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Abstract: 

This review reveals that: significant changes arising from Globalization (G.) affect 
the quality of life; contradictory views due to a lack of consensus on the appropriate 
methodology and tools purposing to define and measure such an impact, and an enormous 
complexity of parameters characterising both issues, impede proper estimations of its 
nature; the appropriate strategies and policies -national or individual- towards G., can 
differentiate such an impact. The review also gives suggestions regarding future avenues of 
further research.  
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 1. Introduction 
 

Globalisation (G.), during the two last decades has became one the most 
contentious subjects, and has been considered the cause of changes which affect the 
quality of human life (Henderson, 2000; Batou and David, 2002; Jegede, 2001; 
Shultz et al., 2004; Tsakiri, 2009). The social-economic aspects of G. have been 
studied extensively, utilising a variety of theories, criteria and methodological 
approaches (Verne, 2002). However, these studies usually focus on assessing the 
impact of some particular consequences of G. on an specific parameter of QOL. As 
a result, most of these works are not able to give a clear answer as to the impact of 
G. on Quality of Life (QOL), and therefore cannot offer useful information to the 
academic community as well as to ordinary people with respect to its effects on their 
lives. Further, the studies which explore the consequences of G on QOL usually 
produce contradictory results, creating further confusion, uncertainty, and anxiety. 
However, there is great concern from scholars, governments and people to know 
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how G. functions, influences, and changes the QOL of ordinary people.  
The confusion regarding the consequences of G. on GOL arises mostly 

from: (a) the complexity and multi-dimensionality of the concepts of ‘G.’ and 
‘QOL’; further, both consist of a variety of factors with a huge number of 
parameters with a diversity of significance, making the concepts themselves 
extremely difficult, preventing them from forming solid conclusions regarding the 
effect of the one on the other; (b) a continuous state of flux that characterises both 
concepts, making the future course of G. quite unpredictable, as it is constantly 
affected by all kind of changes in political and social-economic conditions, and (c) 
the confusion resulting from the contradictory arguments about G., their real basis, 
and the increasing opposition against it, resulting in such extreme and violent 
demonstrations as those in Seattle, Prague and Genoa. In this context, it is also 
worth considering that all mass protest demonstrations against G. have partly been 
organised by people with “anti capitalist” and “anti-corporate” ideas rather than by 
people who have actually been affected negatively by it (Sanz and Martinez i Coma, 
2006; Bhagwati, 2004).  

This literature review, attempting to give as clear an answer as possible to a 
basic question such as whether G. influences ordinary people’s QOL, proceeds as 
follows. Firstly, we define the concept of G. and its main positive and negative 
aspects. Secondly, we describe QOL and its major dimensions, and thirdly, we 
attempt to detect the impact of G. on QOL, going on to make our conclusion.  

 
2. The Concept of Globalization and its Positive and Negative Aspects 

 
G. in literature, characterised as a rather ‘fuzzy’ and ‘contentious’ concept, 

has been perceived in various ways (Salzano, 2003). The diversity of its definitions 
shows how differently authors have seen the term and notion of G., indicating the 
variety of its dimensions, and the extent of changes that it produces. Likewise, the 
impact of G. and the changes produced by it have been perceived in a variety of 
ways summarised as follows: (a)  some authors and institutions have assumed its 
impact in a generally positive view. E.g, as “… a panacea that will provide 
economic freedom to billions of consumers and producers” (Shuja, 2001), and as “... 
a key to future world economic development” (IMF, 2000). We can also refer to the 
‘cultural identity’, resulting from G. as much more its product than its victim 
(Tomlinson, 2007); (b) some others perceive changes caused by G. in totally 
negative terms, e.g., as “… a large scale catastrophe” (Luhmann, 1997), “modern 
slavery” (Quraishy, 2004), “a conspiracy” (Delivanis, 2003), and “a trap for 
democracy” (Martin and Schumann, 1997); (c) a great number of writers and 
institutions support that G. represents at the same time opportunity and threat (IMF, 
2000; Jegede, 2001; Verne, 2002; Clarke, 2003; Schultz et al. 2004; 2003; Tsakiri et 
al, 2005). Ee.g., IMF (2000) -besides its arguments about the positive impact of G.- 
also accepts that “... in some circumstances, it diminishes living standards and social 
progress”; Jegede (2001) -apart from his negative arguments about G.- also supports 
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that G. “has led to the emergence of shared sets of political values”, stimulating 
people’s awareness about human rights, environmental protection, legislation and 
decision-making process; Verne (2002), although accusing G. of being responsible 
for relative poverty and inequalities, however  does not support absolute poverty; 
and, ICMD-8 (2003), stating that most people tend to see “... G. as the movement 
that makes good things better and bad things worse” (Schultz et al. 2004). Positive 
and negative changes on QOL due to G. are expected by participants in our study 
(Tsakiri et al, 2005).   

