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The authors consider how to construct summary indices (e.g., quality-of-life
[QOL] indices) for a social unit that will be endorsed by a majority of its citi-
zens. They assume that many social indicators are available to describe the
social unit, but individuals disagree about the relative weights to be assigned
to each social indicator. The summary index that maximizes agreement
among citizens can then be derived, along with conditions under which an
index will be endorsed by a majority in the social unit. The authors show that
intuition greatly underestimates the extent of agreement among individuals,
and it is often possible to construct a QOL index that most citizens agree with
(at least in direction). In particular, they show that the equal-weighting strat-
egy is privileged in that it minimizes disagreement among all possible indivi-
duals’ weights. They demonstrate these propositions by calculating real QOL
indices for two surveys of citizens’ actual importance weights.

Keywords: summary index construction; quality-of-life indices; hetero-
geneous importance weights; well-being accounts

S

ociologists have constructed summary indices for the comparison
of social units (e.g., cities, states, nations) with respect to multiple

dimensions of social life at least since the mid-twentieth-century work of
Angell (1942, 1947, 1949, 1951, 1972) on the social and moral integration
of American cities. The past decade has seen increased interest among
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456  Sociological Methods & Research

sociologists and other social scientists in the construction of summary or
composite indices of social well-being or, as they have come to be termed,
quality-of-life (QOL) indices.! This work coincides with a general interest
in the subject among individuals, policy makers, and political leaders. For
instance, the term quality of life has been invoked on the floor of the U.S.
Congress more than 20 times per week in recent years (Government Print-
ing Office 1999), and the National Academies are working with Congress
to develop key national indicators (Government Accounting Office 2003).

There is, however, little agreement among sociologists and other social
scientists on methods for aggregating social indicators to create a QOL
index that is useful for public discourse on social well-being and policy
issues relevant thereto. Some researchers even argue that no summary
index should ever be computed (Johansson 2002; Erickson 1993). They
cite two important barriers to QOL indices. The first is that the concept of
QOL is too general to be useful. Critics point to the problem that QOL is a
composite indicator whose components (e.g., crime rate, gross domestic
product [GDP]/capita, environmental damage) are not highly correlated,
nor are their causes identical. Hence, traditional factor analysis would
recommend that these components be treated as separate factors. While
these diverse components probably should not be combined into a single
first-order factor, it is possible that QOL could be considered a higher-
order factor (a factor analysis of first-order factors). Moreover, a QOL
index can be useful in considering how people make emigration decisions
(“Is the QOL of one state higher than my current residence?”’) and in how
people make political decisions (““Am I better off today than 4 years
ago?”). These decisions require individuals to integrate many objective
indicators into a single subjective evaluation of whether they should move
or whether they should agitate against the incumbent. QOL research has
shown (Veenhoven 1994; Diener and Seligman 2004) that people in many
nations are able to form reliable judgments of their subjective QOL (often
measured by national surveys as overall satisfaction or happiness with life
as a whole) as a function of objective indicators such as personal income,
political freedom, degree of physical health, marital status, race, inequal-
ity, and other variables. Despite the cognitive difficulties in combining
these various objective indicators, people appear to do so reliably and to
use their judgments in important social decisions.

Finally, a QOL index can be very useful to policy makers, who need to
know the relative contribution of each social indicator (e.g., unemploy-
ment, crime rate, divorce) on citizens’ perceived well-being, so that they
can target interventions and budgeting to each indicator area. For example,
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economists have recently shown that the national unemployment rate is
more important to overall QOL than the national inflation rate (Di Tella,
MacCulloch, and Oswald 2001). Therefore, this article addresses issues
raised by the stream of research (Inkeles 1993; Land 2000; Hagerty et al.
2001) that considers QOL to be a measurable and useful concept.”

A second fundamental reason for questioning the usefulness of QOL is
that individuals, policy makers, and researchers themselves disagree on
the relative importance weights® that each social indicator should have in
a summary QOL index. Without agreement on the importance of each
social indicator, chances for agreement on the overall QOL index would
seem slim. Social science research can reduce disagreement substantially
by establishing the effects of various objective variables on citizens’ QOL
(measured by questions on life satisfaction or happiness; see Veenhoven
1994 and Diener and Seligman 2004). But such research can never com-
pletely eliminate heterogeneity in subjective weights because each indivi-
dual deviates somewhat from the average effect (this is the rationale
underlying random-effects models). For example, people will always dif-
fer on how much they value additional income due to individual differ-
ences, such as how materialistic their values are (Diener and Seligman
2004). Hence, the common call for “doing more research” is not likely to
eliminate all heterogeneity from individuals’ judgments of QOL. Instead,
it is useful to pose the following question: How much heterogeneity is pos-
sible in a society wherein a majority of members still can agree on a single
QOL index? Some minimal level of agreement is necessary in every
society to pursue shared goals.

A formal analysis has not previously been done on how heterogeneity
affects chances for agreeing on a social index. This article fills this gap and
proves results that are not predicted by intuition. In particular, the present
article (a) specifies a model for how individuals disagree with each other on
QOL judgments, (b) predicts how much disagreement results from various
types of QOL indices and various distributions of weights, and (c) recom-
mends QOL weights that maximize agreement among individuals.

We hasten to note that much research on social well-being can be con-
ducted without any overall composite or summary index of QOL—by
examining individual components of quality of life (e.g., public health,
education, income, etc.). It is more parsimonious to avoid assuming any
higher-level construct when interest is restricted to one component of
QOL or when all lower-level components agree. For excellent examples
of such research, see Inkeles (1993) for the effect of modernization on
QOL, Weede (1993) for the effect of democracy on QOL, and Stokes and
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Anderson (1990) for the effect of disarticulation on QOL. But when
lower-level components of QOL disagree in sign, the inevitable question
arises: What is the net effect of these conflicting social indicators on indi-
viduals’” QOL? This query sometimes is posed more brutally by indivi-
duals and politicians with the question “Are we better off than x years
ago?” To answer this type of question, people must transform the many
objective indicators (such as unemployment, political freedom, and crime
rate) into a subjective judgment of overall QOL. Psychologists term this
process the psychophysical transformation. The current article models this
transformation using previous work in QOL reviewed by Veenhoven
(1994) and Diener and Seligman (2004) and examines implications for
societal agreement. If some level of societal agreement exists, then it will
be easier to create political agreement on which QOL indicators to target
for budgeting and intervention (Ferriss 1988). Moreover, publicly avail-
able QOL indices could provide powerful shorthand descriptions for over-
all trends in QOL, much as the Dow-Jones Industrial Average is a
powerful public index of the performance of more than 5,000 stocks in the
United States.

Previous Research on QOL Indices

Land (2000) documents the rapid growth of QOL indices in his review
of the field of social indicators for the Encyclopedia of Sociology:

With the tremendous increase in the richness of social data available for
many societies today as compared to two or three decades ago, a new
generation of social indicators researchers has returned to the task of
summary index construction. Some examples: (1) at the level of the
broadest possible comparisons of nations with respect to the overall
quality of life, the Human Development Index (United Nations Develop-
ment Programme 1993), Diener’s (1995) Value-Based Index of National
Quality-of-Life, and Estes’ (1988; 1998) Index of Social Progress; and
(2) at the level of comparisons at the national level over time in the Uni-
ted States, the American Demographics Index of Well-Being (Kacapyr
1996), the Fordham Index of Social Health (Miringoff 1996), and the
Genuine Progress Indicator (Redefining Progress 1995). (p. 2687)

The QOL indices he cites vary on a number of indicators: whether they
incorporate only “objective” indicators such as crime rate or “subjective
indicators™ such as social surveys, whether they are cross-sectional (mul-
tiple countries at one point in time) or time series (one country at multiple
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points in time), and the weights they assign to social indicators. The cur-
rent article uses two examples that Land (2000) cites to show how weights
can be developed for social indices. Each will be briefly described here
and then further analyzed later.

Human Development Index. The Human Development Index (HDI) is an
example of a QOL index that can be used to make cross-sectional compari-
sons among social units—in this case, nations. (Recent versions also report
time-series trends over 25 years, so it can now be used for time-series ana-
lyses as well.) The HDI is published annually by the United Nations Human
Development Program.* It is calculated from three social indicators: log
(GDP) in purchasing power parity, life expectancy in years, and education
(a weighted average of literacy rate and school enrollment rate). These three
indicators are first transformed so that their ranges are equal and then are
averaged (with equal weights) to derive the HDI index. An HDI score is cal-
culated for each nation for which data on these three indicators are avail-
able. Nations then are arrayed from the most to the least developed with
respect to these indicators of human development. The annual United
Nations Human Development Program reports do not justify why the indi-
cators are weighted equally. How much would the HDI change if the
weights change? Do individuals (or members of any social group) hold
equal weights for those indicators? Do individuals hold such diverse
weights that no index can capture the views of the group? Unless we know
the answer to this, computing a summary index seems premature.

Index of Social Health. The Index of Social Health (ISH) was devel-
oped by Miringoff and Miringoff (1999). Using the United States as the
social unit to be indexed, the ISH is based on 16 social indicators tracked
annually from 1970 to the most recent year available: average weekly
earnings, life expectancy at age 65, gap between rich and poor, violent
crime rate, infant mortality, child abuse, children in poverty, teenage sui-
cide, drug abuse, high school dropout rate, teenage births, unemployment,
health insurance coverage, poverty among those older than 65, alcohol-
related traffic fatalities, and housing affordability. Rates for these indica-
tors for any specific year are indexed as percentages of their values for the
year in which they had their “best practice” or best performance value.
They are then averaged with equal weights to obtain the value of the ISH
for a specific year.

Hagerty et al. (2001) review not only the HDI and ISH but also 20 addi-
tional QOL indices, and they conclude that none satisfactorily addresses
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the problem of weighting because none explicitly considers how indivi-
duals themselves weight each social indicator, nor do they deal with the
likely variation in weights over people. The most common weighting pro-
cedure is to use “equal weights” for all social indicators (after each has
been standardized).’ Equal weighting is used not only by the HDI and the
ISH but also by Diener’s (1995) Value Based Index of National Quality of
Life; Estes’s (1984, 1988, 1997) Index of Social Progress; Johnston’s
(1988) Comprehensive Quality of Life Index; Land, Lamb, and Mustillo’s
(2001) Index of Child and Youth Well-Being; Morris’s (1979) Physical
Quality of Life Index (PQOL); and Veenhoven’s (1996) Happy Life-
Expectancy Index. Many of these indices apply equal weights without stat-
ing why, and none consider whether individuals themselves would weight
these components equally.

The next most common weighting procedure is to use factor analysis to
weight components. Money magazine’s “Best Places to Live” uses a com-
bination of factor analysis and surveys of readers’ importance weights for
40 components of QOL. However, Guterbock (1997) shows that the eco-
nomic factors are greatly overvalued in their index because their survey
includes more items related to economics, despite the fact that readers
rated crime, environment, and health as more important than economics.
Another index that uses factor analysis is Estes’s (1988) Index of Social
Progress, which uses a two-stage varimax factor analysis to assign weights
to 40 indicators. The basic difficulty with using factor analysis is that the
weights are derived to maximize the variance explained in the social indi-
cators, without any reference to individuals’ weights. If items are carefully
sampled from individuals’ and decision makers’ concerns, then this prac-
tice can be a proxy for weights. But no QOL index specifically adopts this
practice. Guterbock (1997) concludes, “The relative weights given to eco-
nomics and the other eight factors should be made part of the research
problem. They should not be decided in advance by editorial fiat or as an
inadvertent by-product of initial questionnaire design” (p. 355). In this
article, we provide a framework to jointly consider weights and social
indicators as part of the research problem of constructing a QOL index
that will be approved both by individuals and by researchers.

