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Abstract. Studies about life quality and people’s satisfaction with life currently are focused on cities as
important cultural, social and political centres. The aim of the study is to evaluate residents’ satisfaction with
life quality in Jelgava; and to achieve it, such methods as analysis of theoretical literature and statistical
analysis, classification and comparison of data about satisfaction with life quality in Jelgava city from survey
“Quality of Life in Cities”, which was conducted by Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia in 2017, were applied.
Results demonstrate that overall satisfaction level with living in Jelgava is relatively high and is one of the
highest among other regional cities of Latvia. It was observed that satisfaction with living in Jelgava is closely
related with several indicators that characterized the household’s living standard and financial situation - the
worse was situation in the household, the lower satisfaction level with life in Jelgava was. The residents of
Jelgava are mainly satisfied with environmental factors, while such elements as the condition of the streets and
buildings, health care services and public transport were assessed the lowest. The main issues facing Jelgava
were road infrastructure, unemployment and health services, while noise level, education and training as well
as air pollution were the least mentioned. It was observed that people firstly point out issues that are common
with their subjective experience and what bother their individual life.
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Introduction

The concept of life quality is widely studied in interdisciplinary science fields and currently,
especially in European countries (Okulicz-Kozaryn, Valente, 2018; Weziak-Bialowolska, 2016; Rosu
et al., 2015; Shaker, 2015; Sorensen, 2014), it focuses on cities as the centres of social, economic
and political life as well as residence for major part of people. As Zenker et al. (Zenker
et al, 2013) has argued a satisfied resident is the most important aim of cities’" management,
because citizens are active partners and co-producers of public goods, services and policies. In
other words - satisfied human capital builds better economy; therefore it is important for city’s
economists and leaders to observe the satisfaction level with life quality in it, since results allow to
predict future changes in city’s economy, social processes and development.

According to theoretical studies (Turksever, Atalik, 2001; Ballas, 2013), life quality can be
measured both with objective and subjective indicators. In the beginning of 215t century, objective
indicators (for example, natural environment, income, consumption, wages and rents, local
amenities, environmental pollution), which are relatively easy to quantify and collect, were most
often analysed, but in recent years there is a rapidly growing number of interdisciplinary studies in
which subjective measurements are studied (for example, Ballas, Tranmer, 2012; Switek, 2016;
Bartram, 2013). The most often used concepts are happiness, subjective well-being and
satisfaction with life and living environment, which were adapted from the field of psychology to
other scientific fields. According to Pittau et al. (2010), life satisfaction is closer to the concept of
an overall and more stable living flourishing and actualizing the best potential within oneself,
while happiness is more volatile concept of current emotional state.

Following current trends in science, also in this study subjective satisfaction is analysed and the
aim of this study is to evaluate residents’ satisfaction with life quality in Jelgava, which is the fourth
largest city of Latvia; and life satisfaction in Jelgava is defined as research object. In order to
achieve the aim, following tasks have been set: 1) to find out how satisfied inhabitants of Jelgava
are with living in the city and its facilities; 2) to identify the main issues in the city according to
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respondents; 3) to analyse if there are differences among various respondent groups in their
satisfaction level with living in Jelgava.

In order to assess how satisfied the residents of Jelgava are with life quality in the city, data
from survey “Quality of Life in Cities” were analysed, which was conducted by Central Statistical
Bureau of Latvia in 2017 when approximately 500 respondents from each 8 regional level cities of
Latvia - Daugavpils, Jekabpils, Jelgava, Jurmala, Liepaja, Rezekne, Valmiera, Ventspils - were
asked to answer several questions about satisfaction with life in their city. In this paper 501
Jelgava respondents’ answers with statistical methods were analysed about overall satisfaction with
living in the city, their satisfaction with infrastructure and facilities of the city as well as the main
issues of Jelgava. Respondents’ answers were analysed considering their features such as age,
household description, financial situation of household and duration in the city; comparison with
other cities of Latvia was carried out.

The following research methods were used in the study:

1) analysis of theoretical literature about previous studies of life quality and residents’ satisfaction
with life in the cities;
2) statistical analysis, classification and comparison of data about satisfaction with life quality in

Jelgava city from survey “Quality of Life in Cities”, which was conducted by Central Statistical

Bureau of Latvia in 2017.