The negative aspects of G. have been defined by a large number of 
researchers, who accuse it as being responsible for: (a) creating unemployment and 
insecurity to people, threatening their health (Michel, 1999; Jedele, 2001; Kodolko, 
2001; OCDE, 2001; Batou and David, 2002; Mofid, 2003; Habasonda, 2003; 
Quraishy, 2004; Müller, 2007; Sanz et al., 2008); (b) increasing inequalities within 
and between nations and rich and poor individuals (Boff, 1999; Kodolko, 2001; 
Jegede, 2001; Strange, 2007; Verne, 2002; Müller, 2007; Bairoch, 2002; Mofid, 
2003; Habasonda, 2003; Anderton, et al., 2006); (c) generating global environmental 
damage regarding non-renewable resources (Danilo, 1995; Goto et al., 1993; Onishi, 
1998), and “... generating a gigantic deterioration in the quality of every life form” 
(Boff, 1999); (d) producing “a new form of polarisation affecting the current world 
system” and changing the way that nation states function (Jedele, 2001; Amin, 1998; 
Martin and Schumann, 1997; Dunning, 1993; Hirst and Thompson, 1999); (e) 
leading to the erosion of the sovereignty and authority of the state and as producing 
negative changes to the way that states function (Jegede, 2001). Of course there are 
many who blame G. as being responsible for producing successive international 
economic crises, such as1993, 1997 as well as the current crisis from 2007. 

In the preceding review, it is evident that: first, no one can deny that G. 
produces crucial changes on all aspects of human life, having significant impact on 
QOL as well; further, these changes -depending on how positive or negative they 
may be- could also affect the prioritisation of people’s basic human needs as well 
(Tsakiri, 2009); Second, diametrically opposed views and perceptions exist, ranging 
from a “miracle solution” to an “absolute disaster” (Bairoch, 2002). This may also 
originate from the authors’ different social-economic background and ideology, 
meaning that researches which are pro-market system tend to claim that the 
influence of G. is rather more positive than negative. On the contrary, those that 
have been convinced that a socialistic economic system is preferable (e.g. Marxists), 
probably argue that G. produces negative results rather than positive.  
 

3. Quality of Life 
 
3.1 Perceptions of Quality of Life   
 In the relevant literature, the notion of QOL has been perceived as a notion 

particularly broad, amorphous, elusive, and basically dynamic, and is characterised 
by conceptual ambiguity, complexity, perplexity and uncertainty. Also, apart from 
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‘eudaimonia’ in Aristotle’s concept of QOL, this seems to have an affinity and to be 
interchangeable with several similar notions, such as ‘life satisfaction’, ‘well-being’, 
‘social well-being’, and ‘happiness’ (Rojas, 2007; Bowling, 2004; Hagberg, 2002; 
Batou and David, 2002; Bowling and Windsor, 2001; Diener and Suh, 1997). 