The problem of weighting becomes even more pressing when com-
paring alternative indices because alternative indices often use quite dif-
ferent social indicators and show different trends for countries.® For
example, Miringoff and Miringoff’s (1999) ISH uses 16 indicators, none
of which overlaps with the HDI indicators. (The ISH does not include
any indicator of GDP/capita and uses different indicators for education
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and life expectancy.) Although the HDI index concludes that QOL in the
United States is increasing, the indicators from the ISH show that QOL
in the United States is decreasing. Clearly, the choice of weights for
social indicators is crucial to its acceptance by individuals and policy
makers.

We should point out that agreement with individuals’ judgment is not
the only criterion for a good QOL index. There are good arguments for
considering some indicators that individuals do not consider, if sociolo-
gists identify them as leading indicators of QOL (social capital, deteriora-
tion of child-rearing practices). Other criteria for QOL indices are listed in
Hagerty et al. (2001) and include reliability, concurrent validity, and so
on. But QOL ultimately must be assessed by individuals, to whom the
United Nations Charter guarantees self-determination.

In this article, we examine how much indices vary in the presence of a
distribution of different people’s values. In the next section, we specify a
model for how individuals disagree with each other on QOL judgments and
develop a formula for computing the correlation between any two weighting
systems. These results then are applied to existing QOL indices for the first
time to assess agreement among them. We also examine empirical distribu-
tions of individuals’ values in 48 different nations. A final section concludes
with recommendations for constructing QOL indices.

A Model of Agreement Between Two QOL Indices
When Weights Differ Among Individuals

Define X as a matrix with K columns and N rows. The columns record
the scores from K social indicators (e.g., GDP/capita, Gini coefficient of
income inequality, divorce rate, etc.) on each of the N social units (e.g.,
cities, states, nations). Define W; as the weighting (column) vector of indi-
vidual i, measuring how important each social indicator is to that person.
Then i’s QOL judgment of social unit » is the sum of the K social indica-
tors, weighted by person i’s importance weights for each indicator k or,
for short, importances:

Qin= Z Wik Xk, Wik >0, forn=1,..., N social units (1)

Although this model may appear restricted to linearity, it can also
incorporate nonlinear effects by adding a new variable that is some func-
tion of the old indicator (e.g., log [GDP/capita], as in the HDI). The gen-
eral additive model has been successful at approximating many more
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complex functions, and Sastre (1999) reports that people use an additive
model in direct tests of how people judge others’ quality of life.

We constrain each weight to be a nonnegative number (i.e., only posi-
tive or zero weights are allowed). Hence, we assume that any indicators
that are negatively related to QOL (e.g., infant mortality) are reversed in
sign to allow positive importance weights. This assumption that everyone
has positive weights is probably not controversial for social indicators
such as GDP/capita and infant mortality, where everyone prefers more
money and better health, given that all else is held constant. But it may be
controversial for indicators such as divorce rate, where some people may
view a higher divorce rate as reflecting more freedom for women, but
others view it as a decline in support for children. In such a situation, one
could add indicators for the omitted variables (women’s freedom, support
for children) to ensure that weights are positive for all individuals.”

Note that multiplying all weights by a constant ¢ simply expands the
QOL index by the factor ¢ and does not change the ordering of the social
units being rated. Therefore, without loss of generality, we divide each
person i’s weights by Zwj; so that all k£ weights sum to 1 for each i.

Finally, the linear model in equation (1) should not be confused with
the simple utilitarian model of Bentham, where utilities of individuals are
summed to get social welfare, ignoring inequality among individuals. In
contrast, equation (1) allows some of the indicators to be measures of the
overall stratification of income or wealth (positional information), as well
as measures of individuals’ freedom (called nonutility information by Sen
1993). Hence, the model in equation (1) offers great flexibility in model-
ing individuals’ evaluations of QOL.

As noted previously, QOL indices may be used either in cross-sectional
or over-time comparisons. The goal in cross-sectional comparisons is to
evaluate a social unit relative to other social units. This may, for example,
allow people to decide in which nation they should live (e.g., the Interna-
tional Living Index) or which nation is in more need of development assis-
tance (e.g., Estes’s Index of Social Progress). In the case of over-time
comparisons, QOL indices rate multiple time periods in the same social
unit (time series) to decide whether QOL has increased or decreased over
time in that entity. The goals in the time-series case are to provide infor-
mation for informing individuals about QOL changes over time, to fuel
a public policy debate, and to decide whether policies are successfully
improving QOL within a given country (though, of course, many uncon-
trolled variables will also influence QOL). It is desirable to find a measure
of agreement that will be useful in both of these cases.
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For this purpose, we propose to use the familiar Pearson correlation
coefficient to measure levels of agreement between the QOL judgments of
individuals 7 and j, denoted by A;;. The correlation coefficient has a num-
ber of desirable properties for measuring agreement. It has finite limits
between —1 (complete disagreement) and 1 (complete agreement), and its
statistical properties are well researched. It already has been widely used
as a measure of interrater agreement and as a measure of similarity
between persons in cluster analyses.® Another attractive property of the
Pearson correlation coefficient is that certain values represent important
levels of agreement among people.” The first is naturally A;;=1, where
perfect agreement occurs between the QOL indices of i and j. The second
is A;;=.7, which is the common cutoff among researchers for assessing
agreement between raters. Agreement between raters is not expected to be
perfect, but the .7 cutoff implies that about 50 percent of the variance in
one rater should be predictable from the other (+*> > .5). The third note-
worthy level of A;; is zero, because this is the point above which the QOL
index of individual i agrees in direction with that of j. To see this, take
the limiting example of QOL evaluations of year ¢ and year ¢+ 1. Then,
A;;j >0 implies that the raters agree on whether the nation’s QOL has
increased or decreased during that time. This is a fundamental question
that often helps define similar political parties, social classes, and interest
groups. In the next section, we use the Pearson correlation coefficient to
calculate the agreement between any two individuals whose importance
weights differ among social indicators.

Agreement Between QOL Indices
When Importance Weights Differ

The weighted sum in equation (1) is more compactly designated in
matrix notation as

Qi:XWia (2)

where Q; is an N x 1 column vector of summary (or composite) index
values (or scores) of individual i for each of the n =1, ..., N social units;
X is an N x K matrix of values of the K social indicators for each of the N
social units; and W; is a K x 1 column vector of weights of person i for the
K social indicators in X. We assume, without loss of generality, that each
social indicator in X has already been standardized, so that the mean of each
column of X is zero, and standard deviation is 1. The resulting composite
scores Q; will also have a zero mean since the original indicators had zero
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Table 1
Sample Calculations nder the Model for Two Social
Indicators, X; and X,, Over Three Time Periods,
With Weights for Two People

(a)
X] X2 W,' Wj Qi:XW,‘ Q]:XWI Aij
-1 +1 1 0 -1 +1
0 0 0 1 0 0
+1 -1 +1 -1 -1
(b)
X, X, w; w; 0,=XW; Q;=XW,; Aij
-1 0.53 0.75 0.25 —0.62 0.15
0 —-1.15 0.25 0.75 —0.29 —0.87
+1 0.62 0.91 0.72 +0.63

Note: (a) shows the “worst-possible case,” where weights are opposing and agreement
is minimum at —1. (b) shows less extreme example, where weights are a mixture of X; and
X, and the two indicators are correlated near zero, with resulting agreement of +.67.

means. But in general, the composite scores will not have a standard devia-
tion of 1. Our goal, then, is to find the correlation A;; between the QOL
indices of individuals 7 and j, with different weight vectors, W; and W;.

By definition of the correlation coefficient,

Aij=1/(N-1)S;0]0;S,, ®)

where N is the number of social units rated, S; is the inverse of the stan-
dard deviation of the QOL index for person i (used to standardize the
scores Q;), and QiT denotes the matrix transpose of ;. The term
1/(N—1)QF Q; is the covariance of the QOL indices, which, after stan-
dardization, is the correlation coefficient between Q; and Q;.

Sample Calculations With the Model

Table 1 demonstrates some sample calculations with the model for two
social indicators, each observed at three time periods, and two citizens
i and j. We first demonstrate the “worst possible case” for agreement,
where the citizens have directly opposing weights, and the social indicators
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are negatively correlated. The first two columns of Table la show the
observations of social indicators over the three time periods, where X is
rising over time and X is declining. Note that both are reported in standar-
dized scores. The next two columns of Table 1 show the weights for i and
J» where i places all importance on the first indicator, and j places all
importance on the second. The next two columns calculate the resulting
quality-of-life Q judged by i and j, and the last column shows their corre-
lation A;;. Agreement is at the minimum of —1 in this case because person
i perceives his or her QOL to be consistently increasing over time, but per-
son j perceives his or her QOL to be consistently decreasing over time.

While Table la demonstrates the worst possible case for agreement,
Table 1b shows a less extreme example. Here, the social indicators are not
correlated at —1 but at approximately 0, and person i gives the most weight
to the first social indicator, while person j gives the most weight to the sec-
ond. Surprisingly, agreement here is calculated as +.63, far from the —1 of
the previous example. How much of the increase in agreement is due to the
change in weights, and how much is due to the change in correlation
between social indicators? How would agreement change in even more rea-
listic conditions where entire distributions of citizens are considered and lar-
ger numbers of social indicators are added? In the next section, we derive
proofs for these questions and show that the “worst case” in Table 1a is rare
indeed.

Analysis of the Model

We now state several propositions that summarize properties of this
model for measuring agreement between QOL indices for different indivi-
duals. When the propositions can be derived discursively and with no
advanced mathematics, they are done so as part of this text. For Proposi-
tions 3 and 5, the mathematical arguments necessary to prove the proposi-
tions are more demanding and thus appear in the appendix.

Equation (3) can be simplified by substituting definitions of Q; from
equation (2):

Aij=1/(N=1)S(XW;)" XW;S;

4
=1/(N=- D)W (X"X)W;S; = SiWI R W,S;, ®

where the prime denotes matrix transposition, and R, is the K x K matrix
of correlations among the K social indicators. Next, we can expand on the
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definition of the inverse of the standard deviation for the S; in equation (4)
by using equation (2):

Si=[(1/(N-1)z,0%)]"?

=(1/(N=1)(XW)"xW,)~"2 = (W R,W,)""/2. G)
Hence, equation (3) can be rewritten as
Aij= W RWS, (6)
where
W =W,/ (W, RW;)"/? (7)

denotes the standardized weights vector. This shows that the correlation
among summary indices i and j can be written as a function of the matrix
of correlations among the original social indicators R, and some normal-
ized function W} of the weights. Equation (6) shows that W} is propor-
tional to the original weights W; but is adjusted by the squared weights
and covariances to yield a standard deviation of 1 on the new QOL
indices.'? This gives rise to the following:

Proposition 1: The correlation A;; between any two individuals’ QOL indices
is a function not only of the two individuals’ weights but also is moderated
by the correlations among the social indicators R;.

In fact, we will show that, even when two persons’ weights are diame-
trically opposed, A;; can be surprisingly high because R, acts as a lower
limit on agreement. We begin by examining the common situation where
all correlations in R, are positive. For the simplest two-indicator case, the
matrix notation in equation (6) can be expanded to

Ajj=wj (wjl + wj'z”) + w?‘z(w;‘-lr—i— wj'z)- (8)

All standardized weights w* are nonnegative because the raw weights
themselves are always nonnegative.'! If the correlation  in equation (8) is
also nonnegative, then all variables in equation (8) are greater than (or
equal to) zero, requiring that equation (8) be greater than (or equal to)
zero. More generally, for any number of social indicators, the matrix mul-
tiplication in equation (6) can always be expanded as sums and products
of wj, (always nonnegative) and r;;. This leads to the important result:
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Proposition 2: When all correlations among the K social indicators R, are posi-
tive, then all individuals will agree on the direction of the QOL index
(A;j > 0), regardless of the distribution of weights.

