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Well-beings in Japan: Challenge and Practice

Takayoshi Kusago, Université d’Osaka, Japon/ Osaka University, Japan (tkusago@gmail.com)

Kohei Kiya, Université de Washington/ University of Washington USA (kkohei@u.washington.edu)
Introduction

Measures of well-being become a popular subject for social scientists over the last decades. Japan is no exception although the pace of the adaptation is not as fast as other developed countries. It is important to share what has been achieved in well-being indicators and measures development from different social context. 

Indicators are useful tool to monitor and evaluate well-being enhancement. However, in order to realize well-being improvement, it is needed to identify good or innovative cases on the local level so as to learn how well-being enhancement can be made, and these might become motivation to formulate local-based well-being measures reflecting local condition and needs. 

This paper will first look at what have been discussed over well-being indicators and measurements of human well-beings. It will review the Japanese development path with objective as well as subjective data. Also, current social and economic problems will be discussed. Then, we will introduce two practices to increase the level of people’s well-beings through governmental action and policy choice in Japan. Implications will follow to conclude the paper. 

1. Well-being and its measures 
Many different notation of well-being have shown in literature and the each notation seems to be used for different meaning. What does “well-being” actually mean? Gaper (2004) points out that, in general term, well-being is a concept describing the state of individual’s life situation. In this section, we first discuss the conceptualization of well-being and its measures, as these are foundation for well-being indicators development and application in Japan. 

In the 1940s, well-being conceptualizations were utilitarian and assessment of well-being was based on some measure of national income per capita such as Gross National Income (GNI), Gross Domestic Products (GDP) and Gross National Products (GNP). However, these utilitarian measures were soon criticized since income could catch only one aspect of individual well-being. Some critics have pointed out that “income is a means, not an end.” If we accept that well-being is a multidimensional concept, income would not be a sufficient measure. There is a wide recognition now that income cannot adequately capture the breadth or complexity of human well-being. 

Since the 1970s, much more attentions had been paid to a broad range of social indicators covering health, education, employment, housing, the environment, and basic human rights. The most influential well-being conceptualization was brought by Amartya K. Sen. He has pointed out that well-being can be assessed in terms of one’s capability to achieve valuable functioning and social freedom (Sen 1999). Based on the conceptualization, multidimensional measures were produced by combining social indicators. The first attempt was Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLI). Proposed in 1979 by the Oversea Development Council and Morris (Morris 1979), PQLI combines infant mortality, life expectancy, and adult literacy into a single index. PQLI was intended as a complement to GNP per capita in the measurement of human well-being at the national level (McGillivray 2007). 

The most successful and widely used composite indicator is Human Development Index (HDI), which was developed by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) in 1990. HDI combines income, life expectancy, adult literacy, and school enrollment. Later on, supplementary measures such as the Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM), the Gender related Development Index (GDI), and the Human Poverty Index (HPI) were developed by UNDP and all of these are updated and published by the UNDP’s Human Development Report (HDR). 

In addition, recent efforts over human well-being have focused on sustainability issues and happiness concern. There are ongoing attempts to incorporate notions of sustainability into well-being measure. One way is to view sustainability in terms of intergenerational equity, which effectively requires that present and future generations should have the same opportunity to achieve basic well-being (Anand and Sen 2000). Another approach involves deducting an allowance for environmental costs and the loss of natural resources. Examples include Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI), developed by created by a US non-profit research group called Redefining Progress (Cobb Halstead, and Rowe 1995) and Measure of Economic Welfare (MEW). The GPI deducts from selected expenditure components of GDP the depreciation of environmental assets and natural resources, reduction of stocks of natural resources, such as fossil fuels or other mineral deposits, and effects of natural resources. The MEW deducts from national income an allowance for defense expenditure, pollution, congestion, and crime and adds as estimate of the value of leisure and consumer durables. 

A different strand of research is concerned with subjective measures such as self-reported happiness and life-satisfaction. The research literature on happiness has grown rapidly in recent years. However, existing literature suggest happiness is not always closely associated with income or other objective indicators (Easterlin 1994; Hagerty and Veenhoven 2004). The empirical fact that happiness levels actually appeared to remain constant even in light of substantial increase in income is known as “Easterlin Paradox”. The paradox has been observed in many countries. Regarding Japan, Kusago (2008) examines the relation among economic growth, HDI, and people’s life satisfaction after the World War II. The paper shows that (i) there are some discrepancies between GDP and HDI, (ii) personal attributes and individual economic and social positions do differentiate people’s life satisfaction levels, i.e., individual attributes like age, gender, marital status, house ownership, income level and educational attainment are influential over people’s life satisfaction levels. The paper suggests that both objective indicators and subjective indicators need to be utilized to capture people’s well-being. Now, let us move on to the Japanese situation over well-being and its problems through some data. 
2. Overview of Development and well-being in Japan 
2.1 Growth, Suicide and Happiness 
If we look at Japan based on its economic performance (GDP), as shown in Figure 1, we see that it achieved extraordinary high economic growth after World War II. Some academics and policymakers in the West described Japan’s high economic growth in the 1960s and 70s as a “miracle”. With this, many Japanese families were able to build their own houses, although their sizes were smaller than those mostly found in other developed countries. They also sent their children to secondary schools, and enjoyed longer life partly because of the Japanese public universal health care system with the increase in government tax revenues. 
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Figure 1: Japan’s economic growth: GDP per capita, and GDP growth rate





In the post-World War II period, the Japanese managed to gain economic well-being by higher economic growth performance. However, it is important to pose the question: Do the Japanese feel happy as long as their economic growth continues? If we look at some social statistics, things do not look particularly good for Japan and the Japanese people. When we read Japanese newspapers to check social issues, we see clear increases in the number of young people out of jobs, the number of part-time workers, the number of NEET (persons not in employment, education or training), suicide cases, fatal child abuse and domestic violence cases all over the country, and family breakups and crime rates. It is important to point out that some of these issues are not new at all and are somewhat related to the country’s economic situation. For example, as is shown in Figure 2, the number of suicide cases was very high in the mid-1950s when many Japanese men, who returned from the war front, struggled to find a job. However, the number of suicide cases was gradually increasing from the 1960s to the 1980s even though the Japanese economy experienced higher economic growth. In 2005, the number reached more than 32,000 and the reasons for committing suicide include economic difficulties, family issues, and school-bullies. As for security in Japan’s daily life, the number of crimes can be a good proxy, and it has increased over time, particularly after the 1980s. These social statistics imply that economic prosperity is not the sole factor to ensure the Japanese have a higher social well-being. The Japanese has faced with different kinds of serious social problems. It is important to look into what people in concern have perceived over their well-being. Let us examine how the Japanese people’s perceptions over their own life have changed in the post-World War II period. 
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Figure 2: Suicide Cases in Japan





We have presented the Japanese development through objective economic and social measures. However, the Japanese people’s life satisfaction needs to be cross-checked to verify if indeed such economic achievement and social progress have ensured the Japanese with more life satisfaction. 
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Figure 3: Overall Life Satisfaction in Japan





To what extent do Japanese subjectively feel satisfied with their lives? Figure 3 shows trends in subjective life satisfaction as surveyed by the Cabinet Office’s Survey of Lifestyles and Needs, which has been conducted every three years since 1978. 

It clearly shows that the number of people who report feeling “somewhat satisfied with life” or “satisfied with life” has declined over time. The number of Japanese who report feeling “somewhat satisfied with life” or “satisfied with life” decreased from 64.2% in 1984 to 39.4% in 2005, while those who report feeling “somewhat unsatisfied with life” or “unsatisfied with life” increased from 37.9% in 1978 to 53% in 2005. It is important to note that fewer than one in twenty five (3.6%) Japanese reports feeling satisfied with life in 2005, which was once peaked in 1984 with the rate of 13.7%.
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Figure 4: Trends on per capita GDP and overall life satisfaction in Japan




Figure 4 has shown us the two different assessments over the Japanese development by combining two trends – one is objective measure such as per capita GDP and the other is subjective measure such as overall life satisfaction for the same period for Japan. This has clearly shown us the widening gap between the two lines, which means that the number of people who have less satisfied with their overall lives although the average of income level has been on the increase. This evidence can be understood as an evidence of so-called Easterlin paradox (Easterlin 1974) for the highly industrialized nations. 

