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1. Introduction  

There is a growing wave, worldwide, of efforts to measure the progress and wellbeing of societies
1
. 

Policy makers
2
, public administrators

3
, social and environmental leaders

4
, scholars

5
, all share the 

understanding that GDP (Gross Domestic Product) is an inadequate indicator for steering policy towards 

better quality of life.  

Measuring quality of life (QOL) and progress is a great challenge, but not because of the difficulty to 

decipher what QOL is. As Michalos notes: “…the basic components of the good life from the time of 

Aristotle to today, across all cultures, are familiar to most people… they include goods of the body (e.g., 

good physical health, strength, vitality, bodily pleasures), goods of the mind (e.g., wisdom, moral virtue 

and mental pleasures) and external goods (e.g., wealth, security, good friends, loved ones, beautiful built 

and natural environments, and good communities). People whose lives are characterized by such features 

have generally been regarded as happy, enjoying eudaumonia or „living well and doing well‟ in 

Aristotle‟s phrase, or briefly in contemporary terms, enjoying wellbeing”
6
.  Nonetheless, the challenge 

lies in the question: what exactly should we be measuring? The answer is complicated not just due to 

differences of conceptions which cause slightly different definitions for QOL (e.g. socialism vs. free 

market)
7
, but due to the complexity to choose measurable indicators which reflect QOL. Moreover, the 

weighing of each component in different societies (such as the importance one attributes to national 

security, for example) and the environment to allow it (as the importance of water in natural environments 

lacking it) is challenging. Furthermore, the additional components that differ from one culture to another 

(such as social cohesion that might be important to one peoples and not to another), contribute to the 

difficulty in developing a measuring tool to compete with the comparable, agreed upon, GDP.  

                                                      

1 Main international initiatives:  The OECD Global project “Measuring the Progress of Societies” www.oecd.org/progress ; The 
Happy Planet Index 2.0; The 2008 Legatum Prosperity Index; National account of well-being. National initiatives: 
Canadian Index of Wellbeing (CIW); Community Indicators Victoria Australia; Measuring Ireland's Progress, to 
name a few.  

 Note that for the purposes of this paper, quality of life and well-being are regarded as synonyms. Furthermore, progress is for 
our purposes the progress towards achieving better quality of life: “”Progress of a society” (or societal progress) as the 
improvement in the societal wellbeing.” A Taxonomy to Measure the Progress of Societies, OECD, April 2009.      

2 Such as the French president, Sarkozi, who assembled a commission on QOL: the Sen-Stiglitz commission.     
3 E.g., the Australian Bureau of Statistics, with the publication: Measures of Australia‟s Progress.   
4 NEF (the new economic foundation), publishing the Happy Planet Index.  
5 Prof. Alex Michalos as one prominent example.  
6 Michalos 2007:3.  
7 See Itay 2007 for an overview of the complexities of the concept of progress, and Itay 2009 for current conceptions of progress.  

http://www.oecd.org/progress
http://www.happyplanetindex.org/
http://www.happyplanetindex.org/
http://www.prosperity.com/
http://www.nationalaccountsofwellbeing.org/
http://www.ciw.ca/en/TheCanadianIndexOfWellbeing.aspx
http://www.communityindicators.net.au/
http://www.cso.ie/newsevents/pressrelease_measuringirelandsprogress2007.htm
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Great efforts are invested in attempts to develop such a tool. Some initiatives offer a supplement to the 

existing models, such as the GPI (Genuine Progress Indicator
8
), while others recommend on developing a 

new model altogether such as the Sen- Stiglitz commission
9
, which recommended that progress should 

not be measured by GDP alone but by other aspects of life, and established that a new model is required
10

. 

The OECD‟s Taxonomy to Measure the Progress of Societies
11

 is an attempt to practically develop 

common grounds for such a model, and the OECD indeed dedicates many efforts to its usability, in 

collaboration with many countries. Similarly, countries and organisations around the world struggle with 

the challenge of developing a coherent model for measuring progress and QOL, aiming for a better 

measure of QOL, as well as a future prospect of a comparison and usability for others.  