This result will be useful in later examples because many QOL indices
have social indicators that are all positively correlated.

To generalize further, some elements in R, may be negative, so that
A;; may be less than zero. How low (and how high) can agreement go,
and under what conditions is agreement lowest (highest)? To answer these
questions, we calculate both the minimum and the maximum A; ;:

Proposition 3: The maximum agreement A;; is 1 and occurs when W; =W;
(when the individuals’ weights agree). The minimum value of A;; for two
social indicators (K =2) is r and occurs when W; is orthogonal to W; (i.e.,
W; =[1,0"and W;=1[0,1]" so that each individual places all his or her
weight on different indicators). When K > 2, the upper bound on the mini-
mum is #,,;,, the minimum correlation between the social indicators. (Proofs
are shown in the appendix.)

Proposition 3 confirms the common intuition that agreement is maxi-
mized when people have the same weights on social indicators, and agree-
ment is minimized when people have opposing (orthogonal) weights on
social indicators. But intuition does not reveal the magnitude of the mini-
mum A;j = 7,;,. Note that the minimum correlation is not zero but may be
higher or lower, depending on r,,;,. We show later that this is important in
estimating agreement on many actual QOL indices.

The next proposition considers not just the minimum and maximum for
A;; but the entire area where agreement is positive (A;; > 0).

Proposition 4: When some correlations among social indicators R, are negative,
then some persons in the group may disagree on the direction of the QOL
index (A;j < 0). But the area where people agree appears to rise quickly
toward 100 percent as r,,;, rises toward zero. Specifically for the case of two

social indicators (K =2), even when r is extremely negative (r = —.9), over
half of the area (59.8 percent) results in agreement on the direction of the
QOL index.

To prove this proposition, one must first find the points where A;; =0.
From equation (6), this is

Aij=W;RW=0= WiR,W;=0. (9)
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The last equality is true because, by equation (7) of the main text, W} is
equal to W; divided by a constant. Hence, multiplying both sides by the con-
stant retains the equality. Solving equation (9) in the general case is difficult,
but the special case for K =2 will be informative. When K =2 compo-
nent indicators, then the fact that weights must sum to 1 implies that
wpp=1—w;; and wjp=1—w;;. Making these substitutions in equation
(9) yields

wit(wji + (L= wj)r) + (1 —wi)(wjir + (1 —w;1)) =0. (10)
Then we can solve for w;; in terms of w;; and any r as
wii=(wi(1—r)—1)/Qwu(l—r)+r—1). (11)

This is a hyperbolic function in w;; and can be graphed for any choice of
[Wi1, Wji] and for any value of r. Figure 1 graphs this function for all pos-
sible weights of person i (w;;) and person j (w ;) on the unit square, using
the value of r= — .7 for demonstration. The center region of the square
(between the two hyperbolas) is the region where the two people agree on
the direction of the QOL index (A;; > 0), and the areas in the upper left
and lower right are the regions where the two people disagree. Note that
the diagonal line from [0, O] to [1, 1] always results in perfect agreement
between people because this represents the line where the two people agree
on their weights. The region of agreement always spreads from this maxi-
mum on the diagonal line toward the minimum on the corners at [0, 1] and
[1, 0]. Note also that the area in this graph where people agree is much lar-
ger than the area where people disagree. In this graph, the area where
people agree corresponds to 74.6 percent of the total area (of all possible
weights). The percentage of the area where people agree is a useful index
because when people are distributed uniformly on the unit square, it pre-
dicts the actual percentage of people whose QOL indices will agree.

Table 2 calculates the area where QOL indices agree in the case of two
social indicators, as a function of r. The top row shows that when the cor-
relation between social indicators is —.90 (very extreme), the proportion of
the unit square where A;; > 0 (minimal agreement exists on the direction
of the index) is 59.8 percent. When the correlation between social indica-
tors is —80, the percentage agreeing is higher at 66.3 percent. One can see
that the percentage area increases rather quickly, so that when the correla-
tion is —.5, fully 84.6 percent of all possible weights result in agreement
(A;j > 0). If the distribution of weights in the population is uniform, then
Table 2 also gives the proportion of people in the population who agree.
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Figure 1
Regions of W; and W;, Where A;; > 0 for Two Indicators
That Are Negatively Correlated (r, = —.7)

Wi4

0.0 T T S T 1
0.0 .2 4 .6 .8 1.0

Note that even for extremely low r (-.9), a majority of people still agrees
on the direction of the QOL index.

We now consider whether researchers can construct a QOL index that
will maximize agreement among individuals. Let Z be any vector of
weights that is a linear function of individuals’ weights W, W,, W3, . ...
Then we prove (in the appendix) that the choice of Z that maximizes
agreement over all individuals is simply the mean weight vector across
individuals, W.

Proposition 5: There is a unique weighting for any QOL index that maximizes
the agreement A with the index over all individuals i in the population. This
unique weighting for the QOL index is W, or the average weights (calcu-
lated over all individuals in the population).
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Table 2
Percentage of All Possible Weights for Two Social Indicators
Where Two Individuals Agree on the Index (4; > 0), as
a Function of Correlation R, Between the Social Indicators

r

Percentage Where A;; > 0

59.8
66.3
74.6
78.5
84.6
88.7
94.8
96.0
99.5
100

Y

|
O~ WLRrULoy N

Proposition 5 is helpful only if the distribution of weights is already
known, as from a survey. If individuals’ importances are not known, then
what weights should be used to create the QOL index to reduce the risk of
disagreement most? This question defines a minimax estimator, which
minimizes maximum possible disagreement. We can show that the equal-
weighting policy We=[1/K,1/K,1/K,...]" is the minimax estimator
and therefore reduces the risk of disagreement most when weights are not
known.

Proposition 6: When individuals’ weights are not known, then the unique
weight Z that minimizes maximum possible disagreement over all possible
distributions is equal weighting: Wy =[1/K,1/K,1/K,.. .}T.

The proof is shown in the appendix. We note that equal weighting is a
privileged strategy because, besides being the minimax estimator, it also
minimizes disagreement under a Bayesian prior distribution of uniform
weights. (This can easily be seen from Proposition 5 under the prior
assumption that weights are uniformly distributed.) Hence, if no surveys
have been done to estimate the importance that the population places on
each attribute (a common occurrence), then equal weighting is optimal
under both minimax and uniform prior assumptions. If surveys have been
done to develop a better posterior distribution of the true weights, then in
general, the mean weight vector W in Proposition 5 will achieve better
agreement for the QOL index than equal weighting.
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The above propositions state generally how agreement A;; varies when
individuals apply different weights to social indicators. We now analyze
three specific examples to show how these results apply to actual QOL
indices. The examples will show that, for many indicators, a very large
majority will agree on QOL judgments. However, in other situations, a
substantial possibility for disagreement on QOL indices exists.

Applications To QOL Indices

Example 1: Human Development Index 2001

Earlier, we described the HDI and its three component indicators. We
also noted that the HDI weights these three indicators equally to derive
the HDI index. How important is the equal-weighting assumption? How
much disagreement would result if individuals apply different weights to
the social indicators?

First, the correlations among the individual social indicators R,, must
be computed. We computed these from the published data for the HDI
2001 for 162 nations, as shown in Table 3a. The correlations are all signif-
icantly different from zero and are quite high. These high correlations are
consistent with previous findings on cross-sectional social indicators at the
nation level (Morris 1979). What Morris (1979) did not comment on was
that any resulting QOL index formed from these social indicators also
would have high agreement among individuals.

To see this, we can use Proposition 3, which states that the minimum
agreement will be r,,;; in Table 3a, or +.77. Thus, we have the surprising
conclusion that even people with diametrically opposed weights would have
QOL indices that have correlation r;; =+.77. The intuitive reason for this
is that the underlying social indicators are near substitutes for each other.
Hence, even people who disagree on the ethically appropriate weights can
still agree on their QOL indices for the specific countries and time periods
in question. The correlation of 4.77 is within the common findings for test-
retest reliability of a single measure. Hence, for the HDI, even worst-case
weights will yield indices that are equivalent for most purposes.

Proposition 3 gives the minimum of A;; for the HDI 2001. But it is
important to find the entire distribution of agreement among all pairs of
individuals, to gauge overall agreement in the population. To estimate the
distribution, Proposition 1 states that we must know not only the correla-
tions among social indicators R, but also the distribution of individuals’
weights. We therefore examine several benchmark distributions of weights.
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Table 3
Correlations Among Social Indicators From
(a) the Human Development Index (HDI) 2001
and (b) the HDI and Gini Coefficient

(a)
(D @) (3)

(1) Log(GDP/capita) 1
(2) Life expectancy .82 1
(3) Education 77 .79 1

(b)
(€] (@) 3 “

(1) Log(GDP/capita) 1

(2) Life expectancy .85 1

(3) Education .80 .82 1

(4) 1 — Gini index .40 40 .30 1

We first examine a uniform distribution. In a later section, we examine
actual distributions of importance weights that are drawn from surveys.

To specify a first reasonable benchmark for distribution of weights in
the population, we assume a uniform distribution, simulating 100 draws
from a population whose importance weights are uniformly distributed
along the unit interval [0, 1]. We used the method of Becker et al. (1987)
to create random draws from this multivariate distribution, known as the
Dirichlet distribution. The resulting distribution of A;; over all 4,950 pos-
sible pairs of the 100 individuals is shown in Figure 2. As predicted by
Proposition 3, all correlations are positive, despite the fact that some indi-
viduals had diametrically opposed weights. As predicted by Proposition 3,
the minimum A;; in the simulation is .82, above the theoretical minimum
of .77. In fact, the distribution itself is more positive than predicted by the
propositions because it is skewed toward the maximum of 1. Despite the
intuition that the distribution of correlations among pairs of individuals on
a QOL index composed from uniformly distributed weights might itself
be uniform, the actual distribution is heavily skewed toward the maximum
of 1. This is good news for agreement among individuals. The average
correlation A;; in Figure 2 among people was +.97, with a standard devia-
tion of .028. More than 93 percent of all possible pairs had correlations
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Figure 2

Histogram of A; Over All 4,950 Possible Pairs of 100 Simulated
Individuals With Weights Generated From a Uniform Distribution

For Social Indicators: Log(GDP/Capita),
Life Expectancy, and Education in Example 1
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above +.90. This is far higher than many would expect, when weights are
distributed uniformly.

In summary, our analysis of the effects of various weighting schemes

for the HDI 2001 shows that the vast majority of possible weights (98 per-

cent of the total volume) result in correlations between indices (A; j) that

are very high (greater than +.90). For the HDI 2001, different weights are
simply not an impediment to agreement on a QOL index.
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Example 2: GDP Per Capita and Income Equality

One of the reasons that weights do not matter in the HDI 2001 is that
the underlying social indicators are highly correlated (e.g., the correlation
between GDP per capita and health was .82). This is reasonable because
all of the social indicators collected are meant to be measures of human
development. When multiple measures of the same underlying construct
are used, then we would expect them to have high correlations with each
other. A more challenging example is the relationship between income
equality and GDP per capita. These concepts are clearly different, and the-
orists have argued whether the direction of the relationship is positive or
negative (see Firebaugh 1999 for a review). The United Nations Develop-
ment Program (2001) reports, in a supplementary table, income equality
measures for 111 nations—the largest number ever reported in a single
source. We extracted the most common measure of inequality, the Gini
coefficient of income distribution. Since the Gini coefficient varies from
0 (no inequality) to 1 (maximum inequality), we reversed its direction by
using the transformation (1 — Gini). Hence, all importance weights remain
in the positive quadrant. The correlations between equality (1 — Gini) and
the three HDI indicators over the 111 nations are shown in Table 3b.