2.2 GDP vs. GPI 
GPI was created by a US non-profit research group called Redefining Progress to incorporate social costs (pollution, crime, and the like) into growth measurement (GDP). GPI starts from the same personal consumption data which GDP is based on. Then, it is adjusted by subtracting important destructive costs, and adding social and economic benefits. For example, it adds the value of time spent on household work and volunteer work, and subtracts expenditures for security systems, hospital bills, etc (see Cobb Halstead, and Rowe 1995). Figure 5 illustrates how GPI is calculated starting from GDP. There are 10 major adjustment groups: household and volunteer work, income distribution, crime and family breakdown, resource depletion, pollution, long-term environmental damage, changes in leisure time, defensive expenditures, life span of consumer durables and public infrastructure, and dependence on foreign assets. For example, the number of hours for voluntary activities is considered as social benefits and the worth of such activities is calculated by the hours and the minimum wage level. 

[image: image13.png]GDP

Adjustments
(Social Benefits (+) or
Sacial Costs ()

[Adjustment items]

~Household & volunteer work
“Income distribution

+Crime and family breakdown
“Resource depletion

“Pollution

+Long-term environmental damage
+Changes in leisure time
“Defensive expenditures

Life span of consumer durables and

pUblic mfrAsTCTTe

+Dependence on foreign assets

~

GPI





Figure 5: Calculation method of GPI
These adjustments are made to calculate GPI for Japan. Based on this GPI calculation method, Japan’s GPI was calculated by a group of Japanese researchers (Ohashi, T., Nakano, K., Makino. M., and Y. Wada 2003) and they found a huge discrepancy between GDP and GPI for the last four decades. 

Although the growth in GDP is traced as an upward-moving curve, the growth in GPI is traced as a relatively flat line (Figure 6). This implies that a substantial proportion of GDP growth has been made at the expense of environmental degradation, social instability and increased crime, which raises critical questions about the importance and effectiveness of economic growth in ensuring true social and economic welfare. Interestingly, unlike GDP, GPI has not changed much for the last three decades in Japan. This suggests that GDP growth has not incorporated social costs incurred by economic activities aiming at high economic growth performance. 
[image: image14.png]thousand yen

M,v'" —e— GDP per capita]

W o

(Sonwce: Ohasti, Nkano, Malino, aund Wada
Figure 6: GDP per capita and GPI per capita in Japan





3. Japan’s social and economic problems 
Japan faces many social and economic difficulties such as aging population, unemployment in younger generation, huge fiscal deficit in public sector, etc. This section discusses the problems which would affect well-being. 

(i) Change in demographic structure: Demographic structure has changed rapidly in Japan likewise other developed countries. Total fertility rate keeps decreasing for over 20 years and it declines to 1.34 per couple in 2007. The proportion of the over-65 years old is 19.0% of total population. This ratio is expected to be 28.7% in 2025. Aging population is more severe in rural area. The proportion of the over-65 in the area other than Tokyo, Osaka, and Nagoya areas are higher than the average by 3 percentage points. Table 1 shows the proportion of elderly people in the top and bottom 5 cities and towns. The top 5 cities and towns are all in rural area. The proportion is over 53% in those towns. 
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(ii) Depopulation in rural area: Depopulation in rural area because of migration to urban area continues since high economic growth period in 1960s. Figure 7 shows the net migration to 3 big city-areas (Tokyo, Nagoya, and Osaka) since 1954. The total net migration keeps decreasing by mid-1990s, but it begun to increase after 1996. In 2007, 157 thousands people in net moved to urban areas. As a result of migration, population in rural area is decreasing. 732 municipalities (out of 1789 municipalities) are classified as depopulation area, which is called “Kaso-chiiki”, in 2007. Those municipalities occupy 54% of whole land in Japan, but only 4% of total population. Table 2 describes Kaso-chiiki in comparison to national average of Japan. It shows that depopulated areas have higher aging population ratio and lower financial capability. 
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 (iii) Financial problems in local government: the third issue is huge budget deficit in public sector. Table 2 is a summary of financial capability index by prefectures and the sixe of cities. It shows that the smaller the city/town is the less financial capability. It is also argued that many towns are suffering from huge deficit, and some of them are in danger of bankruptcy. In fact, in 2006, Yubari-city in Hokkaido official announced the city’s bankruptcy. According to Hokkaido prefecture, the city’s debt totals 63.2 billion yen. The real deficit ratio was 739.45. This means that the city’s deficit is 739% of its budget. Once the municipality goes to bankruptcy, the public service would be dramatically cut off and affect the life of residents. 
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 (iv) In Yubari-city, the size of schools and hospitals shrank and some supports for elderly old people were cut off. Not only Yubari, some other municipalities are close to bankruptcy (See Table.3 for Hokkaido prefecture. If the consolidated real deficit is over 40%, the municipality is considered to be bankrupt). Those municipalities are reducing public services to recover their finances. 
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These problems above mentioned have not independently occurred. For instance, depopulation would accelerate the ratio of elderly people in rural area. Then, it would decrease tax revenue of the city, and worsen its finance. As a result of depopulation and aging, economic activities in local regions have declined. Agriculture is a typical example. 65.1% of workers in agricultural sector are over 50-year old. 75.6% of them do not have successors of their farm. Other business activities in local areas also decline because of decrease in population and competition against urban area. Stagnation of economic activities means low job opportunities in those areas. Young people will move to urban area to find job opportunity and higher salary. The phenomenon is strongly connected each other. Central and local governments are working on these problems, but, their attempts tend to focus on a specific field. For example, Ministry Internal Affairs and Communications works on the depopulation, Ministry of Economics, Trade and Industries works on the development of micro and small businesses, and Ministry of Agriculture work on farm’s problem, etc. However, since those problems we face are strongly correlated, we should consider them in broader perspective. In addition, the situation of each city/town is not the same. Uniform development policies would not work. To perceive the situation correctly and make appropriate policies, the participation of citizens would be important. After 1990s, local governments make an effort to involve private sectors to policy-making process. Next section introduces 2 cases of community development in Japan. 
4. Community-based practice in well-being enhancement in Japan 
Enhancement of well-being is not uniform across the country since the condition and constraints are diverse area by area. This is particularly the case for urban and rural areas as we have seen in the previous section. Thus, we will look at two cases: one is from Hokkaido and the other from Tokyo Metropolitan area. 

4.1 Date-city, Hokkaido: The Wealthy Land Project 
Date-city is located on the southwestern edge of Hokkaido. It is two hours drive away from Sapporo-city, the capital of Hokkaido prefecture. The size of the population is 37,462 in 2006. The characteristics of the city are summarized as follows: 

- Mild climate and little snowfall unlike other cities in Hokkaido 

- Because of mild climate, the city is regarded as a comfortable and livable city for the elderly in Hokkaido. Thus, the growing number of retired persons migrates to Date city from all over Japan. 

Albeit this population growth, Date city has challenges: 

- The percentage of over 65-year old people is 26 percent, and expected to grow faster than other cities. Many of the elderly live alone. 

- Public transportation system is not well-organized. A car is necessary for daily life in Hokkaido Island where public transpiration service is less developed due to its low population density and financial fragility. It is serious problem for the elderly, most of whom do not drive any more. 

- The main industry is agriculture. Since job opportunity is limited within the city, younger generations leave to Sapporo or other urban areas. 

- Historically, public expenditure on infrastructure played an important role in economic activity of Hokkaido. Since the year 2000, the central government and the government of Hokkaido reduced its expenditure on infrastructures because of significant fiscal deficit. As a result, local construction companies lost jobs. 

- Many used houses in farm area were abandoned and not re-used. 

Facing these problems, a private consulting firm gave policy advice to the city office to create new industries specialized in supporting the elderly. Based on this recommendation, the government of Date launched the “Wealthy land project” in 2002
. 

The main objective of “The Wealthy Land Project” consists of three-fold: (i) to create a good environment for elderly people by fostering new industries which specialized in providing services and goods for the elderly; (ii) to promote migrations of elderly people from outside of the city by improving the environment,; and (iii) to create job opportunities for younger generations by developing new industries. 

In 2002, "Date Wealthy Land Project Research Association" was formed to discuss the needs of the residents. The association consisted of members from public and private sectors including the city mayor, president of Shinkin (cooperative bank), president of chamber of commerce and industry, and representatives of local companies. The members were assigned into 3 working groups (housing, information technology, and life support group). Each working group discussed and examined which project would be required to make better environment for the elderly. The association has designed four projects and they are in operation now. 

Project 1. Safe and secure housing project: construct "care-provided" housing complex. In 2006, 2 complexes were built. They are operated privately and with no subsidies. 

Project 2. Life mobility services: a shared taxi system that provides transportation to over 60-year old residents. The government conducted empirical researches and showed that the project is not only worth to the elderly but also beneficial to taxi companies. Two taxi companies provide shared van systems now. 

