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Why going beyond GDP
and measuring well-being?

A Longstandindimits of traditional economic measuresuch as GDP, as an overall guide of
LINE ANB &a 2vybeibdS2 LI SQa ¢St €

A Measuring wellbeingrequires taking into account:
i non-economic factorsl KI & & KI LIS LJS 2 LJX S Qdife Haldacet sbdiak
connections; security)
I distribution across population groups
I sustainabillity, including depletion of environmental resources

A Recognising thenultidimensionality2 ¥ LJS 2 LifeiGgtad the Seied to capture it with
more than just oneaumberA producingbetter measures

A Highlightingthe trade-offs and complementaritiesamong different policies across all
aspect®2 ¥ LJS 2 LBfeifgQa & St f
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The OECD Bettanfe Initiative OECD

Better Life
Initiative

CURRENT WELL-BEING

[Populations averages and differences across groups]

Quality of Life Material Conditions

0 Health status >3 Income and wealth
@ Work-life balance

@ Education and skills

@ Jobs and earnings

0 Housing

@ Social connections

@ Civic engagement
and governance

O Environmental quality

6 Personal security

o Subjective well-being

RESOURCES FOR FUTURE WELL-BEING

Sustaining well-being over time through preserving:

@ Natural capital @ Human capital
@ Social capital

Economic capital

x Launched in 201 Better
Policies for Better Lives

x OECD Welbeing Framework
U Focuson people, not just the
economicsystem

U Focus oroutcomes rather than
Inputs or outputs

U Reportingboth averages

and inequalities

U Capturingooth objective and
subjective aspectsf life

U Concerned with welbeingboth
today and tomorrow




Pol andods a
current well-being
performance

How's Life? 2017
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Poland’s average level of current well-being: Comparative strengths and weaknesses
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Well-being inequalities in Poland

OECD

Better Life

[nitiative

top third of OECD coundnes
rniddle third of DECD countries
bottorn third of OECD countries
data gaps

o Measuras

Well-being inequalities in Poland

Vertical
inequality

Horizontal inequality by

Gender

Age

Education

Household income

Household net wealth

Earnings

Low pay

Employment

Unemployment

Housing affordability

Rooms per person

Life expectancy

Perceived health

WWorking hours

Time off

Educational attainment

Cognitive skills at 15
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Adult skills

Time spent socialising

Social support

Voter turnout

Having a say in government

Air quality

Water quality

Homicides

Feeling safe at night

Life satisfaction
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Regional disparities in Poland

O Topregion @ Bottom region O Mazowieckie o Regions (Vojewodztwa)
X Slaskie ()
S _
‘;_ Malopolskie
IS} O

Ranking of OECD regions (1 to 402)
middle 60%

bottom 20%
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Safety Community Jobs Access to Life Environment  Health Education Civic Income Housing
services  Satisfaction Engagement

Source: OECD(2018), OECD Regions and Cities at a Glance2018, OECD Publishing, Paris



Resources for the future in Poland

Poland’™s resources and risks for future well-being:

INNiustrative iIndicators

@ Matural capital

@ Human capital

Indicator Tier Change
Woung adult educational

Lt— 2014-20186
attainment o
Educational expectancy © . 2015
Cognitive skills at age 15 =] . 2006-2015
Adult skills (2] . 20112012
Long-term unemploymment L =2 <A 2005-2016
Life axpeactancy at birth © <A 2009-2015
Smoking prevalence 9 <A 2009-2014
CObesity prevalence [ 2] S 2008-2014

i Social capital
Indicator Tier Change
Trust in others [ 2] 2013
PR

Trust in the police 2013
Trust in the national 9 FA 20 2018
goerm me=rit
Woter turnout <A 2005-2015
Gowermumeni stakeholder
engagement o - 2014
Wolunteenng through
organisations 6 - 20112012

Indicator Tier Change
Greennouse gas emisSsions from s
domestic production 9 2005-2015
CO= emissions from domestic s
consunption o 2001-2011
Exposure o Phizs air poliution ©» <A 2005-2013
Forest area © <= 2005-2014
Renewable freshwater 9 Lorng-termm
resources - - annual awg
Freshwater abstractions 'o . 2015