Note first that the intercorrelations among the three HDI indicators for
the 111 nations (Table 3b) are quite similar to the ones computed over all
162 nations (Table 3a), and all correlations in the table are significantly
different from zero. Note also that the simple correlation between GDP/
capita and income equality is +.4. This figure is lower than those in the
HDI, but it is significantly greater than zero and is consistent with multi-
variate results. How do different weightings affect a QOL index that
includes not only HDI but also equality?

As in Example 1, a benchmark distribution of 100 random individuals
with uniformly distributed weights was generated. The resulting distribu-
tion of A;; of all 4,950 possible pairs of the 100 individuals is shown in
Figure 3. Again, as predicted by Proposition 2, all correlations are posi-
tive, despite the fact that some individuals had diametrically opposed
weights. As predicted by Proposition 3, the minimum A;; in the simulation
is .40, equal to the theoretical minimum of .40. Again, the distribution
itself is more positive than predicted by the propositions because it is
skewed toward the maximum of 1. The average correlation A;; in Figure 3
among people is +.91, with a standard deviation of .01. More than 94 per-
cent of all possible pairs had correlations above +.70 (the usual criterion
for assessing good interrater reliability).
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Figure 3
Histogram of A; Over All 4,950 Possible Pairs of 100 Simulated
Individuals With Weights Generated From a Uniform
Distribution for Social Indicators: Log(GDP/Capita),
Life Expectancy, Education, and (1 — Gini)
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Proposition 6 predicts that we can generate even more agreement
among individuals by constructing the equal-weights QOL index of [.25,
.25, .25, .25]. The distribution of agreement between the equal-weight
QOL index and the 100 simulated individuals is shown in Figure 4. As
predicted by Proposition 6, average agreement increases. What was not
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Figure 4
Distribution of Agreement A ; Between the Equal-Weights
Quality-of-Life (QOL) Index and the 100 Simulated
Individuals in Example 2
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predicted was the skew toward 1, resulting in 93 percent of individuals
with AE,i >.9.

Example 3: The Index of Social Health

We previously described the ISH and its 16 component social indicators,
and we noted that the indicators pertain to data for the United States for
multiple years since 1970. To our knowledge, the correlations among these
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indicators have not been published. Using the raw data from Miringoff and
Miringoff (1999), correlations were computed and are shown in Table 4 for
the 16 indicators. Note that, contrary to the previous cross-sectional exam-
ples, Table 4 displays many large negative correlations. For example, aver-
age weekly earnings are correlated at —921 with life expectancy at age
65 (while life expectancy has been increasing over time, weekly earnings of
hourly workers have been declining). These large negative correlations pro-
vide the conditions for conflicting policy recommendations and for very
low agreement among individuals on the resulting QOL index. Proposition
3 predicts that the lowest agreement among pairs of individuals will be 7,
from Table 4, or —.94. How much agreement would actually result from this
QOL index with a population whose weights were uniformly distributed?
Using the technique in Example 1 to generate individuals with uniformly
distributed weights, we find levels of agreement that are surprisingly high.
Average A;; is +.40, with a standard deviation of .45, but again the distribu-
tion is strongly skewed toward 1, with fully 80 percent of the 4,095 paired
comparisons resulting in A;; > 0 and 34 percent of paired comparisons with
A;j> 7. The actual percentage of people who agree on the trend over time
in the ISH (A;; > 0) will depend on the distribution of persons’ weights in
the unit square. In particular, if weights themselves are negatively corre-
lated, such that a person with a higher than average weight on W; has a
lower than average weight on W,, then the distribution would tend to the
upper left and lower right sections of Figure 1, causing a decrease in the
percentage of people agreeing on the index.

Proposition 6 predicts that the equal-weighting QOL should generate
maximum agreement among uniformly distributed individuals. The distri-
bution of agreement between the equal-weight QOL index and the 100
simulated individuals is shown in Figure 5. The mean Ag; is .67 with a
standard deviation of .39. What was not predicted was the skew toward 1,
resulting in 67 percent (a supermajority) of individuals with Ag; > .7 and
89 percent with Ag; > 0.

Summarizing the analyses of these three examples of QOL indices, two
would experience very high levels of agreement (A;; > .7 for a large major-
ity of pairs) when weights are distributed randomly in the population.
Hence, in these two cases, weights do not affect agreement very much (as
predicted by Proposition 2) because the indices measure cross-sectional
quality of life across nations, resulting in the consistently positive correla-
tions among social indicators. Morris (1979) first pointed out that many
social indicators are highly (and positively) correlated in a cross section,
and his finding is reinforced here 20 years later with more countries. This
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Figure 5
Distribution of A ; Agreement Between the Equal-Weight
Quality-of-Life (QOL) Index and the 100 Simulated Individuals
for the 16 Social Indicators of the Index of Social Health
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result tends to argue for a “single-factor” explanation of modernization, a
conclusion also shared by the consortium of sociologists from the “Com-
parative Charting of Social Change” program (Langlois et al. 1994), who
consider many more social indicators than we do.

But Morris’s (1979) conclusions referred only to social indicators in
cross-sectional analyses, as in the first two examples. In contrast, the third
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example is a time series of social indicators on a single nation. These type
of data results in many negative correlations, which by Proposition 3 can
result in much lower levels of citizen agreement (e.g., life expectancy
above age 65 is negatively correlated with average weekly earnings in
the United States since 1970). Hence, in the time-series (ISH) example,
weights do matter, and it is possible to have severe disagreement, depend-
ing on the particular distribution of weights.

The reason why correlations tend to be more negative in time-series
data than in cross-sectional data is due in part to ““restriction of range” pro-
blems (e.g., life expectancy varied far less in the United States since 1970
than it does in a cross-sectional sample of nations, where Somalia has a life
expectancy of only 40 years. We therefore predict that cross-sectional sam-
ples restricted to highly industrialized nations are likely to have more
negative correlations than samples drawn from all nations, though this pre-
diction must await future empirical test.) Another reason why correlations
tend to be more negative in time-series data may also be due to preferences
of individual nations. For example, the United States seems to prefer
higher GDP/capita at the expense of some loss in equality, compared
to European nations. Such a policy could result in negative correlation
between these indicators as inequality is pushed up to gain GDP/capita.
Whatever their cause, negative correlations tend to work against citizen
agreement on QOL indices. This fact is unfortunate because national
debates more often focus on time-series analyses (“Are you better off than
4 years ago?”) than on cross-sectional analyses (“Are we better off than
Somalia?’). Yet even with large negative correlations from the third
example, a QOL index can be constructed for individuals with uniformly
distributed weights that allows a supermajority of 67 percent to endorse it
with Ag; > .7, with only 11 percent of individuals with Ag; < 0.

The analysis so far has imposed few restrictions on people’s actual
importance weights (simply that they are positive and, in some cases, that
they are uniformly distributed). In the next section, we examine actual dis-
tributions of weights from individuals in the United States to test whether
they conform to the conditions required for agreement on a QOL index.

Application to Sample Survey Data on Individuals’
Importance Weights for QOL Components

Two surveys of importance weights are examined here, both of which
included international samples, though we consider only U.S. responses
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Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among
the Six Importance Scales From the World Values
Survey (n = 1,502 U.S. Residents 1995 Only)

Leisure
Family Friends Time Politics Work Religion

Family 1

Friends .15 1

Leisure time .09 .20 1

Politics 12 12 12 1

Work .10 .10 .09 12 1

Religion 22 .16 .04 12 .06 1
Mean 2.94 2.65 2.29 1.68 2.31 2.37
Standard deviation 0.27 0.57 0.70 0.88 0.90 0.87

here to examine agreement in a single country in a single language. The
first is the World Values Survey (WVS; Inglehart 2000), which asks
respondents in 50 countries to rate the importance of family, friends, lei-
sure time, politics, work, and religion. The exact wording to the questions
in 1995 was as follows: “Please say, for each of the following, how
important it is in your life. Would you say xxx is very important (3),
rather important (2), not very important (1), or not at all important (0)?”
The scale is usually assumed to be equal interval (hence the codes are
equal interval), and the anchoring at not at all important may be assumed
to represent a weight of near zero. Consistent with our model, no negative
weights are allowed. Table 5 shows the distribution of the six importance
scales and their intercorrelations for the U.S. sample in 1995. They repre-
sent 1502 U.S. residents randomly selected and interviewed by telephone
(39 of the original sample did not complete one or more of the ratings
and were excluded). Note that the mean importance for family is highest,
followed by friends, religion, work, leisure time, and politics. Inspection
showed that all six distributions were single peaked and not bimodal.
Furthermore, correlations are all significantly positive (with the exception
of leisure with religion) but were all less than .25.

The four social indicators from Example 2 were reevaluated using the
surveyed importances from a random sample of 500 respondents from the
WVS.!2 Agreement was much higher using actual weights from the WVS
than from using a uniform distribution. The mean agreement A;; among
the 124,750 pairs was +.99, with a standard deviation of .02. More than
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99 percent of all possible pairs had correlations above 4.90. Similarly, the
16 social indicators from Example 3 were reevaluated using the surveyed
importances of 500 randomly sampled WVS respondents.'® Again, agree-
ment was much higher using actual weights. The mean agreement A;;
among the 124,750 pairs was +.94, with a standard deviation of .07. More
than 81 percent of all possible pairs had correlations above +4-.90. Mean
agreement Ag; between the 1,502 respondents and the equal-weighting
index was higher yet, at 4.97 with a standard deviation of .04.

Why is agreement so high when using weights from the WVS? One
important reason is that the distributions of weights were neither uniform
nor bimodal, but all were strongly unimodal. Hence, instead of a uniform
spread across the entire response scale, most people clustered near a single
point on the response scale. To take the most extreme example, 95.1 per-
cent of respondents said that family is very important. Even for the vari-
able with highest standard deviation, 53.7 percent of respondents said that
work is very important, and only 16 percent responded in the lowest two
categories. Inspection of the weights for the other 40 countries in the
WYVS showed similar distributions and resulted in similar levels of agree-
ment. Even when all countries were pooled, a random sample of 100
respondents yielded mean agreement A;; among the 4,950 pairs that was
+.88, with a larger standard deviation of .11. More than 92 percent of all
possible pairs had correlations above +.70.

A similar pattern of distribution was found in a second survey of
importance weights by the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU 2005). An
online survey of current readers of The Economist magazine was con-
ducted, with 3,160 readers from 147 countries providing complete
responses. Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 10 social
indicators on a 5-point scale, where 5 denoted very important and 1
denoted unimportant. This second survey has the disadvantage of not
being a probability sample of voters in a nation but has the advantage of
measuring more social indicators on a finer scale. The 10 importances
measured were material well-being, your health, family relations, job
security, job satisfaction, social and community activities, security situa-
tion in your country, degree of political and civil liberty in your society,
and degree of social equality in your society. Table 6 shows the distribu-
tion of the 10 importance scales and their intercorrelations for the U.S.
sample of 994. Note that the mean importance for “your health” is high-
est, followed by family relations, political and civil liberty, job satisfac-
tion, job security, and security situation. Inspection showed that all six
distributions were single peaked and not bimodal. The average correlation
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Figure 6
Distribution of A ; Agreement Between the Equal-Weight
Quality-of-Life (QOL) Index and the 994 Actual U.S. respondents
of the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) Survey for the
16 Social Indicators of the Index of Social Health
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between importances was rather low at +.20, but the largest negative cor-
relation was even smaller at —.07 (between social equality and material
well-being). The only other remarkable correlations were a cluster among
(8) political and civil liberty, (9) gender equality, and (10) social equality,
all of which were positive.
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The 16 social indicators from Example 3 were reevaluated using the sur-
veyed importances from 500 randomly selected EIU respondents.'* As with
the WVS, agreement was much higher using actual weights from the EIU
compared to using uniformly distributed weights. The mean agreement A;;
among the 124,750 pairs was +.93, with a standard deviation of .09. More
than 80 percent of all possible pairs had correlations above +4.90. And
again, mean agreement Ag; between the 994 respondents and the equal-
weighting index was higher yet, at +.97. Figure 6 shows the distribution of
agreement for the 994 respondents with the equal-weighting index. In sum-
mary, both surveys predict that a supermajority of citizens in the United
States would endorse a QOL index with these 16 social indicators."