According to D. Brock (1993), the following philosophical approaches 
determine QOL. The first is based on religious, philosophical, or other systems, the 
second on the satisfaction of people’s needs; and the third “... is in terms of the 
experience of individuals”. According to Lawton (1991), QOL is closely related to 
material and financial circumstances, social capital, the external environment, and 
the political fabric of society; also, it reflects objective, subjective, macro-societal, 
and micro-individual positive and negative influences which interact together. So, as 
QOL entails a diversity of perceptions, aspects and approaches from different 
theoretical angles, it is almost impossible to be perceived by a unique and simple 
concept (Bowling, 2004). The most representative definitions of literature, perceive 
it as: “the extent to which nations provide conditions deemed good for people, such 
as economic prosperity and political stability” (Veenhoven, 1999); “… how well 
people thrive” (Veenhoven, 2003); “… an individual’s level of satisfaction and 
happiness with life” (Bowling, 2004); the degree to which “hopes and ambitions are 
matched by experience” (Calman, 1984); and the way “a person experiences… life 
as good and desirable” (Diener and Suh, 1997).   

The objective criteria in use about what is a good or bad QOL, refer to the 
conditions of life of a country where people live and work (Veenhoven, 1999; 
Bowling, 2004). The subjective ones, depends on individuals’ personalities and 
experiences (Diener and Suh, 1997; Bowling and Windsor, 2001; Bowling, 2004). 
The above, apart the complexity of the concept of QOL-, indicate the importance of 
its aspects, domains and criteria.  

 
3.2 The Assessment of Quality of Life      
The assessment of QOL has been approached by a ‘mushrooming’ of 

research, utilising a variety of methods, programs, strategies, information systems, 
and research models, implementing a huge number of ‘objective’ and/or ‘subjective’ 
indicators (Ohnishi, 1994; Diener and Suh, 1997; Clarke, 2003; Veenhoven, 2003; 
Fernàndez-Ballesteros, 2003; Clarke and Paech, 2004). A systematic taxonomy 
conducted by Ann Bowling (2004), has classified the various approaches into the 
following categories of models: Psychological, health and functioning, social health, 
social cohesion and social capital, environmental, and ideographic or individualised. 
A different approach to classify the numerous assessment methods of QOL 
appearing in relevant literature is to summarize them into: the “input methods”, the 
“output”, and the “throughput methods” (Veenhoven, 2000). 

A wide range of significant conditions and imperatives characterises and 
modulates the approaches aiming at the assessment of QOL. In an attempt to 
summarise them as briefly as possible, we have to refer to a number of 
circumstances, arguments and conclusions that indicate a kind of frame which 



Is Globalization Affecting the Quality of Life? A Review of the Literature 

 

161 

determines the margins in which the assessment approaches operate.  
In this regard we consider the following: a) the total absence of a generally 

accepted theory and measurement instrument of QOL, able to compare the available 
data and methodologies in order to evaluate its positive and negative dimensions 
(Veehoven, 1999; Hagberg, 2002; Bowling, 2004); b) the overall assessment of 
QOL, has been characterised by a lack of consensus among authors on a worldwide 
standard of information system, able to replace those developed by different 
governments (Veenhoven, 1999; Henderson, H., 2000; Brown et al., 2004); c) the 
knowledge required from various disciplines to fully understand how the objective 
conditions influence people’s evaluations of their lives in order to have sound data 
(Diener and Suh, 1997).  

The above key points remark that, the assessment of QOL remains complex, 
due to the wide range of its several aspects. So, many hypotheses have been 
expressed by authors as to whether development and GDP should be considered as 
sufficient in assessing QOL, such as the argument by: J.E. Stiglitz (2009), that GDP 
is a misguided accounting number; Freidman (2005), that economic growth makes 
people happy, by promoting liberal morality; Etzioni (2001) -even if not denying 
that economic conditions are a factor in determining QOL-, also claims that these 
have a rapidly declining marginal utility above the given level of wealth; Rojas 
(2007), support that there are basic human needs which do not require income for 
their satisfaction; and, Clarke and Paech (2004), arguing that there are countries 
experiencing high well-being without economic development, and others which 
have economic development while their well-being is worsening.  

