feelings in collaborators that they are appreciated in the workplace; (3) ensuring that
supervisors protect collaborators from hazardous conditions, to reduce feelings of uncertainty and risk;
and (4) giving importance to the duties and tasks performed by collaborators.

Surprisingly, this study does not present additional evidence to the established view pointing
towards the importance of having a work-life balance and companies’ support for workers’ skills
development in the contribution to workers’ productivity. This may be justified, on the one hand,
by the content of the research question included in the original survey used in the current study that
allows us to point out a hypothetically negative feeling concerning the leadership responsibilities
given to target workers, without valuing in a proper way the required work-life balance. Nevertheless,
there is still great room for improvement as regards promoting the subjective conditions tending to
strengthen behaviors oriented towards stimulating organizational productivity, especially, addressing
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gender issues, balanced management of the trade-offs between personal and professional life; and
leadership responsibilities, per gender role.

The main limitations of the analysis concern the impossibility of carrying out a study with a time
dimension, which could determine hypothetical relationships of causality (or precedence) between
subjective and behavioral components and organizational performance. Another limitation is in
relation to the response variable representing organizational productivity being based on a subjective
measure of the collaborator’s perception of individual contribution to organizational productivity.
Nevertheless, considering the difficulty in obtaining data of a subjective nature and the aims of this
study, it seems acceptable to consider this alternative measure of the organization’s non-economic
performance, which requires future exploration through additional research.

In a related vein, this opens an avenue for tracing further research endeavors, expanding both
the number of objective and subjective metrics, in order to gauge the hypothetical differences in the
relationships established between QWL’s components and organizational performance, “measured” in
objective or subjective terms. This would imply the design of a new questionnaire targeted to assess
the feelings of the leaders regarding the performance of workers, and, afterwards, it will be possible to
produce a contrasting analysis.

For the future, more thorough study of the relationship between QWL and organizational
productivity is suggested, by making a comparative analysis involving different profiles of
organizational culture considering other contexts of organizational location, for example, in America,
Asia, Europe, Africa and Australasia. In this line of analysis, it would also be interesting
to pursue this topic considering different organizational and corporate governance contexts,
for example, multinationals, family control, female management, management with ethnic diversity
and management with values. Another avenue of future research would be the possibility, in the
organizational context, of using new forms of organizational design and management able to change
behavior in a subjective, inclusive and participatory way. It is necessary, therefore, to explore how
design thinking, organizational gamification and co-creation can mobilize the collaborator to contribute
effectively to improved organizational performance.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.L.; Formal analysis, D.P. and Â.G.; Methodology, J.L. and D.P.;
Writing—original draft, J.L., D.P. and Â.G.

Funding: This research has received no external funding.

Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge the highly valuable comments and suggestions provided by the
editor and reviewers, which contributed to the improvement in the clarity, focus, contribution, and scientific
soundness of the current study. A special debt of gratitude is also due to the track chair and participants in the
17th Conference of the International Society for Quality-of-Life Studies (ISQOLS), 2019, which took place in the
University of Granada, Spain, for providing us with constructive feedback and positive incentives to improve the
presentation of the research results, which are used as the empirical basis of this manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Pandey, M.K.; Tripathi, P. Examine the relationship between level of aspiration, believes in just world,
psychological well-being and quality of work-life. Indian J. Heal. Well-being 2018, 9, 53–59.

2. Sirgy, M.; Efraty, D.; Siegel, P.; Lee, D. New Measure of Quality of Work Life (Qowl) Based on Need
Satisfaction and Spillover Theories’. Soc. Indic. Res. 2001, 55, 241–302. [CrossRef]

3. Sattar, S.; Laila, K.; Zakir, M.; Khan, H. Relation of Job Related Factors with Different Dimensions of Quality
of Work Life. World J. Public Heal. 2018, 3, 16–22. [CrossRef]

4. Schneider, B.; Hanges, P.J.; Smith, D.B.; Salvaggio, A.N. Which comes first: Employee attitudes or
organizational, financial and market performance? J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 836–851. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

5. Ruzevicius, J. Working life quality and its measurement. Forum Ware Int. 2007, 2, 1–8.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1010986923468
http://dx.doi.org/10.11648/j.wjph.20180301.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.836
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14516248


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3803 16 of 18

6. Nayeri, N.D.; Salehi, T.; Noghabi, A.A. Quality of work life and productivity among Iranian nurses.
Contemporary Nurse. Contemp. Nurse 2011, 39, 106–118. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Sirgy, M.J. Theoretical Perspectives Guiding QOL Indicator Projects. Soc. Indic. Res. 2011, 103, 1–22.
[CrossRef]

