FOLIA GEOGRAPHICA - 155N 1336-6157 (hard copy) * ISSN 2454-1001 (online)

HOLISTIC AND SUSTAINABLE QUALITY OF LIFE
Conceptualization and Application

j Frantisek PETROVIC *, Frantisek MURGAS ®

Received: January 14, 2020 | Revised: February 24, 2020 | Accepted: March 1, 2020
Paper No. 20-62/1-550

Abstract

Inthe article we focused on incorporating sustainability into the concept of quality
of life in response to the current accelerating environmental problems. Quality
of life is understood holistically as a link between the personal or subjective
dimension with a geographic dimension or objective, expressed in terms of
quality of place. Two goals were formulated in the article. The first is to analyze
the possibility of including sustainability in the concept of holistic quality of life.
Itincludes an answer to the question of which lifestyle - hedonistic or eudaimonic
is sustainable. The second goal, closely related to the first, is to explore the spatial
differentiation of holistic quality of life in districts of the Czech Republic. In the
theoretical part of article, we explore quality of life, holistic quality of life and
sustainable quality of life. In the empirical part we measure both dimensions
of holistic quality of life in the form of satisfaction with life and satisfaction
with the place in districts of the Czech Republic. The data were obtained by
face-to-face interviews so that all districts were proportionally represented in
terms of population. The informative value of such measurements, based on
correlations, is high, much higher than the measurement of place quality in the
form of set indicators. The value of the correlation between life satisfaction and
place satisfaction according to the verbal evaluation of the correlation values is
medium high.

Key words
Quality of life, holistic quality of life, quality of place, sustainable of quality of life,
districts of the Czech Republic.

INTRODUCTION

Over the last period, in the study of quality of life, interest in the holistic approach
to the quality of life has been increasing, usually expressed by its conceptualiza-
tion (Veenhoven 2000, 2016; Phillips, 2006; Murgas, 2016). At the same time, over
the past few months, we have witnessed a paradigmatic change in terms of cli-
mate change, or in a broader sense, on environmental issues. These problems have
moved from the academic sphere to the public sphere. Comprehensive warnings
about the impacts of climate change on contemporary life are being formulated.
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In relation to quality of life, the outlined development raises sustainability as a pri-
mary requirement.

Improving the quality of life in developed countries, linked to a long period
of economic growth, is coming to an end, and the effort to improve quality of life
is likely to be replaced by an effort to maintain the current quality of life. In the
article we focused on incorporating sustainability into the concept of quality of life
and applying measurement of such a holistic quality of life in districts of the Czech
Republic.

Vedou, ktord je zamerana na explore ako kvalita Zivota vznika, resp. ¢o ju
nasycuje je psycholégia. V psycholdgii as with all new concepts, there is termino-
logical inconsistency in this new field on the border of psychology and sustaina-
bility. Therefore, in addition to the term ‘psychology of sustainability’ we can also
come across the term ‘environmental psychology’ (Pol et al. 2017).Attention is paid
to the relationship between sustainability and quality of life or similar phenomena
of well-being, happiness etc. (Chiras, Corson 1997; Moser 2009), some authors as-
sociate them into one term “quality and sustainability of life” (Mederly et al. 2003;
Vonk 2011). One of the main sustainability factors is land use (Boltiziar et al. 2016;
Izakovi¢ova, 2000; Jedlicka et al. 2019; Karlik et al. 2018; Kubinsky et al. 2015; Liesk-
ovsky et al. 2018; Muchova, 2019; Olah 2003; Olah, Zigrai 2004; Petrovi¢, Muchova
2013; Sldamova, Bel¢akova 2019; Tarnikova, Muchova 2018).

We have two goals in the article. The first is to verify the possibility of including
sustainability in the concept of holistic quality of life, including answering to the
question of which way of life - hedonistic resp. eudaimonic is sustainable. The second
goal, closely related to the first, is to explore the spatial differentiation of holistic
quality of life in districts of the Czech Republic. Based on the above statements, we
hypothesize: Sustainability can be a part of the concept of the quality of life.