Discussion and Conclusions

Of the many QOL indices that have been proposed to date, none have
explicitly considered whether individuals would agree with their choice of
indicators and weights. This article proposes a simple model for predicting
the extent of individuals’ agreement on QOL judgments with other indivi-
duals and investigates whether it is possible to create a QOL index from
real social indicators that will be endorsed by a majority of individuals.
In every case we examined, using both real surveys of individuals’ impor-
tance weights as well as a more general uniform distribution, it was possi-
ble to create a QOL index that a majority of individuals endorse (i.e., they
agree at least with the direction of the QOL index). Specifically,

1. When correlations among social indicators are all positive (as in all cross-
sectional data sets considered here), then agreement will be high regardless
of the variation in weights. This highlights the paradoxical result that people
may argue in theory about whose weights are more ethically appropriate,
but in practice, their conflicting weights will yield substantial agreement on
the overall QOL index. This result is well known in regression analysis but
has not been observed in the context of social indicators.

2. When some correlations among social indicators are negative (as in time-
series data sets, where trends diverge for some indicators), intuition suggests
and Johansson (2002) predicts that chances for agreement are slim. How-
ever, our results are the first to show that disagreement is much rarer than
expected and occurs only when the distribution of individuals’ weights is
(a) bimodal and (b) negatively correlated (i.e., when individuals’ weights
are diametrically opposed). These conditions did not occur in the surveys of
real importance weights or in the more general uniform distributions, with
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the result that agreement on the QOL indices was much higher than
expected from simple intuition or from previous work. The reason that the
uniform distribution generates such high agreement is because it is not
bimodal. It contains a broad “middle segment” in the center whose weights
are near enough to each other to generate agreement at the average W. The
surveys of real weights are very strongly unimodal and so generate even
higher agreement. However, highly polarized and emotional issues such as
abortion are more likely to show bimodal weight distributions, generating
insufficient agreement for a majority to endorse.'®

3. We also have shown that researchers can increase the level of agreement for
a QOL index by weighting the components appropriately. Agreement is
maximized by using the average weights from a survey of individuals’
importances. Alternatively, if no surveys exist, equal weighting of indicators
is the minimax estimator that minimizes disagreement even among diametri-
cally opposed individuals. Note that in current practice, many QOL indices
already use equal weighting of indicators, though their authors admit that
they do not know whether this weighting is correct. The current results can
now place current practice on a sound theoretical footing and show how it is
possible to further increase agreement through surveys.

Implications for QOL indices. Our results predict high agreement among
QOL indices that are constructed according to the assumptions in equation
(2). These assumptions are as follows: (a) all individuals place positive
weights on each attribute, and (b) all individuals use general additive mod-
els to judge QOL. With respect to the first assumption, many existing QOL
indices already conform. For example, everyone prefers more longevity,
higher income, and more education (all other things being equal) in the
Human Development Index, and hence the positivity requirement is met.
Another conforming survey is Inglehart’s (2000) longitudinal study of
values because the WVS allows only nonnegative weights.

However, there are indices that fail the positive weights assumption.
For example, Money magazine’s index of “Best Places to Live” includes
an indicator “average price of a 3-bedroom home.” Some people (home-
owners) would place a high positive weight on this, but others (home-
buyers) would place a high negative weight, violating equation (2). In fact,
this is an example of a zero-sum negotiation game where every gain for a
buyer is a loss for the seller, and joint gains are always zero regardless of
the price. Money magazine probably included this indicator because their
readers are primarily home buyers, but this indicator is not suitable for a
QOL index because (a) QOL does not change with this indicator since the
joint sum is always zero, and (b) sharp disagreement would result because
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equation (2) is violated. Negotiation researchers (Pruitt and Kim 2004;
Carnevale and Pruitt 1992) recommend instead including indicators that
allow positive joint gains to enhance the framing of shared interests. Much
research has shown that this increases the likelihood of agreement and
increases joint gains in negotiations. Applying these principles to the
Money magazine example, a simple “laddering” procedure (“what deeper
goals are you trying to achieve with lower housing prices/higher housing
prices?”’) could replace the single zero-sum attribute (price) with two
shared goals: lower cost per square foot of new construction and higher
personal income. Both of these new indicators would conform to our
assumptions and would result in higher likelihood of agreement.

This example points out that not all social indicators are appropriate
in QOL indices, and inclusion should be contingent on each indicator’s
(a) reliability, (b) perceived importance by citizens, and (c) likelihood of
agreement on the resulting QOL index, as derived here. Another important
example of indicators to exclude from QOL indices is tax policy, because
conservatives place a negative weight on average tax burden and liberals
tend to place a positive weight. Tax policy is better viewed as a means
to an end, and a successful QOL index would again apply laddering to
include the end-state variables (e.g., better health care, education, pollu-
tion control, and economic growth). These examples show that a QOL
index would not remove the need for policy analysis and political discus-
sion, but it would focus policy analysis and politics by forcing proponents
to estimate each policy’s results on the QOL index.

The second assumption from equation (2) is that individuals use a sim-
ple additive model to form judgments about QOL. While this model is
confirmed by Sastre’s (1999) study of how individuals evaluate well-being
and by Srinivasan and Park’s (1997) results predicting product prefer-
ences, it needs more empirical research. In particular, substitutability or
complementarity may exist between social indicators that would require
modeling interactions among indicators. For example, an individual with
higher average income may consider life expectancy more important than
an individual with very low income (as life becomes more “worth living,”
longer life may be more valuable). Such complementarity could be added
to equation (2) by constructing an interaction term, although its impor-
tance weight would be more difficult to measure in surveys. Empirical
tests for these interactions could be done by surveying individuals and
determining their preferences for hypothetical “bundles” of social indica-
tors for their social unit. To our knowledge, no such studies have been
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done for representative samples of any social units. Such work would be
invaluable for constructing a QOL index that correctly mirrors the prefer-
ences of the social unit.!” The methods we outline here also allow deeper
analysis of the more than 20 QOL indices that have been proposed. None
of them agrees perfectly with each other, and some disagree even in direc-
tion with others. Our analysis in equation (6) now allows researchers to
“decompose” the sources of disagreement into those due to selection of
different (though correlated) indicators (R, ), those due to use of different
weights to construct the indicator W,, and those due to different impor-
tance weights in the target population W;.

Our conclusions must be viewed with caution for several reasons. First,
we made use of existing surveys of individuals’ weights that were not spe-
cifically designed to measure weights for the QOL indexes reviewed here.
Most important, the weights in equation (2) must be correct to a ratio scale
(because the zero point is meaningful), whereas the Likert scales in the
WYVS are often considered correct only to an interval scale. However,
the particular anchoring in WVS (not at all important =0) appears to
assign the appropriate response to the zero point, and validation studies of
equation (2) in choice surveys (Srinivasan and Park 1997) show that this
type of scale predicts preferences quite successfully. Another limitation of
the WVS survey is that it contained only six general importance weights
(family, work, etc.) measured on a scale with only 4 points. However, the
finer gradations available with a 10-point scale are unlikely to change our
results. We show that agreement is most likely when (a) weight distribu-
tions are all unimodal rather than uniform or bimodal, (b) correlations are
mild and positive, and (c) few people use the zero point of the scale. All
three of these conditions are true in the surveys we examined, and it seems
unlikely that an expanded rating scale or a different zero point would
change these properties.

Throughout this article, we have assumed that individuals are members
of a political state, but our results can be directly generalized to expert
committees, such as a task force of analysts attempting to agree on the
effectiveness of a mix of government policies. Then the prospects for find-
ing agreement on the correct mix of policies are given by the above propo-
sitions (assuming that the committee members reveal in good faith their
beliefs about the effectiveness of each policy).

Researchers have debated the appropriateness of forming summary
indices of social well-being for years. But they have investigated only
extreme cases that predict high levels of disagreement among individuals
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with differing weights. In contrast, we examine the entire range of possi-
ble conditions and then study the resulting agreement among individuals
for several real social indices. In every case, substantial agreement exists
and is much higher than expected by intuition. In every case, a QOL index
could be constructed that a large majority of individuals would endorse
because they would agree when the QOL index is rising and when it is
declining—of prime importance for policy makers.

Appendix

The following are proofs of propositions not given in the main text.

Proof of Proposition 3

To prove the location of the maximum and minimum, one can compute the
derivatives of A;; with respect to weights W; and W;. Taking the derivative of
equation (6) in the main text, subject to the constraint that the weights are standar-
dized to 1 (W] R, Wi)'/ I=1), gives the set of Lagrangian equations:

dA/dW;=RW; — 21, RW; =0,
dA/dW;=(WIR)" —2),RW; =0,
dA/dr =W RW; —1=0,
dA/dry=W]RW; —1=0.

(A1)

Combining the first two equations in equation (A1) gives the condition for the opti-
mum as W; =21, W, or that W; must be proportional to W;. The third and fourth
equations require that both W; and W; be standardized to unit length. Hence,
W must not only be proportional to W; but must be equal so that A, = 1/2. Substi-
tuting W; = W; in equation (6) of the main text shows that this point is a maximum
and that A;; =1 there. This completes the proof for the maximum.

Since the only interior optimum in equation (6) is a maximum, then the mini-
mum A;; must be found at the extreme points of the constrained function. In gen-
eral, the extreme points lie along all edges of the unit hypercube [wy, wy, w3, . . .|
such that all w; > 0 and X;w; = 1. To search all of these points would require an
extensive program with nonlinear constraints. However, the minimum for the spe-
cial case when K =2 is easy to calculate, and it provides a good approximation to
the minimum agreement for K > 2 in later examples.

The extreme points for the case when K =2 are just W; ={0,1}, W; ={0,1}.
Evaluating A;; at each of these points reveals a minimum at W; =[1, 0]” and
W; =10, 117, with A; j=r at that point. Generalizing to K > 2, boundary condi-
tions will always occur at the vertices of the unit hypercube, where W; places all
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weight on one social indicator (which we label indicator m), and W; places all
weight on a different social indicator (which we label n), such that W; is orthogo-
nal to W;. Evaluating A;; at the vertex where W; places all weight on the indicator
m and W; places all weight on indicator n yields A;; =7,,,. The minimum of these
vertices is simply 7,,;,, the minimum correlation among social indicators. We cau-
tion that r,,;, is only an upper bound on the global minimum because even smaller
values of A;; might be found by evaluating the edges rather than just the vertices
of the unit hypercube, where individuals may place nonzero weights on several
social indicators. But analysis of the examples later shows that r,; is a good
approximation to the overall minimum A;;.

