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Overview:   

Multidimensional measures of the quality of life and wellbeing are 
increasingly discussed.  Many wonder whether a multidimensional measure 
of wellbeing might provide a policy-relevant and relatively accurate 
overview of such a complex phenomenon, without losing important 
details. This paper presents and analyses the 2010 Gross National 
Happiness (GNH) Index was developed at the Centre for Bhutan Studies 
for the Royal Government of Bhutan. The new GNH Index provides a 
summary statistic of the wellbeing of individuals in nine domains, which 
are instrumented by 33 indicators and draw on 124 variables. It is 
constructed using an adaptation of the Alkire-Foster methodology for 
poverty measurement, in which a first set of indicator cutoffs reflect 
sufficiency – how much is ‘enough’ – rather than poverty.  The second 
(cross-indicator) cutoffs categorise the population into four levels of 
GNH, creating a ‘happiness gradient’. The data come from a nationally 
representative multi-topic survey that is representative by district and 
region, and the GNH Index and associated statistics can be used to show 
the joint distribution of achievements each respondent enjoys, as well as 
any insufficiencies she experiences.  Our assessment based on a series of 
robustness tests included here is that this index’s methodology and results 
are rigorous and that they can be used to generate policy-relevant insights 
and analyses. As the field of multidimensional measurement of well-being 
is entering a period of intensive innovation, this academic study addresses 
some of the common issues which arise when designing multidimensional 
measures of wellbeing in detail.  By documenting the GNH Index 
methodology and findings we hope to share a tool which can be adapted 
by others engaged in the development of measurement tools that will 
advance GNH.  

Let us begin by sharing a few of the key findings. Overall, in 2010, 8.3% of 
Bhutanese people are ‘deeply happy’ according to GNH; 32.6% are 
‘extensively happy’; 48.7% are ‘narrowly happy’, and 10.4% are ‘unhappy’.  
These four groups correspond to people who have achieved sufficiency in 
more than 77%, 66-76%, 50-65%, and less than half of the nine domains, 
respectively. The 2010 GNH Index uses the middle cutoff. Its value is 
0.743 and shows that, overall, 40.9% of Bhutanese are identified as happy 
(meaning they are extensively or deeply happy), and the remaining 59.1% 
enjoy sufficiency in 56.6% of the domains on average. Recall that 48.7% of 
these are already narrowly happy, but are considered not-yet-happy for 
policy purposes.  GNH gradients and indices are reported for each of the 
20 districts by gender, by rural-urban areas, and, for illustrative purposes, 
by age and certain occupational categories. Standard errors are presented, 
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as are robustness tests for weights and cutoffs, measured with respect to 
district rankings and to the composition of insufficiencies.   

The analysis has two parts: first, the wellbeing of the people who have 
been identified as ‘happy’ is examined to show the indicators in which they 
enjoy sufficiency. Some individual examples are presented to show that the 
‘happiest’ people are diverse with respect to age, district, occupation, 
gender, and sufficiency profiles.   

Second, the insufficiencies among those not identified as happy (or not-yet-
happy) are examined. The GNH Index value can rise either by increasing 
the percentage of people who are happy, or the percentage in which not-
yet-happy people enjoy sufficiency. This analysis clarifies areas where 
policy interventions or actions by other institutions could increase GNH. 
All tables used in this report, together with the survey instrument of 
questions used in the index and statistical analyses, are presented in the 
extensive appendices.  

The GNH Index, like the philosophy of GNH which motivates it, is very 
much a living experiment with truth. It seeks to deploy rigorous scientific 
tools to convey more fully the colour and texture of people’s lives than 
does the standard welfare measure of GDP per capita, to evolve the 
dimensions and the methodology of UNDP’s Human Development 
Index, and to draw on innovative work from other initiatives seeking to 
measure human progress on a shared planet.  
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Introduct ion  

We strive for the benefits of economic growth and 
modernization while ensuring that in our drive to acquire 
greater status and wealth we do not forget to nurture that 
which makes us happy to be Bhutanese. Is it our strong 
family structure? Our culture and traditions? Our pristine 
environment? Our respect for community and country? 
Our desire for a peaceful coexistence with other nations? 
If so, then the duty of our government must be to ensure 
that these invaluable elements contributing to the 
happiness and wellbeing of our people are nurtured and 
protected. Our government must be human. 

The Madhavrao Scindia Memorial Lecture delivered by His 
Majesty the King, 23 December 2009 

History o f  GNH as a Pol i cy  Prior i ty  

Since 1972, as other countries clarified and focused their economies on 
material expansion, the then-Kingdom of Bhutan sought, through public 
action, to expand the wellbeing and true happiness of its people. The goal 
of Gross National Happiness – or GNH – was first articulated by the 
Fourth King, His Majesty Jigme Singye Wangchuck. He built upon the 
legacy of Bhutan’s government since the 1729 legal code by Zhabdrung 
Rimpoche, which dates from the unification of Bhutan. The legal code 
stated that ‘if the government cannot create happiness (dekidk) for its 
people, there is no purpose for the government to exist’ (Ura 2010).  The 
Constitution of Bhutan (2008, Article 9) directs the State ‘to promote 
those conditions that will enable the pursuit of Gross National Happiness.’ 
After the establishment of a constitutional monarchy in 2008 and the 
coronation of the Fifth King, the Government of Bhutan sought to 
specify this objective such that policies and programmes advanced by the 
new democracy continue to be coherent with it. This paper presents the 
rationale, methodology and results of one such specification: a 
multidimensional index of Gross National Happiness (henceforth the 
GNH Index). 

The Concept  o f  GNH 

In his Coronation speech, the Fifth King, His Majesty Jigme Khesar 
Namgyel Wangchuck, said ‘I have been inspired in the way I look at things 
by Bhutan’s development philosophy of Gross National Happiness … to 
me it signifies simply ‘Development with Values.’’  GNH at its core 
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comprises a set of values that promote collective happiness as the end 
value of any development strategy.  GNH might be described as: 

• Holistic: Recognizing all the aspects of people’s needs, be 
these spiritual or material, physical or social, 

• Balanced: Emphasising balanced progress towards the 
attributes of GNH 

• Collective: Viewing happiness to be an all-encompassing 
collective phenomenon  

• Sustainable: Pursuing wellbeing for both current and future 
generations  

• Equitable: Achieving reasonable and equitable distributed 
level of wellbeing  

From these terms, the complexity of the concept is clearly seen. However, 
the greatness of the concept lies in its simplicity in giving priority to 
happiness and the term ‘happiness’ here reflects the creation of enabling 
conditions where people are able to pursue wellbeing in sustainable ways 
(Ura, 2009). This expresses the idea that happiness should be pursued as a 
common public good. Therefore, progress should be viewed not only 
through the lens of economics but also from spiritual, social, cultural and 
ecological perspectives. The concept of GNH has directed the country for 
four decades and exists as a guiding principle in the minds of Bhutanese 
and also as the overarching objective in almost all official documents of 
our country.  

While there is no single official definition of GNH, the following 
description is widely used: 

Gross National Happiness measures the quality of a country in more 
holistic way [than GNP] and believes that the beneficial development of 
human society takes place when material and spiritual development occur 
side by side to complement and reinforce each other.1 

From the start it is vital to clarify that GNH in Bhutan is distinct from the 
Western literature on ‘happiness’ in two ways. First it is multidimensional 
– not focused only on subjective wellbeing to the exclusion of other 
dimensions – and second, it internalizes responsibility and other-regarding 
motivations explicitly. As the first Prime Minister of Bhutan to be elected 
under the new Constitution of Bhutan adopted in 2008 put it: 

                                                
1 http://www.educatingforgnh.com/  
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We have now clearly distinguished the ‘happiness’ … in 
GNH from the fleeting, pleasurable ‘feel good’ moods so 
often associated with that term. We know that true 
abiding happiness cannot exist while others suffer, and 
comes only from serving others, living in harmony with 
nature, and realizing our innate wisdom and the true and 
brilliant nature of our own minds.2 

It includes harmony with nature (again absent from some Western notions 
of happiness) and concern for others. The brilliant nature he alluded to 
consists of the various types of extraordinarily sensitive and advanced 
awareness with which human beings are endowed and can be realized. 

In Bhutan, Gross National Happiness represents a holistic set of values 
and priorities that are intended to guide public policy as well as institutions 
and agents across society. Like other complex objectives, GNH can be 
advanced many ways and by different actors. Primarily, GNH can be 
advanced by citizens in families and community activities, culture and 
sport, work and prayer. It can also be advanced by institutions from 
businesses to the entertainment industry to monasteries to the media to 
NGOs.  The public sector at all levels also plays a vital role in advancing 
GNH and in supporting others’ work to advance it.  