Another fundamental difficulty in measuring progress and QOL is found in the different approaches to 

who defines the indicators for a model. Some initiatives rely solely on experts to define the indicators for 

the model. A prominent example is the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI), which is an experts‟ correction 

of the GDP, based on sustainability values and a decision on the values of “goods” and “bads” within the 

economy
12

. Similarly, a national Index or a „report card‟ is often constructed in developed countries 

according to the availability of the data and the work of experts on what should and can be measured. The 

report card is constructed through experts advising in varied fields (not mainly environmental economists 

as the GPI). The highly professional Canadian Index of Wellbeing is an example of such an approach 

which is used during the process of developing the index. A third approach to deciding on the 

components of a measuring tool is to involve the public in the process. The public choosing indicators 

requires a profound community indicators programme, and that is usually found in small communities 

(e.g., Santa Cruz, California, in the United State), where public participation creates a real difference on 

local policy. Usually, this method for choosing indicators is not part of a national effort.          

Israel‟s Progress Index is challenged by the two complexities: the approaches to „who decides‟ and by the 

question „what to measure‟. The Israeli project works towards developing a multi layered approach to 

measuring progress and QOL, incorporating experts‟ choices with the public‟s, thus dealing with „who 

decides‟. Secondly, the project aims to offer an answer to „what to measure‟ based on a model of 

extracting „core indicators‟ common to at least two of the three approaches. The model, as well as the 

results for Israel, is still preliminary being more an exercise than a presentation of a complete model. 

Nonetheless, we believe this is a good starting point for measuring QOL and progress. Accordingly, 

                                                      

8 Based on the work of H. Daly and J. Cobb, the GPI offers an index correcting the GDP according to environmental and social 
aspects. More details follow.  

9 Chaired by two Nobel economists, Joseph E. Stiglitz and Amartya Sen, the 'commission on the measurement of economic 
performance and social progress' was asked to make recommendations to the French government on measuring wellbeing.   

10 http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/15/business/global/15gdp.html?ref=economy and the report itself: http://www.stiglitz-sen-
fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf   

11 “A Taxonomy to Measure the Progress of Societies” (draft), OECD April 2009.   
12 The correction to the GDP is based on the understanding that the GDP counts “bads” as “goods” (such as wars, which 

contribute to the GDP but not to peoples wellbeing), and neglects to count other aspects which traditionally do not have 
monetary value (such as the air we breath and time we spend with our families). The GPI is an experts‟ indicator, developed 
by environmental economists.  

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/15/business/global/15gdp.html?ref=economy
http://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf
http://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf
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questions of weighting and comparability between countries require further work and will not be dealt 

with in this paper.   

This paper will present the proposed model, incorporating the results obtained so far for the Israeli 

project. We begin by introducing the project, and continue with presenting the theory for the proposed 

model. We continue with presenting each layer (approach) and its results in Israel. We conclude with 

summing the results, using the model, and a short conclusion reviewing future challenges.   

2. Who Measures?  

Israel‟s Progress Index is the leading project of the Israeli Society for Sustainable Economics, a non-

profit organisation. The goal of the project is to establish an index for progress and QOL, and promote it 

as a central tool for decision making in Israel.  

The project, initiated two years ago, works closely with dedicated partners each bringing a unique aspect 

to the index:  The Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics, the main provider of certified data; Academic 

experts, providing methodological knowledge and profound research on the topic; The Ministry of 

Environmental Protection; Environmental and Social non profit organizations; and the Israeli public, 

through Community Assessment reviews.  

To date, the project has focused on the following activities: Introducing the project to potential partners; 

A best-practices study tour of different approaches to measuring QOL, to Ottawa, Canada (CIW), and 

Santa-Cruz, California (Applied Survey Research); Calculating the GPI/ISEW (Genuine Progress 

Indicator / Index of Sustainable Economic Welfare), a corrected GDP measure; Working towards a 

community indicator pilot; Producing a preliminary report card; Conducting a community survey.  

3. How do we measure? A multi-Layered Model 

First and foremost “…as explained in detail elsewhere (e.g. Michalos, 2003, 2005), it is assumed a good 

life or a life that is qualitative good may be measured in quantitative terms with statistical time series 

data, broadly referred to as social, economic and environmental indicators”
13

. The challenge, of course, is 

to measure QOL in a way which will capture what is important to people, using quantitative methods. For 

that, we need to know what we wish to measure, defined in a measurable way.     