Project 3. Quality rural housing: change used houses in farm lands near the city center into quality housing and provides it to residents 

Project 4. Information center: the center collects information concerning the "safe and secure housing", "life mobility" and "quality rural housing" projects, as well as various other consumer services such as local shopping centers. The center edits the information into a convenient form, and then provides it to residents via internet or, local cable television. 

In the “Wealthy Land Project”, the government of Date-city has played a very important role. The government proposed ideas and collaboration with the private sector has made the ideas realized. The chamber of commerce and the Shinkin bank work as coordinator between the government and the private sector. 

The Date’s project is a concrete case to respond to emergent needs among elderly Japanese to search for well-being enhancement with relocation. 

4.2 Arakawa-ward, Tokyo: GNH-based local governance 
Arakawa-ward is located in the northern part of Tokyo. Its population is 197,917. This local city provides us innovative community governance as follows: 

- A new initiative to lead more balance in economic and non-economic (subjective) well-being achievement; 
- The Arakawa initiative is rather unique in Japan since the majority of local government follows policies designed by the central government, which has placed higher priority on the economic production expansion. 

The introduction of happiness as the overarching goal of the local governance was made by the current Mayor Taiichiro Nishikawa, a former MP, who served some important positions in the central government administration. In 2004 when he was elected, the mayor announced that he would guide the ward government to improve happiness of the residents in Arakawa. Mayor Nishikawa explained that he set improvement of the happiness of the local people as the main objective of the Arakawa ward development. Under his leadership, the ward government office has laid out “Actual Realization of Happiness in the Arakawa ward,” as its fundamental development vision within twenty years. 

Arakawa-ward office formulated the local development plan with participation of residents. First, the ward government called for a local resident board to discuss about needs of the local residents – Advisory Board for Political Reform of the Arakawa ward. In 2005, the committee was formed by sixty-seven local residents with diversified background (different jobs like shop-owners, academia, lawyer, student, housewife; men and women, young, middle-aged and senior). At the end of the fiscal year of 2005, the committee submitted the report discussing the needs of the local residents. Upon receipt of the report from the board, the Arakawa-ward office formed Council of the Master Plan for the Arakawa-ward to internalize those suggestions from the board. One representative from the board joined the Council. In the fiscal year of 2006, the advisory board members were divided into four thematic issues and submitted its final recommendation report to the government. In 2007-2008, the ward government has incorporated some recommendations made by the local resident committee into its annual budget plan. 

Arakawa-ward’s innovation includes its development indicator. The Arakawa ward office has identified the need for quantitative measures to assess and evaluate its operational performance from the points of residential wellbeing enhancement views and it has named it as “Gross Arakawa Happiness (GAH).” Currently, the planning section of the ward office has been working on the development of the GAH; yet, the office has not come up a concrete set of indicator. This is going to be a big challenge for the ward, since no other local governments in Japan have done to develop new development measures based on local residents’ perceptions over their lives. The Arakawa-ward office has collected the data over its citizen’s subjective assessment over their life every year and it will be used for GAH measures in future. 
5. Conclusion 
This paper has paid close attention to well-being and development in Japan. It has looked at changes in people’s well-being after the World War II. We have shown that the Japanese experience is consistent with the Easterlin Paradox – income and happiness does not go in tandem. 

We have examined pressing social and economic issues which may seriously influence the level of well-beings among the Japanese people. Ageing society and urban/rural gaps in demography and economy are threats to the Japanese in order to maintain or improve their well-beings. 

Lastly, this paper has introduced two on-going practices at the municipality level to assist local residents to have high on their subjective well-beings – Date-city with private-public partnership concept and Arakawa-ward with innovative social design based on Happiness. 

This paper has some implication for well-being measures and practice. First, it is important to review different aspects of social and economic situation of a society by objective measures. This will allow us to evaluate the overall health of the society. Second, GDP is not effective enough to capture people’s well-beings as shown by the Japanese verification of the Easterlin Paradox. Third, factors unique to each locality need to be incorporated into the well-being assessment. It is worth while to generate a local-based well-being measure to monitor local performance to enhance local people’s well-being prospects. Finally, sharing information on real and good cases such as Date and Arakawa are more needed to take actions to improve people’s livelihood, which may lead further consideration of useful well-being indicators and measures. 
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o Introduction
o Well-being and Its Measures
o Overview of Development and well-being in Japan

o Community-based practice in well-being
enhancement in Japan

o Conclusion
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1 Measurements are important to monitor and
evaluate progress of well-being enhancement

o Well-being measures might be influenced by local
context

o It is important to share some development from
Japan both in indicators and practice
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o What does well-being mean?

o How can we measure human well-being? What
kind of index can we use?

o Are conventional indicators such as GDP good
measures of well-being?
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o Well-being is a concept describing the state of
individual’s life situation

1 GDP captures only one aspect of human life. The
human life has multi-dimensional aspects
= Indicators which focuses on multi-dimensional aspects:
o Human Development Index (HDI)
o Genuine Progress Indicators (GPI)

o Recent efforts over well-being:

= Subjective measures such as self-reported happiness and life-
satisfaction
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o Do the Japanese feel happy as long as their
economic growth continues?

© Some social statistics imply that economic
prosperity is not the sole factor to ensure the
Japanese have a higher social well-being

o Overall life satisfaction is not proportional to
GDP growth in Japan (The Easterlin Paradox)
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[image: image29.png]Development and well-being in Jap an-cont'd

o Is GDP effective to measure social well-being?
= Comparison between GDP and GPI in Japan

o GPI is an index which incorporates social costs
(pollution, crime, and the like) into growth
measure (GDP)

o Data shows a huge gap between GPI and GDP

= a substantial proportion of GDP growth has
been made at the expense of environmental
degradation, social instability and increased crime

10




[image: image30.png]GDP per capita and GPI per capita in Japan

wonsudyen
a0
o0
20
om0
230
2000
1500
1900
s

R ry—

[ —

(Soumce: st Nk, ke, Wi 23]




[image: image31.png]Communi

-based practice in well-being
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At the community-level, Japan is facing many
social and economic problems as follows:

1. Declining birthrate and a growing proportion of
elderly people

2. Depopulation, especially in rural area, which is
caused by migrations to urban area
Financial problems in local government

4. Increases in the number of young people out of
jobs, the number of part-time workers, the
number of Not-in Employment, Education or
Training (“NEET")
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enhancement in Japan

At the community-level, Japan is facing many
social and economic problems as follows:

= Declining birthrate and a growing proportion of
elderly people

= Depopulation, especially in rural area, which is
caused by migrations to urban area

= Financial problems in local government

= Increases in the number of young people out
of jobs, the number of part-time workers, the
number of Not-in Employment, Education or
Training (“NEET”")
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Date-city, Hokkaido: The Wealthy Land Project

o By creating new industries specialized in
supporting the elderly, promote migrations
from outside the city

o Increase of population and creation of new
industries would provide more job
opportunities for younger generation

© Some projects (shared taxis, housing support,
and information services) are in operation

o The government of Date-city has played a
very important role
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[image: image34.png]Community-based practice: Case study IT

Arakawa-ward, Tokyo: GNH-based local governance

o The local government introduce happiness as the
overarching goal of the local governance

o Development of indicator, “Gross Arakawa
Happiness (GAH),” is in progress

o The city mayor has played a critical role

o Residents participated in formulating the local
development plan
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o Important to review different aspects of social and
economic situation of a society by objective
measures

= GDP is not effective enough to capture people's well-
beings as shown by the Japanese verification of the

Easterlin Paradox

o Factors unique to each locality need to be
incorporated into the well-being assessment. It is
worth while to generate a local-based well-being
measure to monitor local performance to enhance

local people’s well-being prospects

o Sharing information on real and good cases such as
Date and Arakawa are more needed to take actions
to improve people’s livelihood
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In the debate on well-being, what 

differences are there in the 

valuation of public assets and 

private assets?

Subtitel

Question 1: 
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All the studies which I know show that there is a higher evaluation of 

the private sphere than the public sphere. But of higher significance 

seems to me the division of personal and collective availability. It 

makes a big difference whether people evaluate assets which are 

personally available to them or which constitute a trait of their 

national society. I recommend the following scheme:

The evaluation of the individual quality of life and the quality of life 

together

personal sphere                  collective sphere

private assets                       xxxx                        xx

public assets                         xxx                        x
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Is there a distinct tendency to value 

one’s own vacuum cleaner more 

than the dustmen’s work as a 

public service?