One of several tools for public policies to advance GNH is an index of 
Gross National Happiness that enables policymakers to track progress 
across the different aspects of GNH. Caveats are natural: an index cannot 
include all aspects of GNH that are relevant. Nor is it sufficient to guide 
policy – it must be complemented by an in-depth, narrower analysis of 
policies and programmes, tailored to local realities. Further, it must be 
advanced by a plurality of institutions. Because advancing GNH depends 
upon actions by civil servants, government workers, the private sector, and 
civil society, the objective of maximising GNH must resonate with plural 
groups across Bhutanese civil service and society.  

So while an index alone is limited and insufficient, a robust and compelling 
index – rigorously formulated and clearly presented – can do what no 
other single tool can do, which is sketch roughly how GNH is evolving 
across Bhutan as a whole over time, as well as for different groups, regions 
and people. It can also convey how people are happier – or unhappier – 
than previously, and thus inform practical action.   

                                                
2 Lyonchhen Jigmi Y. Thinley. ‘Opening address on Educating for Happiness’. 2009. 
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If creating such an index were easy, it would already have been done. Yet 
just as Bhutan’s objective of GNH has often captured the imagination of 
groups across the globe, so too Bhutan’s work to develop a 
multidimensional index of wellbeing resonates with a number of 
concurrent initiatives. So the timing is apt to push forward such 
investigations. At the same time, modesty is required lest the claims for the 
GNH Index be greater than it can bear. 

The current paper introduces the 2010 Gross National Happiness Index, 
which has been advanced by the Centre for Bhutan Studies under the 
leadership of Dasho Karma Ura. It provides a thorough explanation of the 
methodology, drawing attention to both strengths and standing questions.  
The remainder of this introduction describes the four pillars and nine 
dimensions of GNH and the purpose of the GNH Index for public policy. 
Part I of the paper sets out the methodology of the index. It introduces 
the 2008 GNH Index, the 2010 Gross National Happiness Survey, and the 
Alkire-Foster methodology as adapted for the GNH Index. After 
highlighting how the challenges of constructing a multidimensional welfare 
index were addressed in the GNH Index, it sets out the indicators, 
thresholds and weights and their justification. Part I concludes by 
presenting the GNH Index formulae and interpretation, and introducing 
the logic for the following two sections.  

Part II focuses on understanding the achievements of people who have 
been identified as ‘happy’ because they enjoy a sufficient combination of 
achievements across domains – in this case 66%. This includes the groups 
described as ‘extensively happy’ and ‘deeply happy’. This section describes 
the GNH Index and its associated variables by district, age, gender, and 
other classifications, and shares the composition of sufficiency among 
happy people. Part III focuses on increasing happiness. It focuses upon 
people who are not-yet-happy (that is, those who are unhappy or narrowly 
happy) and scrutinizes the indicators and domains in which they lack 
sufficiency – because addressing these will increase GNH. This analysis 
uses the GNH Index, but focuses on the not-yet-happy population and on 
insufficiency rather than sufficiency.  

Pil lars and Dimensions o f  GNH 

The 10th plan of Bhutan specified GNH by focusing on four pillars: ‘In 
order to translate the multidimensional concept of GNH into core 
objectives … four strategic areas were initially defined’ (p.16). These 
areas, called the ‘four pillars of GNH’, are: 1. Sustainable & equitable 
socio-economic development; 2. Environmental conservation; 3. The 
preservation and promotion of culture; and 4. Good governance.  
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Subsequently, nine dimensions of GNH were identified which specify the 
four pillars. The nine dimensions were selected on normative grounds and 
map more specifically the key areas of GNH. The dimensions are: 
psychological wellbeing, health, education, cultural diversity and resilience, 
time use, good governance, community vitality, living standard, and 
ecological diversity and resilience. The motivation for including each 
dimension – or domain as they are often called – is detailed below.  As is 
apparent, three domains – living standard, health, and education – are 
traditional dimensions of public policy. Ecological diversity and good 
governance are more novel areas but are becoming common across many 
countries. The prominence of psychological wellbeing (which includes yet 
goes beyond subjective wellbeing), time use, community vitality and 
cultural diversity, is distinctive and innovative.  

Purpose o f  the 2010 GNH Index 

Since the mid-2000s, steps have been taken towards calculating a GNH 
Index which would draw as fully as possible on the holistic and deliberate 
vision of development as it has evolved in Bhutan. In a 2007 Government 
Round Table meeting, Dasho Karma Ura proposed that a GNH Index 
would be used in: 1. Setting an alternative framework of development; 2. 
Providing indicators to sectors to guide development; 3. Allocating 
resources in accordance with targets and GNH screening tools; 4. 
Measuring people’s happiness and wellbeing; 5. Measuring progress over 
time; and 6. Comparing progress across the country.3  These purposes 
each have specific implications for measurement, which are elaborated 
below.  

1. Setting an alternative framework of development.  Bhutan’s GNH vision of 
development is distinctively holistic. The 10th plan explicitly seeks ‘to 
address a more meaningful purpose for development than just the mere 
fulfilment of material satisfaction.’4 Hence the nine domains of GNH, 
taken together, reflect the purpose of development. If certain dimensions 
contract, or are being crowded out by material progress, the GNH Index 
must explicitly convey such information as the imbalances enter, in order 
to catalyse public deliberation and if relevant, action.     

2. Providing indicators to sectors to guide development. Certain indicators must 
either monitor activities by the public sector or else change when sector 
priorities are realized. For example ‘electricity’, a component of the GNH, 
is a priority in the 10th five-year plan. Insofar as the GNH indicators 

                                                
3 Royal Government of Bhutan 2008a 

4 Royal Government of Bhutan 2008b 



An Extensive Analysis of GNH Index 

 
11 

monitor outputs, the GNH Index provides incentives to ministries to 
deliver services, because their accomplishments will visibly contribute to 
higher GNH the next time the index is updated. Methodologically this 
requires an index that can be broken down into its component indicators.  

3. Allocating resources in accordance with targets and GNH screening tools.  While 
the composition of the GNH is not a sufficient guide for policy, a clear 
understanding of how the achievements and shortfalls in different 
dimensions of GNH vary over time and space and group provides key 
information for policy design and subsequent resource allocation. In terms 
of targeting, the GNH Index can show which dzongkhags (district) are 
lacking in which indicators, and can also identify and target the ‘least 
happy’ people and describe them by age, district, gender, etc. In terms of 
screening tools, the GNH indicators can be used as a check list to convey 
in concrete terms the kinds of activities and achievements that constitute 
GNH.  

4. Measuring people’s happiness and wellbeing.  The measure and its component 
indicators aim to capture human wellbeing in a fuller and more profound 
way than traditional socio-economic measures of economic development, 
human development or social progress have done. This also requires the 
measurement methodology be understandable to the general public. Case 
studies can be provided of differently happy people, in order that citizens 
can assess whether the index broadly seems intuitive and has room for 
their own aspirations and values.  

5. Measuring progress over time.  The component indicators of the GNH are to 
be sensitive to changes over time. Some indicators must be directly 
responsive to relevant changes in policy. In this way, the composition of 
wellbeing, as well as its overall level, can be observed over decades. 
Similarly, inequalities among groups, and populations that require special 
attention can be identified. The GNH Survey hence must be repeated 
regularly, for example every two years.  

6. Comparing progress across the country. The GNH Index should be able to 
make meaningful comparisons across the dzongkhags, which vary widely 
in terms of climate, culture, access to services, and livelihoods. The survey 
hence must be representative by dzongkhag and the methodology of 
measurement must be subgroup consistent and decomposable.   

Taken together these six requirements have been used to specify the 
indicators and composition of the GNH Index. It must be policy-sensitive 
– changing over time in response to public action to reflect strengthening 
or deterioration in the social, cultural, and environmental fabric whether or 
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not at present these states are the direct objective of policy. In certain 
sectors, the indicators must reflect public priorities. The indicators must be 
assumed to be relevant in future periods as well as at the present time in 
order to measure progress across time.  And the GNH Index must be sub-
group consistent hence decomposable by regions and groups.  
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Part  I :  Construc t ion o f  the  2010 GNH Index 

Background  

The Royal Government of Bhutan in 2005 made the decision to develop 
GNH indicators to operationalize the concept of GNH.  The indicators 
were to serve to ascertain whether programmes and policies were 
consistent with the values of GNH. The government intended to create 
conditions for evidence-based policy and for generating innovative policy 
and programmes to implement GNH. From 2005 the Centre for Bhutan 
Studies (CBS) involved nine researchers in developing the GNH 
indicators. In carrying out their responsibility to develop the indicators, 
CBS hosted extensive consultations at various levels ranging from private 
meetings with government officials and civil servants to focus group 
discussions with Bhutanese citizens.  

In order to generate the pilot survey, CBS developed a detailed pre-pilot 
questionnaire covering the nine key areas considered crucial for reflecting 
the values and principles of GNH.  These key areas of GNH fall within 
the domains of psychological wellbeing, health, time use, education, 
culture, good governance, ecology, community vitality and living 
standards.  