Proof of Proposition 5

Compute the sum of squared errors between Q, (the QOL scores of an arbitrary
weighting vector Z) and Q; over all / individuals:

SSE=%:(Q.— 0)"(Q. - 0)). (A2)
From equation (2) of the main text, this expands to
SSE=%,(XZ—XW))" (XZ - XW,), (A3)
which, by transposing, simplifies to
SSE=%,((Z=W)'X")X(Z=W)=%(Z- W) R(Z-W,). (A4

Note that equation (A4) is a quadratic form with R, symmetric. The minimum
SSE can then be found as the point at which the derivative of SSE with respect to
Z is zero:

dSSE/dZ=0=X;2R.(Z — W,). (AS)
Since both sides can be multiplied by 2R,) ~ 'with no change, this simplifies to
OZE,(Z—WI):}Z=ZIW,/1=W (A6)

This proves that W is the unique weighting vector for a QOL index that minimizes
the sum of squared errors SSEz; between Q7 and Q;, where i ranges from 1 to /
across all individuals in the population. Following the usual results from regression
that minimizing SSEz; is equivalent to maximizing the correlation coefficient Az,
this completes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 6

To obtain the minimax estimator, find the estimator Z that minimizes the maxi-
mum disagreement among all possible Ws:
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dA/dW; =RW — 24 RW, =0

dA/dW; =(W;R)" —21,RW =0
dA/dr; =W/RW, —1=0
dA/dx, =WJRW, —1=0

(A7)

From Proposition 3, the inner maximization (maximum disagreement) occurs
when individuals’ weights are diametrically opposed—that is, when the weights
lie at the vertices of the unit hypercube, where W; places all weight on one social
indicator (which we label indicator m), and W; places all weight on a different
social indicator (which we label ), such that W; is orthogonal to W;. For an arbi-
trary number of individuals /, maximum disagreement occurs when each group
gives all their weight to one of the K indicators and ignores all others:

W;=[1,0,0,...,0]" for [1 <i<I/K]

=1[0,1,0,0,...,0]" for [I/K+1<i<2I/K]... (A8)

=10,0,...,0,1]" for [[(K—1)/K+1<i<]I].
Now examining the outer minimization in (A6), Proposition 5 shows that this mini-
mum exists for any W;, and the weights Z that achieve this minimization are just
Z=73;W;/I. Substituting (A8) into this yields the minimax estimator: Z=
Wi/ I=[I/K/1,1/K/I,...,I/K/I|=[1/K,1/K,1/K,1/K...]. This is simply
the equal-weighting policy.

Notes

1. For a review of recent developments in the field of social indicators, see Land (2000);
for a statement on the uses of social indicators, see Ferriss (1988).

2. Nobel Prize winner Amartya Sen (1993) also considers social indices feasible and has
consulted on the United Nations Human Development Index. Nobel Prize winner Daniel
Kahneman and colleagues (2004) argue strongly for social indices and propose a National
Well-Being Accounting.

3. Throughout the text, weights will refer to “importance weights.”

4. See also Hagerty et al. (2001) for a review and evaluation of the Human Development
Index (HDI).

5. To ensure that no indicator will dominate, these indices adjust the range of each indica-
tor by dividing by the standard deviation or the range of each.

6. The problem of selecting the component indicators that comprise a QOL index is a per-
ennial one where ideal procedures often crash against the reality of the data available for
comparisons among social units in the cross section and/or over time. Indeed, the selection of
component indicators all too often has been arbitrary and not justified on the basis of a theo-
retical conceptualization and/or prior research evidence (see, e.g., Booysen 2002 for a discus-
sion of this problem in the context of composite indices of development, such as the HDI).
Since the pioneering work of Andrews and Withey (1976) and Campbell, Converse, and
Rodgers (1976) more than 25 years ago, however, there have accumulated numerous social
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psychological studies of the components and determinants of subjective well-being, life satis-
faction, and happiness. The results of reviews and syntheses of these various studies (e.g.,
Cummins 1996, 1997) now can be used to inform the selection of the components of sum-
mary well-being indices (as, e.g., in the work of Land et al. 2001 on a summary index of child
and youth well-being). In this way, while the constraints of available data always will force
compromises, the evidence from studies of what leads to individual subjective well-being,
life satisfaction, and happiness can be used as an empirical basis to guide the selection of
component indicators.

7. Additional observations on the implications of the positive weights assumption are
given below in the Discussion and Conclusions section.

8. Alternative measures of association are Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient and
Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (Hollander and Wolfe 1973). Both of these are
restricted to rank-order properties and cannot easily incorporate importance weights as we
do. In addition, while the qualitative properties of the model we specify below generally
would apply to these alternative correlation coefficients, the algebra would become hope-
lessly complex and make difficult, if not impossible, the derivation of the results we obtain.

9. The use of the Pearson coefficient to measure agreement between individuals’ impor-
tance weights is appropriate even in the case that the weights are measured by the conventional
1 to 3 (or 5) rating scales of sample surveys—as long as one seeks only to draw conclusions
about the measurements (i.e., the 1 to 3 [or 5] ratings) themselves (Sarle 1995). For example, if
we want to test the hypothesis that the mean importance weights of two component indicators
are equal, then we need not be further concerned about measurement models. If, however, we
want to draw conclusions about the underlying latent dimension of importance of the compo-
nent indicators to the individuals surveyed, then we either must use a measurement procedure
for the importance weights (such as conjoint measurement; see Krantz et al. 1971) that gives
interval-scale properties to the measured importance weights or use a measurement model such
as a Rasch model (Arminger, Clogg, and Cheng 2000) that relates the measured weight scores
to the latent dimension in a possibly nonlinear way and thus produces nonequal intervals
among the measured weights. To date, there are no studies of the relative importance of compo-
nent indicators of QOL composite scores that use anything other than the standard rating scales
of sample surveys. Accordingly, the model and analyses we present can be regarded as pertain-
ing to the properties of these weights, viewed as measurements themselves and as approxima-
tions to the individuals’ underlying latent dimension of importance of the component indicators
that may not take into account possible nonlinear relationships to the underlying dimension.

10. The calculation of A;; is analogous to a rotation of axes, where the original axes are
not orthogonal. In the usual case where the original axes are orthogonal, the normalization is
simply the sum of squares of the weights W;. But here, because the original axes are not
orthogonal, the cross-products are not zero and must be included in the computation of W;".

11. More formally, Wl.’ R.W; in equation (7) is always nonnegative because R, is positive
definite in a quadratic form.

12. The subsample of 500 was randomly selected from the full sample of 1,502 using the
SPSS “select” function. The subsampling was necessary because all 124,750 possible pairs in
the subsample were examined. Examining all 1,127,251 possible pairs in the full sample was
beyond the capacity of our personal computers and was unnecessary because our subsample
was representative of the full sample. The exact pairing for the analysis reported was GDP/
capita with the importance of work, life expectancy with the importance of family, education

Downloaded from http://smr.sagepub.com at DUKE UNIV on May 4, 2007
© 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized
distribution.


http://smr.sagepub.com

Hagerty, Land / Summary Indices of Quality of Life =~ 493

with the importance of leisure time, and Gini with the importance of politics. This pairing is
far from ideal, but surveys assessing importance of these four indicators do not exist. Sensitiv-
ity analysis showed that alternate pairing yielded very similar overall agreement.

13. The 16 indicators were paired with the six importance ratings as follows: The impor-
tance of work weighted indicators (1) wages, (5) housing affordability, and (8) employment.
The importance of family weighted indicators (2) life expectancy, (6) infant mortality,
(14) birth rate to teenage mothers, (12) children below the poverty line, (15) child abuse, and
(16) percentage covered by health insurance. The importance of politics weighted indicators
(4) Gini and (7) poverty rate over 65. Ideally, a survey should directly assess the importance
of each of the 16 indicators for each respondent. But that survey does not exist. Sensitivity
analysis (available from the authors on request) showed that overall agreement changed very
little when alternate importances were assigned to the indicators.

14. The 16 indicators were paired with the 10 importance ratings as follows: Importance
for material well-being was used as the weight for the social indicators (1) wages and
(5) housing affordability. Importance of “‘your health” was used to weight (6) infant mortal-
ity, (9) drug use of 12th graders, (10) traffic fatalities resulting from alcoholism, (13) suicide
rate, and (16) health insurance. Importance of family relations was used to weight (14) birth-
rate to teenage mothers, importance of job security was used to weight (8) unemployment,
and importance of job satisfaction was used to weight (3) dropouts from high school. Impor-
tance of “‘security situation in your country” was used to weight (11) violent crime and (15)
child abuse. Finally, importance of social equality was used to weight (7) poverty rate over
65 and (12) children below the poverty line.

15. Johansson (2002) argues that weights collected from many surveys are suspect
because individuals have not devoted much thought to the trade-offs and require further edu-
cation in the form of “town meetings” and education by experts. We therefore attempted to
survey a population that has devoted their lives to education and to research on the trade-offs
and interactions among social indicators—sociologists themselves. A convenience sample of
26 professional sociologists at an international conference in Europe completed the same
questions as in the World Values Survey (WVS). The resulting distributions appeared similar
to those of WVS respondents in that all distributions were unimodal, and correlations among
weights were mild and close to zero. Actual weights from all 325 possible pairs of 26 sociolo-
gists yielded a mean %, of +.98 with a standard deviation of .02. Ninety-five percent of the
correlations were above .94, and the minimum was .88.

16. Gallup (2005) found that 40 percent of people in the United States believe that abor-
tion is morally acceptable, 51 percent that it is morally wrong, while 9 percent said it depends
on the situation or had no opinion.

17. Money magazine now surveys a representative sample in the United States for ratings
of importance for various indicators in its “Best Places to Live” index. However, the maga-
zine performs no tests for possible interactions and omits many indicators altogether.

References

Andrews, Frank M. and Stephen B. Withey. 1976. Social Indicators of Well-Being: Ameri-
cans’ Perceptions of Life Quality. New York: Plenum.

Angell, Robert Cooley. 1942. “The Social Integration of Selected American Cities.” Ameri-
can Journal of Sociology 47:575-92.

Downloaded from http://smr.sagepub.com at DUKE UNIV on May 4, 2007
© 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized
distribution.


http://smr.sagepub.com

494 Sociological Methods & Research

. 1947. “The Social Integration of Cities of More Than 100,000 Population.” Ameri-

can Sociological Review 12:335-42.

. 1949. “Moral Integration and Interpersonal Integration in American Cities.” Ameri-

can Sociological Review 14:245-51.

. 1951. “The Moral Integration of American Cities.” American Journal of Sociology

57:1-140.

. 1972. “The Moral Integration of American Cities: IL.”” American Journal of Sociol-
ogy 80:607-29.

Arminger, Gerhard, Clifford C. Clogg, and Tzuwei Cheng. 2000. “Regression Analysis of
Multivariate Binary Response Variables Using Rasch-Type Models and Finite-Mixture
Methods.” Sociological Methodology 30:1-26.

Becker, Richard A., Lorraine Denby, Robert McGill, and Allan R. Wilks. 1987. “Analysis of
Data From the Places Rated Almanac.” The American Statistician 41 (3): 169-86.

Booysen, Frederick. 2002. “An Overview and Evaluation of Composite Indices of Develop-
ment.” Social Indicators Research 59:115-51.

Campbell, Angus, Phillip E. Converse, and Willard L. Rodgers. 1976. The Quality of Ameri-
can Life. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Carnevale, Peter J. and Dean G. Pruitt 1992. “Negotiation and Mediation.” Annual Review of
Psychology 43:531-82.

Cummins, Robert A. 1996. “The Domains of Life Satisfaction: An Attempt to Order Chaos.”
Social Indicators Research 38 (3): 303-28.

. 1997. “Assessing Quality of Life.” Pp. 116-50 in Quality of Life for Handicapped
People, edited by R. I. Brown. London: Chapman & Hall.