Subtitel

Question 2: 
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The question is more complex than it sounds but in principle I 

would say yes. People like all the assets which they have in 

their home in their own availability. All facilities in the private 

households were also available as a market product or a 

public provision but everything was included into the private 

household, the washing machine, the dryer, the refrigerator, 

the vacuum cleaner and so on. Everything was offered as an 

outside service or outside machine but people decided to be 

more satisfied with the facilities at home. Indoor services 

seem from most people clearly better evaluated than public 

services and also market services (for example laundries).
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Why do the values placed on 

individual well-being and national 

(or collective-public well-being) 

differ?

Question 3: 
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The process of building well-being is rather complex and 

many factors have to be taken into account. Values are 

one aspect which can differ. The individual well-being is 

self designed and self responsible and this makes a 

difference. The national well being is the sum of many 

individuals and it can be influenced by one individual 

only to a small degree. Very important are different 

reference groups or comparison points: individuals, who 

are known in the one case and communities or nations 

in the other case. The values are different because the 

objects are different and people learn that well-being 

within a marriage is evaluated not in the same way as 

room temperature or PC performance.
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Is it a problem of hiatus inherent in the 

human condition: is it that the 

subject’s viewpoint may not coincide 

with the objective public experience 

shared by all, for the sake of a 

purported freedom of choice? Or is it 

rather a lack of approaches and 

concepts as regards  “well-being for 

all”?

Question 4:
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There are four views on the well-being of individuals alone 

and together and no one can claim to be the right one: 

Individuals describe their personal situation within a 

community or nation; 

Individuals describe their collective conditions of their 

community or nation; 

Social experts describe the personal well-being within a 

community or nation;

Social experts describe community well-being or national 

well-being
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Source: self designed
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Overview 3: 

Living Conditions and Social Exclusion in Europe 2003

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Denmark

France

Romania

Privileged: subjective

integrated

Privileged: subjective

excluded

Underprivileged:

subjective integrated

Underprivileged:

subjective excluded
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Scale of Satisfaction from 0 (completely unsatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied) 

Data base: Wohlfahrtssurvey 1998, Source: Statistisches Bundesamt 2000, pp. 432 ff 
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Overview 4:  Personal and National Well-being Index 

The personal well-being is represented by seven items based on the 

question:

How satisfied are you with

 your standard of living?                77,8

 your health?                                           75,1

 what you have achieved in life?                 74,8

 your personal relationships?                            81,3

 how safe do you feel?                                            79,0

 feeling part of your community?                                  71,2

 Your future security? 71,4

Personal well-being index                                               75.8

The questions for the national well-being are six:

How satisfied are you with

 the economic situation in your country?                      66,1

 the state of the natural environment in your country? 59,6

 the social conditions in your country?                           62,6

 the government in your country?                                  55,8

 business in your country?                                        60.9

 national security in your country?                               65,2

National well-being index                                                61,6

Source: Cummins 2007
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% very concerned

General Economic Development Own Economic Situation

Overview 5: Concerned about the own 

and the general economic situation in Germany 

(very concerned in % of all respondents)

Database: SOEP 1984-2007 (weighted and unbalanced design)
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Components of Well-being and Quality of 

Life: what differences and which indicators?

Thesis one

: Well-being may be diagnosed by social experts or by the 

people. Both views are mostly different and they are both 

necessary. 

Thesis two

: Everything can be of relevance for the well-being of any 

individual but there is always a typical pattern for communities and 

nations.

Thesis three

: Subjective well-being is at least threefold and includes 

positive well-being (Life satisfaction, Happiness) as well as 

negative well-being (Worries, Anxiety) and also future 

expectations. All the three components can vary in different 

directions.
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Components of Well-being and Quality of 

Life: what differences and which indicators? 

(cont.)

Thesis four

: The collective well-being is not the sum of individual 

well-being. It is always lower and it relies on its own conditions. 

The same is true for personal and national well-being.

Thesis five

: The well-being with public life domains seems always 

lower than the well-being with private life domains. 

Thesis six

: The quality of life in a country depends on the indicator 

which is used for comparison. There is no final consensus about 

the right indicator. If countries lay emphasis on the social aspects 

of society or on the economic efficiency seems to make a lot of 

difference for their qol.


Andrew E. Clark (Paris School of Economics and IZA)
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Andrew E. Clark (Paris School of 
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Whether measuring progress, or making almost 

any economic decisions, we need to have some 

criterion for adding up (and therefore 

comparing) the various elements of economic 

life. 

There are of course many different ways of 

adding up: GDP, HDI, or something else, such 

as individual well-being.



[image: image56.emf]Why we should use measures of well-being to guide 

decisions

GDP

: Many think that this is not enough.

HDI

: 

HDI +

: 

HDI ++

: No-one agrees on what is enough – this is a 

general problem of quality of life or progress 

indicators.

 Such indicators will always miss something

 Which weights should we use to add up education 

and health?

 The weights won’t be the same for different people



[image: image57.emf]Why we shouldn’t use measures of well-being to 

guide decisions

1) Maybe people don’t consider happiness as 

their objective. But: people act to increase 

their well-being in panel data (quitting jobs, 

getting divorced, moving house etc.)

2) Experienced versus Decision Utility. The 

former is life as you live it, the latter is life as 

you remember it. Which should drive policy?



[image: image58.emf]3) Happiness may be only one part of overall “good 

functioning”:

“Eudaimonia refers to the idea of flourishing or 

developing human potential, as opposed to pleasure, 

and is designed to capture elements such as mastery, 

relations with others, self -acceptance and purpose. 

Practically, eudaimonic well-being is measured by 

questions on autonomy, determination, interest and 

engagement, aspirations and motivation, and a sense 

of meaning, direction or purpose in life.”

The worry is that a policy that increases happiness may 

reduce eudaimonia



[image: image59.emf]4) People may be very bad judges of what will make 

them happy. 

a) Because they just don’t know… and we know better 

b) Because they are thinking for themselves, but policy 

has to think for everyone. In Economic terms, there 

may be externalities. 

Illustrate this with respect to income. When there are 

social comparisons or adaptation, people will think 

that higher income will make them happier. 

They are right: but only if no-one else receives higher 

income, and only in the short run.



[image: image60.emf]Stylised relationships from the analysis of individual 

satisfaction data. The variable y is own income, y* is 

“comparison income”: the income to which we 

compare/income of the reference group

Job satisfaction

Own pay (y), holding y* constant
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Others’ pay (y*), holding y constant



[image: image62.emf]Pay rises for everybody (y/y* constant)

Job satisfaction

Growth of everyone’s income makes no-one better 

off.

Individuals may think only in terms of increasing 

their own income (y), without changes in y*… we 

know better. 



[image: image63.emf]The results with respect to past income imply: the more you earned 

in the past, the more you need to earn now in order to be just as 

satisfied: wages are habit-forming.

Higher income only produces a short-run well-being boost.

Job satisfaction

Time
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A) The measurement of well-being is a subject 

of continuing debate: DU vs EU?

B) Policy interventions should be free of social 

comparisons and adaptation (or should they?) 

Adaptation in satisfaction… but adaptation in 

Eudaimonia or DRM??

C) The real challenge will be when a policy 

increases one measure of progress… but 

reduces another. 
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Core issues:

The concept of ‘wellness’: 

subjective (‘Net Individual Happiness’?)

objective (‘Gross Collective Secutity and Welfare’?), or inter-subjective (the 

microcosm of identity, relations and trust – il micro-sistema affettivo)?

The question of indicators: 

quantitative,, qualitative, spatial or narrative?

Progress of societies in pursuing ‘wellness’: 

policy efforts, enforcement

efficacy and measurement of results?

Citizens’ involvement in the social progress to pursue wellness : 

trasparency, empowerment, trust and participation?

Citizens’ involvement in defining the concept and indicators of 

wellness: 

collaborative research, scenario planning sessions, strategic

foresight narratives (drawing alternative images of future)?
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CARLO CATTANEO UNIVERSITY (WWW.LIUC.IT)
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Index of Human Insecurity (IHI !?)
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Lonergan S., Gustavson K. & Carter B., 2000
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‘Sustainability’ is basically a four-point agenda to 

reduce human vulnerability and to foster human 

wellness for the longest foreseeable future:

•

Preserving the habitat (natural resources, eco-systems, landscapes, 

cultural resources, infrastructures…)

•

Enhancing the human capital (skills, purchasing power, capabilities, 

resilience…)

•

Improving human inter-subjectivity (identity, trust and solidarity; 

il micro-

sistema affettivo

…)

•

Fostering anthropo-bio-cosmic solidarity (the awareness of ‘humans-

other creatures-Nature’ interdependence mega-web).
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Our field surveys in different countries revealed that human 

vulnerability is rooted in one or more of the following realms:



Technosphere (complex, invasive, oppressive, inappropriate…)



Institutions, offices, utility organizations (complicated, rigid, dis-

empowering, inefficient, negligent, or simply corrupt…)



Economic insecurity (jobs, market, basic supplies, financial reserves…)



Sanitation, hygiene and health



Political crisis and conflicts (including ethnic/communal strife)



Environmental changes, and its implications for settlements and 

livelihoods.
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The first step for a sustainability-oriented public policy:

critical empirical survey of all the sources (realms) of human

vulnerability in order to:

•

Assess the level of threat and potential cost of every single risk factor 

for a specified community in their habitat (place-system).