After the consultations with stakeholders such as the sector heads of 
various agencies and the general public, CBS conducted an unusually 
extensive pilot survey in 2006 with 350 respondents. The pilot was used to 
design both the survey questionnaire and also the survey administration 
process. As would be expected, the pilot survey provided vital insights into 
the relevance of questions, translation problems, comprehension issues, 
accuracy and non-sampling error, and comparability across different 
respondents. Information on the range of response choices used, 
completion time etc. were also explored. The pilot questionnaire took four 
to seven hours to complete.  

The findings of the pilot survey were analysed and shared with national 
leaders and academics, generating further consultations and discussions at 
director level and secretarial level in government to revise the indicators 
further.  

2008 GNH Index 

The Centre for Bhutan Studies carried out the First Gross National 
Happiness survey in December 2007. The survey questionnaire included 
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over 640 indicators, including objective, self-report, subjective, and open-
ended questions.  Due to budget restrictions the survey covered 950 
respondents in 12 districts: Dagana, Tsirang, Wangdue Phodrang, Samtse, 
Zhemgang, Pemagatshel, Samdrup Jongkhar, Tashigang, Tashiyangtse, 
Gasa, Haa and Thimphu. It was representative at the national level. The 
enumerators usually required three to four hours to complete a 
questionnaire.5  

Drawing on that survey, each of the nine domains was analysed. Alongside 
that, to give an overview of the extensive and rich detail, the first GNH 
Index was developed. The 2008 GNH Index adapted the methodology of 
multidimensional poverty measurement by Alkire and Foster (2007, 
2011a). It was constructed across the nine equally weighted domains, using 
72 indicators. A person was identified as happy if they had achieved 
sufficiency in each one of the 72 indicators. No Bhutanese had achieved 
such sufficiency, and so analysis focused on the achievements enjoyed. A 
significant practical outcome of the index was to inform the policy and 
project screening tools,6 and also to sensitize researchers and research 
users to the possibilities of the index and of the demand for 
communications materials and policy-relevant analyses.  

2010 Gross National Happiness Survey 

The 2010 GNH survey implemented a revised questionnaire containing 
over 750 variables. It built on the 2007 survey and repeated many 
questions exactly. In addition a further literature review was carried out 
intensively at CBS on the nine domains of GNH. Based upon this 
extensive literature survey, researchers identified additional relevant survey 
questions that were likely to be appropriate in the Bhutanese context.   

Alongside the academic work, a participatory consultation process was 
used to access information from Bhutanese decision-making bodies so as 
to develop more effective GNH indicators. A two-stage, high level set of 
focus group discussions were organized by CBS: one at the director level 
and the other at the secretary level. Decision-makers shared their 
perspectives and priorities regarding the ongoing problems and issues 
which needed to be considered in programmes and policies. The 
participatory meetings included discussions regarding key value judgments 

                                                
5 The 2007 survey data and instrument are available at www.grossnationalhappiness.com. 

6 The 2008 GNH Index did not stand alone. Rather, a set of project and policy screening 
tools were developed to complement and specify it for different purposes. See 
http://www.gnhc.gov.bt/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/Policy-and-Project-Screening-
Tools.pdf. 
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in the index construction. These discussions enabled certain indicators to 
be identified as particularly valuable and given priority in the questionnaire.  

After finalization of the questionnaire, CBS trained 55 enumerators for 
three weeks in order that the 2011 GNH survey would be completed 
efficiently and to a high standard. The enumerators were divided into five 
teams, and each team was led by a field supervisor from CBS. The survey 
was fielded in April to December, 2010. The extensive field time was due 
to funding and to the scattered nature of settlements, which made it 
difficult for enumerators to interview more than one person in a day. 
Travel to survey locations was time consuming due to the remoteness of 
the villages and the geographical terrain, which is only partly served by 
roads. The fieldwork was monitored by five coordinators and an overall 
supervisor. Each team was assigned a set of primary sampling units (PSUs) 
across the country and interviews were conducted in the household of the 
selected PSUs with assistance from local government leaders. On an 
average, interviews took three hours each. Completed questionnaires were 
monitored and assessed by the five team coordinators, followed by the 
overall supervisor and then lastly by evaluators in the data entry division. 
Six data entry operators, who had previously been trained on questionnaire 
data entry and editing, undertook data entry and cleaning using the 
software Epi Info.  

Sample Design  

The 2010 Gross National Happiness Survey was conducted nationwide 
with representative samples from stratum (rural and urban) as well as 
districts. The sampling unit is the household and respondents are older 
than 14 years of age.  

The initially targeted sample was 8700 and covered all 20 dzongkhags and 
all 202 gewogs7 in Bhutan. The sample was drawn by National Statistics 
Bureau (NSB) as a sub-sample to the Bhutan Multiple Indicator Survey 
(BMIS) 2010 survey. That sample design can be found in Appendix A of 
the 2010 BMIS Report.  The final GNH survey contains 7142 respondents 
and is nationally representative, representative by rural and urban areas, 
and by each of the 20 districts or dzongkhags. It covers respondents aged 
15 to 98 with the mean of 41 years. Forty-eight per cent of the 
respondents are male and 52 % are female.   

                                                
7 The lowest administrative unit consisting of a number of villages. 
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Unit o f  Analys is  and Data 

The unit of analysis of the GNH Index is the person. Hence all indicators 
must be present for each respondent. Any household-level variables such 
as income, housing, assets, and sufficiency or insufficiency in these are 
ascribed to the respondent; hence it is not possible to reflect intra-
household inequalities in the household-level variables. While in practice 
indicators might be separately sourced and merged, in this context all 
indicators were drawn from the GNH Index Survey. In the process of data 
analysis, a number of observations emerged that will be used to improve 
the GNH Survey in the next period.  

Choice  o f  GNH indicators :  13 tr ia ls  

GNH aims to create a society in which the collective happiness of the 
people is the ultimate desired outcome. The indicators will help to 
determine GNH policies and track GNH progress through time. So the 
indicators need to reflect all the relevant aspects of life which are vital to 
the concept and practice of GNH. But how many should there be, and 
how should they be chosen? This section gives a broad overview of the 
various steps required to select indicators according to more empirical and 
statistical criteria. The consultations with policymakers and with 
communities, as well as normative discussions, complemented these 
methods. 

The 2006 survey questionnaire included data on more than 1000 variables; 
in 2008 72 of these variables, covering the nine domains of GNH, were 
used to construct the 2008 GNH Index. In 2010, the GNH Index includes 
33 indicators for the nine domains, which have been constructed using 124 
variables.  The selection of the 2010 indicators was informed by 
participatory consultations as well as by considerable empirical as well as 
theoretical work. This work included the construction of a range of 
alternative GNH indices prior to the selection of the final index.  

Variable selection and indicator construction proceeded in stages. First, 
the cleaned dataset was discussed with the supervisors; questions were 
identified that had not been well-understood or were likely to be 
inaccurate and were discarded. Second, variables that had low response 
rates were identified and discarded. Questions that referred only to a 
subset of respondents were also set aside. These included questions asked 
only of parents of young children, or only to people who smoke, drink 
alcohol, or take doma for example. These questions can be used for 
supplemental analysis. Note that some questions that referred to rural 
quality of life (such as wildlife damage to crops) were retained and will be 
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discussed shortly. Third, some variables did not relate to the respondents’ 
own wellbeing, but rather sought their opinion regarding trends or 
institutions in Bhutan (which might not serve in one’s local area) – such as 
satisfaction with school facilities or other people’s values. Such questions 
were discarded as the connection to an individual’s own happiness might 
not be direct and strong. Fourth, the indicators which are appropriate for 
an index of joint distribution must each be an arguably good proxy for that 
individual’s attainment in the past period. Some indicators, particularly 
those with short recall periods such as morbidity in the last two weeks, are 
designed to be accurate on average across respondents, but may not reflect 
individual attainments in a longer period accurately. These were not used, 
with the exception of the ‘time use diary’ as discussed below. Other 
variables were demographic and so collected in order to analyse the data 
rather than to construct the index.  

Of the variables in the survey, around 175 were retained for consideration 
in the index itself. Each candidate variable was then further studied to 
identify whether it was: a) objective or subjective or self-report; b) stock or 
flow; or c) resource, input, output, or outcome. Also, each variable was 
analysed to see how it related to public action – that is, to ascertain its 
policy relevance. The aim, thus, was to select variables for the GNH Index 
which were well-defined and, when possible, were policy-relevant outcome 
indicators, usually objective, which would show change across time.  Such 
an index alone could fulfil the several purposes laid out above.  

