
 

http://www.oecdworldforum2009.org 

 

The 3rd OECD World Forum on “Statistics, Knowledge and Policy” 

Charting Progress, Building Visions, Improving Life 

Busan, Korea - 27-30 October 2009 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEX IN KOREA: WHY WE NEED IT & 

HOW TO APPLY 

INSILL YI  

COMMISSIONER, STATISTICS KOREA 

 

 

1. Why do we intend to measure quality of life? 

The fundamental responsibility of any government is to create better conditions of life for its citizens. 

In this sense, economic growth is not an end in itself, but rather an instrument for creating better life 

conditions. There has been strong doubt to the assumption that economic growth would inevitably 

improve the welfare and quality of life of citizens. Historical experiences in rapid economic growth in 

Korean as well as in Western countries show that this assumption is quite unrealistic. Like the 

experiences in the Western societies
1
, the rapid increase in GDP in Korea did not necessarily mean the 

improvement of national welfare. Per capita GDP in Korea increased more than seven times from $793 in 

1970 to $19,016 in 2008. However, in spite of the rapid economic growth and the improvement of living 

environments, Korean citizens are not quite satisfied with the quality of life “felt” by themselves
2
. 

Korea, which has achieved both industrialization and democratization after she became independent 

after World War II and has followed the historical paths in shortened time-span which the Western 

developed countries took over a long period, are currently facing many problems. Due to the very low 

birth rate, rapid aging process, and very high suicide rate, the vitality over broad areas of Korean society 

is witnessed to have been weakened. In addition, the very sharp conflict over various social areas and the 

low levels of public trust have made social integration the primary concern of our society. Faced with 

these issues, it has become inevitable that we need to change our policy paradigms from growth-driven 

policies to those aimed to manage the quality of life of citizens systematically. As if these concerns were 

reflected, the portion of the welfare-related expenditure out of total expenditures of Korean government 

has increased from 20.2% in 2003 to 29.1% in 2009, while that of the economic expenditure has 

decreased from 28.7% to 19.1% over the same period
3
. 

                                                      

1 The Easterlin paradox (1974), that while per capita national income in the U.S. steadily increased between 1946 and 1970, the 
level of happiness rather decreased between 1960 and 1970, supports this statement quite well . 

2 According to the OECD report (2005), the level of life satisfaction among Koreans decreased from 61.1% to 47.3% between 
1990 and 2002. 

3 Quoted from a 2009 report of the Ministry of Strategy and Finance 
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At times when per capita income is around $20,000, economic indicators such as GDP are not enough 

to measure overall quality of life encompassing various areas such as housing, employment, education, 

environments, and so on. It is imperative to search for the alternative methods of measuring quality of life, 

facing the policy needs for improving quality of life felt by Korean citizens. In order to deal with this 

issue, the current administration has made every effort to make a decision for scientific evidence-based 

policies. The current administration has recently announced the plan to develop people‟s life indicators by 

selecting primary and supplementary indicators measuring 5 main areas such as income, employment, 

education, housing and safety which are closely related to their everyday life, and to check their quality of 

life by using those indicators. In the same context, it presented its administrative goals toward the “warm 

society” with the vision of the top-level country. The effort to create “the indicators of quality of life for 

Koreans” can be understood in this line. 

Most of the advanced countries have accumulated the social indicators data as a result of the so called 

social indicators movement during 1960s and 1970s. However, the utilization of these data has been 

limited to the level of general enlightenment through social reports, and not expanded to providing 

information for policy decision-making. In addition the social indicators movement has gotten some 

criticism that it is atheoretical and purely descriptive, overly static and unhistorical and based mainly on 

discrete aggregate measures designed to follow trends (Esping-Anderson, 2000). Likewise, “Social 

Indicators in Korea,” comprised of more than 480 indicators and provided in the form of statistical tables, 

has received the criticism that it does not summarize and present the quality of life of Koreans in a 

systematic way. But one of the main purposes of social indicators is to utilize them in policy areas by 

providing information regarding overall areas of people‟s lives and society as a whole. 