The model we propose is an integration of a few approaches to try and cope with this challenge. It is 

based on the assumption that each approach to measuring progress and QOL has its own perception of 

QOL as well as its own advantages, and that in the process of choosing among them (which is usually 

done) valuable information is lost. The approach which offers the GPI as a measure for progress, offers a 

measure so close to the popular GDP that for media and policy purposes it is easy to adjust to its 

components. The domains approach offer a more profound experts' examination of indicators lacking 

                                                      

13 Michalos 2007: 2.  
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from the GPI (which uses monetary values), which are highly important for QOL (such as a sense of 

security, culture, etc), and also allows criticism and further reflection on QOL – as it is clear, transparent 

and easy to understand. The public participation approach provides the perspective of the public in the 

definition of its own QOL. Without public assessment of the indicators and evaluation of their relevance, 

there is no legitimacy and authenticity to the national indicators. Regarding each of these approaches 

together also has its shortcomings, as it is overwhelming in terms of the data, and it lacks the validation of 

a consensus for the indicators, which integration will supply.  

 

1. An Integrated Model: a Theoretical Framework   

How do we propose to integrate the different approaches?  

Each approach gives us a different result: the GPI encompasses different indicators all summed up to one 

result. The domains approach presents us with a set of indicators, each in a different domain. The public 

assessment approach results in a set of indicators chosen by the community. At this stage of our project, 

the community approach does not provide data on QOL, but merely an indication to what should be 

measured. All three sets of results (indicators summed up by GPI; indicators of the domains approach; 

and the community chosen indicators) contain a set of indicators.  

Despite the differences, in each approach we find some indicators that are in common with the indicators 

of another approach. These are „Core indicators‟
14

.  

Ideally, each approach examines its own indicators independently. Then, the indicators are brought 

together and the focus of the model is the indicators which appear in two approaches, the core indicators 

which become validated by the double choice. For instance, if the GPI and the domains approach see 

public expenditure as an important indicator for QOL, it becomes a core indicator to be included in the 

index.  This does not mean that indicators which appear in only one approach are not important. We 

accept that consensus does not guarantee best indicators choice. However, the appearance of indicators in 

more than one approach validates them as important for at least two out of the three groups choosing 

indicators for QOL, thus giving them priority of importance.    

                                                      

14 We do not look for core indicators in common to all three approaches since the nature of each approach can dictate different 
indicators. If we were to look only for common indicators, we would be left with few indicators and not necessarily the most 
important ones in each approach.   
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In the Israeli project, in its current stage, we follow the model with minor adjustments: since the Israeli 

project does not include community indicator projects asking the community what they see as QOL in a 

fully participatory process, we are using a slightly simpler model. The difference lies in that the public 

has a limited selection of indicators to choose from on a survey, as opposed to unlimited open 

possibilities in community indicators projects. The options on the survey rely heavily on the current 

available data at the bureau of Statistics and on the other two approaches, as well as on other dominant 

possibilities from Israeli media (such as higher wages for teachers as an indicator for improvement in the 

education system
15

). While it is less participatory, this version of the model has the advantage of offering 

a usable index from the starting point – with available and reliable data. This means that the model at this 

point is heavily based on experts‟ opinion in the choosing of indicators.   

The indicators which are found only in one approach are „Satellite indicators‟, which remain important, 

but cannot be regarded as agreed upon, consensus indicators.  

The use of core indicators for the model narrows down the number of indicators which are displayed, 

leaving the index with a smaller, easier to comprehend number of indicators. In addition, since in order to 

reach core indicators we need to continue calculating all three approaches, the data collection and the 

vitality of index over time are guaranteed. 

Let us examine each component of the model, and the results for Israel so far.  

 

2. Genuine Progress Indicator
16

 

                                                      

15 An issue which receives much attention in the Israeli media and is a familiar option for Israelis, though not implemented in 
policy. It does not appear in any other approach.   