Prior to as well as after variable screening, exploratory factor analysis,8 
cluster analysis,9 and correlation analyses10 were applied systematically 

                                                
8 Factor Analysis reduces the data by consolidating it so as to structure around the 
covariance structures of the variables. It tries to combine variables that are overlapping and 
tries to separate out those that are not. For example, running factor analysis on emotional 
experience variables in the psychological wellbeing domain identifies emotional variables 
which are redundant and so is used to select variables which are distinct and cover the 
range of emotional experiences felt by people.  Of course factor analysis (and related 
techniques for ordinal variables) is entirely statistical and must be complemented by 
analyses of the normative importance of variables. 

9 Cluster analysis is another possible way of looking at the similarity between variables 
according to some predefined criteria. It clusters together similar variables, up to the level 
of aggregation. For example, it might be used to propose clusters of variables that represent 
the same underlying functionings. It is a kind of extension of exploratory factor analysis 
since it uses the statistical information contained in the entire distribution and not only the 
covariance or correlation matrices of the data. For instance, the variables contained under 
the family relationship category were clustered to obtain a family relationship index. 

10 A correlation is a single number that describes the degree of relationship between two 
random variables. Correlation is one of the most widely used data reduction techniques and 
has been used to reduce the chance of double counting similar attributes. The correlation 
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across possible variables (both across all variables and within pre-defined 
domains) to identify statistical relationships and enable the categorisation 
of variables into domains as well as the selection of an optimal number of 
variables. Due to this analysis (as well as to the intuitions arising from the 
exercise) some variable adjustments were made. For example the general 
health questionnaire on mental health – which in 2008 had been 
categorised within psychological wellbeing – was re-categorised into the 
health domain. Similarly, questions on spirituality (prayer, meditation, and 
karma) – which had been in cultural diversity – were re-categorised into 
psychological wellbeing.  

Having roughly explored the variables and domains, an extended process 
of generating trial indices was started. For example, on the basis of factor 
analysis with the re-categorised variables alone, two GNH indices were 
constructed and analysed in which the variables for each domain were 
selected simply on the basis of statistical association. Where there was a 
choice between indicators, enumerators’ prior analyses of data quality were 
used to select the more reliable indicators. The two GNH indices differed 
in the number of indicators; in one, having 151 variables, the emphasis was 
to use every indicator that contributed and in the other, to reduce the 
number of indicators quite sharply – in that case down to 53 variables. 
Naturally later, in the creation of sub-indices, these statistical exercises 
were repeated to inform and justify the construction of particular 
indicators, as will be detailed below.  

Alongside the shortlisting of potential variables was the issue of when to 
enter each variable into the GNH Index directly, and when to aggregate 
variables into a ‘sub-domain’ or complex indicator. Four main 
considerations shaped the final choice. The first was accuracy. In some 
cases – such as positive emotions – it seemed that aggregating the variables 
was likely to improve their accuracy. Second was policy relevance. In the 
Alkire-Foster methodology, if an indicator enters the measure directly, the 
measure can be broken down to that indicator level to show the censored 
headcounts and percentage contributions. On the other hand, if the 
variable is pre-aggregated into a sub-domain, then while the analysis can 
always describe the data, there is no simple decomposition; key 
distinctions were thus maintained. Third, in a number of cases the 

                                                                                                        
coefficient may take on any value between plus and minus one. The sign of the correlation 
coefficient (+, -) defines the direction of the relationship, either positive or negative. A 
positive correlation coefficient means that as the value of one variable increases, the value 
of the other variable increases and as one decreases the other decreases. A negative 
correlation coefficient indicates that as one variable increases, the other decreases, and vice-
versa.  
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indicators were aggregated based on conventions (GHQ index) and/or 
statistical analysis and validity tests such as Cronbach’s Alpha.  Appendix 5 
details the considerations exhaustively for each indicator.  Fourth was 
communication. Because the purpose of the index does entails its 
communication to policymakers and the general public, the number of 
indicators was considered strategically. If, for example, the GNH Index 
had 175 indicators, its public comprehension might be quite low. 
Experiences with the 2008 GNH Index suggested that slightly fewer 
indicators might facilitate its use.  

During the process of selecting indicators and thresholds, therefore, a large 
set of distinct GNH indices were developed, calculated, decomposed by 
groups, and analysed. This labour-intensive process underlies the 
development of the final GNH Index. The trial indices provided insights 
on the GNH survey data, on sensitivity of results to the choice of 
indicator, on whether radically different indices created radically different 
results and policy messages. It also allowed researchers to test empirically 
different procedures for indicator selection and interpretation and to 
understand their strengths and weaknesses. The trial indices contained:  

1) 70 variables to match the 2008 GNH Index as closely as possible  

2) 53 indicators selected by factor analysis 

3) 151 indicators selected by factor analysis 

4) 36 objective indicators11 

5) 17 objective, outcome or output indicators 

6) 15 objective, outcome or output indicators 

7) 29 subjective indicators 

8) 29 subjective indicators with lower sufficiency cutoffs applied 

9) 32 indicators selected to suit the normative purposes of the index 

10) 46 indicators from 167 variables selected to suit the normative 
purposes of the index 

11) 54 indicators selected to suit the normative purposes of the index 

12) 67 indicators using more variables selected to suit the normative 
purposes of the index  

13) 173 indicators (including objective, subjective, outcome, input, 
resource, capability, etc.) 

                                                
11 In all cases indicators for psychological wellbeing were subjective; the others, objective.  
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The final GNH Index draws upon the analysis of these previous sets of 
indices, which serve also as robustness tests on the choice of indicators for 
the final index.  

One last consideration must be considered separately, and that is the 
treatment of subjective data. 

Subjec t ive  and Objec t ive  Indicators  

The GNH surveys include subjective and objective questions. A difficult 
issue in constructing the GNH Index was whether, and if so how, to 
combine subjective and objective data. As has been mentioned, trial 
indices were constructed having only ‘objective’ indicators, only 
‘subjective’ indicators, and both. These categories are put in quotations 
because they are not neatly distinct, as others have observed (Pudney 
2011). Most papers analysing the use of subjective indicators advise these 
to be analysed and aggregated separately from objective indicators (Diener 
and Suh 1997; Cummins 2000, 2003; Rojas 2011); however, there are some 
recent exceptions (OECD 2010). Analyses of these results informed our 
decision to include some subjective indicators, but, in any dimensions 
other than psychological wellbeing in which such appear, to give them a 
lighter weight.  

The decision to include psychological wellbeing as a dimension in the 
GNH is integral to its very definition, and so was not problematic in our 
view. Sen 2009 argues that satisfaction with one’s life can be seen as an 
important functioning alongside other functionings, and Stiglitz, Sen and 
Fitoussi (2009a, b) similarly argue that subjective wellbeing is one of the 
dimensions of quality of life. If it is understood as an intrinsically 
important functioning and if the indicators are sufficiently accurate, then it 
seems appropriate to include – particularly given Bhutan’s policy priorities. 
Its inclusion could introduce concerns on the trade-offs between investing 
in materially and socially well-off people who have psychological or 
emotional needs, and investing in the materially poor.  But these concerns 
are less likely to be realized in practice because the structure of the GNH 
Index will evaluate GNH across all nine domains, and only consider a 
person as unhappy if they have not attained sufficiency in six domains. And 
because the indicators of psychological wellbeing include emotional 
balance and spirituality as well as satisfaction, it may be relatively more 
revealing than standard subjective wellbeing questions.  

Clearly both subjective and objective assessments are important and 
revealing for policy when properly analysed. The genuine issue is whether 
to ‘mix’ subjective and objective indicators in the GNH Index. The 
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arguments against are clear: it is not certain that trends in subjective 
indicators such as self-reported health status, or perceptions of 
government performance, will be easily interpretable over time. Trends 
may not be easily interpretable because the indicators may be influenced 
by changes in the frame of reference, which is likely to occur as roads, 
electricity, literacy and connectivity increase. If trends are not interpretable, 
this would make the trend of the GNH Index over time less useful 
according to its stated purposes.  

The subjective indicators were used 1) when the objective indicators did 
not sufficiently cover important aspects of a domain; 2) when the 
subjective indicators arguably did address the missing aspects, and 3) when 
the evidence from subjective preferences tracked what one would have 
expected from objective preferences. For example, we do use self-reported 
health status, despite the controversy about this indicator (Sen 2002). 
However in this case it is because the only health variables in the GNH 
survey otherwise are the days in the last month in which the respondent was 
healthy (which does not necessarily reflect their health over the past year 
or two), as well as their disability status. The self-reported health question 
functions to give an overall indication of health during a longer period; 
further evidence of adaptive preference is not evident, in that rural self-
reported health is lower than urban, older is lower than younger, and so 
on. To prevent possible difficulties in trends of GNH, this indicator is 
given 10% of the domain weight and the other three indicators are 
allocated 30% of the domain weight each so 90% in total.  