This article has two parts. In the first, theoretical part, we outline the key
concepts focused on quality of life, holistic quality of life and quality of place. In
the second, empirical part, we will measure the quality of life at the geographical
level in the districts of the Czech Republic, describing data, methods and findings.
In discussion we explore the validity or invalidity of the hypothesis and whether
we met objectives.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Quality of life

Exploring the quality of life (or the phenomena with which it is identified, such
as well-being, life satisfaction or happiness) has gained prominence in the social
sciences in recent decades (Kroll, 2008). The interest in exploring the quality of
life has been and is accompanied by an effort to bring knowledge applicable to
‘policy and practice in the field’ (Hughes et al., 1995). In this period, the quality of
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life entered the public sphere and became part of government programs in many
countries as well as programs of international organizations such as the UN or the
European Union. The consequence of these processes is that the quality of life has
become a vague term meaning anything. A large part of the population of devel-
oped countries lives in prosperity, and therefore researchers identify the quality of
life with the life satisfaction that is called well-being. This identification was sup-
ported by a paradigmatic change in psychology in the form of the emergence and
rapid spread of positive psychology. In addition to satisfaction with life, there is
dissatisfaction called ill-being. Moreover, none of us lives in a vacuum but in a spe-
cific geographical environment. This affects life satisfaction through its facilities,
the level of social pathology, the quality of the environment and aesthetic values.
It should also be emphasised that the researchers’ interest to explore quality of
life was primarily in a quantitative form with the development of its epistemology
lagging behind. One of the consequences of this development is the terminolog-
ical chaos, so the quality of life is identified not only with well-being, satisfaction
with life or happiness, but also with their various modifications, such as economic
well-being, material well-being, mental well-being, objective well-being, physical
well-being, psychological well-being, personal well-being, subjective well-being,
well-being of nations, economy of happiness, objective happiness, or welfare. The
solution to the problem of terminological chaos is to define the key terms.

In the sense of quality of life, we consider the cognitive assessment of how
good an individual’s life is. When one expresses himself on the quality of his life,
he evaluates it. Assessment can be verbal or numerical, on a prescribed scale ex-
pressing the degree of satisfaction with life. Satisfaction with life that has achieved
above-average value is referred to as wellbeing, life satisfaction, which reached
below-average values (in other words, dissatisfaction) becomes ill-being (Murgas,
2019). Satisfaction with life is a synonym for quality of life, not happiness. The
reason for this finding is that happiness is an emotion, expressing affective eval-
uation of satisfaction with life. Happiness is a short-term emotional state of joy.
From the fact that happiness is an emotion comes the knowledge that happiness
forms an effective part of the quality of life. We define it as the highest achievable
well-being. An individual has a quality of life all his life, happiness is his just an
occasional part.

Most people in developed countries are happy with their lives, in the United
States, according to Gallup, 86% of Americans are content with their lives
(McCarthy, 2019). Scientists that explore quality of life respond to this by identify-
ing well-being with quality of life. This is a simplification, as well-being is only one
part of the subjective dimension of quality of life, the other is ill-being. Dichotomy
well-being - ill-being is one of many dichotomies of quality of life. Another is the
fact that on the one hand the quality of life is a complex multidimensional complex,
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on the other it is the answer to a simple question: How are you? The answer can be
verbal on the Likert scale or numerical on the Cantril scale.

The multidimensionality and complexity of the quality of life cannot be ex-
pressed by one indicator, but there is no consensus about optimum number or
the way of their measurement. The optimal solution is to identify the smallest
number of indicators with the greatest possible informative value. The effort to
express the complexity of quality of life leads to its conceptualization, which is
formulated especially by authors focused on healthy related quality of life (Cella
1994; Schalock 2004; Kaplan, Ries 2007) but also by authors dealing with quality of
life generally (Veenhoven 2000, 2016; Phillips 2006; Jakubcova et al. 2016; Murgas,
Klobuénik 2018; Murgas 2019). Geographically, the quality of life is conceptualized
and an overview of the authors dealing with it is presented by Murgas (2016). From
conceptualizations there is a general consensus on knowing the existence of two
dimensions of quality of life, subjective, referred to as well-being and objective,
referred to as quality of place. Complex quality of life is described by researchers as
holistic quality of life. The article is focused on that.

