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Abstract

Murgaš F., Klobučník M.: Quality of life in the city, quality of urban life or well-being in the city: 
Conceptualization and case study. Ekológia (Bratislava), Vol. 37, No. 2, p. 183–200, 2018.

Quality of life research responds to the growth of urbanization in the world by increasing the focus 
on the quality of urban life; however, the dominant applied research tends to be without concep-
tualization of the quality of urban life. The aim of this paper is to answer the question whether the 
quality of urban life exists as an original, separate part of the concept of quality of life, or whether 
only the quality of life or the well-being of a certain city exists. The authors argue that the quality 
of urban life exists as an original category of quality of life and their beliefs are based on the fact 
that it can be measured separately. The quality of urban life is holistic, co-existing with the quality 
of life. The city from the point of view of quality of life research is a place, and the quality of urban 
life is the satisfaction with life in a city and the quality of place in it. This approach is applied to 
the quality of urban life and its measurement in the city of Liberec. The results are implications for 
policy-makers and urbanists.

Key words: quality of life, quality of urban life, well-being, quality of place, holistic approach, city 
of Liberec.

Introduction

Development at present, which is considered the late modern period, is manifested by in-
creased complexity, multidimensionality and interdependence of social and economic pro-
cesses. The development of cities in its qualitative and quantitative forms is one of the sig-
nificant parts illustrating these processes. According to statistical data, today’s global urban 
population has exceeded fifty percent; in Europe, it has reached seventy-four percent and 
in the Czech Republic, it was sixty-nine percent in 2015. Thus, the cities have become the 
drivers of social and economic development. The flip side of this development is the accom-
panying growth of the phenomena of social pathology, especially crime accompanied by an 
increase in mental disorders. Attention is therefore rightly dedicated to the growing cities or 
to the conurbation with millions of people in different parts of the world, although the di-
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chotomy urban–rural has not lost its justification (Ruiz, 2015). Over the past few years, there 
has been a rapidly growing city population in the countries of the Global South, while in big 
cities but also in smaller cities of the countries of the Global North, the qualitative aspect of 
their development dominates with a strong emphasis on ecology. This is illustrated by the 
attention paid to the quality of life of urban residents, to the environment in the cities and to 
the cities as centres of creativity (Landry, 2008). The number of measurements and charts of 
various aspects of the quality of life in the cities is increasing. Problems associated with urban 
sprawl pose a great challenge for scientists (Marans, 2012).

What are we talking about when we talk about the quality of life? It refers to the extremely 
complex and multi-dimensional concept of interrelated variables characterizing the idea of 
the good life and satisfaction with that, and how the life of an individual approaches this no-
tion. If a human is to feel good and secure in life, they need to be engaged in things that lead 
them to some ideal – to a goal. In the Aristotelian thought conception this is called the final 
cause (causa finalis in Latin), through which not only the ́ end of the work` (causa operis) but 
also the ´end of the agent` (finis operantis). This way, one then actualizes the endeavor for a 
´good life` (Podzimek 2016: 1069). Success of its study is conditional on a multi-disciplinary 
approach and by accepting the fact that the quality of life is determined culturally and geo-
graphically. In connection with the cities, we examine the quality of urban life; as for termi-
nology, we prefer the more often used term quality of urban life than the less frequently used 
term urban quality of life (Tiran, 2016). And what are we referring to when we talk about the 
quality of urban life? Does it differ from ́ general` or the quality of life ́ as a whole` for people 
who live in the city? If there is no difference, then for one and the same phenomenon, we use 
two different names and the quality of urban life and the quality of life of urban residents are 
synonymous notions. If there is a difference, it is necessary to explain what it is. The quality of 
life is holistic; it has two dimensions: well-being and quality of place. Therefore, if the quality 
of urban life exists, it must be holistic and also have these two dimensions.

Quality of urban life research began in the 1960s (Marans, Stimson, 2011). In 1986, the 
monograph Quality of Urban Life. Social, Psychological, and Physical Conditions (Frick et al., 
1986) was edited by Dieter Frick. Investing Quality of Urban Life. Theory, Methods, and Em-
pirical Research (Marans, Stimson, 2011) is a significant contemporary monograph focused on 
urban quality of life. In the 1980s, the study of the quality of urban life significantly enriched 
the development of urban geography and remained significant until the beginning of the 21st 
century. In urban geography, this development also contributed to developing the idea of ´use-
ful knowledge` in the context of ´applied urban geography` (Pacione, 2003b). In the past, the 
attention was focused on the material conditions of the quality of urban life, especially living 
standards (Peil, 1984; Santos, Martins, 2007). At present, the research is oriented towards sub-
jective and objective dimensions of the quality of urban life and their measurement (Marans, 
Stimson, 2011). Slovak and Czech geographers have paid a great attention to studying quality of 
urban life: Andráško (2006, 2007, 2016), Andráško et al. (2013), Ira (2005, 2015), Ira, Andráško 
(2008), Ira et al. (2005), Ira, Šuška (2006), Kladivo, Halás (2012), Rišová, Pouš (2018).