Di Tella, Rafael, Robert J. MacCulloch, and Andrew J. Oswald. 2001. “Preferences Over
Inflation and Unemployment: Evidence From Surveys of Happiness.” American Eco-
nomic Review 91 (1): 335-41.

Diener, Ed. 1995. “A Value Based Index for Measuring National Quality of Life.” Social
Indicators Research 36:107-27.

Diener, Ed and Martin E. P. Seligman. 2004. “Beyond Money: Toward and Economy of
Well-Being.” Psychological Science in the Public Interest 5 (1): 1-31.

Economist Intelligence Unit. 2005. “The Economist Intelligence Unit’s Quality of Life
Index.” Retrieved from http://www.economist.com/theworldin/international/displayStory
.cfm?story _id=3372495&d=2005

Erickson, Robert. 1993. “Descriptions of Inequality: The Swedish Approach to Welfare
Research.” In The Quality of Life, edited by Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen. Oxford,
UK: Clarendon.

Estes, Richard J. 1984. The Social Progress of Nations. New York: Praeger.

. 1988. Trends in World Social Development. New York: Praeger.

. 1997. “Social Development Trends in Europe, 1970-1994: Development Prospects
for the New Europe.” Social Indicators Research 42 (1): 1-19.

Ferriss, Abbott L. 1988. “The Uses of Social Indicators.” Social Forces 66:601-17.

Firebaugh, Glenn. 1999. “Empirics of World Income Inequality.” American Journal of
Sociology 104 (6): 1597-1630.

Gallup. 2005. Gallup Poll. May 2-5. Storrs: Roper Center for Public Opinion Research,
University of Connecticut.

Government Accounting Office. 2003. Forum on Key National Indicators. Retrieved from
http://www.gao.gov/review/d03672sp.pdf

Downloaded from http://smr.sagepub.com at DUKE UNIV on May 4, 2007
© 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized
distribution.


http://smr.sagepub.com

Hagerty, Land / Summary Indices of Quality of Life =~ 495

Government Printing Office (GPO). 1999. Congressional Register Searchable Website.
http://www.access.gpo.gov

Guterbock, Thomas M. 1997. “Why Money Magazine’s ‘Best Places’ Keep Changing.” Pub-
lic Opinion Quarterly 61:339-55.

Hagerty, Michael, Robert A. Cummins, Abbott L. Ferriss, Kenneth Land, Alex C. Michalos,
Mark Peterson, Andrew Sharpe, Joseph Sirgy, and Joachim Vogel. 2001. “Quality of Life
Indexes for National Policy: Review and Agenda for Research.” Social Indicators
Research 55:1-96.

Hollander, Myles and Douglas A. Wolfe. 1973. Nonparametric Statistical Methods. New
York: John Wiley.

Inglehart, Ronald. 2000. “World Values Surveys and European Values Surveys, 1981-1984,
1990-1993, and 1995-1997” [Computer file]. ICPSR version. Ann Arbor, MI: Institute
for Social Research [producer]. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political
and Social Research [distributor].

Inkeles, Alex. 1993. “Industrialization, Modernization and the Quality of Life.” Interna-
tional Journal of Comparative Sociology 34:1-23.

Johansson, Sten. 2002. “Conceptualizing and Measuring Quality of Life for National
Policy.” Social Indicators Research 58:13-32.

Johnston, Denis F. 1988. “Toward a Comprehensive Quality of Life Index.” Social Indica-
tors Research 20:473-96.

Kahneman, Daniel, Alan B. Krueger, David Schkade, Norbert Schwarz, and Arthur Stone
2004. “Toward National Well-Being Accounts.” American Economic Association Papers
and Proceedings, May, 429-34.

Krantz, David H., R. Duncan Luce, Patrick Suppes, and Amos Tversky. 1971. Foundations
of Measurement. New York: Academic Press.

Land, Kenneth C. 2000. “Social Indicators” Pp. 2682-90 in Encyclopedia of Sociology, edi-
ted by Edgar F. Borgatta and Rhonda V. Montgomery. Rev. ed. New York: Macmillan.
Land, Kenneth C., Vicki L. Lamb, and Sarah Kahler Mustillo. 2001. “Child and Youth Well-
Being in the United States, 1975-1998: Some Findings from a New Index.” Social Indi-

cators Research 56:241-320.

Langlois, Simon, Theodore Caplow, Henri Mendras, and Wolfgang Glatzer. 1994. Conver-
gence or Divergence? Comparing Recent Social Trends in Industrial Societies. Montreal:
McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Miringoff, Marc L. and Marque Luisa Miringoff. 1999. The Social Health of the Nation:
How America Is Really Doing. New York: Oxford University Press.

Morris, M. 1979. Measuring the Condition of the World’s Poor: The Physical Quality of Life
Index. New York: Pergamon.

Pruitt, Dean G. and Sung Hee Kim. 2004. Social Conflict: Escalation, Stalemate, and Settle-
ment. 3rd ed. New York: McGraw Hill.

Sarle, Warren S. 1995. “Measurement Theory: Frequently Asked Questions.” Dissemina-
tions of the International Statistical Applications Institute 30:61-6.

Sastre, Maria Teresa Munoz. 1999. “Lay Conceptions of Well-Being and Rules Used in
Well-Being Judgments Among Young, Middle-Aged, and Elderly Adults.” Social Indica-
tors Research 47:203-31.

Sen, Amartya. 1993. “Capability and Well-Being.” Pp. 30-53 in The Quality of Life, edited
by A. Sen and M. C. Nussbaum. Oxford, UK: Clarendon.

Downloaded from http://smr.sagepub.com at DUKE UNIV on May 4, 2007
© 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized
distribution.


http://smr.sagepub.com

496  Sociological Methods & Research

Srinivasan, V. and C. S. Park. 1997. “Surprising Robustness of the Self-Explicated Approach
to Customer Preference Structure Measurement.” Journal Of Marketing Research 34 (2):
286-91.

Stokes, Randall G. and Andy B. Anderson. 1990. “Disarticulation and Human Welfare in
Less Developed Countries.” American Sociological Review 55:63-74.

United Nations Development Program. 2001. Human Development Report. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Veenhoven, Ruut. 1994. Correlates of Happiness. Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Erasmus
University Rotterdam: RISBO, Series Studies in Social and Cultural Transformation.

. 1996. “Happy Life-Expectancy: A Comprehensive Measure of Quality of Life in
Nations.” Social Indicators Research 39:1-58.

Weede, Erich. 1993. “The Impact of Democracy or Repressiveness on the Quality of Life,
Income Distribution, and Economic Growth Rates.” International Sociology 8:177-95.

Michael R. Hagerty is a professor of marketing at the Graduate School of Management,
University of California at Davis. His articles have appeared in the Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, Psychometrika, Marketing Science, Journal of Marketing Research,
International Journal of Forecasting, Social Indicators Research, and Journal of Consumer
Research. He is a fellow of the International Society for Quality of Life Studies and won the
Best Research Paper Award for 2003 in the Journal of Happiness Studies.

Kenneth C. Land is the John Franklin Crowell Professor of Sociology and director of the
Center for Demographic Studies at Duke University. His research interests include the devel-
opment of mathematical and statistical models and methods for substantive applications
in demography, criminology, and social indicators/quality-of-life studies. He is an elected
fellow of the American Statistical Association, the Sociological Research Association, the
American Association for the Advancement of Science, the American Society of Criminol-
ogy, and the International Society for Quality of Life Studies.

Downloaded from http://smr.sagepub.com at DUKE UNIV on May 4, 2007
© 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized
distribution.