The following subjective questions are used in the GNH Index and, with 
the exception of those in psychological wellbeing, were attributed only 
10% of their respective domain weight each:  

Psychological wellbeing (all have a subjective element)12 
 Satisfaction  
 Positive and Negative Emotions 
 Spirituality  
Health 
            Self-reported health  
Governance 

Government performance   
Fundamental rights 

Ecological Diversity and Resilience 
 Responsibility towards the environment 
 Perceptions of ecological issues.  

                                                
12 For the exact questions please see Appendix 2 
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Hence the GNH Index does mix subjective and objective indicators, 
having eight subjective and 25 objective indicators, but it does so after 
extensive consideration of how to adjust the measure accordingly. Three 
of the eight subjective indicators comprise the dimension of ‘psychological 
wellbeing.’ The remaining subjective indicators receive only 10% of the 
weight of their respective domain or dimension, so together the subjective 
indicators count for 11% (one domain) plus 6% = 17% of the GNH Index 
weighted indicators.  

Domains and Indicators 

Appendix 5 exhaustively explains each of the nine domains and 33 
indicators of the GNH Index 2010, including how they have been 
constructed as well as the cutoffs that have been set and how they are 
variously justified. Table 1 provides an overview of the index and shows 
how many sub-domains or indicators have been constructed for each 
domain, for a total of 33.  

Table 1: Overview of GNH domains and indicators 

  Domain Number of Indicators 
1 Psychological wellbeing 4 
2 Health 4 
3 Time use 2 
4 Education 4 
5 Cultural diversity & resilience 4 
6 Good Governance 4 
7 Community vitality 4 
8 Ecological diversity & resilience 4 
9 Living standards 3 
  Total 33 

Thresholds 

The GNH Index uses two kinds of thresholds or cutoffs: sufficiency 
thresholds and one happiness threshold. Sufficiency thresholds show how 
much a person needs in order to enjoy sufficiency in each of the 33 cluster 
indicators. It asks how much is enough to be happy. Each of the 33 cluster 
indicators has a sufficiency threshold and each person in the survey is 
identified as enjoying sufficiency or not in each indicator. How are these 
sufficiency thresholds set?  

There were different inputs to calibrate these decisions. Some use relevant 
and appropriate international standards e.g. for hours of work and 
overcrowding in a house. Some use national standards e.g. a sufficiency 
income is equivalent to 1.5 times the income poverty line for Bhutan. For 
other indicators, there was no literature or precedent in Bhutan or 



An Extensive Analysis of GNH Index 

 
23 

internationally to set sufficiency thresholds. For this reason, some rely on 
value judgements, e.g. for positive emotions. In this case, the GNH 
thresholds are based on normative value judgements which have been 
shared and discussed in consultative sessions. The final and important 
inputs were participatory meetings. The Centre for Bhutan Studies held 
consultative conversations with different institutions and leaders in 
government, and focus group discussions with communities in different 
rural areas and sought their input, checking with them about the 
thresholds on test or trial GNH indices while the final GNH Index was 
still being finalized. And their insights proved very useful but also drew 
attention to the fact that no one set of thresholds will be accurate across all 
people in Bhutan. And that is why it is very important to have a second 
cutoff -- a sufficient happiness threshold which allows for a lot of variation 
between people, based on their own personalities and aspirations as well as 
on their material, community and climactic circumstances. All of the 
indicators with their cutoffs will not be equally meaningful or relevant in 
the many varied contexts of Bhutan – but they need not be. The second 
threshold permits diversity.  

In reporting the GNH, we divide the population into four sub-groups by 
applying three cutoffs, which refer to people who have achieved 
sufficiency in 50%, 66%, and 77% of the weighted indicators. This enables 
us to identify the unhappy, narrowly happy, extensively happy, and deeply 
happy. We can analyse each of these groups’ achievements separately. For 
each person, we have their personal profile of achievements across all 33 
cluster indicators, and these profiles provide a rich basis for analyses of 
these four different GNH Groups – the indicators and dimensions in 
which they lack sufficiency, and how these change by gender, region, age, 
and occupation.  

To calculate the GNH Index, we choose one threshold or cutoff. We 
could choose the lowest cutoff in which case we would find that only 10% 
of Bhutanese were unhappy. However this would restrict the policy focus 
to a small set of the population, leaving the rest unsupported. So instead, 
we choose the middle happiness cutoff of 66%. Thus the not-yet-happy 
group includes both those who are unhappy and those who are narrowly 
happy – a total of 59.1% of people. Our analysis of how to ‘increase 
GNH’ focuses on increasing the sufficiency of these groups.  

This second cutoff is referred to as the happiness threshold. It is set across 
the nine domains and the 33 cluster indicators. The question that it asks is 
‘how many domains or in what percentage of the indicators must a person 
achieve sufficiency in order to be understood as happy’? Here it is 
important to acknowledge that this approach is an experiment. Happiness 
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is a very deeply personal experience and any measure of it is necessarily 
imperfect. The index is offered to the people of Bhutan for understanding, 
discussion and debate to see if it frames and captures their understandings 
and how this might change or be improved.  

The happiness threshold was set based on three criteria. The first is 
diversity as not all of the indicators have universal applicability. It may not 
be necessary to have sufficiency in all of the indicators to be happy e.g. a 
person who is very old might not need sufficiency in education indicators 
in order to be happy. They might have other members of their family who 
can read for them or explain things that require a formal education and 
their wisdom and skills may suffice for their own happiness. Some people, 
such as atheists for example, may not participate in prayer recitation or 
meditation.  

The second is measurement error. Responses might not be completely 
accurate about peoples’ values in different cultures – for example, people 
may be hesitant to say what exactly their beliefs or practices are for fear of 
seeming proud or ostentatious. Because of the difficulty of allowing for 
these differences, (as it is done in poverty measures) it seemed reasonable 
not to require sufficiency in every domain.  

The third and last criterion is freedom of choice. Many people are fully 
happy without achieving sufficiency in every single indicator. Maybe they 
are not healthy but they have achieved a kind of flourishing, fulfilment and 
richness of life that is important. Maybe they are illiterate or have material 
challenges but that need not necessarily be decisive for their happiness. 
Thus to allow some freedom of choice we have set the happiness 
threshold at 66%.  

Weights 

The weights of the GNH Index are a function of two features. The first is 
the explicit weight on each indicator. The second is the relative frequency 
of sufficiency in each indicator. The choice of weights relied on disparate 
inputs. These included the participatory discussions with national leaders 
mentioned above, focus group discussions and fieldwork with local 
communities, considerations of indicator reliability (elaborated below), and 
statistical analysis. This attempt to synthesize diverse inputs regarding 
weights means that the final choice of weights is arbitrary, and weights are 
best conceptualized as a ‘range’. For this reason, the robustness of the 
GNH Index was tested for some ranges of weights with respect to the 
cross-indicator composition of GNH (used for policy response) as well as 
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the dzongkhag categories, and these results are presented later.  This 
section presents the explicit weights used.  

The explicit weights are straightforward. Each of the nine domains is 
equally weighted, for the reason given above that the nine domains were 
identified so as to be relatively equal in normative importance. As the 
indicators had been selected to reflect a diversity of instantiations of each 
domain,13 the default weight was equal among indicators. However in two 
cases these were adjusted. The first case was already explained above and 
relates to the subjective indicators, which were given a very light weight 
due to uncertainty regarding their interpretability across time.  

In addition, six questions were given 20% of the domain weight of their 
indicator due to concerns regarding measurement error. This can be 
justified as follows. It is in the nature of a household survey that many 
questions used are ‘self-report’. For example, in the living standard domain 
people are asked to report their income, their livestock and landholdings, 
their asset holdings, the number of healthy days in the last month, and so 
on. The measurement error in these questions is well-documented and can 
be high.14 

The GNH Index uses six questions whose ‘self-report’ feature may have 
the potential to have a larger measurement error. For example, in 
education, people were asked of their values about killing, stealing, and so 
on, but the question could be interpreted differently in ways that would 
allow persons having an identical set of values to answer them differently 
depending upon their interpretation. The ‘family’ questions were asked to 
the respondent out of earshot of family members, but despite this practice 
the answers may be biased by a concern on the part of respondents about 
being overheard, and so on. On these particular questions, we also applied 
a lighter weight (20%). These questions are presented in Appendix 3 and 
can be summarised as follows: 

 

                                                
13 The key exception to this is in education in which years of schooling and literacy were 
both included deliberately to give a higher relative weight to years of schooling among the 
literate population.   