In scientific papers that are dedicated to dealing with the urban–rural dichotomy of qual-
ity of life, there is a frequent comparison of life satisfaction in the countryside and in cities. 
According to Sirgy (2012), in many European countries, Australia and Latin America, life in 
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big cities is detrimental to life satisfaction, and on the contrary, rural life is beneficial to life 
satisfaction. In regards to the Czech Republic, Murgaš and Klobučník (2016a) have pointed 
out that the average quality of life in villages measured on Cantril’s scale from 0 to 10 is 
almost the same (5.31) as in the cities (5.14), while the quality of urban life in the smallest 
towns is the lowest (4.60) and the highest in cities that have a population of over one hundred 
thousand inhabitants (6.38), which also includes the city of Liberec.

In relation to the quality of urban life, we can say that researchers focus on two different 
understandings of the city. In the first case, the basic level are districts and on a higher level 
is the city (Türkoğlu et al., 2011; Kladivo, Halas, 2012). According to Pacione (2003b), most 
of the geographic studies of quality of life are focused on the intra-urban level. In the second 
case, the basic level is a ´city as a whole`, and a higher level is a region or a state. Specific 
works are those which are focused on the assessment of all settlements, i.e. villages and cities 
in the region (Marans, Kweon, 2011; Stimson et al., 2011) or across the country (Włodarczyk, 
2015; Murgaš, Klobučník, 2016b).

For examining the quality of urban life, the attention is focused on large cities or metro-
politan areas, and analyses of small or medium-sized cities with populations of up to one mil-
lion inhabitants (Santos, Martins, 2007; Rezvani et al., 2013; Tiran, 2016). In our paper, we 
focused on the Czech city of Liberec with a population of 103,000 in 2016, making it the fifth 
largest city in the Czech Republic. The number of inhabitants in the city of Liberec increases 
as in only one regional city of the Czech Republic. (The population is also increasing in the 
capital city of Prague, but the growth is a result of immigrant origin.) The study “Quality of 
life in municipality of Liberec” (Murgaš, 2016a) has been carried out on the basis of an order 
placed by the Municipality of Liberec.

The aim of this paper is to answer the question whether there is a quality of urban life as 
the original, a separate part of the concept of quality of life or if quality of life, possibly the 
well-being, of a certain city exists. If the quality of urban life exists, it is necessary to outline 
its conceptualization and measurement. It would also be interesting to know what is the 
relationship between the quality of urban life in Liberec and the quality of life of its inhabit-
ants. From the above it will be possible to draw implications for policy-makers and urban 
planners.

Theoretical background and conceptualization

Quality of life has a number of attributes – it is an elusive concept (Budowski et al., 2016), a 
shibboleth (Rapley, 2008), an umbrella concept. If we accept these claims, then quality of life 
cannot be conceptualized or measured. The claim that we do not know what a good life is – be-
cause for everyone it means something different – is a postmodern understanding of the quality 
of life. In contrast, according to Bradley (2015, vii), “well-being has always been a central notion 
in moral and political philosophy. It plays a role in determining the rightness of action.”

We can hear quite often the statement that “often it is difficult to differentiate between the 
notions of quality of life, well-being, satisfaction, and happiness” (Marans, 2015: 48), or that 
these notions are considered to be synonyms. We do not agree with this characterization in 
our approach; rather we distinguish the quality of life, well-being and happiness (Marans, 
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2012; Budowski et al., 2016). On the other hand, we value life satisfaction when we examine the 
quality of life. Therefore, we consider the notions of life satisfaction and well-being as synonyms.

Quality of urban life has been conceptualized by several authors (Izakovičová, 2005; Ma-
rans, Stimson, 2011b; Nuvolati, 2014; Marans, 2015; Izakovičová et al., 2017). According to 
Marans and Stimson (2011), the basis for the conceptualization of the quality of urban life is 
a holistic understanding of approaches that are focused on well-being and quality of place.
The conceptualization of the quality of urban life is based on the following premises:
•	 Quality of life is holistic. It consists of two dimensions: subjective (well-being) and ob-

jective (quality of place) (Murgaš, Klobučník, 2016a). It has two levels – individual and 
societal.

•	 A reference point to which the concept of quality of life relates is the concept of the good 
life (Ferriss, 2010; Michalos, Robinson, 2012; Veenhoven, 2013), which is lived in a good 
place (Murgaš, 2016b).

