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Other comments or suggesƟons:

It is a bachelor thesis, but the author uses the formulaƟon ”arƟcle explains” in the abstract, and repeats several Ɵmes
”arƟcle analyses” in the introducƟon. Should be the text used as an arƟcle?

There are more definiƟons of ”Quality of work life” – e.g. Harrison, Cohan, American Society of Training and Devel-
opment, etc. No one of them can be found in References.

”The factors that influence and decide the Quality of work life” are listed on pages 11-14. One can ask: Who is the
author of this list? According to which research results? In fact, this list on pages 11 – 14 is simply copied from:
”hƩps://www.whaƟshumanresource.com/quality-of-work-life” without menƟoning it at all. This is unacceptable.

The quoƟng in the whole text of the thesis is rather very poor.

Just for example:

1. Page 15: ”...according to a recent employee well-being survey by Alight” – there is no Ɵtle of the study, no year of
publicaƟon, no quotaƟon, no reference.

2. Figure 1 – ”The conflicts” – where does the figure come from?

3. What is the ”IntenƟon to Quit Model”? Who is the author of this model? Where can it be found?

4. Page 18: ”Anon, 2019” is not in references.

The whole Literature review (pp. 9 -22) lacks any reasonable and useful conclusion.

The unanswered quesƟons arise:

What is the source of data in Table 1 – ”EvaluaƟon of Quality of life at work” on page 23?

Regarding themethodology, the linear regression analysis of data is quesƟonable.What was the format of data repre-
senƟng the independent variable – ”support at work”? Number of cases presented in Table 2?What was the measure
of dependent variable – ”saƟsfacƟon with health condiƟon”? It is not sufficiently explained.

The results are not convincing and conclusive, e.g. in both the points ”food consumpƟon during the week”, and ”en-
gagement in sport acƟviƟes”.

One posiƟve remark: The workplace health promoƟon in UniCredit (see Figure 12) is interesƟng and could be recom-
mended in other companies.

Concerning the format of the text, there are different formats on p.10! The format should be 1,5.

Last but not least: References include 9 items only!
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Nevertheless, I suggest the assessment 3 = good.

QuesƟons for thesis defence:

1. How could you prove that the engagement in sport acƟviƟes improves the health of the employees?

2. What would be your suggesƟons for the opƟmal harmonizaƟon of the interests of the employee and the organiza-
Ɵon?
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