. Latest
Threatencd birds 'o o awailable
Threatensed mammals o auL:iFE;n}'ie

Latest
Threatened plants = . available
e = -
i Economic capital

Indicator Tigr Change
Produced fixed assets ﬁ)\ <A 20052014
Gross fixed capital formation ©> Bt 2005-2016
Financial net worth of total
ooy © < 2005-2015
Intellechual property assets 9 <A 20:05-2014
Investment in RE&D \G)/ <A 20052014
Household debt < R 2O06-2015
Household net wealth ©» . 2013
Financial net wortin of POOS—20
gowvermment 9 < 15
Banking sector lewerage © R 2005-2015

Inprowing ower time

Top-performing OECD tier, latest available year

Middleperforming OECD tier. latest available year

Mo change
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Bottom-performing OECD tier, latest avallable year
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Communicating with the public:
the OECD Better Life Index

OECD
Better Life

Index Tndesx

Responses Countries ~ Topics ~ FAQ
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- Russian Federation <%

Korea =

Slovak Republi

Israel

Czech Republic

Spain =

Luxembour;

United States

Austria

German

United Kingdom™®

g

Netherlands

Sweden
Switzerland

New Zealand

Display countries alphabetically | by rank

(Let us know what

1

Create Your
Better Life Index

Rate the topics according to their importance
to you:

o Housing

@ Income

e Jobs

@ Community

O Education

o Environment

@ Civic Engagement
O Health

o Life Satisfaction

G Safety

@ Work-Life Balance

+* Gender differences




HIGHLIGHTS OF THE HLEG
REPORTS




>> The High Level Expert Group

A Follow-up to the 2007Commission on Measurement of Economic Performance
and Social Progres(§tig|itzSenFitouss,i SS)

I SSF keY s S & al 3S Yotameasure éf welbeing.. Growth is a means to an end,
NJ} 0 KSNJ KL yMissngaBurirfg®Or Life)l & St F €

A Independentgroup, hosted by OECD, established in 201BJdzNJB d&eyoindk S
D 5 tagenda undertakesince 200%ationallyandinternationally

A Tworeportsreleased in November 2019 in Incheon (Korea)“atDECD World
Forum on Statistics, Knowledge and Policy:

U/ KI Sudinary
BeyondGDP: Measuring What Counts for Economic and Sdtailormance

U Qollectionof authored chapters by selected HLEG members
ForGood Measure: Advancing Research Bey&idP




HLEG membership

Chairs

fJoseplt. Stiglitz, ColumbiaUniversity

JeanPaulFitoussi,Scienced?o,Parisand
LuissUniversity, Rome

Martine Durand,OECD

Members

fYannAlgan, Scienced?o,Paris

{F r a nBoorguignonParisSchoolof Economics

fAngusDeaton,PrincetonUniversity

YEnricoGiovannini Universityof RomeTor Vergata

{lJacobHacker,Yale University

{GeoffreyHeal, ColumbiaUniversity

{Ravi Kanbur CornellUniversity

fAlan Krueger,PrincetonUniversity
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NoralLustig, TulaneUniversity

Jil MathesonFormerUK NationalStatistician
ThomasPiketty, ParisSchoolof Economics
WalterRadermacheiFormerDG Eurostat

Chiara Saracenp Honorary fellow, Collegio
CarloAlberto, Turin

Arthur Stone, University of SoutherrCalifornia
YangYao, PekingUniversity

Rapporteurs

MarcoMirad 0 Er,OECD e
ElizabethBeasleyCEPREMAP,SciencesPo




>> Two key messages from HLEG reports

U Measures What you measure affects what you do. If you meast
0KS gNRBYy3I UKAYy3IS eé2dz gAff R2
something it becomes neglected, as if the problem did not exis

U Policiesilssues of measurement are not only technical, but go to
root of our democratic system; they will shape whether it can
reconnect to the concerns of ordinary people




>> Main themes of HLEG reports

1. Better measuring the effects of the crisis
mmmm) could have led to different policy response

2. Deepen analysis of themes already in 38F. inequalities, subjective wdlking
sustainabilityX

3.X ' YR 0S3IAY Syl @z NiEqudliy 6f Bppofthity, eRoyionic
Insecurity, trust, resilience)
mmm) NSO2IYAAAYT YR | RRNBaaiAy3a @alylieS

4. Encourage use of new welleing metrics in policy decisions
— movingb S@ 2y R ARSYUATEéAywdelbelndN2 60 f SY 3
metricsin thedesign, implementation and evaluationmiblic policies