•	 An important part of a good place in the quality of urban life is its ecological domain. 
Murgaš and Klobučník (2016) state that the correlation between the emission balance 
and the Quality of Life Index is 0.34, which means a «moderate» correlation according to 
the verbal evaluation of the numerical values of the correlations (de Vaus, 2002).

•	 Quality of life as well as all the current concepts cannot be measured. What can be meas-
ured are the variables – the indicators. Well-being is measured by a questionnaire; the 
results are the primary variables. The quality of place is gleaned from statistical sources; 
the results are secondary variables.

•	 Even if well-being is the more important out of the two dimensions, it is not quality of 
life itself. The meaning of quality of life is ́ over` well-being and quality of place, and they 
are its dimensions.

•	 Life satisfaction is what one assesses when answering the question of how to evaluate 
one’s life as a whole. Well-being or ill-being is an expression of life satisfaction. Life sat-
isfaction is the content of quality of life; its scale is long term.

•	 Happiness is short-lived emotional state in which a person can survive the greatest pos-
sible fulfilment of their expectations. When we measure life satisfaction on Cantril´s 
scale from 0 to 10, happiness refers to number 10. As the feeling of happiness fades away, 
then it translates to life satisfaction.

•	 The quality of urban life is a societal quality, where the key word is a place (Andrews, 
2001; Marans, 2012; Murgaš, 2016b). The word ´urban` focuses the notion of quality of 
life on the quality of life of people living in a certain place, that is, in the city. (Likewise, 
´rural` focuses on the quality of life of people living in rural areas.)

•	 Quality of life and quality of urban life are two notions, and each means something else. 
Quality of life is the quality of life of the individual, and it is secondary to where the indi-
vidual lives, whether in the city or village. The quality of urban life in our particular city 
of Liberec expresses how the inhabitants of the city are satisfied with the life in Liberec 
and not how an inhabitant is ´generally` satisfied with life. Life satisfaction ´generally` 
is the quality of life, or its personal dimension.

•	 The quality of urban life in the city (the city N) is holistic and has two dimensions – life 
satisfaction of inhabitants of the city N and the quality of place in the city N.
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•	 The city in terms of quality of life research is a place, and the quality of urban life is the 
satisfaction with life in the city and the quality of place in it. This is a key element of its 
conceptualization.

According to Murgaš (2016b), the quality of life is a good life, which is lived in a good 
place. Different opinions on the co-relation between prosperity and its influence on the good 
life exist (Murgaš, Böhm, 2015).

     A good place is a place with high quality of external, tangible and intangible prereq-
uisites of a good life. The quality of life of the individual meets with the quality of life of the 
community or the societal quality within it. The good life is associated with good company 
and on the contrary, creating a good society is the key to a good life. In terms of good life, 
Veenhoven states that the (2014: 5265) quality of life is “the degree to which a life meets vari-
ous standards of the good life”.

 

Individual  Family  
Community 

 City  Region, 
country 

  

Quarter of 
town, village 

  

 
Fig. 1. Levels of quality of place.

The quality of place has five levels (Fig. 1). The dimension of well-being is more important 
for the quality of life on the individual, family and community level; the impact of the qual-
ity of place on well-being is small (Murgaš, Klobučník, 2016b). The dimensions of quality of 
place are more important for the quality of life on a city district or village, or at the region/
state level. The quality of life of the individual turns into societal quality of life and that is from 
the community, city, district or village level. The terms ´family` (micro-communities) and 
´community` have social content, and the terms ´rural settlement` and ´city district`have 
spatial content. It is natural that if the community lives in one city district, the terms ´com-
munity` and ´city district` are merged. From a social point of view, we divide larger and big 
cities into communities; from an urban point of view, we divide them into city districts.

Psatha et al. (2011) emphasize that the quality of urban life in terms of the societal quality 
of life cannot be considered as the average life quality of the city residents. It is caused by the 
fact that indicators on an individual level are not capable of being automatically transferred 
to a societal level; the reverse is also true. Nuvolati (2014: 6848) defines “the concept of quality 
of urban life regards the living conditions in urban areas and mainly in cities.” This definition 
reduces the quality of urban life to the living conditions because of the absence of well-being. 
If the quality of life is a subjective assessment of one’s own life lived in the spatially differenti-
ated external environment, then the quality of urban life will be the subjective assessment of life 
satisfaction lived in a certain city and its quality of place.

In conceptualization of the quality of urban life besides its holistic determination, the 
search for an answer to the following questions will be important: (i) if the quality of urban 
life is the only one of the life quality categories (as it is in the research of quality of life of 
several age groups or in spatial, hierarchically organized units), or it is an original quality of 
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life. Furthermore, the question (ii) of its differentiation from others arises, meaning the non-
urban quality of life. If we accept the hypothesis, that the quality of urban life is the original 
quality of life, does it mean (iii) that it has its own dimensions?