16 This chapter heavily relies on Hagai Kot‟s Dissertation, LSE, 2008.  

GPI  

Public Domains 

Core 

Indicators 

Core 

Indicators 

Core 

Indicators 
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a. Introduction  

The GPI originates in the extensive criticism on the use of GDP/GNP as an indicator for QOL. Although 

not planned as a welfare indicator, the GDP is vastly used as one, mainly by policy makers and 

journalists
17

. The foundations of the GDP were formed by Simon Kuznets in the early 1930s in the USA 

as part of the national accounting, to help cope with the great economic depression
18

. Kuznets himself and 

other scholars criticized this growing use of the GDP as a welfare indicator arguing that it is a measure of 

economic activity not welfare: it aggregates all production as contributing to welfare without 

distinguishing between desirable and undesirable, sustainable and unsustainable activities. The main 

criticisms regarding why GDP is not an adequate indicator for economic welfare are that it does not 

account for
19

:  welfare effects of income inequality; environmental degradation; sustainability; non-

market goods and services; contributing production which do not involve monetary transactions 

(household labour); and it wrongly considers defensive expenditures as raising welfare.  

Most economists seem to acknowledge this
20

, but without an alternative welfare indicator, policy makers 

use GDP as a trustworthy index of welfare, while economists generally do not object to this misuse. The 

GPI was developed to offer a correction to the GDP, using similar tools.  

Calculating GPI demands economic, social and environmental data for an extensive range of years in 

order for it to indicate trends over a long period of time. The main resource of information for our 

research is the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics (ICBS). Due to the limitations of this research and 

availability of data some components of GPI are not considered, for example: leisure time, costs of crime, 

volunteering time, costs of household pollution abatement, noise pollution, loss of open lands, and ozone 

depletion.  

The starting point of our research is 1979; the upper limit of the time frame is set to 2004.  

In the calculation of GPI for Israel:  we begin with the year, and then start the calculation with private 

consumption expenditures. We then correct private consumption expenditures to inequality and 

decreasing marginal utility between the rich and the poor, using the Atkinson Index
21

. The next column 

provides the basis for the rest of the index, as it provides weighted private consumption expenditures. 

Then, we add the value of household labour and parenting and then non defensive public expenditures on 

education and health.  Accordingly, defensive private expenditures on education and health are subtracted 

from the index as well as costs of commuting and costs of car accidents. We add the costs of water 

                                                      

17  Neumayer 1999. 
18 Cobb et al. 1995. 
19 Based on: Neumayer 2003, Cobb and Cobb 1994. 
20  Daly and Farley 2004, as well as many initiatives in the last few years such as: Beyond GDP http://www.beyond-gdp.eu/ A 

European Parliament initiative.    
21 Atkinson 1970. This index indicates what the equally distributed per-capita income is (the income which all individuals would 

have equally received), that would generate the same social welfare as the existing income in the existing unequal 
distribution. The Israeli GPI uses Atkinson rather then Gini coefficient based on Atkinson 1995, Neumayer 2003.  

http://www.beyond-gdp.eu/
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depletion, and of air pollution, resource depletion, and CO2 emissions.  The index is concluded with net 

capital growth per-worker and the change in net international position.  

 

b. Results  

The results of the pilot Israeli GPI/capita are shown together with the GDP/capita for comparison. Unlike 

GPI studies for other countries, it is clear that both indexes are rising through the time frame of this 

research, and have similar tendency from 1992 onwards. The Israeli GPI/capita has significantly 

fluctuated through the 1980s mainly due to the severe economic crisis of 1984. From 1992 onwards, the 

GPI/capita and GDP/capita both indicate highly similar steady rises in economic welfare. All in all, the 

GPI per capita was increasing for the years 1979-2004. This result is in stark contrast to results obtained 

from OECD countries
22

.  

The Israeli GPI per capita in comparison to GDP, 1979-2004 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contributions of positive components: household labour and parenting provides the most significant 

positive contribution to personal expenditures, and it explains some of the decrease in the GPI/capita in 

the early 1980s and the steep increase in 1984-1989. The main reason for this increase in the value of 

household labour and parenting is the salary fluctuation of domestic workers, due to a severe economic 

crisis and the inflation which resulted. Thus, it is questionable whether GPI is a useful indicator during 

extreme economic conditions, and further discussion is needed.  