>> 1. Better measuring the effects of the crisis

U Need to pay greater attention to:
A the permanent effects of the recessionthed YA 8 aA Y 3 & S

A impactsof the crisison more intangible aspect8 ¥ LJS2 LJ S
economic insecurity, subjective wdking, trust)

A balance sheetliabilities& assets¥or all sectors(private liabilities
may become public when banks default)



Permanent effects of the crisis:
AMIi ssing wealtho?
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Gross public debt vs.
net wealth of all institutional sectors
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2. Deepen research and statistical efforts
>> on previous SSF themes

V Improving existing measures :
A. Vertical inequalities in economic resources
B. Horizontal inequalities
C. Subjective weibeing
D. Sustainability




>> A. Vertical inequalities in economic resources (1)

A Inequalities in earnings, income, consumption, wealth

I Beyond the average: economic inequalitv@ghin countries at themicro level
i Integrating economic inequalities macroeconomicad U G A a G A O& 0 (2 whoy & ¢
benefits from GDP growkhé 0
A Why is it important?

I Increases in GDP do not reflect what is being experienced by most citizens, especially wher
Inequality is rising (as in recent years), leading to mistrust in data and governments; need to
on income, not production

A Where do we stand?

I Statistical standards exist for (micl®vel) income inequalities but not for consumption and
wealth; issues of timeliness, undeoverage, undereporting at both ends of distribution

I Much bigger issues afataquality in nonrOECD countries
I OECEEurostat work and Piketty et al. on distributional national accounts




>> A. Vertical inequalities in economic resources (2)

AWhat should be done?

A General philosophy

~ Defining amore comprehensive income concefihicl. benefits in kind, consumption
GFESaAaZ OFLAGIEE 3JFAYyaLI gA0K YSONROA LI

Systematically assessing scopeunderreporting and noncoverage of the richallow
NSOs to use (anonymised) tax records for linking to survey records

Addressingnicro-macro discrepancieand further improve methodology for
distributional results fo(SNA) householoshcome, consumption ansavings

Usingall data sources on wealth inequalitie.g. surveys, censuses, lists of large wealt
K2f RSNBZ FRYAYAAUNY GOAOBS RIFEOGF 2y LIS2LIX

Addressingnconsistencies in international datasetssed for research

Different sources have different types of errors: by crossing different perspecjy
get a better understanding of reality



>> B. Horizontal inequalities (1)

A Horizontal (group) inequalities in all welbeing outcomege.g. health,
skills, political voice)etween people sharing common characteristics
(e.g. age, gender, education, place of living, country of birth)

A Why do they matter?
i ¢KSe aKI LIS LIS2LX SQa -hdhg, dra dsowce ofl FF S
discrimination, political grievances & mass mobilisation

A Where do we stand?

I Few comparative measures of the relevant outcomes

I Differences in range of individual characteristics considered in national an
international studies for different outcomes




>> B. Horizontal inequalities (2)

A What do we know based on existing evidence?

I Horizontal inequalitiesan be large

Life expectancy at age 25 and 65 by education level
(lower secondary vs. tertiary education)

W Longevity gap at 25 years Longevity gap at 65 years
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B. Horizontal inequalities (3)

A A o
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Reported earninggap — Fitted values
Source: HLEG report, meta-analysis + | Adjusted earnings gap — — — - Fitted values

of country studies




>> B. Horizontal inequalities (4)

A What should be done?

I Definecommon set of group categorigg.g. disability, race, gender, ethnicity) implementec
throughout the statistical system, and assbszad range of inequalitie®eyond economic
ones (e.g. health, education, political voice)

I Move beyond assumption of full sharing of economic resources within households and
developmeasures of intrahousehold inequalitythrough either the inclusion of specific
guestions in surveys or through more systematic collection of data for all household mer

i 5S@St 2L YSlgéndeXiedlthgap OB SAWOf dzZRAyYy 3 |jdzSay
asset categories and through data on marital regimes (and what these imply)




>> C. Subjective well-being (1)

A What isit ?

I Not a single construct but 3 different concepesaluative measurdlife
satisfaction) experiential weltbeing (feelings, states and emotions at a
given moment)eudemonia(meaning & purpose, flourishing & thriving)

A Why does it matter?
Subjective welbeing measures
convey information that is not
provided by more objective data
(although the reverse is also true)

Source: Gallup World Poll