Pacione (2003a) believes that the quality of urban life is the original quality of life. He 
considers that the dimension that is specific for it is social groups in the city. In our opinion, 
the answers to questions asked are the following:
i.	 The quality of urban life is the original quality of life; it exists together with the quality 

of life in any city or village. We derive its quality out of the fact that it is possible to ask 
the question: ´How satisfied are you with living in the city N in general?` and to measure 
the answers (Murgaš, 2016a). Besides that, it is also possible to ask the inhabitants of the 
city N the question, ´How satisfied are you with your life in general?` We quantify the 
answer to the first question ´well-being in the city N` by answering the second question 
´well-being generally`. It is natural, that on a regional or state level, only part of the 
respondents are the inhabitants of cities. But the division of population into urban and 
rural population is not important in the research of the societal quality of life.

ii.	 The differentiation of urban from non-urban means that rural quality of life is only se-
mantic. From the content viewpoint, both qualities of life are two kinds of settlement 
and societal quality of life.

iii.	 The quality of urban life – in a certain city N – is equal in meaning to the quality of life 
(in case it is applied to a certain city), and therefore it is divided into dimensions. We will 
get the holistic quality of urban life in the city N by connecting the well-being of inhabit-
ants in the city N and the quality of place in the city N.

Measurement and data

There are several indicators used while measuring the quality of urban life (Psatha et al., 
2011; Marans, 2015; Włodarczyk, 2015). Most of these variables are secondary data gathered 
from statistical surveys and they create the quality of space in a certain city. Murgaš and 
Klobučník (2016a) quantified the quality of life in all settlements, and also in cities in the 
Czech Republic, using indicators that make up the gold standard of quality of life. The fair 
values of the indicators were converted to a consistent range <0–1>. If we accept the need for 
a holistic understanding of the quality of urban life, we have to make two measurements: (i) 
satisfaction of inhabitants with life in the city – well-being and (ii) the quality of place.

As we have already mentioned, at the request of the Municipality of Liberec, the Techni-
cal University of Liberec‚ Department of Geography conducted a study “Quality of life in 
municipality of Liberec” (Murgaš, 2016a). The study was based on a questionnaire survey, 
which drew responses from 505 inhabitants of Liberec (210 men and 295 women). The re-
search was conducted from May to June 2016. A question about the quality of life was a part 
of the questionnaire: How would you express satisfaction with your life? on a scale of 0 to 10. 
Another issue was about the quality of urban life: How would you express satisfaction with 
life in Liberec? (possibilities for a response on a 5-point scale: very satisfied, satisfied, neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied, dissatisfied and very dissatisfied). Liberec reached a 6.4 value on a 
scale of 0 to 10 from the aspect of quality of place (Murgaš, Klobučník, 2016a).
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All data from the questionnaires were grouped into a unitary database from which we 
created a pivot table. Using our method, we were able to obtain the necessary results – life 
satisfaction of the inhabitants of Liberec with life in the city and the quality of life of this city, 
both divided according to demographic characteristics (sex, age and education). We con-
structed overview charts for a better analysis of the obtained results from which we were able 
to make several conclusions. It should be noted that the quality of urban life in Liberec and 
the quality of life of the inhabitants of Liberec were analysed in relative numbers.

Results

In the first step, we constructed a hundred percent pie chart (Fig. 2). We assigned the follow-
ing weight to the individual answers to questions concerning the quality of urban life on the 
5-point scale: very satisfied (9 points), fairly satisfied (7 points), satisfied with some aspects, 
dissatisfied within others (5 points), fairly dissatisfied (3 points) and very dissatisfied (1 point). 
We used these points as a comprehensive analysis, when we compared the difference between 
optimal and gained points within the quality of urban life (9-7-5-3-1 point) and quality of life 
(Cantril’s scale 0–10) according to sex, age and education. The optimal condition would occur if 
people were “very satisfied” within the question about satisfaction with the quality of urban life 
and at the same time, when asked to assess the quality of life, gave 10 or 9 points. It would be an 
ideal combination of the highest quality of urban life with the highest quality of life.
As shown in Fig. 2, the inhabitants of 
Liberec are very satisfied with the quality 
of urban life in the city; nearly four-fifths 
stated that they are very or fairly satisfied. 
The number of fairly dissatisfied is three 
percent; very dissatisfied respondents 
comprise not even one percent.