Research results and discussion

Results of survey demonstrate that overall satisfaction level with living in Jelgava is relatively
high because 95.2 % of all respondents answered that they were very satisfied or rather satisfied
with life in the city. In comparison with the other largest cities of Latvia (Fig. 1), it is the second
highest satisfaction level after Valmiera where 98 % of respondents were satisfied. It should be
mentioned that also in European context such result is high because among the 83 cities included
in the survey, which was conducted in 2015 (European Commission, 2016), only in 23 cities the
level of satisfaction exceeded 95 %, and similar results as in Jelgava were observed in such well-
known and developed cities as Glasgow (UK), Newcastle (UK), Burgas (BG), Luxemburg (LU), Graz
(AT) and Wien (AT), while in the capital Riga satisfaction level was 89 % high.

According to previous studies, satisfaction with life and life quality is influenced by person’s age
or position in life course (Qu, De Vaus, 2015; Plagnol, 2010; Mehlsen et al., 2003) as well as with
living conditions, and most often with financial situation of the household (Cheung, Lucas, 2014;
Gray, 2014). Qu and De Vaus (2015) argue that life satisfaction declines from the age of 15
through to the mid-30s and is at its lowest between the mid-30s to the early 50s. Also Plagnon
(2010) agrees with them and points out that subjective satisfaction is U-shaped: happiness is
highest when people are young and old. He also adds that such life events and transitions as family
formation, family dissolution, employment and health have an impact on people’s evaluations of
their subjective well-being. The results of Gray’s study (2014) approve that the subjective financial
position of the household is to be an important determinant of overall life satisfaction, mediating
the effects between the monetary financial position of the household and overall life satisfaction.
Also Cheung and Lucas (2014) found positive correlation between life satisfaction and income,

education, subjective health, domain satisfaction, and happiness.
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Source: author’s calculations based on data of Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia

Fig. 1. Respondents overall satisfaction level with living in their city, % of all respondents

As shown in Table 1, differences were found also in this study among different respondent
groups and their satisfaction level. For instance, young people were considerably less satisfied with
living in Jelgava than people above 30 and 65. Although it was observed that respondent’s
educational level have influenced satisfaction - the higher was educational level of respondents the
more satisfied they were with the life in Jelgava - however this correlation was found only up to
secondary educational level while opinion of people with higher education became slightly more
critical. Correlation was discovered also among several indicators that characterized the
household’s living standard and financial situation - the worse was situation in the household the
lower was satisfaction level with life in Jelgava. For example, among unemployed respondents and
students as well as those who evaluated their financial situation as unsatisfactory were less
satisfied persons than among employed and financially satisfied respondents. In addition,
household’s description and number of persons in household, what also could be linked with
person’s overall happiness and financial situation, approved that the more persons shared one
dwelling, the less were income per capita as a result also satisfaction level with life and living in the
city was lower.

According to Ballas and Tranmer (Ballas, Tranmer, 2012), in survey what was conducted in
Great Britain respondents who had lived in household for more than 5 years reported their overall
well-being higher than those who had lived there less than a year. It was explained with possibility
that person may feel better about themselves when they have lived at current address for a
relatively long period and usually have developed local social networks in their neighbourhood
therefore perhaps they feel also more financially stable. In the case of Jelgava, results are similar
to above mentioned survey in Great Britain regarding those who have lived relatively short period -
the least satisfied were respondents who lived in Jelgava less than 5 years, while the most satisfied
were persons who lived in the city 5 - 10 years and who were born there. However, in Jelgava also
respondents who lived more than 10 years were less satisfied with living in the city than those who
lived there 5 - 10 years, which can be linked with previous studies (Switek, 2016; Bartram, 2013)

where it was discovered that migration event significantly increased satisfaction with life compared
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with situation before move, but it did not last more than 6 years and usually returned in previous