•

Verify the degree of controllability of each threat/risk factors and the 

power (local, inter-local or extra-local) to control and change them.

•

Ensure the control of the threat/risk factors to maximum; reduction of 

the human vulnerability to minimum.  
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•

Civic design

= an integral habitat policy that does not separate natural 

and built environments, infrastructures and landscapes, natural flows 

and people’s movements.

•

Socio-economic development

= an integral public policy to foster 

capacity-building, entrepreneurial freedom and creativity around the 

specific local resources, vocations, traditions and talent (

genius loci

) -

compatible with the habitat policy.

•

Place-branding 

= institutionalization of the quality of context (low 

human vulnerability and high socio-environmental standards) that can 

confer special distinction, additional value and competitive advantage to 

the local habitat and economy as residential choice, transaction-

investment ground as well as a tourism destination.

The second step: civic design and socio-economic plan to reduce 

the risk level and to enhance the prestige of place-system.
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How to ensure citizens’ involvement in measuring and 

fostering well-being and progress?

Trying a policy combination of protection (human 

vulnerability reduction)  and  prestige (place-brand).

Protection (human vulnerability reduction) is the 

quintessential function, and the basic source of 

legitimacy, of any government. 

Prestige (place-brand) enables local stakeholders to add 

value to their businesses and lives, and creates a 

powerful consensus ground.
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Vertical convergence among the social actors: public

institutions; business community; civic, community and

cultural organizations in the strive towards maximum quality

of products, services and, above all, of the entire context

– to be measured by

“Place-brand Value Index”.

Maximum protection in the place-system: continuous

elimination of risks and uncertainties for the residents,

visitors and passers-by - to be measured by the

“Human Vulnerability Assessment Score” . 

Place-system of smaller scale 

(il luogo e la dimora di una comunit à)
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well-being:
-the new subjective measures versus the traditional

social economic measures (Gdp, production, health,
security...)

-surveys on happiness and sentiment, perceptions
about social problems, questionnaires and interviews

well-being for all:

-the role of this new measures in social and
economic planning-orienting the policy agenda

-discuss and share these indicators in public forum

and insert in local plans the subjective priorities of
citizens, making effective the citizens evaluations

Laboratorio di Econormia Lacale - Universita Cattolica Piacenza
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1.The Community Profile: a new document in
local welfare plan in Emilia Romagna Region (2008)

2.The Urban Strategic Plans: new forms of
deliberative democracies at local level

3.The Happiness Factories: Piacenza Cultural
Festival 2006-2008

Laboratorio di Econormia Lacale - Universita Cattolica Piacenza 3
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local welfare plan in Emilia Romagna Region (2008)

-3 years plans for social services supply at
province level

-analysis of Problems and Threat

-analysis of Supply of social services (public and private)
-analysis of Demand/needs (explicit and latent)
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La méthode proposée dans le Conseil de l'Europe pour l'élaboration des indicateurs de progrès dans le bien-être avec des citoyens
1- présentation générale

______

Contexte/ raison d'être

Le Conseil de l'Europe, organisation intergouvernementale mise en place au sortir de la deuxième guerre mondiale pour garantir la paix entre les peuples et entre les états et assurer le développement de la démocratie, de l'État de droit et le respect des droits de l'homme en Europe après les horreurs qu'a connu ce continent, a toujours placé ces quatre piliers au cœur  de ses valeurs fondatrices et de ses objectifs de progrès sociétal. Notamment les droits de l'homme ont, outre la Convention européenne des droits de l'homme qui reprend les grands principes de celle des Nations unies, fait l'objet de nombreuses recommandations et résolutions concertées entre les Etats membres. Celles-ci ont permis de progresser dans tous les domaines (droits des femmes, des migrants, des minorités, etc.), en grande partie sous l'impulsion de la Court Européenne des Droits de l'Homme mise en place dès les années 50.

Après les 30 années qui ont suivi la guerre  (1945-1975, dites 30 glorieuses)  de croissance économique rapide et de plein emploi, le développement du chômage et de l'exclusion sociale à partir des années 1980 a questionné les progrès accomplis en matière de droits de l'homme dans leurs fondements mêmes. Ceci a conduit le Conseil de l'Europe à intégrer dans ses objectifs de progrès sociétal un nouvel objectif fondamental, celui de cohésion sociale, avalisé comme tel lors du Deuxième Sommet des chefs d’état en 1997.

Le Conseil de l'Europe définit la cohésion sociale comme étant la capacité de la société a assuré le bien-être de tous par la coresponsabilité des acteurs. Cette définition part d'un constat de changement de contexte et de paradigme dans la notion de responsabilité : après la prédominance de l'État-providence où la responsabilité d'assurer les droits et le bien-être de tous revient avant tout aux états et aux institutions publiques, les acteurs économiques se chargeant de la production et de la croissance, on entre, avec la mondialisation de l'économie et des échanges et le développement des formes d'interdépendance à tous les niveaux, dans une phase dite de « société providence », dans laquelle la responsabilité du bien-être des générations présentes et futures revient à l'ensemble des acteurs : pouvoirs publics, citoyens, acteurs économiques, etc.

La notion de coresponsabilité pour le bien-être de tous conduit à définir de manière concertée entre les acteurs ce qu'est le bien-être et comment en mesurer l’évolution et les progrès accomplis, d'où l'idée d’élaboration concertée indicateurs de bien-être, de cohésion sociale en tant que capacité de société à l’assurer pour tous et de développement durable en y intégrant le bien-être des générations futures.

Genèse

Le Conseil de l'Europe a tout d'abord publié en 2005 un « Guide méthodologique » (Elaboration concertée des indicateurs de cohésion sociale) qui définit les grandes lignes conceptuelles et méthodologiques de cette approche et propose une  banque de données d'indicateurs possibles, définis sur la base des nombreuses résolutions et recommandations approuvées par les Etats Membres depuis sa création.

Dans la suite de cette publication et sur proposition du Congrès des Pouvoirs Locaux et Régionaux, diverses expérimentations pour l’application des principes du Guide ont été réalisées au niveau local, dans les territoires municipaux, voire dans les quartiers, puis dans des institutions spécifiques, telles que entreprises, écoles, services publics, etc. Ces expérimentations, réalisées notamment dans la ville de Mulhouse, puis à Timisoara (Roumanie), Trento (Italie), le 14e arrondissement de Paris ainsi que dans l'entreprise Stracel à Strasbourg et le lycée Albert Schweitzer à Mulhouse (voir les fiches correspondant à ces différentes expérimentations) ont conduit a élaborer et affiner progressivement une méthode de construction et les indicateurs de progrès sociétal avec les citoyens et les acteurs locaux qui peut être facilement applicable et transférable.

Développement (la méthode)

S'agissant d'élaboration concertée d'indicateurs de progrès pour développer la coresponsabilité des acteurs d'un territoire ou d’une institution pour le bien-être de tous, la méthode consiste tout d’abord à assurer la participation effective des acteurs concernés ou du moins de leurs représentants reconnus. Ceci se fait par l’organisation d’un groupe de coordination représentatif des parties prenantes qui devient l'entité porteuse de l'ensemble du processus. Une ou plusieurs réunions préliminaires permettent de l'organiser, de s'assurer de sa complétude et de l’appropriation par le groupe ainsi constitué de son rôle de porteur et coordinateur du processus. Quant une structure partenariale existe déjà, il est de tout intérêt de s’appuyer sur elle.

Partant du principe que la définition du bien-être de tous doit se dégager de la vision des citoyens eux-mêmes, le groupe de coordination organise dans un premier temps des petits groupes homogènes de 8 à 10 personnes : par exemple,  groupes de jeunes, de personnes âgées, de femmes au foyer, de personnes handicapées, de migrants, par ethnies, d’entrepreneurs, de fonctionnaires publics,  etc.. Ces groupes sont invités à réfléchir individuellement (en écrivant sur des post it) puis collectivement (en  faisant la synthèse de leurs réflexions) à partir de trois questions simples et totalement ouvertes : 1) qu'est-ce que pour vous le bien-être ? 2) qu'est-ce que pour vous le mal-être ? 3) que faites-vous pour être bien ?. Ceci aboutit à un grand nombre et une grande diversité de critères de bien-être exprimés par chacun des groupes. Ces critères sont ensuite mis en commun et organisés suivant les grandes dimensions du bien-être, permettant d'élaborer une synthèse inclusive, c'est-à-dire une synthèse qui prend en compte la diversité des points de vue, aucun des critères exprimés par les citoyens et définis dans les groupes n'étant éliminé. Ce travail de synthèse est réalisé en groupes de citoyens hétérogènes ou « arc en ciel », c'est-à-dire des groupes composés de personnes provenant des différents groupes homogènes initiaux.