Considering all points of view mentioned above, in assessing QOL, apart 
from the economic conditions, it should also take into account factors such as 
income inequality, employment conditions and insecurity, health expenditure, 
corruption and public debt (Mitchel, 1999; Clarke, 2003; Rojas, 2007). Although, it 
is obvious that economic conditions, GDP and national income will remain, some 
significant and simple means in assessing QOL as a whole, given that approximately 
62% of its variance is accounted for by GDP (Diener and Suh, 1997).  

 
4. The Impact of Globalisation on Quality of Life  
 

Just a few studies refer to the impact of G., considering it as a whole, upon 
all aspects of QOL, while, most of the relevant works explore the influence of a 
specific aspect of the first on a specific one of the second. Several restrictions, and 
limits arising from both subjects, dissuade researchers from undertaking the 
assessment of the impact of G., considered as a whole, on all aspects of QOL. 
Specifically, most of the works focus on the impact of some ‘economic’ aspects of 
G. upon some aspects of QOL which have a kind of material nature (Tsakiri, 2009). 
That is mainly justified by the fact that at least on a macro level, both concepts, G. 
and QOL, can mostly be expressed in economic terms. The most significant reasons 
explaining why researchers do not undertake the assessment of the impact of G. -
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considered as a whole- on all aspects of QOL, are: the immense ambiguity and 
complexity that characterise both issues; a lack of consensus between authors about 
the content of both notions and, the significant degree of dynamism and 
changeability that characterises both concepts interacting with each other (Bowling, 
2004; Rojas, 2007).     

The frame formed by the conditions mentioned above, raises some limits on 
the extraction of some accurate results as whether the impact of G on QOL is 
positive or negative. Thus, at least indirectly, the impact in question can be 
approached by the changes observed during the acceleration of G.’s process on some 
essential economic indices, assessing to some extent people’s welfare and poverty, 
such as: (a) the global per capita GDP, that during the twentieth century has 
increased almost fivefold (IMF, 2000), permitting the relatively poorer population 
groups to attain higher living standards than those of a hundred years ago (Kodolko, 
2001); (b) between 1965 and 1990, global prosperity increased tenfold, while the 
world population only doubled (Boff, 1999). Besides these rather favourable 
changes it should also be added that people living in the more integrated countries 
express more satisfaction with their lives and a greater sense of personal progress 
than do people living in less integrated nations (Pew Global Attitudes Project, 2002). 
These considerations drive us to conclude that the impact of G. on QOL is rather 
positive than negative.   

However, many authors reject that G. has increased economic development, 
causing a positive impact on QOL. They, mainly focus on the following: a) the 
increasing inequalities between rich and poor people and countries which created a 
significant widening of the income gap (Kodolko, 2001; Verne, 2002; Bairoch, 
2002; Müller, 2002; Habasonda, 2003; b) the existing poverty of nearly 20% of the 
world’s population who exist on less than 2 dollars a day (Mofid, 2003), and the 
growing poverty in sub-Sahara Africa where between 1987-2000 the people living 
below the absolute poverty line  increased by 80 million (Nyman, 2001). 

