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Quality of work research: A methodological review 

Margarida M. Barroso, University Institute of Lisbon (CIES-IUL) 

 

Abstract 

The research on quality of work experienced remarkable resurgence during the noughties, 

partially as a result of the inclusion of the topic in European and international policy-making 

agendas. In the second half of the decade, the global economic crisis largely redirected the 

attention to the quantitative dimensions of labour market policy. Nonetheless, academic 

production on job quality has maintained its vitality over the years. As in many other relevant 

research topics, consensus over the conceptualization and measurement of quality of work has 

been difficult to achieve among academics and policy-makers. Apart from the lack of a 

commonly agreed definition, measurement also tends to be varied and supported by different 

methods. In fact, both academics and policy-makers claim the need for a more consensual 

definition as a way of improving the comparability between countries, sectors of activity or 

occupations. In this article, we compare the methodological designs of a selected group of 

quality of work studies to identify the degree to which there are significant discrepancies within 

the academic community and to assess progress regarding the challenge of conceptualizing and 

measuring quality of work. The article offers a review of the most-cited articles indexed at the 

Scopus database between 2000 and 2015, and a comprehensive analysis over the question of 

conceptualization and measurement. 
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1. Introduction 

The concept of quality of work (hereafter, QoW) is often used indistinctively from the notions 

of ‘quality of life at work’, ‘quality of working life’ or ‘job quality’. In a rigorous conceptual 

discussion, one could argue that each one of these terms allow for interpretative and operative 

limitations. ‘Life at work’ or ‘working life’ are expressions that presuppose a disintegrated 

perspective of human life, perhaps leading to an interpretation of work as an isolated sphere. 

In this assumption, it would be possible to have a quality of life at work and a quality of life 

‘outside work’, or a quality of working life distinct from the quality of the private life. To a 

large extent, these different approaches are interrelated. All life spheres are interconnected to 

the point of affecting each other. In this regard, research has shown that a good working life is 

often reflected in the personal domain and vice versa and that general quality of life tends to 

be higher for those who have a job (Gallie and Russel 1998; Gallie 2002). 

In the literature, QoW studies often refer to the work aspects that influence the quality 

of life, recognizing that these features can be generally associated to the work itself, to the 

context where it takes place, or to the workers’ characteristics. However, although there is a 

latent understanding of the common sense meaning of QoW, conceptual divergences on the 

best way to define and measure it still dominate academic and policy discussions. Present-day 

research has not reached a universally accepted definition and some authors argue that this 

constitutes an obstacle not only to scientific advancement but also to the achievement of good 

working conditions. 
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The quest for a robust conceptualization of QoW has been present over time, and its 

importance has been increasingly noticed in recent debates (Findlay et al. 2013; Muñoz de 

Bustillo et al. 2011a; Bustillo et al. 2011b). However, debating the conceptualization of QoW 

does not necessarily mean aspiring to a single definition and measurement framework. As 

Findlay et al. (2013) argue, the multidimensional, multidisciplinary and contextual nature of 

the phenomenon makes it difficult to establish single definitions. Additionally, with so many 

decades of accumulated knowledge on the theme, one cannot truly say that there is no 

agreement over the main dimensions that allow us to define and measure QoW. 

In this article, we examine different research approaches of QoW, to discuss their main 

methodological differences and their impact on the general understanding of the concept. The 

central objective of the analysis is to identify the degree to which there are significant 

discrepancies within the academic community and to assess progress regarding the challenge 

of conceptualizing and measuring QoW.  

After describing the methods used for selecting and analysing the studies present in this 

article, we start with a brief overview of the main theoretical and methodological approaches, 

mapping the evolution of some definitions and identifying the contact points between different 

conceptualizations. In the subsequent sections, we analyse the methodological designs of a 

selected group of studies on the topic, giving special attention to its theoretical influences, 

analytical levels and data used. We conclude with an overview towards a more unified look 

over the different contributions, arguing that a significant degree of conceptual harmonization 

is already present in today’s research. 

 

2. Methods 

The present methodological overview was based on the analysis of selected relevant 

contributions on the topic of QoW. We have used the Scopus bibliographic database in the area 
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of social sciences and searched for scientific articles published between January 2000 and 

December 2015, including the keywords ‘quality of work’, ‘job quality’ and ‘quality of 

working life’.  

After careful consideration of these extractions, we have only included for review the 

articles that clearly presented a definition and methodological framework for measuring QoW. 