La répétition de l'expérimentation dans différentes situations et contextes a permis d'aller chaque fois plus loin dans l’affinement de la méthode et l’élaboration d'outils pour en faciliter son application. Il a été notamment possible de vérifier que l'on retrouve systématiquement huit dimensions de bien-être dans les critères avancés par les citoyens et, dans chacune d’elle, un certain nombre d'indicateurs qui peuvent être plus ou moins différents d'un contexte à l’autre. Ces huit dimensions, représentées dans le schéma ci-dessous (avec quelques exemples d’indicateurs), permettent d'organiser facilement la classification des critères de bien-être de mal-être et l'élaboration des synthèses inclusives. Ceci permet donc, avec l'appui d'un animateur ou d’une petite équipe technique qui réalise préalablement le travail de classification les critères, de disposer rapidement d’une vision globale et intégrale de l'ensemble des critères qui ont été exprimés et de porter le débat au sein des groupes arc-en-ciel/hétérogènes de citoyens directement sur la classification proposée en dimensions et en indicateurs.

Schéma représentatif des 8 dimensions du bien être avec quelques exemples d’indicateurs
[image: image87]
L'étape suivante consiste à construire les indicateurs de progrès dans le bien-être à partir des critères qui ont été attribués à chacun des indicateurs identifiés. Considérant qu'un indicateur de progrès doit pouvoir définir un chemin de progrès entre ce qui peut être considéré comme une situation très mauvaise et à l'autre extrême une situation idéale correspondant à l'objectif recherché, les indicateurs de progrès sont élaborés en caractérisant cinq situations : situation très mauvaise, situation mauvaise, situation moyenne, situation bonne et, finalement, situation idéale. Ces cinq situations décrivent ainsi le chemin de progrès que se donnent les acteurs locaux pour assurer le bien-être de tous dans chacune de ses dimensions.

Là aussi l'expérimentation dans différents contextes a permis de repérer peu à peu quelques règles transversales dans l'élaboration de ces indicateurs qui permettent d'en faciliter la construction. Notamment on sait aujourd'hui que la manière la plus simple et la plus pertinente de construire ces indicateurs est de considérer chaque critère ou groupe de critères exprimés par les citoyens comme une variable bipolaire (négatif/positif ou mal être/bien être) et qu'on peut les classer en quatre catégories, chacune permettant de définir le passage d'une situation à la suivante : considérant un indicateur donné, comme par exemple la santé, la catégorie 1 sont les critères de conditions (par exemple, avoir accès aux infrastructures et services de santé), la catégorie 2 sont les critères de possession (être malade/avoir la santé) ; on classe dans la catégorie 3 tous les critères relatifs à la qualité (qualité des services ou de la santé elle-même) et dans la quatrième catégorie ce qui se rapporte à la durabilité (ce qui assure la santé dans le long terme, comme, par exemple, la prévention, l’alimentation saine, l’accès à des mutuelles, des systèmes de contrôle de la qualité de service, etc.). On peut sur cette base définir la situation très mauvaise comme celle où tous ces critères sont négatifs, la situation mauvaise comme celle où seuls les critères de catégorie 1 (conditions) deviennent positifs, la situation moyenne celles où les critères de possession deviennent également positifs (par exemple n’est pas malade et a accès aux services de santé). La situation bonne se caractérise quant à elle par des critères de qualité positifs et, finalement la situation idéale est celle de tous les critères sont positifs, y compris ceux de durabilité. En d'autres termes c'est la situation où l’accès et la qualité sont assurés dans le long terme.

Cette approche est applicable à tous les indicateurs. Il ne s'agit cependant pas, comme tous les éléments de méthode qui découlent de l’expérimentation, d’approches prescriptives mais suggestives de ce qu'il est possible de faire. Les acteurs de chaque territoire ou institution sont libres de s'en inspirer ou de construire leur propre chemin d'élaboration des indicateurs de progrès dans le bien-être. Les expérimentations existantes présentées dans les fiches mettent d'ailleurs en évidence une certaine diversité dans les approches possibles (voir les fiches correspondantes).

Dans la pratique la construction des indicateurs se fait là aussi avec une petite équipe d'animateurs pour être ensuite discutée, amendée et améliorée avec l'ensemble des citoyens qui ont participé à la démarche. Par souci d'efficacité on organise en général ces derniers à nouveau en petits groupes hétérogènes/ arc-en-ciel qui se partagent le travail d'analyse et d'affinement des indicateurs.

Résultats et limites

L'élaboration concertée indicateurs de progrès dans le bien-être avec les citoyens est une base essentielle pour développer un processus de progrès sociétal au niveau local. Elle permet notamment d'éviter d'entrer directement dans l'analyse des problèmes et la recherche de solutions (approche « problem driven ») sans avoir fait préalablement un travail de réflexion sur les objectifs de société avec les femmes et les hommes qui la constituent. En d'autres termes elle permet de prendre du recul par rapport aux problèmes vécus au quotidien pour raisonner individuellement et collectivement sur ce qu'on attend de la vie en société et de la vie en général. Elle est donc un complément indispensable et une étape préliminaire à prendre en compte (en amont) par rapport à des méthodologies plus pragmatiques et immédiates (se situant en aval). Elle est également une base pour une approche plus associative dans l'économie.

Une fois les indicateurs de progrès dans le bien être construits, il est possible de les mesurer pour connaître les situations de mal-être/ bien être dans le territoire ou l’institution considérée. Là aussi, l'implication des citoyens est particulièrement intéressante non seulement par la mobilisation qu’elle génère mais également parce qu’elle permet d’obtenir des données qui ne sont souvent pas encore disponibles dans les services statistiques.

Une autre utilisation possible est l'analyse de l'impact de toute activité humaine quelle qu’elle soit (entreprises, projets, actions spécifiques) sur le bien-être, permettant de les évaluer de manière simple et transversale, au-delà de l'objectif spécifique pour laquelle elles ont été conçues ou mises en œuvre (voir fiche à sujet à Mulhouse).

Ces différentes évaluations débouchent sur l’élaboration de stratégies de progrès dans le bien-être de tous, le partage des responsabilités entre les différents acteurs pour y parvenir dans une esprit de coresponsabilité, puis leur mise en œuvre, leur suivi et leur évaluation permettant de compléter et renouveler le « cycle de progrès ».

Au stade actuel des expérimentations réalisées ou en cours plusieurs défis sont à relever :

· Compte tenu de la jeunesse de cette méthodologie, l'utilisation des indicateurs de progrès dans le bien-être en est encore à ses débuts. Les cas où le cycle complet de progrès a été réalisé dans sa totalité sont encore rares (voir notamment l'exemple de l'entreprise Stracel). C'est pourquoi la recherche complémentarités avec d'autres méthodes participatives situées en aval (collecte de données avec les citoyens, identification d’objectifs d’action, d’indicateurs de suivi des actions, etc.) est particulièrement importante 

· Un deuxième défi à relever concerne la prise en compte du bien-être des générations futures. Celles-ci ne pouvant pas, par nature, participer à l'exercice, il est nécessaire de faire le lien avec des méthodes spécifiques de mise en situation pour réfléchir sur leur propre bien-être et ce que cela implique. Ceci conduit notamment à devoir prendre en compte les biens nécessaires au bien-être comme une autre composante essentielle du progrès sociétal (biens matériels tels que les biens environnementaux et économiques ou immatériels tels que le capital social les biens institutionnels, culturel etc., rejoignant la notion de développement durable).

· Enfin une troisième catégorie de défis concerne la construction de la coresponsabilité pour le bien-être de tous non plus seulement au niveau local mais également à d'autres niveaux : régional, national, continental, mondial.

Ces trois catégories de défis conduisent à rechercher des liens et des complémentarités avec d'autres approches développées par ailleurs. Le groupe de travail constitué aujourd'hui au niveau mondial en partenariat avec l'OCDE et des organisations de tous les continents ouvre des possibilités de croisement particulièrement intéressantes, mais encore à peine explorées. Le séminaire de Strasbourg et le processus qui suivra d'élaboration d'un guide au niveau mondial seront des moments essentiels pour avancer dans ce sens.