Comparing the quality of life by gen-
der (Fig. 3) does not produce clear re-
sults. According to many authors, on the 
one hand, women report higher quality 
of life; on the other hand, there are no 

Fig. 3. The quality of urban life by gender.

Fig. 2. Quality of urban life in Liberec.
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differences between men and women as per some other authors (Blatný, Šolcová, 2015). In 
our case, gender differences between men and women are in pentiles with the values very and 
fairly satisfied. About seven percent fewer women than men reported they are very satisfied, 
and six percent more women than men are fairly satisfied; the number of undecided is almost 
the same. Those responding that they are fairly dissatisfied is almost the same number as well. 
The difference between very or fairly satisfied men and women is small; 80.5 percent of men 
is slightly more than 79 percent of women.

According to Blatný and Šolcová (2015), the youngest and oldest age groups have a higher 
level of well-being, whereas people in the middle age have a lower level of well-being. This 
statement was not confirmed in the case of Liberec. As shown in Fig. 4, the quality of urban 
life increases with age. By age groups, the quality of urban life in the previous segmentation 
of women and men is differentiated much more. The most satisfied are the oldest inhabit-
ants of Liberec aged 66 years and older, the value of more than forty percent in points ‹very 
satisfied` is the highest among surveyed variables of gender, age and education. When we 
consider these points together with ´satisfaction` in comparison with ´dissatisfaction`, the 

Fig. 5. Quality of urban life according to education.

Fig. 4. Quality of urban life according to age groups.
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first dominated in the most remarkable ratio. The pentile ´mostly satisfied` with the value 
of fifty percent in the age group of 51- to 65-year olds has the highest numerical value of all 
measurements of quality of urban life and the quality of life in Liberec. The least satisfied are 
the inhabitants of Liberec in the age group of 27–35 years; they also have the highest propor-
tion in point ´dissatisfied` out of the variables of gender, age, education.

According to Blatný and Šolcová (2015), several surveys point to the increase of well-
being together with the increase of education. This finding was also confirmed in our paper 
(Fig. 5). The quality of urban life rises with gained education; however, the differences in 
various categories of education are not large.

Fig. 7. Quality of life by age group.
Note: There were no answers in the value ´zero` on a scale of 0−10.

Fig. 6. Quality of life according to sex.
Note: There were no answers in the value ´zero` on a scale of 0−10.

Fig. 8. Quality of life according to education.
Note: There were no answers in the value ´zero` on scale of 0−10.
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The quality of life, which is the answer to the question ´How satisfied are you with your 
life in general?` and for which we gave attributes ´generally` or ´as a whole` for clarity to dis-
tinguish the quality of urban life slightly differ or show no difference at all between women 
and men in Liberec within Cantril’s scale. The satisfaction expressed by the value of 10, the 
highest within Cantril’s scale that we consider to be happiness, was declared by ten percent of 
men and slightly more women. If we want to compare the quality of life and urban quality of 
life by gender, we need to convert Cantril’s value to the 5-point scale value (9-7-5-3-1). The 
differences are significant, especially for men. In the point ´very satisfied ` within the quality 
of urban life, there are more than forty percent of men yet within the quality of life, only more 
than twenty-four percent of men. In the point ´satisfied` within the quality of life, there is 
eleven percent more men than in the quality of urban life. In the point ́ very satisfied`, within 
the quality of life, there are less women than in the quality of urban life, but the differences 
are smaller than for men. Overall, we can say that within the quality of life and quality of ur-
ban life, the share of very satisfied and satisfied men and women is nearly the same, around 
eighty percent (Fig. 6).

We can see a significant differentiation in the quality of life by age group (Fig. 7). A value 
of 10 in Cantril’s scale was declared by a small percentage of the population of Liberec, in the 
youngest and oldest age range. In the other age ranges, value 10 was declared by a multiple 
times higher percentage. If we identify the value of 7−10 of Cantril’s scale with the points 
very satisfied and satisfied, the highest quality of life is declared by the youngest population 
in the age group 18−26 years (87.7%) and an older population in the age group 51−65 years 
(81.4%). The lowest percentage of the highest quality of life is observed within the oldest 
inhabitants aged 66 or older (60.2%). On the contrary, the lowest quality of life, value 0–3, 
can be seen within the age groups 27−35 years and 35−50 years, while in this age group the 
lowest rating of 1 or 2 is declared.