The articles whose primary focus was not the study of QoW, or whose objective was to discuss 

the relationship between QoW and other social phenomena were also excluded. To limit our 

sample of publications to a reasonable number for analysis, we have only considered the most-

cited English language publications. Consequently, and although we have extended our search 

until the year 2015, the articles under analysis refer to the period between 2000 and 2010. For 

each paper, we have identified the operationalization dimensions used, the main theoretical 

influences and the data sources. These were then grouped according to their correspondences.  

 

3. Key theoretical and methodological approaches 

Gallie (1996, 2003, 2007b) has identified two main analytical traditions in the study of QoW: 

a neo-Marxist perspective, underlying the effects of work organization in worker’s alienation; 

and a subjective well-being perspective, mainly focused on workers’ satisfaction and 

motivation. While both developed as a reaction to the effects of Taylorist models of production, 

the emphasis is significantly diverse. The neo-Marxist approach, strongly supported by the 

work of Friedmann [1950] 1967), 1963 [1946]), Naville (1963) and Braverman (1974), stresses 

task fragmentation as a factor that limits human potential. On a different perspective, the well-

being tradition, grounded in the Hawthorne experiences and in the work of Mayo ([1932] 1972, 

1949), focuses more on the reduction of workers’ satisfaction and motivation, and on its impact 

on the general productivity of organizations (Gallie 1996, 2003, Gallie 2007b).  
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Some authors have been defending the existence of a third school of thought that 

emerged especially after the 1980s with the intensification of globalization. Largely influenced 

by the neo-Marxist tradition, this third approach concentrates on employment structures. It 

includes the contributions from labour market segmentation theories, arguing the increasing 

job polarization and the creation of unequal and contrasting segments in the labour market 

(Berger and Piore 1980; Doeringer and Piore 1985; Gordon et al. 1982), and the institutionalist 

approaches (namely Esping-Andersen’s welfare regimes approach (1990) and Hall and 

Soskice’s varieties of capitalism perspective [2001]), underlying the effect of institutional 

differences in explaining working conditions’ variations (Gallie 2007a, Gallie 2007b, 2007c). 

Regardless of the analytical tradition, concerns over the definition of QoW remain 

present. The request of a precise conceptualization has been defended as one possible way of 

finding a consensual measurement of QoW, avoiding the diversity of perspectives and results 

in the field. 

In their baseline article, Nadler and Lawler (1983) analysed the evolution of QoW 

studies up to the year 1980. According to the authors, the concept started to be understood as 

a ‘variable’ to evaluate organizational efficacy and as an ‘approach’ to improve working 

conditions and organizational performance, after which it started to be seen as a ‘method’ of 

task enrichment and as an ideological ‘movement’ about the nature of work and the relationship 

between the worker and the organization (Nadler and Lawler 1983: 22–23). The variety of 

interpretations and usages of the term led the authors to fear its understanding as a ‘panacea’ 

for all organizational problems (Nadler and Lawler 1983: 24). In a clearly pessimistic 

perspective, the authors were concerned that the lack of a precise definition would dissipate its 

academic and organizational interest (Nadler and Lawler 1983). 

In fact, QoW studies have suffered different flows of general and academic attention 

over the years. The first half of the noughties clearly showed a burst of awareness on the topic, 
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followed by a decline in interest in the final years of the decade, especially by policy-makers, 

as a result of the global economic crisis that redirected the attention to the ‘quantity’ of jobs 

and to the need to create employment. In any case, considering the academic production on the 

theme, it is clear that QoW remains in the academic and organizational agendas, and that there 

have been several attempts to conceptualize and measure the notion of quality. 

There are two elements generally present in QoW definitions: the individual, as 

protagonist and beneficiary of the QoW; and the organizations, as producers of the working 

conditions that impact workers’ lives. For instance, Hackman and Suttle (1977), defined quality 

of working life as ‘the degree to which members of a work organisation are able to satisfy 

important personal needs through their experiences in the organisation’; Cascio (1986) defined 

QoW ‘in terms of employee’s perceptions of their physical and mental well-being at work’; 

and Sirgy et al. (2001) define it ‘as employee satisfaction with a variety of needs through 

resources, activities and outcomes stemming from participation in the workplace’. 

Accordingly, the discussion about the meanings of QoW cannot be separated from the debate 

on the definition of the working conditions and working contexts that can guarantee a good 

job. If QoW is associated to both individuals and organizations, one would expect its 

conceptual components to differ according to the working and production conditions 

considered to be important by each person or organization. This argument is, in itself, sufficient 

to justify the variety of definitions existing in the literature. In that sense, as Cooke et al. (2013) 

point out, the contextual and broader aspects of life and work can influence the perceptions of 

QoW, leading to different understandings of its meaning. 