En dehors de ces trois défis il reste à vérifier la correspondance entre « processus » pour la  concertation autour des critères de bien-être et appropriation par les citoyens eux-mêmes des résultats, notamment lorsque la synthèse reflète un besoin de changement de comportements. De même pour les institutions publiques, élargir leur conception des politiques publiques à la lumière des résultats de l’exercice n’est pas toujours évident. Il reste ainsi à approfondir la question de l’appropriation et traduction de l’apprentissage en modification de comportements individuels et institutionnels. Les projets pilotes qui découlent des processus en cours ouvrent des pistes intéressantes à ce propos.

Capitalisation et transfert

La capitalisation de la méthode proposée dans le Conseil de l'Europe pour l'élaboration des indicateurs de progrès dans le bien-être avec des citoyens est au cœur des préoccupations des personnes qui sont impliquées dans sa conception et son application. Il s'agit en effet de parvenir à élaborer une méthode qui soit facilement applicable et transférable, tout en préservant et valorisant ce qui en fait la substance en termes de sens et d'objectifs. Les progrès réalisés à ce sujet depuis début 2006, date à laquelle les premières expérimentations ont démarré, sont considérables. L'application dans différents contextes culturels et institutionnels (Europe de l’ouest/ Europe de l’Est, institutions/ territoires, grandes villes/ petites villes/ milieu rural) a été particulièrement importante pour identifier les éléments transversaux qui peuvent être intégrés comme parties constitutives de la méthode.

La reprise de la méthode par d'autres institutions que le Conseil de l'Europe et dans d'autres contextes, y compris dans les pays du sud, accroit encore les possibilités de capitalisation. Ainsi l'application de la méthode au Cap Vert dans le cadre d'un programme national de lutte contre la pauvreté à l'échelle de 300 communautés rurales (programme cofinancé par le gouvernement et le FIDA) a permis de concevoir et de tester la diffusion de la méthode à plus grande échelle par des relais de formation et à entrer dans le champ des synthèses élaborées au niveau régional et national (voir fiche sur ce cas).

Une étape essentielle à franchir dans les prochains temps sera l'élaboration de bases de données reliées des critères de bien-être et de mal-être exprimés par les citoyens, organisées par zones géographiques, situations/contexte et groupes sociaux. Ceci permettra non seulement d’apporter des éléments nouveaux en termes de facilitation de l’application de la méthode mais également d’ouvrir la voie à la recherche et la construction d’éléments transversaux pour l’élaboration de synthèses, y compris au niveau global. 

Contact

Samuel.thirion@coe.int

Autres sources

Elaboration concertée d’indicateurs de cohésion sociale  - Guide méthodologique – Conseil de l’Europe, 2005

Elaboration concertée des indicateurs de la cohésion sociale – Méthodes et enseignements sur la base d l’expérimentation de la Ville de Mulhouse. Document inédit

The method proposed at the Council of Europe for constructing indicators of progress/well-being with citizens
1 -  General description

______

Context/raison d'être

The Council of Europe, an intergovernmental organisation set up at the end of the Second World War to ensure peace among peoples and states and the development of democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights in Europe after the horrors experienced, has always considered these four pillars central to its founding values and social progress objectives.  This is particularly true of human rights, which are provided for not only in the European Convention on Human Rights, which reiterates the major principles of the United Nations convention, but also in numerous recommendations and resolutions agreed on by member states.  These have made it possible to achieve progress in all areas (the rights of women, migrants, minorities, and so on), largely under the impetus of the European Court of Human Rights set up in the 1950s.

After the 30-year post-war boom, which brought rapid economic growth and full employment from 1945 to 1975, the very foundations of the progress achieved in the area of human rights were called into question by rising unemployment and social exclusion from the 1980s onwards.  This prompted the Council of Europe to include a fundamental new objective in its social progress objectives, that of social cohesion.  This objective was endorsed as such at the Second Summit of Heads of State and Government in 1997.

The Council of Europe defines social cohesion as the capacity of a society to ensure the welfare of all its members, the focus being on making all concerned jointly responsible for attaining this objective. This definition is based on an observed change in the concept of responsibility and the context in which it operates.  After a period when the welfare state prevailed, and responsibility for ensuring the rights and well-being of all rested primarily with governments and public institutions, while economic players were responsible for production and growth, we are, with the globalisation of the economy and trade and the development of various forms of interdependence at all levels, entering what is known as the "welfare society" era, in which responsibility for the well-being of present and future generations is shared by everyone: governments, members of the public, economic players, and so forth.

 The concept of shared responsibility for the well-being of all is prompting the various players to get together to define what is meant by well-being and determine how progress in well-being can be measured - hence the idea of jointly devising indicators for well-being and social cohesion, in the sense of the capacity of a society to ensure the welfare of all its members, including that of future generations.

Genesis

The Council of Europe began in 2005 by publishing a methodological guide entitled "Concerted development of social cohesion indicators", which sets out the broad concepts and methods used in this approach and proposes a database of possible indicators, devised in the light of the numerous resolutions and recommendations approved by member states since the Council was set up.

In the wake of this publication, at the suggestion of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities, various experiments in applying the principles set out in the guide were carried out at local level, in municipalities or neighbourhoods, and then in specific bodies or institutions, for example companies, schools and public services.  These experiments, conducted in the town of Mulhouse and then, inter alia, in Timisoara (Romania), Trento (Italy), the 14th district of Paris, the Stracel company in Strasbourg and the Albert Schweitzer secondary school in Mulhouse (see the sheets concerning the various experiments) made it possible to devise and gradually refine a method for establishing social progress indicators with citizens and local players which could easily be applied and transposed to other situations.

Development (the method)

First of all, the method for the concerted development of indicators of progress with the aim of fostering, among those concerned in a particular area or institution, shared responsibility for the well-being of all involves ensuring that the parties concerned, or their acknowledged representatives, actually take part.  This is done by setting up a co-ordination group representing the parties involved.  This group carries the whole process forward.  One or more preliminary meetings provide an opportunity to organise the process, ensure that it is complete and make sure that the group has taken on board its role, which is to carry through and co-ordinate the process.  Where a partnership already exists, it is an excellent idea to use it as a basis.

In the light of the principle that the definition of well-being for all must be based on the way in which citizens themselves see it, the co-ordination group begins by organising small, homogeneous groups of eight to ten people, for example groups of young people, elderly people, housewives, people with disabilities, migrants, members of a particular ethnic group, entrepreneurs, civil servants, and so on.  These groups are invited to consider the matter individually (by writing "post it" notes) and then collectively (taking stock of their thoughts together) in the light of three simple and completely open questions: 1) What do you understand by well-being?  2) What you understand by ill-being?  3) What do you do to ensure your own well-being? This generates a large number of highly varied criteria for well-being, put forward by the various groups.  These criteria are then pooled and organised according to the main facets of well-being, so as to produce a consolidated, inclusive set of criteria, in other words one that takes account of the variety of viewpoints and does not exclude any of the criteria expressed by the citizens and defined in the groups.  This consolidation work is carried out in "rainbow" groups of heterogeneous citizens, in other words groups made up of people from the various initial homogeneous groups.

By repeating the experiment in different situations and contexts, it was possible to refine the method and the tools facilitating its application further each time.  In particular, it was ascertained that eight dimensions of well-being were systematically reflected in the criteria put forward by citizens and that, within each of these, there were a number of indicators that differed to varying degrees according to context.  These eight dimensions, set out in the diagram below (with a few examples of indicators), make it easy to classify criteria for well-being and ill-being and prepare an consolidated, inclusive set of criteria.  It is thus possible, with the help of a leader or a small technical team which classifies the criteria in advance, to obtain, in a short space of time, a comprehensive picture of all the criteria put forward and to focus discussion within the heterogeneous groups of citizens directly on the proposed classification into dimensions and indicators.

Representative diagram of the 8 dimensions of well-being with examples of indicators


[image: image88]
The next stage is to devise indicators for progress/well-being on the basis of the criteria allocated to each of the indicators identified.  Given that a progress indicator must be able to measure progress between what may be considered a very bad situation and, at the other extreme, an ideal situation corresponding to the objective to be achieved, progress indicators are devised in relation to five situations: very bad situation, bad situation, average situation, good situation and, finally, ideal situation.  The five situations thus describe the path to progress on which local players embark in their efforts to ensure well-being in all its dimensions .