The introduction of the concept of quality of life into the public space was due
to politicians. In the 1960s US President Johnson announced the Great Society
program with aim to improve the lives of Americans (Rapley, 2008). In Europe,
German Chancellor Brandt in the early 1970s included improving the quality of
life of German residents on his party’s agenda (Murgas, 2012). The interest in the
quality of life in terms of the offer of its improvement has become part of the
agenda of political parties in developed countries. Quality of life has thus become
part of government programs in many countries, as well as programs of interna-
tional organizations such as the UN or the European Union. Researchers responded
to this demand by bringing knowledge applicable in policy and practice in the field
(Hughes et al. 1995). The current achieved high level of satisfaction with life is not
sustainable in the future, this is explicitly stated by the third Sustainability monitor
of the Netherlands (2015), which urgently states the need for the formulation of
sustainability of quality of life.

Holistic quality of life

The quality of life was described in previous text. Why is it necessary to deal with
holistic quality of life? The need lies in the recognition that if researchers have the
ambition to bring valid knowledge to the public and politicians in terms of deci-
sion-making information, this is then necessary. The difference between quality of
life, respectively for what is being declared as such - most often well-being - and
the holistic quality of life is that holistic means two-dimensional quality of life. The
Quality of Life Research Unit, which is a part of the University of Toronto, came up
with the ‘Being, Belonging, becoming’ quality of life model known as the Raphael

80 e Folia Geographica, Volume 62, No. 1, 77-94, (2020)




Frantisek PETROVIC, Frantisek MURGAS

et al. In this model there are three dimensions to quality of life, each of which con-
sists of three domains. According to the authors ,The model is multidimensional
and assumes that quality of life is holistic in nature” (Quality of Life Research Unit,
on line). The influence of both dimensions on the holistic quality of life is not the
same; Lyubomirsky et al. (2005) analyzed it from the psychological point of view,
Murgas and Klobu¢nik (2016b) explored it from the spatial point of view. Although
the influence of the place in which one lives does not seem great at first sight, it is
not negligible either.

System analysis and evaluation of quality of life factors affecting Faceted action
system theory within metatheory framework can be considered as part of the
creation of epistemology of quality of life (Shye, 2014a). Based on this meta-theory
Shye (2014b) formulated The Systematic Quality of Life (SQOL) Model as a matrix
of four subsystems: Personality, Physical, Social, and Cultural, and four modes:
Expressive, Adaptive, Integrative, and Conservative. The SQOL model, as well as
the familiar models of Allardt, Raphael et al., or Veenhoven, which is described by
Murgas (2019) are models of a holistic, two-dimensional quality of life. A holistic
approach to quality of life is common in the written works that are focused on
healthy related quality of life (Dossa 1989, Ventegodt et al. 2006, Kelley-Gillespie
2009, Bower et al. 2010, Carrieri et al. 2018, Werneburg et al. 2018). Therefore, it is
surprising that a holistic approach to quality of life has not become significantly
represented in the general quality of life.

Sustainability of quality of life

As we have already mentioned, the interest of researchers focused on quality of
life in sustainability is obvious, as well as the interest of sustainability researchers in
quality of life. In the last two decades, quality of life has begun to be classified with-
in sustainable development as its fourth pillar. According to Ira and Huba (2007:
197) “Sustainable development has been redefined as a holistic concept of qual-
ity of life”. The natural consequence of this is the unification of approaches to the
use of the term “quality and sustainability of life”. For the sake of completeness, it
should be noted that only the eudaimonic quality of life in the sense of Aristotle is
sustainable. Hedonic quality of life is not sustainable.