In order to debate variations in meaning, it is also important to address measurement. 

The two main analytical traditions mentioned above are associated to different methodological 

approaches. The neo-Marxist perspective has been privileging the identification of the specific 

working conditions that affect personal development. In this case, the analysis is based on the 
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identification and evaluation of the work features considered to be relevant for the QoW. This 

evaluation can be done by the worker or by the researcher. In some cases, it can result in a 

single measure of quality, usually taking the form of an index (Dahl et al. 2009; Gallie 2007b; 

Kalleberg and Vaisey 2005). Critics of this approach point out the fact that the list of aspects 

identified can be easily insufficient and miss important dimensions of job quality, not 

considering, for example, individual work preferences (Dahl et al. 2009; Gallie 2007b; 

Kalleberg and Vaisey 2005).  

In contrast, the methodological approach of the subjective well-being tradition has been 

associated with general appraisals of quality standards at work, frequently measured as work 

satisfaction. In this case, the worker carries out the evaluation of his/her working conditions to 

reach a global assessment, often in terms of a satisfaction scale. This method is usually 

criticized because it is not always possible to recognize which work aspects lay behind that 

individual evaluation (Dahl et al. 2009; Gallie 2007b; Kalleberg and Vaisey 2005). We could 

also add to this discussion the problematic use of satisfaction as a job quality indicator, which 

has also been a point of debate in QoW research. Satisfaction and quality are autonomous 

concepts that are associated to different types of work evaluation. This means that one could 

have work satisfaction even in low-quality jobs or, on the contrary, enjoy good working 

conditions without feeling satisfied. In any case, although there are still studies that treat quality 

and satisfaction indistinctively, we can say that there has long been a general agreement among 

academics that work satisfaction is just one of the many components of quality (Seashore 

1975). 

As Gallie defends, QoW studies tend, more and more, to aggregate elements from 

different traditions (2003, 2007b). In this sense, we could say that we are developing towards 

a greater convergence. But the diversity of analytical approaches in the literature goes beyond 

this broad distinction between neo-Marxist and subjective well-being schools of thought. 
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Therefore, we propose a closer look at some of them, considering the immediate relation 

between definition and measurement.  

 

4. From definition to measurement: Diversity and consensus 

In the beginning of the 1980s, Castillo and Prieto analysed the different definitions of the term 

‘working conditions’, concluding that the theoretical perspectives adopted by researchers 

would condition the operational dimensions included in their studies (Castillo and Prieto 1983). 

Nevertheless, more than defining working conditions and knowing “where they start and where 

they end’, they defended the need to focus on workers’ preferences (Castillo and Prieto 1983: 

120). Considering that research on working conditions is pertinent because it affects the lives 

of those who work, the authors claimed that individuals should beat the centre of the analysis. 

Consequently, in their perspective, the conceptualization of the notion of working conditions 

would vary according to the attributions that each researcher gives to the worker. If workers 

were to be considered only in their physiological dimension, the research focus would certainly 

be on the physical working conditions, security or health. If workers were seen as social and 

psychological beings, other working conditions had to be taken into account (Castillo and 

Prieto 1983). Clark (1998) has also defended that the only way of knowing if a job has quality 

is by asking the worker. However, the extensive research on QoW that has been done over the 

years have delivered significant contributions on the work dimensions that prove to influence 

workers’ lives.  

Many QoW studies have been criticized for neglecting a rigorous conceptual 

discussion, using its analytical dimensions as definitions in itself. This means treating the 

‘operational definition’ as a ‘definition of meaning’ (Sartori 1970: 1045). For some authors, 

this contributes to the lack of consensus around what a job with quality should be (Martel and 

Dupuis 2006). In fact, the definition of a concept should not be misled by the analytical 
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dimensions and indicators used for its measurement, although these can still be considered as 

‘declarations of meaning’, since they indicate the potential ways of measuring the concept 

(Sartori 1970: 1045). 

A methodological review of existing research is therefore useful to assess progress 

regarding the conceptualization and measurement of QoW and to debate possible trends 

towards operational harmonization, or contrarily, divergence.  

 

5. Quality of work research: A methodological review 

In the following table, we present the selected studies developed under the theme of QoW and 

its corresponding analytical frameworks. From the analysis of these models, we have found 

three relevant discriminating axes: (1) the theoretical references; (2) the analytical levels and 

empirical objects; and (3) the data sources. After a careful analysis of each analytical approach, 

the operational dimensions were categorized in nine general thematic dimensions: health and 

safety, employment security, economic capacity, skills, social dialogue, work organization, 

work-life integration, interpersonal relations and general well-being. 