Here again, experiments in various contexts have gradually made it possible to come up with some cross-sectoral rules for the establishment of such indicators, which make it easier to devise them.  In particular, we now know that the simplest and most effective way of devising these indicators is to consider each criterion or group of criteria put forward by citizens as a bipolar variable (negative/positive or ill-being/well-being) that can be classified in one of four categories, each of which makes it possible to define the transition from one situation to the next.  If we take a given indicator, such as health, category 1 consists of criteria based on conditions (for example, having access to health facilities and health services); category 2 consists of possession criteria (being ill/healthy); category 3 contains all the criteria concerning quality (quality of services or of health itself), while the fourth category concerns sustainability (what ensures health in the long term, for example preventive measures, healthy eating, access to supplementary insurance schemes, service quality control, etc).  On this basis, a very bad situation may be defined as one in which all the criteria are negative, a bad situation as one in which only the criteria in category 1 (conditions) are positive and an average situation as one in which the possession criteria are also positive (for example, the fact of not being ill and having access to health services); a good situation is one in which there are positive quality criteria and, lastly, the ideal situation is one in which all the criteria, including sustainability, are positive, in other words a situation in which access and quality are ensured in the long term.  

This approach can be applied to all the indicators.  As is the case with all the aspects of the method deriving from the experiments, it is not a prescriptive approach but merely suggests what can be done.  Those concerned in each area or institution are free to take it as a basis or follow their own path when devising indicators of progress/well-being.  Indeed, the existing experiments described in the sheets show that approaches vary (see the sheets in question).

In practice, indicators are, here again, devised with a small group of leaders and then discussed, amended and improved on with all the citizens taking part in the exercise.  For the sake of efficiency, the citizens are usually again organised into small heterogeneous groups that share the work involved in analysing and fine-tuning the indicators.

Results and limitations 

The concerted establishment of indicators of progress/well-being with citizens is an essential basis for fostering social progress at local level.  In particular, it makes it possible to avoid embarking directly on a problem-driven approach without having first considered society's objectives with the women and men who make up society.  In other words, it provides an opportunity to distance oneself from day-to-day problems and give individual and collective thought to what is expected of life in society and life in general.  This approach therefore plays a key role, in that it complements, and is a precursor to, more pragmatic and direct methods.  It is also a basis for a more participatory approach in the economic sector.

Once the indicators of progress/well-being have been devised, they can be measured in order to find out about situations of ill-being/well-being in the area or institution in question.  Here again, it is particularly worthwhile involving citizens, not only because this mobilises people but also because it is a means of obtaining data which are often not yet available from statistical departments.

Another possible use is for analysing the impact of any human activity (companies, projects, specific measures) on well-being.  Such activities can be assessed simply, across the board, and not just in relation to the specific purpose for which they were designed or are being carried out (see the sheet concerning Mulhouse).

These various assessments provide a basis for devising strategies for achieving progress in well-being for all, fostering shared responsibility among the various parties concerned in order to achieve this progress in a spirit of joint responsibility, and then implementing, monitoring and assessing the strategies in order to complete and repeat the "progress cycle". 

In the light of the experiments that have been carried out or are under way, there are several challenges to be addressed at this point: 

· As this is a novel method, the use of indicators of progress/well-being is still in its infancy.  There are still few cases in which the complete progress cycle has been carried out (see, in particular, the example of the Stracel company). It is for this reason that it is particularly important to seek out complementary participatory methods that can be used at a subsequent stage (collection of data with citizens, identification of action objectives, indicators for monitoring action, etc). 

· The second challenge to be addressed is the need to take account of the well-being of future generations.  As these generations cannot, by definition, take part in the exercise, it is necessary to link it to specific simulation methods in order to consider their well-being and what it implies.  In particular, this means taking account of the assets necessary for well-being, as another key component of social progress (tangible assets such as environmental and economic assets, and intangible assets such as social capital, institutions, cultural property, etc, in keeping with the concept of sustainable development).

· The third challenge is to foster joint responsibility for the well-being of all, not only at local level but also at regional, national, continental and world level.

These three challenges make it necessary to seek links with other approaches devised elsewhere and see how the different approaches complement one another.  The working group that has now been set up at world level in partnership with the OECD and with organisations in all continents opens up particularly worthwhile opportunities for interaction that have, as yet, barely been investigated.  The Strasbourg seminar and the resulting work on preparation of a world guide will be key steps in this direction.  

In addition to addressing these three challenges, it is necessary to ascertain the link between processes for the concerted establishment of criteria for well-being and the appropriation by citizens themselves of the results, particularly when the consolidated set of criteria reflects the need for a change in conduct.  It is not always easy, moreover, to broaden public institutions' conception of public policy in the light of the results of the exercise.  We therefore need to go more deeply into the way in which what is learnt from the process is appropriated and translated into changes in individual and institutional behaviour.  The pilot projects deriving from the processes under way open up interesting avenues in this respect.  

Capitalisation and transfer

A key concern of those involved in devising and applying the method proposed at the Council of Europe for the establishment of indicators of progress/well-being with citizens is how to capitalise on it. The aim is to succeed in designing a method that can easily be applied and transposed to other situations, while preserving and enhancing its content in terms of meaning and objectives.  Considerable progress has been made in this respect since early 2006, when the first experiments started.  It was particularly important to apply the method in different cultural and institutional contexts (western Europe/eastern Europe, institutions/particular areas, big cities/small towns/rural areas) in order to identify cross-cutting elements that could be incorporated as integral parts of it.

The fact that the method has been used by institutions other than the Council of Europe and in other contexts, including in countries in the South, further enhances opportunities to capitalise on it.  For instance, the application of the method in Cape Verde in the context of a national programme for combating poverty in 300 rural communities (a programme financed jointly by the government and IFAD) made it possible to devise and test out means of disseminating the method on a broader scale through training intermediaries and to embark on the preparation of consolidated sets of indicators at regional and national level (see the sheet concerning this case). 

An essential step that needs to be taken in the near future is the preparation of interconnected databases containing criteria for well-being and ill-being put forward by citizens, organised according to geographical area, situation/context and social group.  This will not only make it possible to take further steps to facilitate the application of the method but also pave the way for research and the establishment of cross-cutting elements so that consolidated sets of indicators can be prepared, including at world level.   

Contact

Samuel.thirion@coe.int

Other sources

Concerted development of social cohesion indicators - Methodological guide - Council of Europe,  2005

Elaboration concertée des indicateurs de la cohésion sociale – Méthodes et enseignements sur la base de l’expérimentation de la Ville de Mulhouse (Concerted development of social cohesion indicators - Methods and conclusions deriving from the experiment in the town of Mulhouse) (unpublished) 

      Relations entre les personnes


- reconnaissance


- respect


- convivialité/socialisation


- partage/solidarié 


- famille


- amis


Relations avec les institutions 


 -rapports institut/citoyens


- partenariat/ concertation


- concilier sécurité/risque


- dialogue


- cohérence/transparence














Equilibres personnels


- Parcours de vie, gestion du temps


- Vie familiale, professionnelle, civique


Equilibres sociaux


- Equité dans accès droits/ressources


- Mobilité sociale


 -Egalité des chances


-Respect de la diversité culturelle








Sentiments


(bien-être subjectif)


- Satisfaction/frustration


- Confiance en soi


- Sérénité dans l’avenir








Engagement/ participation


- esprit civique


- responsabilité citoyenne


-consommation responsable


- respect des biens communs





Cadre de vie


- ville à taille humaine


- accessibilité


- propreté/ non pollution


- espaces de convivialité, mixité sociale


- espaces de rencontre et de débat


- sécurité








Accès aux moyens de vie


- emplois


- revenus


- logements


-services sociaux


- éducation


- mobilité (transport)


- culture


- information


- démocratie

















Relations between persons


- recognition


- respect


- sociability/socialization


- sharing/solidarity


- family


- friends


Relations with institutions


 -institution-citizen relations


- partnership/consultation


- reconciling security/risks


- dialogue


- consistency/transparency








Personal balance


- Life paths, time management


- Family, working and citizen life


Social balances


- Equity in access to rights/resources


- Social mobility


 -Equal opportunities


- Respect for cultural diversity








Feelings


(subjective well-being)


- Satisfaction/frustration


- Self-confidence


- Optimism for the future





Commitment/participation


- civic-mindedness


- citizen responsibility


- responsible consumption


- respect for community goods





Living environment


- manageable-sized towns


- accessibility


- cleanliness/non pollution


- areas for social harmony, social mix


- forums for meetings and discussion


- security








Access to essential resources


- employment


- income


- housing


- social services


- education


- mobility (transport)


- culture


- information











� http://www.city.date.hokkaido.jp/kikakuzaisei/machidukuri/index.html The website of Date-city explains the project in detail.
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