A first conclusion to be drawn from the above review might suggest that G. 
produces positive results for the richer countries and people but negative ones for 
the poorer. However, poverty exists today even in the USA, one of the most 
integrated and developed economies of the world, where 15% of the citizens go 
hungry daily, and 26% have no healthcare benefits. Further, it is true that many so-
called ‘poor’ countries in East Asia which have applied export-oriented policies and 
are integrated with the G. process have been transformed from among the poorest 
economies in the world, to societies with rapid economic growth, less poverty, and 
great prosperity (IMF, 2000). On the other hand, the poor countries in Africa which 
continue to experience increasing poverty and inequality have not integrated with 
G., and have maintained introverted economic policies (IMF, 2000). However, 
conditions in favour of increasing inequalities, a widening income gap and 
expanding poverty, which characterise most poor countries, are also related to the 
circumstances of existing intensive ethnic conflicts, political instability, a low level 
of education and wide corruption. Hence, according to the above, the arguments 
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against G. for increasing poverty and inequalities cannot be verified, nor can the 
positive changes in economic terms observed during globalisation’s acceleration be 
rejected. On the contrary, the relevant literature leads us to admit that the positive or 
negative impact of G. on QOL depends on whether human decisions regarding G. 
are suitable and proper in handling successfully the changes, favourable or 
unfavourable, introduced by G. (Shultz, Rahtz, Speece et al., 2004). A very 
characteristic example justifying the above argument is provided by the existing 
difference between citizens in North and South Korea, concerning the revenue per 
capita varying from 200 dollars – in the case of North Korea - to 20,000 dollars – in 
the case of South Korea.  

 
5. Conclusions and Discussion  
 

The literature demonstrates that G. creates substantial and rapid changes to 
all aspects of human life, causing simultaneously positive and negative 
consequences to its quality. The positive ones regard the economic development and 
a reduction in poverty, mainly in countries which have been integrated into the G. 
process. The negative ones refer mainly to: (a) the enormous inequalities emerging 
within and between individuals and states leading to domination of the weaker by 
the powerful; (b) the sheer scale of unemployment, resulting from the intense 
concurrence among companies and the global economic crisis that has also been 
favoured by G., increasing ‘structurally’ poor people and poverty; (c) the worsening 
of working conditions, causing  problems such as uncertainty and fear of losing 
employment which threaten the worker’s safety and health; (d) the overuse of the 
natural environment creating serious impediments to the normal function of the 
ecosystems; and (e) the reinforcement of problems, and the social-economic cost 
resulting from the increasing violent opposition against the negative effects of G. 
including those of the economic crisis.  

The literature overview shows that the negative consequences of G. on QOL 
predominate over the positive ones, regarding the variety, frequency and 
significance of their results. Although, it is also clear that the most part of the 
negative results, regarding mainly countries that have been by-passed by G.’s 
process, emerges from the economic power that get a few big economic 
establishments and some privileged people. Those, almost without limits, utterly 
reap the fruits of the economic development arising from G. producing an enormous 
extent of economic inequalities (Müller, 2002). Further, the state seems gradually to 
loose its power and ability to take control and face the serious problems resulting 
from this situation. Thus, the QOL for billions ordinary people, considering the 
effects of the global economic crisis as well, is worsening as they lose any chance to 
profit from the positive aspects of G. 

The impact of G. on QOL, positive or negative, seems mainly to depend on 
‘human decisions’ (Hederson, 2000; Jedele, 2001; Kodolko, 2001; Batou and David, 
2002; Shultz et al., 2004; Sanz et al., 2008; Tsakiri, 2009). Thus, governmental 
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authorities by the appropriate decisions can deal with globalisation’s negative 
effects, and further take advantage from the opportunities arising from it. This is the 
case of some East Asian countries such as N. Korea, Thailand, Malaysia, and China. 
For that, every state, according to the social-economic and political conditions, have 
to initiate the most proper national strategies and policies, aiming to: (a) define and 
apply the suitable national role that their country should play in the global scene 
(Kanter, 1995); (b) inspire people to support governmental initiatives regarding G.; 
(c) create a clime of effective collaboration between all agencies of public and 
private sector,  various institutions, non-governmental organisations, individuals, 
and scholars; (d) exploit some conditions of G., such as the convergence, 
interdependence and interrelation of the economies all over the world, to have a 
solid system of collaboration among them; (e) to protect and support the state, in 
order to regain the power that it had, and fight against illegality and corruption. 
Thus, authorities should discover suitable ways to face the negative impact of G. 
upon the QOL of ordinary people, and also take advantage of the welfare emerging 
from G.  