 

[Insert table 1 about here] 

 

Theoretical references 

As we can see from the table, some studies combine elements from both the neo-Marxist and 

the subjective well-being traditions, but the employment structures approach, and particularly 

the theories of labour market segmentation, have been gaining more predominance. 

The analytical proposals that fall under the labour market segmentation theories 

measure QoW in terms of the characteristics that make a job good or bad. Some examples can 

be found in the studies of Clark (2005), Kalleberg, Reskin and Hudson (2000), McGovern, 
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Smeaton and Hill (2004) or Kalleberg and Vaisey (2005). In these approaches, labour markets 

are perceived as a discriminating arena where jobs with good working conditions are clearly 

separated from those whose characteristics are mainly associated to poor working conditions 

(Goos and Manning 2003; Gallie 2003).Bearing in mind that the features that make a good job 

are not necessarily the ones that make it bad (Kalleberg and Vaisey 2005), these studies often 

confirm the concentration of good or bad characteristics in one same job. The example of wages 

is elucidative: contrary to the compensating wage differentials theory (Smith [1776] 1993) that 

defends that a job exposed to a higher level of risk should be compensated with a higher salary, 

evidence of the employment structures analysis of QoW show that, in contemporary societies, 

the higher paid jobs are also those with better general working conditions and vice versa (Clark 

2005; Kalleberg et al. 2000). 

The influence of the institutionalist theories is also strong in our selected QoW studies. 

Inspired in the work of Hall and Soskice (2001), these approaches argue that QoW would 

depend on the institutional configurations of the countries, namely the relationship between 

companies, unions or the education system. In this case, the distinction between QoW and 

quality of employment deserves special attention. The first considers the job in itself, and the 

latter, the relation between employment demand and supply. Research focused on the quality 

of employment tends to analyse employment dynamics in a particular context, usually at a 

national level, and to give special attention to education and lifelong learning, social protection, 

pensions or unemployment. Quality of employment is a concept recurrently present in social 

policy documents, namely at the European level, where those elements are often privileged in 

detriment of the intrinsic characteristics of work. It is also a concept adopted in some academic 

studies that analyse the effect of national institutions in the determination of quality (e.g.: 

Davoine et al. 2008). In contrast, the majority of studies that adopt a QoW perspective tend to 

be more wide-ranging. They are not restricted to the analysis of employment and 



 

11 
 

unemployment, also including the analysis of the task and of the context where work takes 

place.  

Apart from the broader distinction between the main analytical traditions, some of the 

selected studies are inspired in specific theoretical frameworks referring to other research 

topics and then applied to the study of QoW. Maslow’s (1954), McClelland’s (1961) and 

Herzberg’s (1966) behaviourists and motivationalist theories, mainly present in the subjective 

well-being approaches, are implicit in many QoW studies (e.g., Sirgy et al. 2001). According 

to these theories, there is a group of necessities at work that need to be satisfied so that workers 

can feel motivated. Having this hypothesis in mind, these authors identify a set of basic needs 

responsible for QoW. Spillover theories (Hill et al. 2003), which state that the experience in 

one life sphere has reciprocal implications in all other spheres, are also present in most analysis, 

especially the ones that address work-life reconciliation. 

The question of adapting work tasks to the individual skills, characteristics and needs 

of workers is also recurrent in the studies of QoW. Hackman and Oldham’s proposal (1980) to 

redesign work tasks in order to improve worker’s satisfaction and organizational performance 

is one of the constant references. According to the work design perspective, task characteristics 

like variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy or feedback impact different mental 

states (meaningfulness, responsibility and knowledge of the results), which influence 

motivation, satisfaction and productivity in a general sense (Hackman and Oldham 1980). 

Karasek’s model for the study of fatigue (1979) has also influenced several QoW 

studies. According to the author, work-associated tension and fatigue are a result of the 

combination between work demands and decision-making latitude. Limits to the worker’s 

latitude of decision-making, together with high work demands, are usually the cause of tension. 

This input proved to be relevant for QoW studies essentially for two reasons. First, it allowed 

the assumption that the same level of demand can have different responses by the worker 
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depending on its level of autonomy. Second, it showed that it is possible to decrease fatigue 

levels by increasing decision-making latitude without influencing work demands, which means 

improving workers’ mental health without compromising organizational performance. 