http://smr.sagepub.com


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Bold
    /ACaslon-BoldItalic
    /ACaslon-Italic
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /ACaslon-Regular
    /ACaslon-Semibold
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalic
    /AdobeCorpID-Acrobat
    /AdobeCorpID-Adobe
    /AdobeCorpID-Bullet
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBl
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBlIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLtIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadPkg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-PScript
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldExIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Ex
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-ItalicOsF
    /Aldus-Roman
    /Aldus-RomanSC
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmericanTypewriter-Bold
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldA
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Cond
    /AmericanTypewriter-CondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Light
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightA
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Medium
    /AmericanTypewriter-MediumA
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /ArrusBT-Black
    /ArrusBT-BlackItalic
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AuroraBT-BoldCondensed
    /AuroraBT-RomanCondensed
    /AuroraOpti-Condensed
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /Avenir-Black
    /Avenir-BlackOblique
    /Avenir-Book
    /Avenir-BookOblique
    /Avenir-Heavy
    /Avenir-HeavyOblique
    /Avenir-Light
    /Avenir-LightOblique
    /Avenir-Medium
    /Avenir-MediumOblique
    /Avenir-Oblique
    /Avenir-Roman
    /BaileySansITC-Bold
    /BaileySansITC-BoldItalic
    /BaileySansITC-Book
    /BaileySansITC-BookItalic
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Baskerville-Normal-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-Black
    /BauerBodoni-BlackCond
    /BauerBodoni-BlackItalic
    /BauerBodoni-Bold
    /BauerBodoni-BoldCond
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalic
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-BoldOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-ItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Roman
    /BauerBodoni-RomanSC
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Light
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Benguiat-Bold
    /Benguiat-BoldItalic
    /Benguiat-Book
    /Benguiat-BookItalic
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Benguiat-Medium
    /Benguiat-MediumItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardBoldCondensedBT-Regular
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BernhardTangoBT-Regular
    /BlockBE-Condensed
    /BlockBE-ExtraCn
    /BlockBE-ExtraCnIt
    /BlockBE-Heavy
    /BlockBE-Italic
    /BlockBE-Regular
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BroadwayBT-Regular
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Caliban
    /CarminaBT-Bold
    /CarminaBT-BoldItalic
    /CarminaBT-Light
    /CarminaBT-LightItalic
    /CarminaBT-Medium
    /CarminaBT-MediumItalic
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonOpenFace
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /Century-Bold
    /Century-BoldItalic
    /Century-Book
    /Century-BookItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Bold
    /CenturyExpandedBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Italic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Roman
    /Century-HandtooledBold
    /Century-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /Century-Light
    /Century-LightItalic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldCond
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Roman
    /Century-Ultra
    /Century-UltraItalic
    /CharterBT-Black
    /CharterBT-BlackItalic
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldCondItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalicHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBdIt
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMR10
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Light
    /CooperBT-LightItalic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Bold
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Roman
    /Della-RobbiaItalicBT
    /Della-RobbiaSCaps
    /Del-NormalSmallCaps
    /Delphin-IA
    /Delphin-IIA
    /Delta-Bold
    /Delta-BoldItalic
    /Delta-Book
    /Delta-BookItalic
    /Delta-Light
    /Delta-LightItalic
    /Delta-Medium
    /Delta-MediumItalic
    /Delta-Outline
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /DomCasual
    /DomCasual-Bold
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ELANGO-IB-A03
    /ELANGO-IB-A75
    /ELANGO-IB-A99
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /ElGreco
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /EuroSans-Bold
    /EuroSans-BoldItalic
    /EuroSans-Italic
    /EuroSans-Regular
    /EuroSerif-Bold
    /EuroSerif-BoldItalic
    /EuroSerif-Italic
    /EuroSerif-Regular
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldCondensed
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-BoldOblique
    /Eurostile-Condensed
    /Eurostile-Demi
    /Eurostile-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-Oblique
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /FairfieldLH-Bold
    /FairfieldLH-BoldItalic
    /FairfieldLH-BoldSC
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionBold
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionHeavy
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionLight
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionMedium
    /FairfieldLH-Heavy
    /FairfieldLH-HeavyItalic
    /FairfieldLH-HeavySC
    /FairfieldLH-Light
    /FairfieldLH-LightItalic
    /FairfieldLH-LightSC
    /FairfieldLH-Medium
    /FairfieldLH-MediumItalic
    /FairfieldLH-MediumSC
    /FairfieldLH-SwBoldItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwHeavyItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwLightItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwMediumItalicOsF
    /Fences
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Flood
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDAaOsF
    /FontanaNDAaOsF-Italic
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-Semibold
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-SemiboldIta
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Bold
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-BoldItalic
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Light
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /ForteMT
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FrankfurterHigD
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Demi
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Heavy
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /Freeform721BT-Bold
    /Freeform721BT-BoldItalic
    /Freeform721BT-Italic
    /Freeform721BT-Roman
    /FreestyleScrD
    /Freestylescript
    /FreestyleScript
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-CondensedLight
    /Futura-CondensedLightOblique
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /Futura-Thin
    /Galliard-Black
    /Galliard-BlackItalic
    /Galliard-Bold
    /Galliard-BoldItalic
    /Galliard-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Bold
    /GalliardITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Galliard-Roman
    /Galliard-Ultra
    /Galliard-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /GaramondBE-Bold
    /GaramondBE-BoldExpert
    /GaramondBE-BoldOsF
    /GaramondBE-CnExpert
    /GaramondBE-Condensed
    /GaramondBE-CondensedSC
    /GaramondBE-Italic
    /GaramondBE-ItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-Medium
    /GaramondBE-MediumCn
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalic
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumSC
    /GaramondBE-Regular
    /GaramondBE-RegularExpert
    /GaramondBE-RegularSC
    /GaramondBE-SwashItalic
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Book
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /Garamond-HandtooledBold
    /Garamond-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-Light
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-LightItalic
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-Ligh
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-LighItal
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-BoldSC
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThree-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-SC
    /GaramondThreeSMSIISpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSitalicSpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /Garamond-Ultra
    /Garamond-UltraCondensed
    /Garamond-UltraCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-UltraItalic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldExtraCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-ExtraBoldDisplay
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-LightShadowed
    /GillSans-Shadowed
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Gothic-Thirteen
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /GoudyCatalogueBT-Regular
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-RegularCond
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Black
    /GoudySans-BlackItalic
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySans-Book
    /GoudySans-BookItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Black
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BlackItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Light
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Compressed
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Thin
    /Helvetica-ExtraCompressed
    /Helvetica-Fraction
    /Helvetica-FractionBold
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-Black
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExt
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-Thin
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExt
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLight
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLightItal
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Helvetica-UltraCompressed
    /HelvExtCompressed
    /HelvLight
    /HelvUltCompressed
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist531BT-BlackA
    /Humanist531BT-BoldA
    /Humanist531BT-RomanA
    /Humanist531BT-UltraBlackA
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackCondB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanCondensedB
    /Humanist970BT-BoldC
    /Humanist970BT-RomanC
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Black
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Bold
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Italic
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Roman
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /Iglesia-Light
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Light
    /Imago-LightItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /ITCGaramondMM
    /ITCGaramondMM-It
    /JAKEOpti-Regular
    /JansonText-Bold
    /JansonText-BoldItalic
    /JansonText-Italic
    /JansonText-Roman
    /JansonText-RomanSC
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /Juniper
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Demi
    /KabelITCbyBT-Medium
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Kaufmann
    /Kaufmann-Bold
    /KeplMM-Or2
    /KisBT-Italic
    /KisBT-Roman
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Linotext
    /Lithos-Black
    /LithosBold
    /Lithos-Bold
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaHandwritingItalic
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LucidaSansTypewriter
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Bd
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-BdObl
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Obl
    /LucidaTypewriter
    /LucidaTypewriter-Bold
    /LucidaTypewriter-BoldObl
    /LucidaTypewriter-Obl
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Machine
    /Machine-Bold
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /MatrixScriptBold
    /MatrixScriptBoldLin
    /MatrixScriptBook
    /MatrixScriptBookLin
    /MatrixScriptRegular
    /MatrixScriptRegularLin
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Bold
    /Meridien-BoldItalic
    /Meridien-Italic
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalic
    /Minion-DisplayRegular
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MrsEavesAllPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesAllSmallCaps
    /MrsEavesBold
    /MrsEavesFractions
    /MrsEavesItalic
    /MrsEavesPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesRoman
    /MrsEavesRomanLining
    /MrsEavesSmallCaps
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /MyriadMM
    /MyriadMM-It
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
    /NeuzeitS-BookHeavy
    /NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalic
    /NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Bold
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-BoldSC
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-ItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-SC
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewsGothic
    /NewsGothic-Bold
    /NewsGothic-BoldOblique
    /NewsGothicBT-Bold
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Demi
    /NewsGothicBT-DemiItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-ExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Italic
    /NewsGothicBT-ItalicCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Light
    /NewsGothicBT-LightItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Roman
    /NewsGothicBT-RomanCondensed
    /NewsGothic-Oblique
    /New-Symbol
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Bold
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Book
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialScript
    /OceanSansMM
    /OceanSansMM-It
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /OnyxMT
    /Optima
    /Optima-Bold
    /Optima-BoldItalic
    /Optima-BoldOblique
    /Optima-ExtraBlack
    /Optima-ExtraBlackItalic
    /Optima-Italic
    /Optima-Oblique
    /OSPIRE-Plain
    /OttaIA
    /Otta-wa
    /Ottawa-BoldA
    /OttawaPSMT
    /Oxford
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-Italic
    /Palatino-Roman
    /Parisian
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PhotinaMT
    /PhotinaMT-Bold
    /PhotinaMT-BoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-Italic
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBold
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBold
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBoldItalic
    /Plantin
    /Plantin-Bold
    /Plantin-BoldItalic
    /Plantin-Italic
    /Plantin-Light
    /Plantin-LightItalic
    /Plantin-Semibold
    /Plantin-SemiboldItalic
    /Poetica-ChanceryI
    /Poetica-SuppLowercaseEndI
    /PopplLaudatio-Italic
    /PopplLaudatio-Medium
    /PopplLaudatio-MediumItalic
    /PopplLaudatio-Regular
    /ProseAntique-Bold
    /ProseAntique-Normal
    /QuaySansEF-Black
    /QuaySansEF-BlackItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Book
    /QuaySansEF-BookItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Medium
    /QuaySansEF-MediumItalic
    /Quorum-Black
    /Quorum-Bold
    /Quorum-Book
    /Quorum-Light
    /Quorum-Medium
    /Raleigh
    /Raleigh-Bold
    /Raleigh-DemiBold
    /Raleigh-Medium
    /Revival565BT-Bold
    /Revival565BT-BoldItalic
    /Revival565BT-Italic
    /Revival565BT-Roman
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /RMTMI
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rockwell-Light
    /Rockwell-LightItalic
    /RotisSansSerif
    /RotisSansSerif-Bold
    /RotisSansSerif-ExtraBold
    /RotisSansSerif-Italic
    /RotisSansSerif-Light
    /RotisSansSerif-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSans
    /RotisSemiSans-Bold
    /RotisSemiSans-ExtraBold
    /RotisSemiSans-Italic
    /RotisSemiSans-Light
    /RotisSemiSans-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSerif
    /RotisSemiSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif
    /RotisSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif-Italic
    /RunicMT-Condensed
    /Sabon-Bold
    /Sabon-BoldItalic
    /Sabon-Italic
    /Sabon-Roman
    /SackersGothicLight
    /SackersGothicLightAlt
    /SackersItalianScript
    /SackersItalianScriptAlt
    /Sam
    /Sanvito-Light
    /SanvitoMM
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /Semitica
    /Semitica-Italic
    /SIVAMATH
    /Siva-Special
    /SMS-SPELA
    /Souvenir-Demi
    /Souvenir-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Souvenir-Light
    /Souvenir-LightItalic
    /SpecialAA
    /Special-Gali
    /Sp-Sym
    /StempelGaramond-Bold
    /StempelGaramond-BoldItalic
    /StempelGaramond-Italic
    /StempelGaramond-Roman
    /StoneSans
    /StoneSans-Bold
    /StoneSans-BoldItalic
    /StoneSans-Italic
    /StoneSans-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSans-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSans-Semibold
    /StoneSans-SemiboldItalic
    /StoneSerif
    /StoneSerif-Italic
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSerif-Semibold
    /StoneSerif-SemiboldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BlackRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Heavy
    /Swiss721BT-HeavyItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Medium
    /Swiss721BT-MediumItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Swiss721BT-Thin
    /Swiss721BT-ThinItalic
    /Swiss921BT-RegularA
    /Symbol
    /Syntax-Black
    /Syntax-Bold
    /Syntax-Italic
    /Syntax-Roman
    /Syntax-UltraBlack
    /Tekton
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldA
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldOblique
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-NewRoman
    /Times-NewRomanBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Oblique
    /Times-PhoneticAlternate
    /Times-PhoneticIPA
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-RomanSmallCaps
    /Times-Sc
    /Times-SCB
    /Times-special
    /TimesTenGreekP-Upright
    /TradeGothic
    /TradeGothic-Bold
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwenty
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwentyObl
    /TradeGothic-BoldOblique
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwo
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwoOblique
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteen
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteenObl
    /TradeGothicLH-BoldExtended
    /TradeGothicLH-Extended
    /TradeGothic-Light
    /TradeGothic-LightOblique
    /TradeGothic-Oblique
    /Trajan-Bold
    /Trajan-Regular
    /Transitional521BT-BoldA
    /Transitional521BT-CursiveA
    /Transitional521BT-RomanA
    /Transitional551BT-MediumB
    /Transitional551BT-MediumItalicB
    /Univers
    /Universal-GreekwithMathPi
    /Universal-NewswithCommPi
    /Univers-BlackExt
    /Univers-BlackExtObl
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldExt
    /Univers-BoldExtObl
    /Univers-BoldOblique
    /Univers-Condensed
    /Univers-CondensedBold
    /Univers-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /Univers-Extended
    /Univers-ExtendedObl
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExt
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExtObl
    /Univers-Light
    /Univers-LightOblique
    /Univers-Oblique
    /Utopia-Black
    /Utopia-BlackOsF
    /Utopia-Bold
    /Utopia-BoldItalic
    /Utopia-Italic
    /Utopia-Ornaments
    /Utopia-Regular
    /Utopia-Semibold
    /Utopia-SemiboldItalic
    /VAGRounded-Black
    /VAGRounded-Bold
    /VAGRounded-Light
    /VAGRounded-Thin
    /Viva-BoldExtraExtended
    /Viva-Regular
    /Weidemann-Black
    /Weidemann-BlackItalic
    /Weidemann-Bold
    /Weidemann-BoldItalic
    /Weidemann-Book
    /Weidemann-BookItalic
    /Weidemann-Medium
    /Weidemann-MediumItalic
    /WindsorBT-Elongated
    /WindsorBT-Light
    /WindsorBT-LightCondensed
    /WindsorBT-Roman
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WNCYB10
    /WNCYI10
    /WNCYR10
    /WNCYSC10
    /WNCYSS10
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-One
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-Two
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Bold
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-BoldItal
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Italic
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Roman
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Bold
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Demi
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Medium
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZapfDingbatsITCbyBT-Regular
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Bold
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Demi
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-DemiItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Italic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Ultra
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-UltraItalic
    /ZurichBT-Black
    /ZurichBT-BlackExtended
    /ZurichBT-BlackItalic
    /ZurichBT-Bold
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtended
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldItalic
    /ZurichBT-ExtraBlack
    /ZurichBT-ExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Italic
    /ZurichBT-ItalicCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Light
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-LightExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightItalic
    /ZurichBT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-RomanCondensed
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZurichBT-UltraBlackExtended
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