When we talk about the quality and sustainability of life, do we mean every life?
Are all forms of contemporary human life sustainable? Aristotle divided the expe-
rience of human life into two basic types: hedonic and eudaimonic. This division
is naturally simplistic, there are several transitional types, but we can accept it.
At present, the level of life satisfaction is high in developed countries, especially
in countries with a high quality of public policy. This is evidenced by almost all
measurements by researchers, international organizations such as the UN or OECD
and other entities such as The Economist or The Legatum Prosperity Institute.
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The present high level of satisfaction with life has many hedonistic features. Is it
sustainable in the future? It is not (Pol et al. 2017), even the third Sustainability
monitor of the Netherlands (2015) states this explicitly. This implies the need to for-
mulate sustainability of quality of life. In one of many definitions of sustainability,
this is defined in relation to quality of life:

In one of many definitions of sustainability, this is defined in relation to quality
of life: “Sustainability is a dynamic process which enables all people to realise
their potential and improve quality of life in ways that simultaneously protect
and enhance the Earth’s life support system” (Forum for the Future, on line). In the
article, the sustainable quality of life is considered to be a quality of life that is not at
the expense of future generations. This implies that sustainability is not an indicator
of (environmental or other) quality of life and therefore cannot be measured as an
indicator. Sustainability is the goal of a quality of life and at the same time the path
to this goal.

Quality of place

In the previous part of the article we focused on the need for a holistic approach
to quality of life, meaning inclusion of its objective spatial dimension. The need for
a geographical approach to quality of life is based on the recognition that quality
of life always has a spatial dimension (Murgas 2016). In this approach, the irreplace-
able position of the ecological domain, respective ecological indicator when meas-
uring quality of life, is accepted.

The characteristics of the physical environment in which people live their lives
affect their quality of life (Pacione 1982), the same can be said about the social en-
vironment in which people live. Each individual has emotional ties to the physical
environment, in which social relations are manifested but also our personal identity
is rooted in (Kyle 2014). Raison d'étre dealing with the quality of life by a geogra-
pher lies in focusing geography on a physical space that in reality takes the form
of a place. The place is related to the phenomenon of good place (McCann 2004;
Kyle 2014), which is a place of different hierarchical levels ranging from settlements
to states. A place is good if it allows you to live a good life (Veenhoven 2014). An
objective dimension focused on space some authors call the quality of the place
(Trip 2007; Burton 2014; Murgas and Klobuc¢nik 2016a). It can be defined as “emo-
tional and cognitive assessment of external, spatially differentiated material and im-
material conditions for the experience of good life” (Murgas$ 2016: 311). In exploring
the spatial dimension of quality of life, emphasis is placed on the quality of life
in regions (Gonzales et al. 2011; Murga$ and Klobu¢nik 2016a) and in settlements
(Ira, Andrasko 2008; Biagi et al. 2018), while the quality of urban life is significantly
superior to the quality of rural life (Murgas 2016).
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DATA AND METHODS

Satisfaction with life and quality of the place was evaluated in the Czech Repubilic,
while the districts were considered as the place. The data was obtained by a per-
sonal questionnaire survey and survey via social networks (N = 1,356) from res-
pondents over 18 years of age from all 77 districts of the Czech Republic so that
it would meet the quota selection for the district quota (LAU 1). The investigation
took place for period from June 2018 to March 2019. The number of respondents
is based on the minimum number of respondents (N = 10) in each district and si-
multaneously on the minimum number of respondents in each region (N = 70). In
districts with the smallest population, the number of respondents was higher than
mathematically should be. For Prague with a population of 1.3 million, the number
of questionnaires was arbitrarily set at 150.

In the questionnaire survey, respondents rated their satisfaction with life and
the quality of the place on the Cantril’s scale 0-10, where 0 represents the lowest
value and 10 represents the highest value. Questions were formulated as follows:

e How satisfied are you with your life?
e How satisfied are you with the quality of the place you live in?

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The result of the questionnaire survey is the finding that the inhabitants of the
Czech Repubilic are satisfied with their life on the Cantril’s scale 0-10 at 7.38, with
the place where they live, they are satisfied at 7. 08.

The degree of correlation between life satisfaction variables and place quality is
0.41, according to the verbal correlation evaluation (de Vaus 2002), this correlation
is moderately high. The values of satisfaction with life correspond to the values
(Table 1) found by the Centre for Public Opinion Research at the Institute of Soci-
ology of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (Spurny 2019) in period
between June 2018 and March 2019.