Contributions of negative components: Income inequality is the most significant one and increased quite 

dramatically over the years. Also commuting, car accidents and CO2 costs increased, while air pollution 

decreased and defensive private expenditures on education and health remained stable. 

Possible explanations for the results: The results of the pilot Israeli GPI are different from the results of 

other countries' studies, which generally indicated a growing significant gap between GPI/capita and 

                                                      

22  See for example, Lawn 2003. 
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GDP/capita and even falling tendency of the GPI/capita during the late 1970s
23

. One possible explanation 

is that Israel is below its threshold point
24

: Israel‟s GDP/capita in PPP US$ crossed over the 20,000 line in 

2001 only and there is a possibility that the Israeli threshold point is slightly higher. However, our results 

show that from 1992 onwards the GPI/capita is growing slightly faster than GDP/capita, indicating that 

either the Israeli threshold point is much higher than that of other developed countries, or other 

explanations are needed. Another possible explanation is limitations of this study: the data limitations and 

the preliminary work that was done do not include all factors. Another possibility is the choice of 

methodology: the use of the Atkinson index and not the Gini Coefficient in this study is likely to raise the 

weighted personal consumption component, in comparison to other countries' studies. In addition, 

deciding whether to calculate the CO2 emissions as cumulative or not was highly significant and has 

caused the new GPI/capita to stabilize from 1997 onwards. Hence, this is a major reason for the 

difference between the Israeli results and previous ones, like the US GPI
25

, which used the accumulation 

method.  

GPI is not an indicator for total QOL, since it does not account for friendships, political rights and many 

other factors which influence our QOL but are not part of economic activities. Even as an indicator for 

economic welfare, GPI should be regarded as an attempt to improve GDP, and thus suffers from some of 

the limitations GDP has. However, it adds important indicators to the calculation, providing a more 

accurate picture of welfare.  

 

3. The Domains Approach 

a. Introduction  

The „Domains‟ approach means mapping status and trends of different domains to produce a national 

„quality of life report card‟. Creating the report card is based on work done by experts in various fields 

and stake-holders in order to form a complete nationally relevant indicator list. A report card is an 

accessible way to communicate indicators and their importance for the society. Moreover, often the report 

card is an elaboration of key components of the GPI, allowing for better understanding of it, and for a 

more informed debate. The indicators on our current report card are based on the literature as well as best 

practices abroad (mainly from Australia, Canada and USA), and produced working closely with experts at 

the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics. Data availability was also a consideration in the selection of the 

indicators since the intent was to present indicators for which it would be possible to supply information 

on current state and trend. Note that indicators in this approach are both objective and subjective. 

Moreover, there is room for difference of opinion regarding the interpretation of the indicators results. For 

                                                      

23 Daly and Farley 2004. 
24 A threshold point, according to Max-Neef‟s hypothesis (1995) is the point from which GDP growth does not result in better 

economic welfare, and therefore the GPI departs from it. In six developed countries for which he compared GPI, Bleys 
(2006) identified the threshold point is 20,000 purchasing power parities (PPP) US$ 2000 prices.  

25 Talberth et al. 2007.  
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example: increase in work hours per worker may be seen as a positive trend from the economic point of 

view, yet as a negative one from the social point of view stressing the importance of family and leisure 

time.  

Eight domains were selected to represent the aspects of QOL that should be measured in Israel:  

Environment (9 indicators); Health (4 indicators); Education (3 indicators); Work (5 indicators); National 

Economy (4 indicators); Family and Society (4 indicators); Crime (3 indicators); Civil involvement (2 

indicators). In total there are 34 indicators representing eight domains of QOL.  

The purpose of this list was to serve as a starting point for creating an annual „report card‟ for Israel in 

terms of QOL and progress. In order to make this list optimally compatible to Israel and to Israeli life, 

experts (from policy, academia, local environmental and social organizations) discussions are planned to 

take place regarding the relevance of the domains and the indicators comprising them.  

In terms of the data, all indicators are based on data from the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics. Data 

sources include administrative records and survey data such as the household expenditure survey and the 

social survey
26

.  