In order to meet the social needs for establishing the indicators of quality of life and to utilize them in 

policy areas, the Statistical Research Institute of Statistics Korea has taken the lead in developing 

“national indicator of quality of life” in 2008, and plans to come up with the composite index of major 

domains in 2009. Through these efforts, we are trying to achieve the following purposes: First, we would 

like to monitor the quality of life of citizens in systematic manners. These indicators are expected to 

provide rather systematic and summative information on quality of life in those domains. Through this, 

we expect to utilize them in providing policy-related solutions by describing systematically both the 

current state and the change patterns of quality of life of our citizens over time. Second, we expect that 

these efforts will meet the need for examining scientifically the policy effectiveness of social investment 

which has steadily increased recently. These indicators are also utilized as the tools for evaluating the 

effectiveness of various policies. Ultimately, these efforts are aimed to be the basis for evidence-based 

policy making. In addition, the utilization of our indicators in policy-related areas will become a new 

example for the use of the social indicator data. 

Fortunately and appropriately, our attempts are not lone efforts only in Korea because the interests for 

measuring quality of life have increased internationally. Not only has the limitation of GDP as a measure 

of quality of life but also the need for new measures been widely recognized by many countries. The 

Global Project of the OECD forum and the Stiglitz Committee run by the French President Sarkozy try to 

provide new methods for measuring the quality of life and well-being in economic, social and 

environmental domains. 

 

2. Theoretical backgrounds and previous attempts 

1)  The concepts and perspectives of quality of life 
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Examining the historical backgrounds regarding the concept of quality of life is helpful to understand 

this concept. The concept of quality of life appeared in the United States, and the diffusion of social 

indicators movement during 1960s and 1970s were closely related to the particular political climate at that 

time. It was a period of prosperity, when for the first time in some of the most developed Western 

societies doubts were raised about economic growth as the major goal of social progress. The social cost 

of economic growth and the existence of poverty received public attention. Thus, the concept of quality of 

life came out as an alternative to the more and more questionable concept of material prosperity
4
, and was 

considered much more complex goal of societal development (Land, 1983; Noll, 2004).  

This concept includes non-materialistic aspects of life such as health, social relations, and the quality 

of natural environments. Furthermore, this concept encompasses not only the objective conditions of life 

but also the subjective quality of life such as individual perceptions and evaluations of life conditions. 

When how well a society fulfils the needs of its members is a concern, it is often employed as an 

equivalent of well-being or welfare. Even though the concept of quality of life is not clearly defined as 

expected, it can be defined in an abstract level as “the degree of possessing objective conditions needed in 

maintaining life and individual perceptions and evaluations of them.” This concept may function as an 

umbrella under which those with similar interests can gather together. However, those studying quality of 

life have focused on the measurement issues rather than the systematic conceptualization of it. 

The efforts to operationalize the quality of life concept have been made in two different directions. 

One is the Scandinavian level of living approach, and the other is the American quality of life approach. 

While the Scandinavian approach focuses exclusively on resources and objective living conditions, the 

American approach emphasizes the subjective well-being of individuals as a final outcome of conditions 

and processes (Noll, 2004). While objective social indicators are statistics which represent social facts 

independent of personal evaluations, subjective social indicators are measures of individual perceptions 

and evaluations of social conditions. This distinction is also reflected in the recent discussion on quality 

of life of the Stiglitz Committee (Stiglitz et al., 2009). 

First, as the objective approach, the Scandinavian study of level of living was heavily influenced by 

the perspective which views welfare from objective needs and level of living as individual command over 

resources. In this perspective, welfare is defined as “the individual‟s command over, under determinant 

mobilisable resources, with whose help he/she can control and consciously direct his/her living 

conditions” (Erikson, 1993). Here, resources include money, property, knowledge, psychic and physical 

energy, social relation, security, and so on. Since the external environments of individual life determine 

the utilization of resources and the range of individual behaviours, they are the critical components of 

welfare. In this perspective, the operationalization of quality of life is based on objective living conditions. 

Even though the subjective well-being is not completely out of equation, it is partly determined by 

individual level of aspiration and can‟t be the adequate criterion for social policy which is the primary 

purpose of measuring welfare. In this approach, the main focus is on evaluating individual level of living, 

and thus it is little influenced by the individual‟s evaluation of his own situation. This perspective is also 

reflected in the concept of „capabilities‟ by Amartya Sen (1993). 

                                                      

4 The limitations of economic indicators are; first, the indicators such as GDP do not reflect psychological satisfaction, happiness, 
and the sense of fullness in life, etc. Second, the degree of the contribution of market values of commodities and services to 
social wellbeing is not clear. Third, the impacts of non-market activities and market activities do not tend to be taken into 
consideration. Fourth, the average of GDP makes the issues related to distribution obscure. Fifth, even though GDP assumes the 
normative system in society and the values and structure of cooperation dominating human behaviors, it does not measure these 
systems as well as the inter-dependence of these systems with the economy (Land, 1983) 
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The advocates for objective measures take the stance that social indicators must inform social policy, 

and provide information on the realities of social problems and the results of problem-solving efforts. 