Dwellers Pearson´s coefficient Assessmenta

Sex female 295 0.2464     small
male 210 0.3109     medium

Age 66+ 93 0.2078     small
51–65 129 0.2470     small
36–50 130 0.4321     medium
27–35 72 0.0997     very small
18–26 81 0.3262     medium

Education university degree 94 0.3268     medium
secondary with exam
(most typically 4 years) 245 0.2861     small

secondary without exam
(most typically 4 years) 116 0.2669     small

primary school 50 0.1120     small
Total 505 0.2704     small

T a b l e 1. The Pearson correlation coefficient between the quality of urban life and quality of life.

a The word ‘evaluation’ was based on de Vaus (2002).
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Within the quality of life according to education (Fig. 8), there is an expected increase 
from the population with basic education to inhabitants with university education. In our 
pentile scale, very and fairly satisfied represent almost ninety percent of the population with 
higher education and on the other hand, only fifty percent of the population with basic edu-
cation. In this educational category, the most – up to ten percent – are fairly and very dis-
satisfied.

Together with the identification of the quality of urban life as the original quality of life, 
the question of its relationship to quality of life comes to the fore. We explored this relation-
ship using previously used variables – gender, age and gained education. The findings are 

Fig. 10. Relationship between the quality of urban life and the quality of life by age group.
Note: There were no answers at the ´very dissatisfied` pentile, as well as no ´zero` value in the scale from 0 to 10 for 
both men and women.

Fig. 9. Relation between quality of urban life and quality of life by gender.
Note: There were no answers in point ´very dissatisfied` as well as in value ´zero` on a scale from 0 to 10 for both 
men and women.
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surprising. In Figs 9 through 11, the quality of urban life is set by points, with quality of life 
ranging from 0 to 10 (however, the zero value didn’t appear even once in 505 replies). There 
are differences between the quality of urban life and the quality of life in Liberec (Fig. 9) 
between men and women. For women, the quality of life at value 10 is a larger percentage of 
fairly dissatisfied than very satisfied with the quality of urban life. Men dissatisfied with the 
quality of urban life reported lower values of quality of life. Generally, however, for both men 
and women, the quality of life improves with the quality of urban life.

There are also differences for the quality of urban life and the quality of life by age group. 
The quality of life at the value of 10 is rated by 30.9 percent of very satisfied respondents 
between the ages 36 and 50 years, and 33.3 percent of fairly dissatisfied respondents are 18- 
to 26-year-olds. The relationship of growing satisfaction with the quality of urban life in 
Liberec, with increasing quality of life of this city is the most remarkable in the age group 
36−50 years. Generally, the satisfaction with the quality of urban life as well as the quality of 
life of Liberec inhabitants increases with growing age. Extreme values of very dissatisfied in 
the age groups of 36−50 and 66 years and older are achieved thanks to the small population.

Because the value of the quality of urban life (Fig. 5) and quality of life (Fig. 8) increase 
with education gained, this is reflected also in relation to each other (Fig. 11). Here again, 
however, no direct causal connection applies, and so at all levels of education, the most satis-
fied with the quality of life out of people with primary education are those who are ´dissatis-
fied` in the point group. Relatively extreme values in this pentile are again due to the small 
population.

To measure the intensity of the linear relationship between two variables – the quality of 
urban life and the quality of life – we used the Pearson correlation coefficient. We calculated 
it for the sex, age and education categories and it achieved positive values within all the 

Fig. 11. Relationship between the quality of urban life and the quality of life by education.
Note: There were no answers at pentile ´very dissatisfied`, as well as no ´´null` value in a scale from 0 to 10 for both 
men and women.
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categories. The coefficient reached the lowest and highest value within the age category. The 
predominant value is small, that is from 0.10 to 0.29 (de Vaus, 2002), and it was achieved 
in seven out of twelve categories. It is significant that the coefficients depending on sex, age 
and education differed significantly, as evidenced by the fact that the various groups of the 
population perceive the range between the quality of urban life and the quality of life differ-
ently (Table 2).

The Quality of Urban Life – 
Quality of Life
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Sum

±

(absolute 
value)

The optimal points (The Qual-
ity of Urban Life) 9–10 7–8 5–6 3–4 0–2

Points obtained (in Quality 
of Life)

± difference from the optimal 
points

pts. ± pts. ± pts. ± pts. – pts. ±

Sex
female 8.10 –0.90 7.49 0.49 7.02 2.02 6.90 3.90 - - 7.31
male 7.93 –1.07 7.43 0.43 6.72 1.72 5.60 2.60 - - 5.82

Age

66+ 7.43 –1.57 6.83 -0.17 6.58 1.58 8.00 5.00 - - 8.32
51–65 8.30 –0.70 7.68 0.68 7.27 2.27 7.00 4.00 - - 7.65
36–50 8.33 –0.67 7.57 0.57 6.16 1.16 3.50 0.50 - - 2.90
27–35 7.69 –1.31 7.11 0.11 7.40 2.40 6.71 3.71 - - 7.53
18-26 8.10 –0.90 7.86 0.86 7.25 2.25 7.00 4.00 - - 8.01

Educa-
tion

university degree 8.44 –0.56 7.89 0.89 7.55 2.55 6.33 3.33 - - 7.33
secondary with 
exam 8.00 –1.00 7.62 0.62 6.84 1.84 6.20 3.20 - - 6.66

secondary without 
exam 8.13 –0.87 7.31 0.31 6.63 1.63 7.75 4.75 - - 7.56

primary school 7.00 –2.00 6.10 –0.90 7.10 2.10 5.33 2.33 - - 7.33

T a b l e  2. The difference between optimal and gained points between the quality of urban life and quality of life 
(by gender, age and education).