Table 1 Life satisfaction from June 2018 to March 2019 in the Czech Republic as
a percentage

2018 2019
Scale - - average
june | sept. | oct. | nov. | dec. | jan. | feb. [march

very satisfied 17 17 16 15 17 15 18 15 16
satisfied 51 52 53 50 52 51 50 53 52
satis./dissat. 22 21 22 23 22 23 24 23 22
dissatisfied 9 9 8 10 8 10 7 8 9

very dissatif. 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1

Source: authors according Spurny (2019)
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The following tables show the districts with the highest life satisfaction values
(Table 2) and the lowest life satisfaction values (Table 3). The range between these
values is 8.43 - 6. 30.

Table 2 Districts with the highest life Table 3 District with the lowest life
satisfaction in the quantile satisfaction in the quantile
Rank. Districts Value Rank. Districts Value
1. |Cheb 8,43 75. |Rakovnik 6,40
2. |Breclav 8,23 76. |JindfichGv Hradec 6,36
3. |Praha - vychod 8,20 77. |Tachov 6,30
4. |Rychnov nad Knéznou 8,18
5.-6. |Hradec Krélové, Ji¢in 8,10
7. |Kladno 8,05

The spatial structure of satisfaction with life in districts is shown in picture 1,
based on the division of districts into quantiles. The fundamental statement is that
in all districts of the Czech Repubilic, satisfaction with life is above average, so it
takes the form of well-being. However, it is not easy to derive some regularity from
spatial differentiation. Only three districts are in the first quantile with the lowest
values (but above average in the absolute value). On the other hand, in the fifth
quantile with the highest values, there are close to border districts but also districts

38
@

o N

Figure 1
The average value of satisfaction with life in the districts of the Czech Republic
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in the Prague agglomeration. There are no city districts in this quantile, and except
from the Hradec Kralové district, there are no districts with regional offices. The
grouping of districts in this quantile in the form of an area can be talked about only
in one case of the districts of Ji¢in, Hradec Kralové and Rychnov nad Knéznou.

The second component of holistic quality of life is the quality of the place. The
following tables show the districts with the highest value of quality of place (Table
4) and the lowest value of quality of place (Table 5). The range between these
values is 4.54 - 8.70, so it is larger, as it was the case with life satisfaction. Since there
is only one district in the quantile with the highest value of quality of the place -
Jic¢in, for better understanding of spatial differentiation | also mention the districts
with the second highest values in the quantile.

Table 4 Districts in quantile with highest Table 5 Districts in quantile with the
and second highest value of lowest and second lowest value
quality of place of quality of place

Rank Districts Value Rank Districts Value
1. | Jicin 8,70 72. | Rakovnik 6,00
2. | Kroméfiz 8,00 73. | Jindfichtv Hradec 591
3. | Tabor 7,92 74. | Tachov 5,70
4. | Olomouc 7,85 75. | Ceska Lipa 5,63
5. | Praha 7,83 76. | Ustinad Labem 5,13

77. | Most 4,54

4,00 5,00 6,00 7,00 8,00 9,00 —_—i—
Figure 2

The average values of quality of place in the districts of Czech Republic (2019)

Folia Geographica, Volume 62, No. 1, 77-94, (2020) « 85




HOLISTIC AND SUSTAINABLE QUALITY
OF LIFE CONCEPTUALIZATION AND APPLICATION

The comparison of the districts in quantiles with the highest and lowest values
of satisfaction with life and quality of the place implies that in the case of districts
with the highest values, the only district of Ji¢in is represented in both cases and
in the case of the districts with the lowest only district of Jicin is represented in
both cases and in the case of the districts with the lowest values, the district of
JindfichUv Hradec is represented in both quantiles. Spatial differentiation of place
quality in districts is shown in Fig. 2, also based on the division of districts into
quantiles.

A holistic understanding of quality of life means evaluating both of its dimen-
sions in one whole. Measuring holistic quality means adding up date from life satis-
faction measurements and quality of place. Both dimension values were measured
on a 0-10 scale, so theoretically, the holistic quality of life values could range from
0-20, in fact, the range was 11.3-16. 8. This means that the holistic quality of life in
the districts of the Czech Repubilic is above average good (Fig. 3).