This information should be objective facts without controversy, and such scientific truth can make 

rational policy-making possible. However, subjective measures cause distortion in the policy process and 

irrationality interfering scientific management. 

The second approach is based on the psychological studies of the concept of subjective well-being. 

This approach is in the tradition of utilitarian philosophy. The quality of life is defined as „subjective 

well-being‟. The quality of life is supposed to be subjectively perceived and experienced by the individual. 

The subjective well-being of the individual citizen is considered to be the ultimate goal of societal 

development and the yardstick to be used for measuring quality of life. Thus, the common man himself is 

the best expert to evaluate his quality of life, and the most important indicators of subjective well-being 

are measures of subjective perceptions and satisfaction (Noll, 2004). 

Those who advocate the subjective approach assert the need for subjective indicators in the policy 

areas in the following reasons (Veenhoven, 2002): First, since social policy is concerned about subjective 

issues as well as material ones, subjective issues require subjective indicators. Second, whether the 

materialistic goals are achieved or not cannot always be measured objectively, and it can be better 

measured subjectively. Third, the current composite measure does not mean much in terms of the 

comprehensiveness of measurement, and the use of subjective measures can attain its comprehensiveness. 

Fourth, policy makers cannot grasp fully public preferences solely by objective indicators. Thus, policy 

makers need additional information from public opinions. Last, policy makers should be able to 

distinguish wants from needs. Whether the needs are satisfied or not can only be measured by subjective 

indicators. 

Even though both objective and subjective approaches come from different philosophical traditions, 

and have their own strengths and weaknesses, these two approaches provide useful information in 

measuring quality of life. Recently, the eclectic approach employing both measurements is used such as 

in measuring well-being in Australia (Trewin, 2001) and Germany. This is also the case in Korea, because 

we utilize objective indicators with supplementing subjective measures obtained in „Social Survey‟. 

2) Review of previous attempts to develop the composite indices of quality of life 

The process of developing indicators reflecting quality of life over GDP has been the process of 

tackling the issue of how to summarize and understand the state of a society in comprehensive and 

intensive manners. In this process, the need for integrating various dimensions and indicators into a single 

composite index has a long-standing history and one of the most challenging tasks (Stiglitz et al., 2009). 

The competition among various indices will continue on the basis of their substantive validity, the 

assessment of the quality of life and its change over time and social space (Noll, 2004). The difficult tasks 

of developing logical grounds for classifying and of combining various components of quality of life and 

calculating their weights lie ahead in the process of creating the composite indices. 

Since the quality of life indices of the well-known HDI (Human Development Index) and EIU 

(Economist Intelligence Unit)
5
 of UNDP have clear limitations in being utilized in policy areas, these are 

not reviewed. Instead, the index system and calculation methods of CIW (Canadian Index of Wellbeing) 

in Canada, PLI (People‟s Life Indicators) in Japan, and GNH (Gross National Happiness) in Bhutan are 

reviewed, since they represent nation-level indices aimed to be utilized in policy realms. 

                                                      

5 Economist Intelligence Unit is the research branch of The Economist Group in the Great Britain. 
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The measurement results of quality of life or wellbeing at the level of country are annually reported in 

the form of social reports. However, it is rare to develop a composite index. Canada, Bhutan and Japan 

attempted to develop composite indices in order to reconcile the gap between the objective levels of 

living conditions and the perceptions by people and utilize them in policy-making processes over the 

limitations of GDP which does not reflect detriments to quality of life and the destruction of 

environments. Bhutan has set happiness and well-being of all people and sentient beings as the ultimate 

purpose of governance, and attempted to use this measure in the policy evaluations. 

Even though the main concepts measured in the composite indices are wellbeing in Canada, affluence 

in life among citizens in Japan, and happiness in Bhutan, these are quite similar to each other. The 

domains of these indices include levels of living (income/consumption, housing, jobs, etc.), health, 

education, leisure (time use), community vitality (social participation). However, the Japanese indices do 

not cover environments which are included in both CIW and GNH, and GNH
6
 is distinctive in that it has 

psychological wellbeing including spirituality indicators. Even though the indicators employed in creating 

the composite indices in the three countries are somewhat different, they are rather similar in the overall 

contents. The Japanese PLI is comprised of 170 objective indicators in the 8 domains
7
, and CIW in 

Canada consists of objective and subjective indicators over the 8 domains
8
. GNH in Bhutan employs both 

objective and subjective indicators collected from surveys. 