 

b. Results 

The table shows the indicators of the different domains. The figures presented are for years between 2000 

and 2007, followed by the percent of change from base year. The last column shows whether the change 

from the base year was a positive or a negative one
27

.     

 

 

                                                      

26 The social survey is the primary data source for measuring all aspects of subjective wellbeing which help analyze how Israelis 
perceive their QOL. It contains data on the population's perception on health, education, the environment, security, economic 
situation, society, family and friends.      

27 Increase in figures does not always indicate an increase in QOL, consider for example mortality rates, crime and so on.   
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Indicator 2000 2001 2002 2006 2007 

Percent of 

change 

from base 

year 

Result 

(better 

/ worse) 

Environment Emissions of carbon 

monoxide from motor 

vehicles (tons)    
363,740 332,805 289,653 223,631 211,796 -41.77  

  Emissions of nitrogen oxides 

(tons) 215,393 205,914 200,597 191,912 191,554 -11.07  

  Emissions of sulphur oxides 

(tons) 275,863 241,351 230,820 189,353 173,784 -37.00  

  Percentage of the population 

connected to waste water 

treatment plants 
84.60 .. .. 89.57 90.96 6.36  

  Percentage of results 

exceeding the microbial 

standard of bathing water 

quality 

2.90 3.10 3.40 2.80 2.70 -0.20  

  Waste per capita (kilogram 

per day) 1.73 1.55 1.61 1.65 1.68 -2.89  

  Percent of the population 

dissatisfied with air 

pollution in living area 
.. .. 34.60 38.10 42.90 8.30 

 

x 
 

  Percent of the population 

satisfied with cleanliness of 

living area 
.. .. 54.30 53.80 52.00 -2.30 x 

  Percent of the population 

satisfied with the amount of 

open spaces in living area 
.. .. 50.60 50.70 53.20 2.60  

Health Life expectancy males 

(years) 
76.70 77.30 77.50 78.50 78.80 2.74  

  Life expectancy females 

(years) 80.90 81.20 81.50 82.19 82.48 1.95  

  Infant mortality rate (rate for 

1000 births) 5.48 5.12 5.39 4.01 .. -26.90  

  Percent of the population 

reporting very good or good 

health 
.. .. 77.0 78.9 79.1 2.10  

Education Percent of the population 

aged 24-64 with more than 

12 years of schooling 
.. 47.06 52.00 50.79 51.91 4.85  

  Percent of the population 

aged 24-64 with higher 

education 
.. .. 50.60 49.10 51.20 0.60  
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Literacy rate 
95.5 95.7 95.6 95.8 96.2 0.76  

Work Percent of unemployed in 

civilian labour force 8.80 9.40 10.30 8.40 7.30 -1.50  

  Women per hundred men in 

civilian labour force 84.00 84.45 85.04 87.04 87.10 3.70  

  Average weekly work-hours 

per employed person 37.80 36.9 37.3 36.3 36.60 -1.20  

  Percent of population 

satisfied from work place .. .. 81.1 84.3 84.8 3.70  

  Percent of population 

satisfied from income .. .. 44.2 53.6 54.8 10.60  

National 

Economy 

Gross domestic product per 

capita (NIS in 2005 prices) 85,455 83,157 80,955 89,138 92,270 7.98 

 

 
 

  Monthly average wage per 

employee (NIS in 2004 

prices) 
.. .. .. 7,242 7,368 4.25  

  Private consumption 

expenditure per capita (NIS 

in 2005 prices) 
46,547 46,878 46,260 49,162 51,527 10.70 ? 