8. OECD. Compendium of Productivity Indicators; OECD: Paris, France, 2019.
9. OECD. The Human Side of Productivity: Setting the Scene. In Backgound Paper, OECD Global Forum on

Productivity, 4th Annual Conference in Sydney, Australia Preliminary Version; OECD: Paris, France, 2019.
10. Pedro, E.; Leitão, J.; Alves, H. Does the Quality of Academic Life Matter for Students’ Performance, Loyalty

and University Recommendation? Appl. Res. Qual. Life 2016, 11, 293–316. [CrossRef]
11. Leitão, J.; Alves, H.; Krueger, N.; Park, J. Entrepreneurial, Innovative and Sustainable Ecosystems Best Practices

and Implications for Quality of Life; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2018; ISBN 978-3-319-71014-3.
12. Peterson, W.; Gijsbers, G.; Wilks, M. An Organizational Performance Assessment System for Agricultural Research

Organizations:Concepts, Methods, and Procedures; International Service for National Agricultural Research
(ISNAR): Hague, The Netherlands, 2003; ISBN 9291180688.

13. Lusthuas, C.; Adrien, M.-H.; Anderson, G.; Montalvan, G.; Carden, F. Organizational Asessment: A Framework
for Improving Performance; International Development Research Centre and Inter-American Development
Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2002; ISBN 0889369984.

14. Venkatraman, N.; Ramanujam, V. Measurement of business performance in strategy research: A comparison
of approaches. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1986, 12, 801–814. [CrossRef]

15. Boudreau, J.W. Human Resources and Organization Success; Cornell University, School of Industrial and Labor
Relationss, Center for Advanced Human Resource Studies: Ithaca, NY, USA, 1996.

16. Moreno, E.; Ávila, M.; García-Contreras, R. Can gender be a determinant of organizational performance and
knowledge sharing in public sector organizations? In Ad-minister no32; EAFIT University, Ed.; Universidad
EAFIT: Melledin, Colombia, 2018; pp. 137–158.

17. Aguinis, H. Performance Management, 3rd ed.; Kelley School of Business I.U., Ed.; Kelley School of Business:
Bloomington, IN, USA, 2013; ISBN 9780132556385.

18. Aguinis, H.; Ramani, R.S.; Villamor, I. The First 20 Years of Organizational Research Methods: Trajectory,
Impact, and Predictions for the Future. Organ. Res. Methods 2019, 22, 463–489. [CrossRef]

19. Aguinis, H.; Joo, H.; Gottfredson, R.K. Why we hate performance management-And why we should love it.
Bus. Horiz. 2011, 54, 503–507. [CrossRef]

20. Aguinis, H.; Pierce, C.A. Enhancing the relevance of organizational behavior by embracing performance.
J. Organ. Behav. 2008, 29, 139–145. [CrossRef]

21. Tamini, B.; Chadha, N.K. Emotional Intelligence and Quality of Work Life between Iranian and Indian
University Employees: A Cross-Cultural Study. IPA Int. J. Psychol. 2018, 12, 91–117. [CrossRef]

22. Sirgy, M.; Reilly, N.P.; Wu, J.; Efraty, D. A work-life identity model of well-being: Towards a research agenda
linking Quality-of-Work-Life (QWL) programs with Quality of Life (QOL). Appl. Res. Qual. Life 2008, 3,
181–202. [CrossRef]

23. Pot, F.D.; Koningsveld, E.A. Quality of working life and organizational performance – two sides of the same
coin? Scand. J. Work. Environ. Health 2009, 35, 421–428. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. The Council of the European. Union Council decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the
Member States. Off. J. Eur. Union 2010, 53, 46–51.

25. Chib, S. Quality of Work Life and Organisational Performance Parameters At Workplace. SEGi Rev. 2012, 5,
36–47.

26. Nayak, T.; Sahoo, C.K. Quality of Work Life and Organizational Performance: The Mediating Role of
Employee Commitment. J. Health Manag. 2015, 17, 263–273. [CrossRef]

27. Vadivel, S.; Velmurugan, R. Quality of work life of employees in private companies with reference to
Coimbatore. Int. J. Multidiscip. Res. Dev. 2017, 4, 128–131.

28. Islam, Z.; Siengthai, S. Quality of work life and organizational performance: Empirical evidence from
Dhaka Export Processing Zone. In Proceeding of ILO Conference on Regulating for Decent Work, Geneva,
Switzerland, 8–10 July 2009.