Table 6 Districts in quantile with the Table 7 Districts in quantile with the
highest value of holistic quality lowest holistic quality of life
of life
Rank. Districts Value Rank. Districts Value
1. | Jigin 16,80 75. | Tachov 12,00
Rychnov nad Knéznou | 16,00 76. | Usti nad Labem 11,73
3.-4. | Kroméfiz 15,85 77. | Most 11,31
3.-4. | Olomouc 15,85

In Table 6 we show the districts in quantile with the highest value of holistic
quality of life. The Ji¢in District ranked first in quantiles with the highest value of life
satisfaction (Table 2) and the quality of the place (Table 4).

The districts with the lowest holistic quality of life in quantile are in Table 7.
Their location, especially in the districts of Usti nad Labem and Most, was decided
by very low values in the quality of the place.

When there are two dimensions of quality of life, it is natural to deal with their
relationship.

It is not equal, life satisfaction is generally considered more important than the
quality of the place (Rapley 2003), according to other opinions, the relationship
of both domains is relatively independent (Allison et al. 1997). In the article, the
weight was not given the dimensions, they are understood as equal. When both
variables have the same weight, one would expect that the resulting holistic
quality of life is equally influenced, but it is not. Pearson’s correlation coefficient of
life satisfaction and holistic quality of life is.77, the correlation of place quality and
holistic quality of life is.88, meaning that quality of place affects the holistic quality
of life more as life satisfaction.
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Figure 3
The Average values of the Index of holistic quality of life in districts of the Czech Republic

The following important conclusions come from the measurements:

(i) life satisfaction and the quality of a place have different measured values, so
life satisfaction cannot be identified with the quality of life,

(i) the level of satisfaction with the life of the Czech Republic population on the
Cantril scale of 0-10 is high (7.38), the level of satisfaction with the place they
live in is also high (7.08), only slightly lower than the level of life satisfaction,

(i) correlation coefficient between variables of life satisfaction and place quality is
0.41, according to the verbal correlation (de Vaus 2002), correlation is moder-
ately high,

(iv) from the analysis of spatial differentiation of holistic quality of life (Picture 3)
shows that there is no regularity. There are five districts in quantile with the high-
est values, they are not urban districts, two out of five are districts with regional
towns (Hradec Kralové, Pardubice). The districts in quantile with the lowest val-
ues are three, the district of Tachov is a sparsely populated district with a small
district town (less than 13,000 inhabitants), while the district of Usti nad Labem
is the district with a regional town with a population of 93,000 inhabitants.

(v) Thus, the values of holistic quality of life do not correlate with the population
or the meaning of the district city. The peculiarity that future research could fo-
cus on is the relatively large difference between the values of two neighboring

districts in Eastern Moravia - Kroméfiz (15.85) and Hodonin (13.04).
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DISCUSSION

In the previous part of the article the holistic quality of life in an example of dis-
tricts of the Czech Republic was described, the data for life satisfaction and quality
of place was obtained by questionnaire survey. In the case of an objective dimen-
sion, this means satisfaction with the quality of the place. As we have already men-
tioned, Murgas and Klobu¢nik (2016a) dealt with municipalities and regions of the
Czech Republic as good places to live. They used the values of 10 indicators as data,
obtained from statistical sources and constituting ,golden standard quality of life
" According to the authors ,the essence of the golden standard of quality of life are
quantifiable manifestations of the age-old archetypal human desire common to
all people in human history: desire to live long in health, in family, surrounded by
children and later grandchildren, to be educated, to have a meaningful job which is
fulfilling and to be considered a good person, respectively to have a good reputa-
tion. The desire to live, to be healthy, to live in a functional family and have a job is
expressed by indicators of their absence. Suicide is the final phase of the lack of will
to live, mortality is the final phase of the absence of health, divorce is breaking of
a family functioning, and unemployment is the absence of job” (Murgas, Klobu¢nik
2016a: 555). A similar procedure when the quality of a place is a sum of variables
obtained from statistical sources was used in the creation of the World Happiness
Report (Helliwell et al. 2019). An approach where scientists or politicians tell people
what life is good can be described as the ‘top down’ approach. Its essence is the
belief that a high-quality place must match a high-quality life in special units (dis-
tricts or states). Murgas a Klobuc¢nik (2016b) dealt with the influence of the quality
of place on the life satisfaction in districts of the Czech Republic. The quality of the
place was measured by a set of ten indicators of the golden standard of quality of
life whose values were obtained from statistical sources. The result of a comparison
of life satisfaction and place quality is the Pearson correlation coefficient of -0.1183,
which represents the low to very low correlation interface. In a particular form in
15 districts out of 77, life satisfaction was lower than the quality of the place, in 2
districts both values were the same, and in 60 districts, life satisfaction was high-
er than the quality of the place. It turned out that the assumption of “ at a good
quality place a life is of a good quality” does not apply in 78% of the districts of
the Czech Republic. It is remarkable that people “were better off than they should”
in the district of Most and other districts of the Usti nad Labem and Karlovy Vary
regions. At the same time, it was true that people were “the worse off than they
should have” in the city district of Brno, where the quality of the place is the tenth
best of all 6251 residences in the Czech Republic.