level.
Table 1
Overall satisfaction with living in Jelgava city, %
Number of Satisfied Unsatisfied No opinion
respondents (n)
14-29 51 88 % 10 % 2%
Age 30-64 346 96 % 3% 1%
65+ 104 97 % 2% 1%
Higher education 185 95 % 4 % 1%
Academic secondary
education/ vocational 266 97 % 2% 1%
B secondary education
Education
Basic education 45 91 % 9 % 0 %
Primary education 4 50 % 50 % 0 %
No education 1 100 % 0 % 0 %
Single person 84 96 % 2 % 1%
Married without children 105 95 % 4 % 1%
Household -
description Single parent 10 90 % 10 % 0 %
Married with children 157 97 % 3% 0 %
Other 145 92 % 6 % 2%
Workers 304 96 % 3% 1%
Respondent Not working 80 90 % 8 % 3%
occupation Student 14 86 % 14 % 0 %
Retired person 103 97 % 2 % 1%
No answer 1 100 % 0 % 0 %
Was born there 219 96 % 3% 0 %
Livesinthe | ..o than 10 years 222 94 % 5% 1%
city for...
5-10 years 30 100 % 0 % 0 %
Less than 5 years 29 93 % 3% 3%
1 85 96 % 2% 1%
Household 2 134 96 % 4 % 1%
composition: | ; 114 96 % 4 % 1%
number of
persons 4 88 95 % 3% 1%
5+ 80 93 % 6 % 1%
. . Satisfied 293 99 % 1% 0 %
Financial
situation of Unsatisfied 199 91 % 8 % 1%
household
No answer 9 78 % 0 % 22 %

Source: author’s calculations based on data of Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia

Overall satisfaction with life in the city is influenced by several elements affecting quality of life,
which individual meets in daily life; therefore, in survey respondents were asked to evaluate how
satisfied they were with cleanliness, the noise level, the quality of the air, educational facilities,
availability of retail shops, green space, public spaces, the state of the streets and buildings,
cultural facilities, sports facilities, health care services and public transport. As shown in Figure 2,
residents of Jelgava were the most satisfied with availability of retail shops and green spaces,
following cleanliness, air quality and the noise level, instead the lowest satisfaction level was with

the state of streets and buildings, public transport and health care services. Results illustrate that
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people were mainly satisfied with environmental factors, which means that Jelgava provides good,
environmentally friendly living residence, while public services are in worse situation and should be

improved.
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Fig. 2. Satisfaction with infrastructure, facilities and environment of Jelgava city, %

In comparison with the other biggest cities of Latvia, in Jelgava was the lowest satisfaction level
with public transport, which was the same as in Valmiera - only 55 % of respondents were
satisfied with it, while in Daugavpils it reached 85 %. In Jelgava, there was observed also second
lowest satisfaction level with the state of the streets and building after Jekabpils where satisfaction
level was even lower and reached only 36 %. Although satisfaction with healthcare services in
Jelgava was only 62 %, compared with other cities it was the second highest result after Jurmala
where 64 % of respondents were satisfied with this facility, while in Daugavpils and Rezekne
satisfaction level was as low as 45 % and 46 %. Jelgava stood out in comparison with other cities
also with educational facilities: there were 75 % satisfied respondents in the city which was the
second highest result after Valmiera (81 % satisfied) while in the other cities satisfaction was
lower. While satisfaction with environmental factors in Jelgava was high, also results in the other
cities showed that respondents were mainly satisfied with air quality, noise level and cleanliness
and only residents of Ventspils evaluated air quality (47 % satisfied) and noise level (78 %
satisfied) relatively lower.

Although overall satisfaction with living in the Jelgava was relatively high, though also there
were some issues which influence life quality in the city. In survey, respondents were asked to
mention three the most important issues in Jelgava, and results illustrate (Table 2) that the main
issue detected was road infrastructure, which had been mentioned by 62 % of respondents; and
this issue was more important for residents who lived in the city for 5 - 10 years, those who were
born there and young and financially satisfied persons who likely were the owners of private

vehicles and could evaluate the road infrastructure better. In comparison, road infrastructure in
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other cities was mentioned slightly less often, from 6 % in Ventspils up to 59 % in Jekabpils. While
on average unemployment was the most often mentioned issue in the other cities, in Jelgava it was
only in the second place and 52 % of respondents had pointed it out. Among them, more often
were those respondents who lived in the city relatively shorter time, young people and people who
were not satisfied with households’ financial situation. Health care was the third most often
mentioned issue as almost every second respondent had mentioned it, and it was a topical problem
for older persons over 65 and financially unsatisfied individuals. Other issues such as social
services, public transport, housing and safety were mentioned relatively less often, while noise,
education and training and air pollution worried only 6 - 7 % of respondents.