With respect to calculation methods, the reference year that has been chosen for the CIW is 1994(100), 

the composite index of CIW is scheduled to be released in 2010. PLI has set 1980 as the baseline year 

(100), and calculated the composite index by simply averaging standardized rates of change of 170 

indicators in each domain. In GNH in Bhutan, the sufficient cutoff for each indicator has been set in 

advance. GNH is 1 minus the average squared distance from the cutoff at the national level. At the 

individual level, if a person has higher values than the cutoffs across all domains, he is assumed to be 

happy. Otherwise, his happiness level becomes the sum of the squared distances from the cutoffs. While 

CIW and PLI employ the available indicators, GNH measures individual levels of happiness from 

separate surveys. 

 

3. How do we develop a composite index of quality of life in Korea? 

One of the reasons for developing the composite index of quality of life was that we have already 

accumulated time series data on „quality of life‟ and „wellbeing‟ indicators, which were maintained since 

1970s following the recommendation by UN and OECD. The process of developing the composite index 

is currently on the way, mainly based on the indicators of “Social Indicators in Korea” since 1979. Thus, 

the indicators which are included in the composite index have the limitation of secondary data analysis. In 

order to create the composite index, a special task force team was established in 2008 with the 

government officials and scholars in the related fields, and is currently active. This TF has examined the 

major issues in creating the composite index, including determining the relevant domains and indicators. 

1) Domains of interest 

                                                      

6 The dimensions of GNH are psychological well-being, time use, community vitality, culture, health, education, environmental 
diversity, living standard, and governance. 

7 These are living, consumption, work, raising children, health, play, study, and communication. 
8 The 8 domains cover arts, culture and recreation, democratic engagement, community vitality, education, environment, healthy 

populations, living standards, and time use. The indicators included in the domain of living standards are employment rate, 
wealth distribution as well as other indicators developed by Canadian government agencies. 
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In order to comprehensively measure the quality of life of Koreans, the 10 domains of interest were 

selected (see Figure 1). For selecting these domains, the indicator system in “Social Indicators in Korea” 

which measures quality of life in Korea was examined in the first place. Then, the systems of social 

reports and the various cases of measuring quality of life in other countries were reviewed. The 10 

domains were selected by deleting the domains of population and information and combining welfare 

with other domains from the 13 domains in “Social Indicators in Korea,” and changing social 

participation into social cohesion given the policy-related importance of social integration. As a result, the 

10 domains cover income/expenditure, health, labor, education, housing/transportation, safety, family, 

environment, social cohesion, and culture/leisure. 

<Figure 1> The Domains of Interest of Koreans 

Living standards which aim to measure 

economic states of citizens include 

income/expenditure, housing/transportation, 

and labor. Health, safe living, environment, 

culture/leisure, and family are measured 

separately. Social cohesion includes social 

inclusion, social participation and trusts in 

order to measure the quality of interaction 

between individual and society. After clearly 

defining the contents of each domain (see 

Table 1), the objective and subjective 

measures were selected. 

 

<Table 1> Contents of measures in each domain of interest 

Domains Contents of measures 

Income/expenditure Command over economic resources with income and expenditures, wealth distribution, etc. 

Health Health behaviours and status, medical services 

Labor Employment and working conditions 

Education Educational opportunities, resources, and effects 

Housing/transportation Housing demand and supply, the quality of living environments, the quality of  transportation 

Safety Crimes and accidents, fire incidents, the infrastructure for safety 

Family Formation and types of family, child-raising, family relations 

Environment Environmental pollution, environmental investments 

Social cohesion Social inclusion, social capital 

Culture/leisure Resource for culture/leisure(time and costs), infrastructures, culture/leisure activities 

2) Selecting indicators 

In order to understand the measurement contents of each domain, over 480 indicators in “Social 

Indicators in Korea” were reviewed. In this process, some statistics which are not currently generated are 
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supplemented with Korean General Social Survey and/or Social Survey by Statistics Korea. The major 

criteria for selecting indicators are the relative importance and validity in the context of quality of life, the 

reliability of the data, the possibility with policy response, and the parsimony when indictors are 

overlapped in their meanings. As a result, the 80 objective indicators and 25 subjective indicators are 

selected (see Appendix). 