The scientific world has a significant role to play in surpassing any kind of 
barriers which limit the improvement of QOL, as the negative consequences of G. 
and the economic crisis, e.g. unemployment, poverty and inequalities. A closer 
collaboration among scholars and governmental authorities all over the world can 
support the appropriate approaches towards the negative impact of G. on QOL. 
Also, it will contribute in facing the serious problems arising from the strong 
oppositions to G. and the social disturbances that it causes. More, it is even probable 
for the global world community to face for a second time in its history the 
catastrophic results of a new International War (Schumann and Grefe, 2008).  

Additionally, this literature overview has persuaded us that the impact of G. 
on QOL will remain for academicians among the most significant issues challenging 
them for further and systematic research.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Is Globalization Affecting the Quality of Life? A Review of the Literature 

 

165 

References 
 

1. Anderton, R., P. Brenton, and J. Whalley, 2006. “G. and the labour market 
Trade, Technology and Less Skilled Workers in Europe and the United States”, 
Eds Routledge. 

2. Bairoch, P., 2002, “G.’s principle economic components in the historical 
perspective. Myths and realities”, Economie Appliquée, LV, 2, 39-76. (Our 
translation). 

3. Batou, J. and T. David., 2002, “The two G.s of the 20th century: from 1900 to 
2000”, Economie Appliquée, LV (2): 7-37. (Our translation). 

4. Boff, L., 1999, “Liberation Theology and G.”, Third World news agency Inter 
Press Service. 

5. Bowling, A., 2004,” Models of Quality of Life: A Taxonomy, Overview and 
Systematic Review of the Literature,” European Forum on Population Ageing 
Research Review, May. 

6. Bowling, A., Z. Gabriel, J. Dykes, L. Marriott-Dowding, A. Fleissig, O. Evans, 
D. Banister, and S. Sutton, 2003, “Let’s ask them: a national survey of definition 
of quality of life and its enhancements among people aged 65 and over”, 
International Journal of Aging and Human Development 56(4): 269-306. 

7. Bowling, A., and J. Windsor, 2001, “Towards the good life. A population 
survey of dimensions of quality of life”, Journal of Happiness Studies 2: 55-81.  

8. Brock, D., 1993, “Quality of Life Care and Medical Ethics”, In M. Nussbuam 
and A. Sen (eds.), The Quality of Life (Clarendon Press, Oxford), pp. 95-132. 

9. Cherrington, D.J., and L.Zaugg Middleton, 1995, “An Introduction to Global 
Business Issues”, HR Magazine, January 40: 124-126. 

10. Clarke, M., 2003, “Is Economic Growth Desirable? A Welfare Economic 
Analysis of the Thai Experience”, Thesis, Centre for Strategic Economic Studies 
Victoria University, Melbourne. 

11. Clarke, M., and S. Paech, 2004, “The Measurement of Well-Being Based on 
Hierarchical Needs. A multidimensional approach applied to South-East Asia”. 
28th Conference of the International Association, Research in Income and Wealth 
Cork, Ireland, 8th 22-28. 

12. Clarke, M., S.M.N. Islam and S. Paech, 2006, “Measuring Australia’s well-
being using hierarchical needs”, The Journal of Socio-Economics 35 pp. 933-945. 

13. Danilo, J. A., 1995, “Globalization, and the Ways of Nature”, International 
Development Research Centre, PO Box 8500, Ottawa, ON, Canada K1G 3H9.  

14. Delivanis M., 2003,‘Conspirative G., L’Harmattan, Paris. 
15. Dembele, D.M., 2004, “G. and Sub-Saharan Africa: International Experts”, 

Meeting, European Parliament, Brussels, 15-16 April 2004, Co-organised by TNI, 
XminY, Both Ends and NiZ4 www.tni.org 

16. Diener, E, and R.E. Lucas, 2000, In Bowling 2004, European Forum on 
Population Ageing Research Review. May 2004. 

17. Diener, E. and E. Suh, 1997, “Measuring quality of life: economic, social and 
subjective indicators”, Social Indicators Research 40: 189-216. 