Other proposals presented in our analysis follow even more concrete theoretical 

references. Martel and Dupuis (2006),for example, combine Turcotte’s analysis on the quality 

of working life (1988, in Martel and Dupuis 2006), with Kohl and Schooler model of work 

structures (1982). In this combination, Martel and Dupuis develop an extensive list of QoW 

indicators entitled ‘Quality of Life Systemic Inventory’ (Martel and Dupuis 2006: 362–63). 

 

Analytical level and empirical objects 

In the selected studies, QoW research tends to combine macro (education and training, 

employment relations), meso (task design, physical working conditions, work organization) 

and micro (individual needs and resources) factors of analysis. However, the attention given to 

each one of these levels of analysis is strongly dependent of the empirical objects in question. 

Studies aimed at comparing countries tend to focus on the dimensions that allow the 

analysis of the employment structures. Inversely, research that focuses on a specific national 

or occupational context is more oriented towards giving more attention to work organization, 

task characteristics or individual resources. Taking the example of Sirgy et al. (2001), the 

authors initially applied a survey restricted to university employees and to workers from an 

accounting company. Kalleberg and Vaisey (2005) have also applied a survey to a sample of 

workers from a labour organization in the air transportation and aerospace industry. Both 

studies took place in the United States. The study by Kalleberg et al. (2000) is also a good 

example of an analysis undertaken at a specific national context, also the United States. Some 

of the key dimensions that are used to measure QoW, like the access to health insurance or to 

a pension, are strongly associated to the specific reality of the country being studied. 



 

13 
 

Consequently, when McGovern et al. (2004) replicated this model in the United Kingdom, not 

only did they add an additional dimension (opportunities for career progression), but they also 

referred to the different weight that access to health insurance or pension has in the British 

reality where the public provision of these services tends to be widespread. 

 

Methods and data 

Finally, the analysis of the selected articles allows us to confirm the importance of the 

methodological strategy, and more precisely of the data availability, for the operationalization 

of QoW. 

All the authors under analysis adopted a quantitative approach, sometimes 

complemented with qualitative interviews. Looking only at the quantitative dimension, some 

authors chose to develop their own data collection instruments, forming a unique database. 

This option provides more freedom when choosing the relevant variables to define and measure 

QoW. For instance, Kalleberg and Vaisey (2005) developed their own data collection 

instruments, which allowed them to combine two methodological approaches (the 

measurement of the global appreciation of quality of life and the evaluation of several work 

dimensions) and to define analytical dimensions according to previous literature and research 

evidence and to their own research needs.  

In contrast, a great number of studies are based on already existing resources and 

databases, which restrict, to some degree, the analytical perspective that is being adopted. 

Nowadays, the academic community has access to several work-related indicators through the 

official resources of many international or national institutions, like the national statistics 

cabinets, the European Commission, the OECD, the ILO, etc. These include data on salaries, 

social benefits, employment and unemployment and many other indicators. 
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At a European level, specific surveys designed to allow the comparative analysis of 

QoW have been developed, namely, The European Working Conditions Survey (Eurofound), 

the European Company Survey (Eurofound), the European Quality of life Survey (Eurofound), 

the Enterprise Survey on new and Emerging Risks (OSHA) or the Pan-European Poll on 

Occupational Safety and Health. Besides these databases, information about working 

behaviour and values can also be found in the programmes of data collection of values, namely, 

the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) and the European Social Survey (ESS). 

Since these data resources allow the comparison of countries, occupations, age groups or sex, 

also permitting a longitudinal analysis, many authors use them in their research. In these cases, 

the expected tendency would be for the analytical framework to follow the dimensions included 

in the data sources. 

Clark (2005), for example, supports his work in the special work orientation modules 

of the ISSP database. Consequently, the analytical dimensions identified as being relevant for 

QoW are those who are already available in the dataset. Handel (2005), in his turn, used data 

from the General Social Survey to analyse trends in perceived job quality over the years. 

Data resulting from the ESS is also a reference in the studies of QoW, namely, Davoine 

et al. (2008), and these data have been especially relevant for the identification of the work 

domains more and less valued by workers.  

The use of pre-existent analytical frameworks can encompass some limitations. For 

instance, the ILO decent work approach and the EC Laeken indicators have been criticized by 

some scholars for being more oriented towards a specific political agenda than to the accurate 

knowledge of QoW (Peña-Casas 2009; Green 2006; Davoine et al. 2008). Besides, the 

development of large-scale questionnaires always bears the risk of not including all the possible 

relevant variables. Nevertheless, these analytical frameworks developed by official institutions 



 

15 
 

have the advantage of stimulating further production to a scale that researchers would not be 

able to reach autonomously and individually. 