  Net national savings as a 

proportion of GDP 8.38 7.03 4.38 11.69 10.26 1.88 

 

 
 

Family and 

Society 

Percent of the population 

participating in volunteer 

activity 
.. .. 14.55 14.42 14.10 -0.45 

 

x 

 

  Percent of the population 

satisfied with relations with 

family 
.. .. 94.80 93.80 94.60 -0.20 x 

  Percent of the population 

satisfied with relations with 

friends 
.. .. 94.50 94.20 86.40 -8.10 x 

  Percent of the population 

who feel they have no one to 

turn to in time of distress 
.. .. 13.39 10.93 9.60 -3.79  

  Suicide rate per 100,000 

inhabitants 9.29 9.73 8.56 7.71 6.69 -2.61  

Crime Percent of the population 

feeling safe to walk alone in 

the dark 
.. .. 73.00 72.90 71.30 -1.70 x 

  Percent of victims of crimes 

against property  .. .. 6.40 7.60 8.10 1.70 x 
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Aligned with the results of the GPI for Israel, the report card indicates improvement in most (24) of the 

chosen indicators.  

 

4. Public Participation Approach 

a. Introduction 

Public participation ensures choosing relevant indicators for the community. Members of a community
28

 

are asked to choose indicators for their community‟s QOL and progress. Ideally, representatives of the 

community get together in small groups to discuss QOL and choose indicators. This has numerous 

benefits, from learning about the preferences of the people, to getting them involved in the improvement 

of their own QOL:    

"Over the last 13 years that we’ve been publishing the CAP (Community Assessment Project), we’ve 

come to know that people in the county will rally to make improvements when the information is clearly 

presented to them. When our residents saw the data about teen drug and alcohol abuse, childhood obesity 

and children who didn’t have access to health care, the community stood up and took action!” (Mary Lou 

Goeke, United Way of Santa Cruz County). 

In Israel, community indicators projects are yet to be established. Temporarily, as a pilot for the model, 

we conducted a small survey asking the public to choose the most important QOL indicators, in nine 

categories, for Israel. The survey included a list of indicators in each of the nine categories. The indicators 

are based on the other two approaches, thereby allowing better communicability between the different 

approaches, and on prominent indicators from the Israeli public debate in the media
29

.  

It is important to note that as oppose to the other two approaches, this approach does not evaluate QOL. 

What it offers is an indication to what we should be evaluating as QOL.  

 

b. Results
30

  

Within each of the nine categories, we present here the two results which got most support on the survey.  

                                                      

28 May it be a small community, or a large city, or as in our case (at this point), community means the entire country – 7.5 million 
people.   

29 Since community indicator projects are not yet in place, we had to choose indicators most likely to be chosen by the 
community in an open debate. In the choosing of indicators we relied on the Australian experience showing that the list of 
indicators chosen by the experts and the list independently chosen by the communities are often very similar.   

30 The survey was distributed via email, and received 331 valid replies. 106 males answered, and 225 females. 98 earn a wages 
below average, 90 around average and 128 above average. Participants‟ residency is from all over Israel. The majority of the 
participants are Jewish.  

  Percent of victims of bodily 

harm crimes 
.. .. 1.20 1.40 1.40 0.20 x 

Civic 

Involvement 

Percent of voters in national 

elections out of eligible 

voters 

 ..   ..   ..     63.50   ..         -4.30  

 

x 
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Education Environment Health Work The Economy 

Fewer 

pupils in the 

classrooms 

Less air 

pollution 

emissions in 

cities   

 

Decrease in 

morbidity  

 

Decrease in the 

percent of 

unemployed in 

civilian labour 

Force 

Decrease of income inequalities  

 

Less 

violence in 

the 

classrooms  

More open 

spaces in the 

cities  

 

An enlarged 

“health basket” 

 

Decreased 

average weekly 

work-hours per 

employed person 

Monthly average wage per 

employee  

 

 

Family and 

Society 

Personal Security 

(Crime) 

Civic Involvement National Security 

Percent of the 

population 

satisfied with 

relations with 

family 

Percent of the 

population feeling safe 

to walk alone in the 

dark 

 

Percent of the population 

participating in volunteer 

activity 

 

Feeling safer in terms of 

national security 

 

Increase in 

leisure time  

Decrease in victims of 

bodily harm crimes 

Percent of voters in national 

elections out of eligible voters 

Decrease in terror / war 

acts on Israel  

 

5. Integration into a Model  

First we must keep in mind that the results are based on preliminary work. Much research is still needed 

to establish that the results we see here indeed reflect the experts choice in Israel (in the case of the GPI 

and the domains approach) and the community indicators (which can only be established after community 

indicators projects are in process for a range of communities in Israel). The results are almost merely 

illustrative, for the purposes of presenting the model.  