18. Etzioni, A., 2001, “The Monochrome Society”, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press. 

19. Fayers, P.M. and J. Hand, 2002, “Casual Variables, Indicator Variables & 



European Research Studies,  Volume XIII, Issue (4), 2010 

 

166 

Measurement Scales: An Example from Quality of Life”, Journal of the Royal 
Statistical Society: Series A, Vol. 165 Issue 2, pp. 233-253.  

20. Fernàndez-Ballesteros, R., 2003, “In Bowling 2004. 
21. Friedman, B. M., 2005, “The Moral Consequences of Economic Growth”, New 

York: Alfred A. Knopf. 
22. Goto, T., N. Kato, A. Ohnisi, Y. Ogawa and T. Sakamoto, 1993, “Projections 

of Energy Consumption and Emissions of Substances (SOx, NOx and CO), 
Affecting the Global Environment in Asia”, 4th Policy-Oriented Research Group, 
NISTER (National Institute of Science and Technology Policy) REPORT No 27, 
Science and Technology Agency, Japan.  

23. Habasonda, L., 2003, “G. and Socio-Economic Development in the Small 
Economies in Africa”, Workshop Proceedings 22-23rd September, Lusaka.  

24. Hagberg, B., 2002, “Person Resources”, Report of the Forum Workshop QOL, 
European Forum on Population Ageing Research.  

25. Henderson, H., 2000, “Calvert-Henderson Quality of Life Indicators: A new 
Tool for Assessing National Trends”, Henderson, H., J. Lickerman, and P. Flynn 
(Eds.) February 2000. Inglehart and Robier, 1986, In Bowling and Windsor 2001, 
57-58.  

26. International Monetary Fund (IMF), 2000, “G.: Threat or Opportunity?”, April 
12 Available from: http:www.imf.org/external/np/exr/ib/2000/041200.htm 

27. Jedele, F., 2001, “G. - The New Order or Disorder? Consequences for 
individuals,” Manchester Metropolitan University, UK, 4 July. 

28. Just 1 World, 2002, G., ttp://www.Just1World.org/G..htm 
29. Kanter, R.M., 1995, “World-Class Thinker”, Management Review v84, 25-7 

Dec. 
30. Kodolko, G.W., 2001, “G. and Transformation: Illusions and Reality”, OECD 

Development Centre, Working Paper No. 176. 
31. Lawton, M.P., 1991, “In Bowling 2004”, p. 46. European Forum on 

Population Ageing Research Review. May 2004. 
32. Luhmann, N., 1997, “Globalization or world society: How to conceive of 

modern society?”, International Review of Sociology. Mar 97, Vol. 7 Issue 1, 67-
79.  

33. Martin, H. P. and H. Schumann (1997): The Global Trap: Globalization and the 
Assault on Democracy and Prosperity. London: Zed Press.  

34. Mitchel, P., 1999, “The Impact of G. on Health and Safety at Work”, Report 
issued by the World Health Organisation and International Labour Organisation. 

35. Mofid, K., 2003, “G. with Compassion–for the Common Good”, Middle 
East/North Africa Regional Conference in Psychology, Dubai 12th, 
www.commongood.info 

36. Müller, K., 2002, “Globalisierung”, Eds. Campus GmbH, Frankfurt/Main. 
37. Nyman, R., 2001, “The impact of G. on human rights, women and good 

governance”, Southern African Peoples Solidarity Network (SASPN) Peace, 
Human Rights & Democracy in the Context of a G., 26-28 Nov. Malawi. 

38. O’Boyle, C.A., H. McGee, A. Hickey, C.R.B. Joyce, J. Browne, K. O’Malley 
and B. Hiltbrunner, 2004, “Schedule for the evaluation of Individual QOL 
(SEIQoL) and Person Generated Index (PGI)”. 