14 The measurement error in living standard questions was informally evident when 
comparing certain chiwogs where the households that had been interviewed for the GNH 
Survey had also been interviewed 6 months earlier in the 2010 BMIS questionnaire; 
questions such as assets, number of rooms, and housing materials even varied more than 
would be expected during the intervening period.  A systematic comparison was not 
possible.  
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Education 
 Knowledge questions 
 Value questions 
Community vitality 
 Community questions 
 Family questions 
Cultural diversity and resilience 
 Speak native language 
 Driglam Namzha 

As in the case of the selection of indicators, in the trial GNH Indices, a 
range of different weighting structures were implemented. Furthermore, 
the final GNH Index was tested for robustness to changes in weights.  

Table 2: Weights on the 33 indicators 

Domain Indicators Weight 

Psychological 
wellbeing 

Life satisfaction 33% 
Positive emotions 17% 
Negative emotions 17% 
Spirituality 33% 

Health 

Self-reported health 10% 
Healthy days 30% 
Disability 30% 
Mental health 30% 

Time use 
Work 50% 
Sleep 50% 

Education 

Literacy 30% 
Schooling 30% 
Knowledge 20% 
Value 20% 

Cultural diversity 
and resilience 

Zorig chusum skills (artistic skills) 30% 
Cultural participation 30% 
Speak native language 20% 
Driglam Namzha (the Way of Harmony) 20% 

Good 
governance 

Political participation 40% 
Services 40% 
Governance performance 10% 
Fundamental rights 10% 

Community vitality 

Donation (time & money) 30% 
Safety 30% 
Community relationship 20% 
Family 20% 

Ecological diversity 
and resilience 

Wildlife damage 40% 
Urban issues 40% 
Responsibility towards environment 10% 
Ecological issues 10% 

Living standards 
Per capita income 33% 
Assets 33% 
Housing 33% 
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Table 2 provides the weights applied for each of the 33 indicators in the 
GNH Index. All the weights on indicators for one domain sum to 100%. 
As is evident, the relative weight on work and sleep is the highest of all 
indicators, at 50% of one domain, or 1/18th of the total weight. The next 
four most highly weighted indices relate to political participation and 
services in governance, and wildlife damage and urban issues in ecological 
diversity. While these indicators receive a higher weight due to the 
presence of subjective indicators in that domain, they are also normatively 
justifiable. Political participation and the delivery of public services are the 
key aspects to governance, with the first reflecting citizen participation and 
the second reflecting the success of the service delivery. In ecology, 
wildlife damage is the overwhelming concern in rural areas, as was stressed 
also by communities in the participatory fieldwork component of this 
study. The indicator of urban environmental issues – traffic congestion, a 
lack of green areas, a lack of pedestrian facilities, and urban sprawl – 
provide some insight into key issues at present, but will need to be 
adjusted as urbanization concerns evolve.   

Having presented the indicators, domains, and weights, we now introduce 
the methodology by which the GNH Index was constructed, first by 
identifying who is happy using a happiness cutoff, and then by ascertaining 
the share of indicators in which not-yet-happy people enjoy sufficiency.  

Alkire-Foster  Methodology  

The Gross National Happiness Index is constructed by building 
innovatively upon the simple, rigorous and decomposable methodology 
for measuring poverty developed by Alkire and Foster (2007, 2011) that 
can be used to measure poverty or wellbeing. It is a robust method which 
identifies a group – in this case those people who are not-yet-happy (vs. 
those who are happy) by considering the ‘sufficiencies’ they enjoy. It is a 
flexible method which has been fully tailored to the needs and context in 
Bhutan. This includes identifying the happiness gradient – the four 
population subgroups according to the percentage of weighted indicators 
in which they have sufficiency.  

Like other measures in the Alkire-Foster family, the GNH Index is created 
from two numbers: 

i. Headcount ratio: percentage of people who are happy 
ii. Breadth: percentage of domains in which people who are not-

yet-happy enjoy sufficiency (this is similar to ‘intensity’ in 
poverty measures using the Alkire-Foster method) 
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We first describe the approach intuitively and subsequently present more 
formal notation.  

To construct the GNH Index using this methodology the following steps 
are followed: 

i. Choose indicators 
ii. Apply sufficiency thresholds (who has enough)? 
iii. Apply weights for each indicator 
iv. Apply the Happiness Gradient to identify four categories of 

Bhutanese 
v. Select the middle cutoff as the happiness threshold and identify 

two groups: 
1. Happy people  (extensively and deeply happy) 
2. Not-yet-happy people (policy priority) (unhappy and 

narrowly happy) 
vi. Identify among the not-yet-happy people, in what percentage 

of domains they lack sufficiency, and in what percentage they 
enjoy sufficiency. 

vii. Calculate the GNH Index and its associated statistics   

This section presents the last four steps.  

Suff i c i ency Cutof f  

The first step is to define whether each person has attained sufficiency in 
each of the indicators. This is done by applying a sufficiency cutoff to each 
indicator. This is a novel step. In poverty measurement, a poverty cutoff is 
applied in order to distinguish poor from non-poor people or households. 
Poverty thresholds are imperfect and arbitrary, but the concept is well-
understood. A sufficiency cutoff functions like a poverty or deprivation 
cutoff, but is set at a higher level.  A person is identified as having a 
sufficient attainment if his or her achievements in that indicator meet or 
exceed the cutoff.  Appendix 5 described the 33 indicators that have been 
chosen for the GNH Index, as well as the sufficiency cutoffs for each 
indicator. 

If a person has achieved sufficiency, then their actual attainment is 
replaced by the value of the sufficiency cutoff. For example, if a perpetual 
student had been studying for 30 years and the sufficiency cutoff were 21 
years, then the perpetual student would be treated as if they had 21 years 
of education.  Achievements above the sufficiency cutoff do not further 
increase GNH. The level at which the sufficiency cutoff is set is a value 
judgment, which can be a topic for public discussion, but the fact that it 
may be difficult to set an exact cutoff should not obscure the 
reasonableness of setting some sufficiency cutoff. In the 2010 GNH Index, 
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various sufficiency cutoffs were applied to different trial indices before 
choosing the final set; similarly, multiple cutoffs may be applied in order to 
detect a range of changes – for example among those exceeding the 
sufficiency cutoff(s) or those who have achieved less.  

Happiness Gradient  

Having identified whether a person has sufficiency in each of the 
indicators, the next question is how to identify certain people as ‘happy’. A 
key reason to identify people as happy because they have realized 
sufficiency in some percentage of domains is to emphasize human 
diversity. A person is not required to achieve sufficiency in all indicators in 
order to be happy. This is a tremendously important point: some people 
achieve genuine flourishing while in a state of material poverty, or despite 
being excluded from community events, or despite ill health, or without 
being well educated. Indeed a person who is fully flourishing in some 
percentage of domains may be as happy as a person who has attained 
nearly all: above a certain level, more does not necessarily matter.   

Just as within each dimension, we set sufficiency cutoffs to say ‘that this 
much is enough’ so too across dimensions we set a second happiness 
cutoff to say ‘this much is enough’. It is sufficient – sufficiency in 
additional indicators may enhance some people’s lives and will affect the 
gradient, but the happiness cutoff identifies people who, it is assumed, 
have sufficient achievements to be happy.  

While in a poverty measure, only one or at most two cutoffs are used 
normally – one to identify the poor and occasionally a second to identify 
the extreme poor – in the case of the GNH measure, again because it is 
innovative and data rich, three cutoffs were selected and applied in order 
to generate four categories of people, each identified according to the 
percentage of domains or weighted indicators in which they had achieved 
sufficiency. The first cutoff identifies who is unhappy because they enjoy 
sufficiency in less than 50% of indicators; the second identifies the 
narrowly happy – those who enjoy sufficiency in half to two-thirds of 
indicators (50-66%). The third identifies the moderately happy – those 
who enjoy sufficiency in 66-76% of indicators. The last identifies the 
deeply happy, who enjoy sufficiency in 77% of indicators or more.  
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Figure 1: Happiness gradient 

As figure 1 shows, when we apply the 50% cutoff we find that only one 
person, Thinley, is unhappy. Looking between 50–65% we find three 
people are narrowly happy: Dorji, Jampel and Tashi. Two people have 
sufficiency in 66–76% of domains: Tshering and Chhimi. And finally, one 
person, Sangay, is deeply happy with achievements in over 77% of 
domains. We can compute the average sufficiency for each group also: for 
example, in the case of the narrowly happy people, the average sufficiency 
is [(4.6/9 + 5/9 + 5/9)/3] = 54%.   

Yet, as a policy tool, it must be very easy to communicate the results of the 
GNH Index. When the GNH Index is updated, the government must be 
able to report whether the percentage of people who are happy has 
increased or decreased over time, where most change has occurred, and 
what dimensions and indicators increased and decreased. For this reason, 
one of the three cutoffs was used – the middle cutoff – for the GNH 
Index.  