 

 

3) Calculating the composite indices 

While the time series data for the objective indicators have already been accumulated, most of the 

subjective measures are collected starting from 2008. Thus, the composite index will be calculated from 

the objective indicators, and the subjective indicators will be used as supplementary information in 

comparing levels in each domain. The year of 1995 will be set as the reference year for the composite 

index, and the time series index will be calculated. The reason for choosing 1995 as the reference year is 

that more than 10-year span of data are available and the effects of economic crisis in 1997 can be tested. 

The procedures for calculating the composite index are first standardizing indices with different 

measurement units, second calculating standardized rates of change of each indicator, and third 

determining the direction of each indicator in terms of quality of life, and fourth calculating the composite 

indices for each domain by simply averaging indicators without assigning weights. 

 

4. How do we utilize the composite indices in the policy-related areas? 

As mentioned before, the main purpose of developing the composite indices of quality of life is to 

utilize it in the policy areas. The 10 composite indices are expected to be useful in policy-related areas by 

providing information on the current state of living among Korean citizens and by pointing out the weak 

areas with possible causes. 

First, they are expected to raise issues regarding the quality of life of Koreans. The composite index of 

each domain can pinpoint which domain has made progress over the last 14 years and/or needs 

improvement by providing the trends with its time series data. Besides, it can show which indicators in 

each domain have increased or decreased. These will help diagnose the areas which require attention and 

uncover policy issues for improving quality of life. This data will also function as important information 

in determining policy priorities and resource allocations. For example, if the indices show that the 

weakening of family domain is the threat to the quality of life, our society should orient policies toward 

family-friendly directions. In addition, if low birth rate is the main cause of the weakening of family 

domain, the resources should be allocated toward solving this problem. 

Second, the composite indices can be used as data for evaluating the effectiveness of already 

implemented policies. As the improvement of quality of life of citizens has become one of the major 

goals of this administration, the national budget for social welfare has drastically increased and the 

various social programs for socially vulnerable populations have been under way. Along with this trend, 

the need for proper tools used in evaluating the effectiveness of these policies has also increased, and this 

is where the composite indices can be effectively utilized.  
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Third, they can be expected to provide information on what the public policy tools for preventing and 

solving social problems would be. If certain domains or indicators show steady decrease and deteriorate 

the quality of life, the concrete and various policy measures to solve the problems can be readily sought. 

Last, the subjective indicators, compared with the objective indicators, are expected to provide 

information on the areas with discrepancies and the causes of them. It is very important to compare the 

composite index of the objective indicators with the levels subjectively felt by individual citizens in each 

domain. This comparison will point out the areas with discrepancies, and those with big gap will ignite 

more studies on the methodology of calculating composite indices as well as on searching for means to 

reduce this gap. For example, while the levels of education among Koreans have rapidly increased, the 

levels of dissatisfaction on education have also heightened. Whether this discrepancy is due to objective 

problems in the education domain or to the steep increase in the levels of educational expectations then 

becomes a very important question. 

5. How do we improve the composite indices? 

As indicated, the process of creating the composite indices of quality of life was originated from the 

current policy needs. However, measuring quality of life with many abstract dimensions and creating 

composite indices are very challenging tasks. Rather than waiting for logical completeness and perfectly 

measured data, it is much more desirable to do what we can do with the available resources, and to 

attempt to solve problems we are facing. Here we would like to present our plans to improve the quality 

of the composite indices. 

First, the additional indicators should be implemented. For example, the measure of healthy life 

expectancy is much better than life expectancy from the quality of life perspective. However, this 

indicator is quite flawed at this time, and does not have time series data. The indicator for water quality in 

the environment domain was not used due to the lack of time series data for major rivers. These problems 

have occurred in several domains. Thus it is urgent to develop better indicators and their data. 

Second, the study on the weights for each indicator should be carried out. At this stage, all indicators 

within each domain were assigned the equal weights. However, in order to obtain more valid composite 

indices, the algorithms assigning the weights on objective and subjective measures and within each 

domain must be systematically developed. 

