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ABSTRACT

The independent study entitled “Quality of Work Life of Employees at Faculty of
Agriculture, Chiang Mai University” aims to study a factor that affected quality of work life and
to study a level of quality of work life of employees at Faculty of Agriculture. The study based on
the working life quality concept of Management System of Quality of Work Life (MS-QWL),
The Human Capacity Building Institute, The Federation of Thai Industries.

In this research, data has been acquired by collecting from 204 participating
employees in eight departments of the Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Mai University. According
to the Quota Sampling method, a number of questionnaires distributed to each department were
adjusted by ratio of employees in each department. The questionnaire respondents were randomly
selected. Then, the questionnaires were randomly collected regarding to the Convenience
Sampling method. The data was analyzed by both Descriptive Statistic and Inferential Statistic.
The Descriptive Statistic analysis that included Frequency, Percentage and Mean. The Inferential
Statistic analysis that included The T-test analysis, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and
pair wise comparison considered by Least Significant Difference (LSD) method at 95% of the
confident level, Pair-wise correlations and multiple regression analysis between each of the six
factor that affected the working life quality and the overall work life quality level were also

analyzed.
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The result of the study revealed that the employees at Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang
Mai University have a high overall working life quality at 3.76 points out .of‘ a total of 5.

In terms of the factors that affected the working life quality, they ranked mind,
spirituality, environment, body and social relationship at high level. However, they ranked life
stability at moderate level.

From studying comparative importance of each six factor that affected the working
life quality, categorized by personnel preferences such as sex, age, marital status, educational
level, working period, type of employees and salary, it found out that while the difference
personnel preferences did affect to the attitudes towards factor that affected the working life
quality at the significance level of 0.05

It was also found out that there was a positive correlation in medium level between
their overall work life quality and the six factor that affected the working life quality at the
significant level of 0.01.

The R relationship was at 0.621 and the overall prediction of their working life quality
was at 38.53%, while 61.47% of the working life quality of the corporate employees by other
factors. From the study of statistic significance, it was found that body, environment and life
stability affected the working life quality significantly at 0.01 level. The result also showed that
body, environment and life stability were able to predict the working life quality at § = 0.321,
0.201 and 0.328.