39. Onishi, A., 1998, “Prospect for G., Employment and QOL in the 21st Century”, 



Is Globalization Affecting the Quality of Life? A Review of the Literature 

 

167 

Soka University, Institute for Systems Science, Tokyo, Japan. Sep. 27, 252.  
40. Pearlin, L.I. and C. Schooler, 1978, “The structure of coping”, Journal of 

Health and Social Behaviour 19: 2-21.  
41. Pew Global Attitudes Project, 2002, “What the World Thinks in 2002, How 

Global Publics View: Their Lives, Their Countries, The World, America”, The 
Pew Research Center For The People & The Press.     Quraishy, B., 2004, “G. is 
modern slavery”, POEM, Federation of Ethnic Minority Organisation in 
Denmark.  

42. Rojas, M., 2007, “The complexity of Well-Being: A Life-Satisfaction 
Conception and Domains-of-Life Approach”, In Gough, I. and McGregor, A. 
(eds.) Researching Well-Being in Developing Countries, Cambridge University 
Press, 259-280. 

43. Sanz, I. and Martinez i Coma, F., 2006, “Who Fears G. in the EU?”, Europe – 
ARI 100, 4 August. 

44. Sanz, I., F., Martinez-i-Coma and F., Steinberg, 2008, “Does Social Spending 
Increase Support for free Trade in Advanced Democracies?”, Fundación de las 
Cajas de Ahorros, Documento de Trabajo No 432/2008. 

45. Salzano, M., 2003, “Globalization, Complexity and the Holism of the Italian 
School of Public Finance”, M.P.3.135, Giugno.  

46. Schumann, H. and C. Grefe, 2008, “Der Global Countdown, Gerechtigkeit oder 
Selbstzerstőrung – Die Zukunft der Globalisierung”, Eds. Kiepenheuer & Witsch 
GmbH.   

47. Shuja, S. M., 2001, “Coping with G.”, Contemporary Review 279. Nov. 2001.  
48. Shultz, C.J. II, D.R. Rahtz and M. Speece, 2004, “G., Transformation and 

QOL: Reflections on ICMD-8”, Journal of Macromarketing, G., Dec. 24 (2): 
168-172. 

49. Strange, S., 2007, “The Declining Authority of States”, In D. Held and A. 
McGrew (eds), The Global Transformations Reader, Polity Press, Cambridge UK, 
2nd Edition. 

50. Stiglitz, J.E., 2009, “We are in a Whole New Territory,” Newsweek, April 13.  
51. Tomlinson, J., 2007, “G. and Cultural Identity”, In D. Held and A. McGrew 

(eds), The Global Transformations Reader, Polity Press, Cambridge UK, 2nd 
Edition. 

52. Tsakiri, M., P. Hoffmann and M. Panagiotara, 2005, “Is G. an Opportunity or 
Threat Upon the QOL?”, Working. Paper. Proceedings in the 9th Int. Conference 
on Marketing and Development, ISMD, Greece 8-13 June. 

53. Tsakiri, M., 2009, “G. and Personal Needs Prioritisation: Do Individual 
Perceptions of G. Affect the Human Needs Hierarchy?”, C.I.J.M., Vol. 14, No 1, 
March 2010. 

54. Veenhoven, R., 1999, “Quality-of-Life in Individualistic Society: A 
composition of 43 nations in the early 1990’s,” Social Indicators Research 48: 
157-186.   

55. Veenhoven, R., 2000, “QOL and Happiness: Not Quite The Same”, in: 'Salute e 
qualità dell vida', G. DeGirolamo et al (eds), 2001, Torino, Italia, pp 67-95. 

56. Veenhoven, R., 2003, “Apparent QOL in Nations: How long and Happy People 
Live”, International conference: QOL in a global world. Hong Kong. Nov. 14-15. 

57. Verne, J.F., 2002, “The Advantages of G. in terms of Economic Development 



European Research Studies,  Volume XIII, Issue (4), 2010 

 

168 

and QOL”, CEREFI, Research notes, no 263 – 2002/10. 
58. WeD Programme, “Does more development bring better 

GOL?”,www.welldev.org.uk/research/wed-res-statement.doc 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