Table 2
The most important issues in Jelgava according to respondents, %
of respondents who have mentioned the issue

. . . Financial situation of
% of all Lives in the city for... Age household
Issue respondents
mentioned | \waes | More Less
the issue born | than | 5-10 | than | 14- | 30- | oo, | ooticfied | Unsatisfied
10 years 5 29 64
there
years years
Road 62 % 66% | 59% | 67% | 55% | 71 % | 65% | 47 % | 69 % 53 %
infrastructure
Unemployment 52 % 58% | 46% | 43% | 72% | 63 % | 56 % | 36 % 48 % 60 %
Health 48 % 50% | 47% | 43% | 48% | 35% | 47 % | 56 % | 45 % 53 %
services
Social services 24 % 22 % 27 % 20 % 14% | 18% | 20% | 41 % 16 % 37 %
Public 16 % 16 % 16 % 27 % 17% [ 20% | 17 % | 12 % 13 % 22 %
transport
Housing 14 % 16 % 12 % 17 % 7 % 16% [ 15% | 9% 12 % 16 %
Safety 14 % 16 % 13 % 10 % 3% 14% | 13% | 14 % 15 % 11 %
Noise 7 % 5% 11 % 0 % 7 % 6 % 8 % 8 % 6 % 10 %
Education and 7 % 6% | 4% | 20% | 14% |12% | 8% | 1% 8 % 6 %
training
Air pollution 6 % 3% 9 % 7 % 3% 2% 6 % 8 % 7 % 5%
Number of
respondents 501 219 222 30 29 51 346 104 293 199
(n)

Source: author’s calculations based on data of Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia

A comparison of respondents’ answers related to financial situation of household indicates that
persons who were not financially satisfied more often than financially satisfied respondents had
mentioned issues connected with persons’ social well-being, for instance unemployment, health
services, social services, housing; while financially satisfied persons had more often pointed out
road infrastructure, safety, education and training as well as air pollution. Also, respondents’ age
influenced persons’ opinion about most common issues, and while young people more often than
the rest age groups had mentioned problems that were important for them, such as road
infrastructure, unemployment, public transport, housing and education, people after 65, in turn,
more often had pointed out health services and social services. At last correlation was found also
among respondent groups with different duration in the city: persons who had relocated their
residence relatively recently were more worried about unemployment compared to other groups;
those who lived in Jelgava 5 - 10 years more often than others had mentioned public transport,
housing and education (most likely these were young families with children whom preschool
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education was topical issue); respondents who had born in the city were worried about road

infrastructure, unemployment and health services.

Above mentioned results illustrate that people firstly point out issues that are common with

their subjective experience and what bother their individual life; thereby personal experience, well-

being and satisfaction have a great impact on overall satisfaction with living environment.

Conclusions, proposals, recommendations

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Overall satisfaction level with living in Jelgava is relatively high - 95.2 % of all respondents
were satisfied with life in the city. This satisfaction level was the second highest among other
regional cities of Latvia and was on the same level as it was observed in such well-developed
cities as Wien and Graz in Austria or Glasgow and Newcastle in the United Kingdom.

Satisfaction with living in Jelgava was closely related with several indicators that characterized
the household’s living standard and financial situation - the worse was situation in the
household the lower was satisfaction level with life in Jelgava.

The residents of Jelgava were mainly satisfied with environmental factors, which means that the
city provides good, environmental friendly living residence while such indicators as the state of
the streets and buildings, health care services and public transport were assessed the lowest. In
comparison with other regional cities of Latvia, in Jelgava there was the lowest satisfaction level
with public transport and second lowest satisfaction level with the state of the streets and
building, while satisfaction with healthcare services and educational facilities was higher than in
other cities.

The main issues facing Jelgava were road infrastructure, unemployment and health services,
while noise level, education and training as well as air pollution were the least often mentioned.
It was observed that people firstly pointed out issues that were common with their subjective
experience and that bothered their individual life; thereby personal experience, well-being and
satisfaction had a great impact on overall satisfaction with living environment.

The results show that Jelgava has high potential to retain current residents and to attract new
ones. However city administration should continue to promote economic sustainability and to
improve conditions for creation of new job opportunities, as a result financial situation of
households could improve and therefore also overall satisfaction with life in the city would
increase. Furthermore, as the road infrastructure was mentioned as main and outstanding issue
in Jelgava, city administration should seek solutions for faster improvement of road and street
conditions, especially in outskirts of Jelgava.
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