Since data availability can restrict the final operationalization, some authors choose to 

combine data from different sources, or add original data to previous existing ones. Davoine et 

al. (2008), for example, adopted the EC indicators, but chose to add some others they consider 

to be pertinent. Taking the example of skills, since the EC framework only includes indicators 

that refer to training actions, the authors added the training hours and costs from other sources. 

Authors that prefer to use national-level information, like Kalleberg et al. (2000) in the 

United States, or McGovern et al. (2004) in the United Kingdom do not have the opportunity 

to entail a comparative analysis between countries, and in that sense, its operationalization is 

not always transferable to other national contexts. 

Following the argument of Findlay, Kalleberg and Warhurst (2013) on QoW data, our 

analysis further confirms the idea that practical limitations regarding data access and 

availability are one more source of variability between authors. 

 

6. Discussion 

Following our analysis, it seems evident that there is a great degree of diversity and variability 

in the theoretical influences of QoW studies and in the analytical perspectives adopted. 

However, if it is true that in these selected studies there is no evident consensus regarding the 

analytical dimensions that should be included in the study of QoW, it is also true that 

employment security, skills and work organization are considered relevant for almost all 

authors. Salary, well-being, health and safety and interpersonal relations are also considered 

relevant in the majority of studies. We can, therefore, assume that there is a significant base of 

analytical convergence. In addition, although under distinct perspectives, the majority of 

studies try to articulate different analytical levels, combining, for example, employment 
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structures, task design and work organization with workers’ individual resources. The 

analytical and operational divergences seem to be secondary in face of a group of established 

and empirically tested working conditions that are central for the QoW. 

In present-day research, the increasing interconnection between scholars from different 

countries leads to the widespread use of large-scale databases that allow comparisons. This 

means that the analytical dimensions used to measure QoW would likely be harmonized 

between authors, since they are referring to the same data sources that already have a defined 

set of operational dimensions. 

Recalling the discussion of the relation between definition and measurement, it is 

generally consensual that the meanings of QoW and favourable working conditions can vary 

between individuals, countries, occupational groups and other aspects. But it is also clear that 

the variety of meanings that researchers, in some cases informed by workers, attribute to QoW 

is somehow limited and expressed as a consequence of analytical and methodological options 

or conditionings. Perhaps the discussion over these and other limitations could be more relevant 

than the pursuit of a universal definition and measurement, which would always be difficult to 

achieve due to the contextual, multi causal and multidimensional nature of QoW. 

 

7. Conclusion 

In this article, we have analysed selected articles on the topic of QoW in order to identify 

significant analytical differences or similarities, and to assess progress regarding the 

harmonization of concepts and measurement. We have restricted our analysis to the most-cited 

English articles under the topic of QoW, in the Scopus database, between 2000 and 2015. This 

clearly leaves behind important contributions that were excluded from extraction due to these 

necessary, but restricting, criteria. Therefore, the scope of our exercise is limited, and it does 

not aim to be exhaustive or representative of all the relevant contributions in the field, namely, 
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the ones published in books, book chapters, in other languages than English or in other years, 

or the ones that are not present in the database we used.  

Considering three axes of analysis (theoretical references, analytical levels and 

methodological strategies and data), it was possible to denote the variety of approaches in the 

studies of QoW that lay behind the claim for consensus. In fact, if we want to integrate the 

different scientific contributions in the field of QoW in order to increase comparability and 

inform policy, the diversity of definitions and analytical perspectives may bring additional 

difficulties. But even though analysis vary according to the theoretical references, the analytical 

level and the data availability, this exercise of analysing different operationalisations of QoW 

confirms that there is, to a certain extent, some degree of convergence in the main dimensions 

that are relevant for the study of QoW.  

Conceptual and operative discussions are an integral part of conducting research. The 

variety and complexity of elements that can influence our understandings of QoW easily lead 

to theoretical and methodological divergences that do not necessarily have to be perceived as 

an obstacle to scientific development. Allowing for variety is actually a good principle for the 

scientific discussion of any concept. In QoW studies, this heterogeneity has so far generated a 

set of interesting contributions that can complement each other in the quest for a higher QoW. 

By providing a detailed methodological review, this article adds up to the complex debate on 

the conceptualization of QoW, and aims to contribute to its further research in contemporary 

societies. 
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