Note: There were no answers in pentile ´very dissatisfied`. Negative values are written in bold numerals.

In addition to the Pearson correlation coefficient, we decided to express the relationship 
between the quality of urban life and the quality of life in other ways. In order to assess the 
relationship between these variables in more detail, we recalculated a percentage representa-
tion of the responses of individual categories into points. We considered the points of quality 
of urban life to be optimal and we compared them with points of quality of life, which were 
divided according to sex, age and education (Table 2). This can be illustrated by the example 
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of women who answered the question of quality of urban life as “satisfied”. We assumed that 
their replies to the questions of quality of life (0−10) would be in the range of 9 to 10 points 
of the quality of urban life. If these women perceived the quality of urban life and the qual-
ity of life almost identically, it would be the optimal situation. This case did not really occur. 
Therefore, we recalculated a percentage of the occurrence of responses of the quality of ur-
ban life within the variables such as gender, age and education. There could be cases where 
respondents perceived the quality of urban life as more positive than quality of life, and vice 
versa. From Table 2 it is clear that in all tested categories in which respondents answered the 
question of quality of urban life with ´very satisfied`, they already perceived the quality of 
life (in the range from 0 to10) slightly differently, meaning that they didn›t assign points 9 or 
10 but lower values. Within respondents who answered ´satisfied`, such a case was only in 
two categories, namely in the population 66+ and in the population with basic education. In 
all categories, and within other answers to the quality of urban life, they rated quality of life 
(0−10 scale) as higher. Absolutely the smallest differences in the perception of the quality of 
urban life and the quality of life occurred in the response «very satisfied» and the category 
of 27- to 35-year olds (point difference 0.11). The optimal group within all inhabitants of 
city of Liberec, who answered the questions, is the category of 36- to 50-year olds. The sum-
mary difference in all response categories of quality of urban life is the lowest (reaching 2.90 
points), on the contrary, the group with the highest absolute difference is 66 years and older 
(8.32 points).

Implications for policy-makers and urbanists

As mentioned, the quality of urban life is holistic and implies two dimensions – the personal, 
which comprises life satisfaction in a certain city, and the spatial, which comprises quality of 
place. External conditions create the quality of place for living a good life. The sketch con-
ceptualization of the quality of urban life and its measurement in the example of the city of 
Liberec gives rise to the following implications for the policy-makers and urbanists:

The purpose of public administration, represented by policy-makers on all hierarchical 
levels, is good governance. Governance is good when it provides services to citizens. In the 
context of quality of life, it implies the creation and strengthening of already established good 
places as places for living a good life.

Due to urbanization, good places are mainly cities. Therefore, the quality of urban life 
should be the focus of all policy-makers and urbanists, who put most of their decisions into 
concrete form.

The impact of quality of place on quality of life of people in developed countries is gener-
ally not large; on the other hand, it is not insignificant (Murgaš, 2016b). Residents of these 
countries take a high level of personal, religious and political freedoms, social and medical 
services, education, housing, technical infrastructure and the environment for granted. It can 
be assumed that this sense of certainty results in the quality of place having a lower value for 
quality of life. Within the developing countries, there are significant differences in the above 
criteria. Therefore, people from countries with a lower level of development commute to 
work or move to countries with higher levels of development, and not the other way around.
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Policy-makers on a regional and local level but not on a state level have a greater impor-
tance for a specific city and its quality. Local policy-makers should initiate the creation and 
development of sustainable local partnerships to improve the quality of urban life. From the 
start, it is necessary to carry out a study describing the status, which can be reached on a city 
district level, including surveys of citizens’ opinions on the development priorities in these 
city districts. A good example is the progress of the municipality of Liberec.

The experience of the elaboration of the material quality of life in the municipality of 
Liberec (Murgaš, 2016a) means that in addition to large urban interventions in cities in the 
form of revitalization of deprived urban areas or increasing its technical facilities, there are 
mainly minor urban interventions in the form of the planting trees and maintenance of green 
areas, playgrounds, leisure opportunities and so on, which improve life satisfaction in the 
city.