Last, the utilization scope of the composite indices should be expanded, and the interrelatedness 

across domains should be more carefully studied. In the future, the studies for the international and 

regional comparison and for developing indices for specific population groups should be carried out. In 

addition, the relationships among the domains of interest should be systematically investigated. For 

example, it is necessary to examine the effects of improving the levels of the education domain on the 

income and health domains. Conducting large-scale longitudinal surveys should be seriously taken into 

consideration in order to understand the interrelations of these domains. 
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Appendix: Constructure of indicator  

Area  Sub-area(27)  Objective Indicators(80)  Subjective Indicators(25)  

Income & 

Consumption 

(7, 2)  

Level of  income  Per capita GNI , Rate of household debt, Average monthly surplus ratio Satisfaction with income level  

Level of consumption  Consumer prices index  Satisfaction with consumption level  

Income distribution  
Gini's coefficient, Relative poverty rates,  

Ratio of compensation of employees NI  
   

Health 

(10, 2)  

Health-conscious 

behavior  

Rates of health examination, Percentage of smokers,  

Percentage  of participation in regular physical exercise,  

Alcohol consumption in liters per capita(age 15+)  

   

Medical service  
Number of physicians per 1,000 person,   

Number of beds per 100,000 person, Private share of Health spending 
   

Health status  Life expectancy, Death rate by chronic diseases, Death rate by cancer  Self-assessment of health, Stress status  

Labor 

(9, 1)  

Employment  

Unemployment rate by non-farm, Employment rate(age 15+),  

Labor force participation rate by female,  

Part-time employees(as a percentage of total employees),  

Percentage of unemployment insurance received  

   

Working condition  
Weekly hours worked, Total real wage  

Sex differences in wage, Death rate in industrial accidents  
Satisfaction with work  

Education 

(8, 3)  

Education opportunity  

Tertiary attainment, Kindergarten enrollment ratio,  

Education  and economic status for the disability,  

Participation rate of lifetime learning program 

Satisfaction with educational attainment  

Education 

resources  

Number of students per teacher, Number of books per student,  

Percentage of expenditure on education per household,   Government 

expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of  GDP  

Burden of educational expenditures  

Effectiveness of 

education  
   Satisfaction with school life  

Housing & 

Transportation 

(8, 3)  

Housing supply & 

demand  

Housing lease price indices, Price income rate,   

Percentage of households with owned house, Housing supply rate  
   

Quality of 

housing/residence  

Percentage of decrepit houses, Floor space of housing per person,  

Areas of parks and green zone per person  

Satisfaction with the current house,   

Satisfaction with the resident area  

Quality of 

transportation  
Commuters and students by travel time  Convenience of transportation system 

Safety 

(7, 4)  

Level of social safety  

Number of violent crimes per 100,000 persons,  

Number of traffic accidents, Number of fire incident,  

Death rate by accident, Death rate by accident(under aged 14),  

Number of patients by group food poisoning 

Attitude toward social safety, 

Fear of crime  

Safety infrastructure  Persons per policeman  
Satisfaction with safety of transportation 

system , Fear of walking at night 

Family 

(8, 1)  

Family formation  Crude marriage rate, Total fertility rate, Crude divorce rate     

Family structure  
Percentage of child headed households, Percentage of single-parent  households, 

Percentage of single-person households(aged 65 & over)  
   

Family relationship     Satisfaction with family relationships  

Child care  
Percentage of children in daycare facilities(under aged 5), 

Percentage of children in protection & treatment facilities  
   

Environment 

(7, 1)  

Environmental 

condition  

Water pollution(BOD), Noise level in general areas, Emissions of TSP, 

Emissions of greenhouse gases, Agricultural chemicals consumption  
Change of environmental pollution  

Preservation of 

environment  
Rate of waste recycling, Total environmental protection expenditure     

Social Cohesion 

(8, 6)  

Social inclusion  

Expenditure on social security as a percentage of GDP, Suicide rate, 

Public pension beneficiaries(as a percentage of aged 55 & over),  

Regional disparities of per capita GRDP  

Attitudes toward social mobility,  

Opinion on income distribution, 

Suicide  ideation 

Social capital  

Percentage of participation in social organization, Percentage of donator, 

Percentage of participation in voluntary service 

Percentage of blood donors, 

Trust in a strangers, Trust in society,  

corruption perceptions index 

Culture & 

Leisure 

(8, 2)  

Cultural infrastructure  
Number of cultural facilities, Number of library seats,  

Area of public sports facilities, Number of artistic events  
   

Availability / 

Resources  

Average time spent on leisure activities,  

Composition of monthly consumption expenditure culture & recreation  
Daily spare time 

Activity  
Percentage of participation in cultural & leisure activities,  

Days of domestic tour per person  
Satisfaction with leisure activities  

 


