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ABSTRACT 
 

The independent research was designed to study personal factors, job characteristics, 
transformational leadership and perceived organizational support which affecting to quality of work 
life and factors of quality of work life affecting performance efficiency of employee in a food 
factory in Nakornratchasima Province.  The sample were 91 persons by Taro Yamane’s method.  
Data was collected through questionnaires that confidence (Reliability Coefficient) is equal to 0.93. 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows was utilized for data 
processing. Percentage, mean, standard deviation, the t-test, One-way ANOVA, multiple regression 
analysis and simple regression analysis were applied as the statistical analysis tools. 
The findings were as follows:  

1. The difference in of employees’ gender, age and income has different in quality 
of work life with statistically significant at 0.05 level.  The difference in of employees’ position 
level and years of service has not different in quality of work life 

2. There was a positive relationship with significant at .05 level among quality of 
work life, transformational leadership (X1) and perceived organizational support (X2).  These 
predictors accounted for 67.8 percent of the variance. The equation derived from the analysis was 
as follows: 



II 
 

Y =  -.109+.103 (X1) + .814 (X2) 
3. There was a positive relationship with significant at .05 level between 

performance efficiency and quality of work life (X1) These predictors accounted for 9.0 percent of 
the variance. The equation derived from the analysis was as follows: 

Y =  3.025+.272  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