In the Czech Republic, as in other countries of Central and Eastern Europe, there is no 
tradition of moving for work several times in life, as in the USA. However, a new remarkable 
phenomenon is emerging. It is the effort of some cities to attract mainly young residents to 
move to their cities. Subsequently, the cities will have higher tax revenue. Cities with higher 
level of quality of place will undoubtedly have a competitive advantage in this case.

Discussion

According to our findings, we consider the most important fact that the inhabitants of Liberec 
are very satisfied with the quality of urban life in this city. This correlates with positive assess-
ment of quality of life of citizens of other cities, as Prague (Heřmanová, 2012) or Bratislava 
(Ira, 2015). Almost eighty percent declared they are very or mostly satisfied. On the contrary, 
the number of fairly dissatisfied is three percent; very dissatisfied is not even one percent.

Since we wanted to compare the relationship of the quality of urban life in Liberec with 
the quality of life of the inhabitants of Liberec in a further analysis, we constructed complex 
pivot charts and calculated the Pearson correlation coefficient.

Other findings are as follows:
•	 Within the pentiles for all variables, the values in pentiles ´very or mostly satisfied` 

significantly prevail over the pentiles ´very or mostly dissatisfied`.
•	 The difference between very or fairly satisfied men and women is small.
•	 The quality of life rises with age; the most satisfied are the oldest inhabitants of 

Liberec aged 66 years and over, the pentile ´mostly satisfied` with the value of fifty percent in 
the age group of 51- to 65-year olds has the highest numerical value of all measurements of 
quality of urban life and the quality of life in Liberec.

•	 Within the quality of life measured according to education is an expected increase 
from the population with basic education to inhabitants with university education.

Two concepts raised from the above mentioned are as follows:
(i) The quality of urban life and quality of life are two different qualities.
(ii) The difference in the quality of urban life and quality of life by sex, age and education 

is relatively large, especially in the age-based groups (2.90 to 8.32).
The result from measuring the quality of urban life and the quality of life in Liberec is 
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that the quality of urban life on a scale of 0 to 10 is 7.2, the quality of life of the inhabitants of 
Liberec is 7.5 (males 7.4, females 7.6, Murgaš, 2016a) and within the quality of place, Liberec 
has a value of 6.41 (Murgaš, Klobučník, 2016b). If we want to compare these values with the 
average values of the Czech Republic, the average quality of urban life in Czech cities is not 
known; however, it is known that the average quality of life of the inhabitants in the Czech 
Republic is 6.2 and the average value of the quality of place in all Czech cities is 5.14.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to answer the question whether the quality of urban life exists as 
an original, separate part of the concept of quality of life, or whether only the quality of life 
or the well-being of a certain city exists.

If the quality of urban life exists, it is necessary to outline its conceptualization and meas-
urement. It will also be necessary to examine the relationship between the quality of urban 
life in Liberec and the quality of life of its inhabitants. From the above, it will be possible to 
draw conclusions for policy-makers and urban planners.

In our opinion, the quality of urban life is the original quality of life. We derive its quality 
from the possibility to ask the question: ´How satisfied are you with living in the city N in 
general? ` and to measure the answers (Murgaš, 2016a). Besides that, it is also possible to ask 
the inhabitants of the city N the question: ´How satisfied are you with your life in general?` 
We quantify the answer to the first question ´well-being in the city N` and the answer to the 
second question ´well-being generally`. The quality of urban life – in a certain city N – is 
equal in meaning to quality of life (in which case, it is applied to a certain city), and it is also 
divided into dimensions. We will get the holistic quality of urban life in the city N by con-
necting the well-being of inhabitants in the city N and quality of place in the city N. Measur-
ing the quality of urban life in Liberec supports the claim about the existence of quality of 
urban life as a separate category of quality of life.

The conceptualization of quality of urban life is based on the following premises: 
i.	 The city in terms of quality of life research is a place, the quality of urban life is the 

satisfaction with life in the city N and the quality of place within it. At the same time, 
the quality of urban life is a societal quality. This is a key element of its conceptual-
ization. 

ii.	 Quality of urban life is holistic; it consists of two dimensions: subjective (well-being) 
and objective (quality of place). In contrast to the quality of life, it has only one level 
– the societal level. 

iii.	 A reference point to which the concept of quality of urban life relates is the concept 
of the good life, which is lived in a certain city as a good place. 

iv.	 Even if well-being is more important out of the two dimensions, it is not a quality of 
urban life itself. The quality of urban life is semantically ´over` well-being and the 
quality of place, which are its dimensions. 

v.	 Quality of life and quality of urban life are two notions and each means something 
else. Quality of life is the quality of life of the individual, and it is secondary to where 
the individual lives, whether in the city or village.
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