Ident i f i cat ion for the GNH Index 

So the 2010 GNH Index identifies a person as happy if he or she has 
attained sufficiency in 66% or more of the weighted indicators, which is 
equivalent to six of the nine domains. Thus the GNH identifies a person 
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as not-yet-happy if he or she lacks sufficiency in more than 33% of 
indicators.15  Those who are extensively or deeply happy are understood to 
enjoy GNH; in contrast, the not-yet happy group includes those who are 
unhappy or narrowly happy.  

 

Figure 2: Identifying who is happy according to the GNH 

Figure 2 uses an illustrative sample of seven people with nine domains to 
show how step 6 works in practice (to identify - among the not-yet-happy 
people – the percentage of domains in which they lack sufficiency, and in 
what percentage they enjoy sufficiency).16 The people at the top have 
sufficiency in the fewest domains, while those at the bottom have the 
most.   
                                                
15 It would also be possible to construct a GNH Index simply to describe different 
sufficiency levels and compositions, but not claim any person to be happy. Such an 
approach could still provide examples of how different people achieve sufficiency in a 
different set of indicators, and so show the diversity of experiences and achievements 
which create GNH. Yet this approach is more complex to explain and also runs the danger 
of seeming to respect diversity less. That approach might also give equal policy importance 
to increasing the attainment of the happiest person as of the least happy person, which 
could be morally troubling as well as inefficient. In essence, this approach would use a 
‘union’ identification techniques, and because the H = 100% = 1, all of the focus would be 
on the proportion of domains in which each person or representative group enjoyed 
sufficiency.  

16 Note that this is a simplification: the actual calculation uses 33 indicators and calculates 
an individual deprivation profile based on these rather than only nine domains, but the 
same principles apply.   
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Suff i c i ency and Insuf f i c i ency among the Not-Yet-Happy 

How do we move from this picture to the GNH?  Here four out of seven 
people are not yet happy – 4/7 = 57%, while 3 out of 7 people are happy 
– 3/7 = 43%. Once we have this figure, to compute the GNH Index, we 
only need to know one more thing: Among the not-yet-happy people, in 
what percentage of domains do they enjoy sufficiency? 

 

Figure 3: Calculating the percentage of domains in which not yet happy people lack 
sufficiency 

The next step is to scrutinize the overall achievements of the not-yet-
happy people. We do this by taking the average among the not-yet-happy 
people of the proportion of weighted indicators in which they lack 
sufficiency. Figure 3 shows how we arrive at this figure.  The not-yet-
happy lack sufficiency in 51.1% of domains, and enjoy it in 48.9% of 
domains in this example.  

Calculat ing the GNH Index 

To calculate the GNH Index, the data of the population are aggregated 
into a decomposable ‘Adjusted Headcount M0’ measure that is sensitive to 
the ‘breadth’ of achievements (Alkire and Foster 2007). It is constructed 
by multiplying HA, where H is the headcount and represents the percentage of 
people who have not achieved sufficiency in 6 domains thus are identified 



An Extensive Analysis of GNH Index 

 
33 

as not-yet-happy, and A is the average proportion of dimensions in which 
those not-yet-happy people lack sufficiency.  

The Adjusted Headcount ranges in value from 0 to 1, with larger numbers 
signifying greater insufficiencies and less happiness. In order to create the 
GNH Index in which a higher number reflects greater happiness, the 
Adjusted Headcount is subtracted from 1 to obtain the GNH. GNH = 1-
HA.  

The GNH Index formulae can also usually be written GNH = HH + (H x 
ASuf), where HH are the percentage of happy people [HH = (1-H)] and ASuf 
is the percentage of dimensions in which the average not-yet-happy person 
nonetheless enjoys sufficiency [ASuf  = 1-A].17  This way of presenting the 
same results focuses on happiness and sufficiency; the other focuses on 
the per cent of not-yet-happy and their insufficiencies; both are useful and 
will be drawn upon in later sections of the analysis.  The value of the 
GNH Index is the same no matter which presentation is used.  

We now present the methodology more formally.  

Methodology :  GNH Index  

Let dnM ,  denote the set of all dn! matrices. The typical element 
dnMy ,! is the matrix of achievements of n  people in d different 

dimensions.  For every     

! 

i =1,2,...,n  and dj ,...,2,1= , the typical entry 

ijy  of y is individual i´s achievement in dimension j. The row vector 

),....,,( 21 idiii yyyy =  contains individual i ´s achievements in the 

different dimensions; the column vector ),....,,(. 21 njjjj yyyy = ' gives 

the distribution of achievements in dimension j across individuals. Let 
0>jz be the sufficiency cutoff value in dimension j. The sum of entries 

in any given vector or matrix v is denoted by |v|, while µ(v) is used to 
represent the mean of v (or |v| divided by the number of entries in v). 

For any matrix y, it is possible to define a matrix of deprivations from 

sufficiency g0 = [gij
0 ] , whose typical element 0

ijg  is defined by 10 =ijg  

                                                
17 This is a very simple re-arrangement as follows: GNH =1-HA = 1- HA – H + H = (1-
H) + (H-HA) =  
(1-H)+ (H)(1-A) = HH + (HxASuf), since (1-H)=HH and (1-A)=ASuf.  
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when jij zy < , and 00 =ijg  when jij zy ! .18 That is, the thij entry of 

the matrix is 1 when person i has not achieved sufficiency in dimension j, 
and 0 when he/she has sufficient.  

For each of the d dimensions we apply a weighting vector !d such that 

1
1

j

j! =" . The insufficiency profile of person i is then generated by 

summing the weights of the dimensions in which person i has not 
achieved sufficiency.  

Following the methodology to identify the multidimensionally poor 
proposed by Alkire and Foster (2007), let k!  be the identification method 

such that 1),( =zyik!  when kci ! , and 0),( =zyik!  when kci < . 
That means that a person is identified as not having achieved happiness if 
he or she does not have sufficiency in at least k dimensions. Once 

identification is applied, a censored matrix )(0 kg  is obtained from 0g by 

replacing the ith row with a vector of zeros whenever 0),( =zyik! . This 
matrix is used to generate the GNH Index and to analyse how happiness 
might be increased.  

To construct the GNH Index, we first construct an Adjusted Headcount, 
given by 0

0 ( ( ))M g kµ= , which is the sum of the weighted indicators of 

those people who do not enjoy sufficiency in any indicator ( |)(| 0 kg ) 
divided by total the number of people ( n ). It can also be expressed as HA 
where H is the Headcount Ratio );( zyHH = defined by nqH /= , 

where q is the number of people in set kZ .  A is the average percentage of 
dimensions in which people who are not yet happy experience 
insufficiency, and is given by | ( ) | /( )A c k q= . M0 summarises information 
on the incidence of unhappiness and the average proportion of 
dimensions in which a not yet happy person lacks sufficiency. It satisfies 
dimension monotonicity and is also decomposable by population groups. 

The GNH is constructed by subtracting M0, from unity; that is, it is GNH 
= 1- M0. 

                                                
18 Note that in some cases the sufficiency cutoffs are identified as weak rather than strong; 
this is explained in the domains and indicators section.  



An Extensive Analysis of GNH Index 

 
35 

The measure M0, like all members of the );( zyM!  family, are 
decomposable by population subgroups. Given two distributions x and y, 
corresponding to two population subgroups of size )(xn and )(yn
correspondingly, the weighted average of sum of the subgroup poverty 
levels (weights being the population shares) equals the overall poverty level 
obtained when the two subgroups are merged: 

0 0 0
( ) ( )( , ; ) ( ; ) ( ; )
( , ) ( , )
n x n y

M x y z M x z M y z
n x y n x y

= +
 

Clearly, this can be extended to any number of subgroups such as 
dzongkhags, women and men, rural and urban, and so on. 

Additionally, once the identification step has been completed, the 0M  
index can be broken down into indicator. To see this, note that M0 can be 

expressed in the following way: 0
0 *1
( ; ) ( ( ))n

ji
M y z g kµ

=
=! , where 0

* jg  

is the jth column of the censored matrix 0 ( )g k . Thus
0
* 0( ( ( ))) / ( ; )jg k M y zµ  is the contribution of indicator j to the overall 

shortfalls in GNH. Itemizing these shortfalls clearly provides information 
that can be useful for government policy.  

The GNH Index: Formulae and Interpretat ion 

The 2010 GNH Index value is 0.743.  The percentage of people who are 
happy is 40.9% and correspondingly, those who are not-yet-happy 
comprise 59.1% of the population.  The intensity of sufficiency among 
those who are not-yet-happy is 43.4%. Recall that the formulae for the 
GNH Index is GNH=1- M0 = 1- (HxA). So the value is computed as 
follows 

2010 GNH Index = 1 - (0.591 x 0.434) = 0.743.  

This headline index has a direct intuition which is as follows. For the 
‘happy’ people, we treat them as if they had achieved sufficiency in all 
domains – so the GNH Index among happy people is naturally 100%. For 
the ‘not-yet-happy’ people, we identify the share of dimensions in which 
they have achieved sufficiency on average. Recall that the GNH Index 
formulae can also be written GNH = HH + (H x ASuf): the percentage of 
people who are happy plus the percentage of those who are not-yet-happy 



Karma Ura, Sabina Alkire, Tshoki Zangmo & Karma Wangdi 

 

36 

times the average sufficiency among the not-yet-happy. Numerically, this 
is:  

2010 GNH Index = 40.9% + (59.1% x 56.6%) = 74.3%.   

In words, 40.9% of the people have achieved happiness, and the remaining 
59.1% of people enjoy sufficiency in an average of 56.6% of the 
dimensions. The sum of these two figures is also 74.3%.  