However, what we can see now is a choice of the following core indicators for Israel:   

 

Indicator Source Trend  Better/ Worse 

Private Consumption Expenditures                                                  GPI + Domains + ? 

Air Pollution + CO2 Emissions GPI + Domains + Public - / +  / x 

Unemployment in Civilian Labour Force Domains + Public -           

Average Weekly Work-hours per Employed 

Person 

Domains + Public - 
 

Monthly Average Wage per Employee  Domains + Public +  

Percent of the Population Satisfied with 

Relations with Family 

Domains + Public - x 
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Victims of Bodily Harm Crimes Domains + Public + x 

Percent of the Population Feeling Safe to 

Walk Alone in the Dark 

Domains + Public - x 

Voters in National Elections out of Eligible 

Voters 

Domains + Public - x 

Population Participating in Volunteer 

Activity 

Domains + Public - x 

Income Inequalities  GPI + Public + x 

Loss of Open Spaces  GPI + Public + x 

Public Expenditures on Health  GPI + Public +  

 

In terms of the results from the multi-layered model we see that QOL, as far as most of the core indicators 

show (8 out of 14), has not increased in Israel in the years examined
31

. Furthermore, these findings draw a 

different picture altogether than the one we see in two of the approaches
32

. This should raise further 

discussion, yet it indicates clearly that the core indicators are more than the sum of indicators from the 

different approaches: the methodology leads to the drawing of a new picture, possibly one that is more 

aligned with the public than with the experts
33

.   

 

How should the data be presented? This question is highly complicated. Since the focus of this work was 

to answer the question of who should decide and what to measure, we have not reached a formula on how 

to present the results. Suffice to say that there are two main options: one number approach (like the GPI 

or other indices), with the advantage of being simple to understand and to follow over time (higher mark 

meaning life is getting better, lower mark meaning life has gotten worse); and a report card, offering 

major components of QOL of the society in a transparent, comparable way. While it is possible that we 

will develop an index in due course, for presenting our results currently we follow the approach of report 

card. The report card approach to presenting indicators can allow an international comparison for some of 

the indicators, on the one hand, and it allows for personal judgment on the value of each indicator, on the 

other. It offers a way around the problem of weighing as well: each reader can decide out of the agreed 

upon, carefully chosen core indicators, which are the ones most important to her/him, rather than being 

decided for in a one number approach.      

                                                      

31 Data from the GPI refer to years 1979-2004; and data from Domains approach: 2000-2007. Ideally, in order to draws 
conclusions from such a model, all data should refer to the same period of time.  

32 Interestingly, these results are more aligned with the GPI results in other developed countries.  
33 One possible explanation might be that the public is inclined to choose indicators which lack from their contemporary QOL, 

and not general indicators such as experts, thus leading to more negative results. This possible bias might be revealing trends 
in QOL more authentically than the approaches relying heavily on experts to choose the indicators.        
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4. Conclusions  

According to our model, what we see in terms of the results for Israel is that QOL has not improved 

according to most core indicators. However, much is still lacking in terms of data and the choice of 

indicators for the Israeli project.  

In terms of the model we suggest, further work is still needed, both on the approaches themselves (the 

choice of indicators), as well as on establishing how to ideally present the core indicators. However, we 

have tried to offer a way to deal with two of the challenges facing anyone trying to measure QOL and 

progress: what to measure, and who decides. We offered a model in which the question „who decides‟ is 

answered in the most inclusive way: the public and the experts. It is possible that the model has a slight 

bias towards the public as deciding. This possible inherent bias is in coherence with the general trend 

which generated the measuring initiatives: turning the focus to what people wish to measure, and not only 

to what the experts can currently measure. Similarly, the question of „what to measure‟ is answered by the 

consensus principle, according to which if an indicator appears independently in two of the approaches, it 

should be regarded as a core indicator.  

 

This paper had two purposes: one, to present the Israeli results to date. The other, to present the model we 

have developed. Both works are still in progress, and require supplementary work, yet we hope presenting 

our findings can contribute from our experience to other initiatives.   
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