The article uses a bottom-up approach, in other words, the quality of a place
is good when people consider it good. Numerically, the two approaches do not
differ in the districts of the Czech Republic: in 17 districts the quality of the place
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was higher than the satisfaction with life, in one district they were the same and in
59 districts the quality of the place was lower than the satisfaction with life. What
is important, however, is that the Pearson correlation coefficient of life satisfaction
and place quality in terms of satisfaction with it is 0.41, which is a medium-high
correlation.

CONCLUSION
In the article we formulated two objectives.

The first concerned verifying the possibility of including sustainability in the con-
cept of holistic quality of life, including the answer to the question of which way of
life - hedonistic resp. eudaimonic is sustainable. We discovered that sustainability
can be included in a holistically understood quality of life. However, sustainability
is not an indicator and therefore cannot be measured. When asked if the quality
of life is sustainable, the unequivocal answer is that sustainable is just a life lived
eudaimonically. Today’s hedonistic life is not sustainable. The second goal, closely
related to the first, is to explore the spatial differentiation of holistic quality of life
in districts of the Czech Republic. From the spatial analysis of holistically described
quality of life the following important implications arise:

e Valid information necessary for both the public and the academic world will
bring only holistic understanding of the quality of life, containing both its di-
mensions, satisfaction with life and the quality of the place.

e The acceptance of the claim that improving the quality of life is the primary
objective of public policy is related to the need to approach the improvement
of the quality of the place from the “bottom up”in the form of satisfaction with
the quality of the individual population.

In this way, the quality of the place is correlated with life satisfaction.

e The quality of the place in terms of satisfaction with it correlates with the holis-
tic quality of life more like satisfaction with life, this emphasizes the position of
the quality of the place as the primary goal of public policy.

The analysis of the geographical approach to quality of life brings the following
important findings:

¢ the need for a geographic approach to quality of life is essential because the
quality of life always has a spatial dimension,

e geographic approach allows exploring the quality of life at all spatial size levels.

e The physical space that geographers are focused on can have a form of place in
reality. A good place phenomenon is related to the place (McCann 2004; Kyle
2014). The place is good when its characteristics enable a good life experience
(Veenhoven 2014).
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In the next research, it would be appropriate to focus on two lines of enquiries.
The first is repetition of the described procedure and thereby confirmation or ref-
utation of its conclusions. In the event of confirmation of the conclusions, the next
step should be the identification of indicators that contribute to the assessment of
satisfaction with the place. The second line should be to create a minimum time
series. Murgas$ (2019) dealt with the development of quality of life in the years
2003-2015 in the regions of the Czech Republic based on data from the Centre for
Public Opinion Research at the Institute of Sociology of the Academy of Sciences
of the Czech Republic. He states that satisfaction with life in the period under
review stagnated. The explanation of this fact the author sees in the validity of
Easterlin’s paradox and the influence of cultural-geographical characteristics of
Czech society. Creating a time series at district level will enrich the exploration of
the holistic quality of life and enhance its application character.
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