29. Felce, D.; Perry, J. Quality of life: Its definition and measurement. Res. Dev. Disabil. 1995, 16, 51–74.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.5172/conu.2011.39.1.106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21955271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9692-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11482-014-9367-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4283976
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428118786564
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2011.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.493
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/ijpb.2018.58142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11482-008-9054-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.1356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19806274
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0972063415589236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0891-4222(94)00028-8


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3803 17 of 18

30. Deguchi, Y.; Iwasaki, S.; Ishimoto, H.; Ogawa, K.; Fukuda, Y.; Nitta, T.; Mitake, T.; Nogi, Y.; Inoue, K.
Relationships between temperaments, occupational stress, and insomnia among Japanese workers. PLoS
ONE 2017, 12, e0175346. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Yuh, J.; Choi, S. Sources of social support, job satisfaction, and quality of life among childcare teachers. Soc.
Sci. J. 2017, 54, 450–457. [CrossRef]

32. Elgizawy, E.M. Expectation Towards Green Lawns to Enhance Quality of Life at Workplaces. Procedia Environ.
Sci. 2016, 34, 131–139. [CrossRef]

33. Kawabe, Y.; Nakamura, Y.; Kikuchi, S.; Suzukamo, Y.; Murakami, Y.; Tanaka, T.; Takebayashi, T.; Okayama, A.;
Miura, K.; Okamura, T.; et al. Relationship of type of work with health-related quality of life. Qual. Life Res.
2015, 24, 2927–2932. [CrossRef]

34. Vagharseyyedin, S.A.; Vanaki, Z.; Mohammadi, E. The nature nursing quality of work life: An integrative
review of literature. West. J. Nurs. Res. 2011, 33, 786–804. [CrossRef]

35. Knox, S.; Irving, J. An interactive quality of work life model applied to organizational transition. J. Nurse
Adm. 1997, 27, 39–47. [CrossRef]

36. Gupta, P.; Khandelwal, P. Quality of work life in relation to role efficacy. Psychol. Stud. (Mysore). 1988, 33,
34–38.

37. Eurofound New Work Organisation, Working Conditions and Quality of Work: Towards the Flexible Firm?
Available online: https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef_publication/field_ef_document/
ef0274en.pdf (accessed on 8 October 2018).

38. Nanjundeswaraswamy, T.S.; Swamy, D.R. Review of literature on quality of worklife. Int. J. Qual. Res. 2013,
7, 201–214.

39. Hackman, J.R.; Oldham, G.R. The Job Diagnostic Survey: An Instrument for the Diagnosis of Jobs and the Evaluation
of Job Redesign Projects; Yale University: New Haven, CT, USA, 1974.

40. Silva, J.; Oliveira, L.; Mamede, J.; Wanderley, T.; Silva, S.; Barros, J. Level of satisfaction: factor generator of
quality of life at work. Rev. Pesqui. Cuid. é Fundam. Online 2018, 10, 343–350. [CrossRef]

41. Kim, J.; Jang, S. Seafarers’ Quality of Life: Organizational Culture, Self-Efficacy, and Perceived Fatigue.
Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 2150. [CrossRef]

42. Martel, J.-P.; Dupuis, G. Quality of Work Life: Theoretical and Methodological Problems, and Presentation of
a New Model and Measuring Instrument. Soc. Indic. Res. 2006, 77, 333–368. [CrossRef]

43. Afsar, T.S.; Burcu, E. The Adaptation and Validation of Quality of Work Life Scale to Turkish Culture. Appl.
Res. Qual. Life 2013, 9, 897–910. [CrossRef]

44. Jaiswal, A. Quality Of Work Life. J. Bus. Manag. Soc. Sci. Res. 2014, 3, 83–87.
45. Amornpipat, I. Quality of Work-Life of Pilots: a Literature Review and Research Agenda. Kasem Bundit J.

2018, 19, 367–377.
46. Levine, M.; Taylor, J.; Davis, L. Defining Quality of Working Life. Hum. Relations 1984, 37, 81–104. [CrossRef]
47. Corcoran, T.B. Improving the Quality of Work Life in Public Schools; Research for Better Schools, Inc.: Philadelphia,

PA, USA, 1986.
48. Ghasemizad, A.; Zadeh, M.A.; Bagheri, S. A study of the relationship between teachers and principals’

spiritual leadership, quality of work life, job satisfaction and productivity. Am. J. Sci. Res. 2012, 49, 11–20.
49. Srivastava, S.; Kanpur, R. A Study On Quality Of Work Life: Key Elements & It’s Implications. IOSR J. Bus.

Manag. Ver. I 2014, 16, 2319–7668.
50. Royuela, V.; López-Tamayo, J.; Suriñach, J. The institutional vs. the academic definition of the quality of

work life. What is the focus of the European Commission? Soc. Indic. Res. 2008, 86, 401–415. [CrossRef]
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