It is easy to understand the GNH Index. It is also easy to see how it can be 
increased over time. If the percentage of people who are happy rises, the 
GNH Index will rise.  For example what happens if the percentage of 
happy people rises to 42% and the average sufficiency of the not-yet-
happy is the same? It is easy to see that happiness will rise. For example, if 
the percentage of happy people increases to 42%, this by definition means 
that the percentage of not-yet-happy people decreases to 58%, because the 
number of happy and not-yet-happy people together add up to 100%. 

GNH = 42% + (58% x 56.6%) = 74.8%    

We see that if the percentage of happy people HH rises, GNH rises.  

Also, if the average sufficiency among not-yet-happy people rises, then the 
GNH Index will rise. For example, what happens if sufficiency rises to 
60% but the percentage of happy and not-yet-happy people are still 40.9% 
and 59.1% respectively? The formulae is then  

GNH = 40.9% + (59.1% x 60%) = 76.4% 

We see that if the average sufficiency among the not-yet-happy (ASuf) rises, 
GNH rises.  

In this way the GNH Index has a very simple and direct interpretation, 
and is sensitive to important changes in society over time.  

But the real excitement of the GNH Index emerges in going inside of it, to 
understand its composition, and how achievements in different indicators 
vary between different regions and groups. The remainder of this paper 
analyses the GNH Index results. Part II analyses people who are happy in 
order to understand happiness in Bhutan at present, and Part III analyses 
how to increase happiness in Bhutan, by analysing people who are not-yet-
happy; the composition of insufficiencies, and policy implications to 
increase GNH. In order to present those results it is necessary to explain 
the methodology which underlies the analyses in the two subsequent parts 
of this paper. 
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Two Analyses :  Understanding Happiness  and Increas ing 
Happiness  

Recall that the M0 methodology underlying the GNH Index can be 
decomposed and can generate a set of useful and consistent statistics 
including H and A, as well as the censored headcounts, the per cent 
contributions of each indicator, and these figures for population 
subgroups.19  In a poverty measure, analysis focuses on poor people, the 
composition of their poverty, the per cent contribution of deprivations in 
different dimensions, and so on. Analogously, in Part III we analyse those 
who are not identified as ‘happy’ and the dimensions in which they lack 
sufficiency, using the statistics for the M0 measure, remembering that 
sufficiency cutoffs have been used, and that the range of domains is more 
extensive than usual.  

Given the unique focus of the GNH Index, Part II analyses those who are 
happy according to the index, and the composition of their happiness. 
This is particularly useful in the stage of index design in order to analyse 
the index itself, as well as to explore the diversity in patterns of achieved 
happiness and adjust the indicators and cutoffs to better reflect chosen 
combinations of achievements. The analysis presented in Part II requires a 
methodological innovation which is explained below.  

Recall the original g0 matrix. In order to analyse happiness we generate a 
corresponding g0Suf matrix, in which a person is given a value 1 if they have 
achieved sufficiency in that indicator – that is, if yij > zj – and 0 otherwise. 
The sufficiency matrix g0Suf is the mirror of the deprivation matrix: for 
every 0 in the deprivation matrix there is a 1 in the sufficiency matrix, and 
for every 1 in the deprivation matrix there is a 0 in the sufficiency matrix. 
The same weighting vector is applied to the sufficiency matrix as was 
applied to the deprivation matrix. The weighted achievements of each 
person are then summarised in the ciSuf vector, which shows the proportion 
of dimensions in which each person has attained sufficiency.  

We then apply the corresponding identification function, which identifies a 
person as happy if they have achieved sufficiency in kSuf dimensions where 
kSuf  = (1-k) dimensions. The identification function such that a person is 
identified as happy if ciSuf > kSuf. The new identification function !H is then 
defined as !H(yi;z)=1 if person i is happy and !H(yi;z)=0 if person i is not-
yet-happy. When it is applied to the g0Suf matrix, we create the censored 
matrix g0Suf(k),  in which the data of all people who are not-yet-happy are 

                                                
19 Alkire and Foster 2007, Alkire and Foster 2011a, Alkire and Foster 2011b, Alkire and 
Santos 2010. 
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censored – given a value of zero – and only the data of the happy people 
remain. We then can examine the sufficiency profiles of happy people 
using the same indices that we would analyse for the g0(k) matrix. In this 
case HH = (1-H) and reflects the percentage of people who are identified 
as happy.  

The GNH Index thus has associated with it a great richness of possible 
analyses, which will probably be simplified over time but are explored 
extensively in this first analysis. It is vital to be very alert and clear as to 
which analyses refer to which matrix. We have done this by creating a 
complete separation to avoid confusion. All of the analysis in Part II 
without exception is derived from the g0Suf(k) matrix, and all of the analysis 
of in Part III refers to the g0(k) matrix.  

The overall happiness cutoff provides a guide, a suggestion, which seems 
useful for the purposes to which the GNH Index will be put. At an 
individual level, happiness is a profoundly personal endeavor, and in 
practice people will continue to seek it in different ways. The measurement 
of GNH must continue to evolve so as to reflect the experiences of 
diverse citizens as fully and accurately as is required. To facilitate this 
interchange between the GNH Index and citizens’ observations from their 
own lives, alongside the GNH Index it can be useful to provide profiles of 
happy Bhutanese who live very different lives: rural, urban; young, old; 
male, female; wealthy, modest; modern, traditional; Eastern, Southern; and 
so on. These can be used to stimulate public discussion and can feed into 
improvements of the GNH Index over time.  
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Part  II .  Unders tanding Happiness  

The GNH value is 0.743. It shows us that 40.9% of people in Bhutan have 
achieved happiness, even with the structure of the GNH Index requiring a 
wide array of conditions to be met. Those who are not-yet-happy enjoy it 
in 56.6% of the domains, i.e. have sufficiency in 56.6% of the 124 
weighted conditions. Happiness according to the GNH is reached when 
people reach sufficiency in roughly six out of the nine domains or the 
equivalent proportion of conditions. How can we deepen our 
understanding of these results? 

The GNH Index provides an overall picture of how GNH is distributed in 
Bhutan and can be used to zoom in to look at who is happy and those that 
are not-yet-happy, and to zoom further to look at unhappy, narrowly 
happy, extensively happy, and deeply happy. The GNH can also be 
unpacked in different ways to tell different stories. It can be decomposed 
by subgroups like dzongkhags, age groups, gender, or some occupations. It 
can also be analysed by each dimension and indicator. All of these 
functions make it a useful tool for policymakers as they seek to address the 
question of ‘how can GNH be increased?’ 

Overall, most Bhutanese enjoy sufficiency in value, safety, native language, 
family, mental health, urbanization issues, responsibility towards 
environment, satisfaction in life, government performance, healthy days 
and assets. Between 50-60% of Bhutanese enjoy sufficiency in ecological 
issues, negative emotions, community relationship, artisan skills and 
Driglam Namzha. Less than half of Bhutanese enjoy sufficiency in literacy, 
housing, donations, work, services, schooling, cultural participation and 
knowledge. 

Each of the GNH indices is also reported for each of the 20 districts, by 
gender, by rural-urban area, and, for illustrative purposes, by age and 
certain occupational categories. Standard errors are presented, as are 
robustness tests for weights and cutoffs, measured with respect to group 
rankings and also, for the first time, with respect to the percentage 
contribution of each indicator.   

The 2010 GNH Index can be used to understand who is happy in Bhutan 
and to see the diverse profiles of happiness that different people enjoy.  
Based on the Alkire-Foster methodology, the GNH Index also provides an 
incentive to sustain GNH among the happy.  In this section we first 
present the happiness gradient. Then we give some overall introduction to 
sufficiencies in Bhutan, as well as describe the domain composition of 
GNH. Then we decompose the GNH Index by subgroups like 
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dzongkhags, age groups, gender, and some occupations. These 
comparisons and decompositions provide the texture and details of how 
people are happy. 

Resul ts  across  the  Happiness  Gradient  

Recall that three cut off points have been used to identify degrees of 
happiness. Not all people need to be sufficient in each of 124 variables or 
33 indicators to be happy. People are diverse in the ways and means they 
can have fulfilling life. People have freedom of choice in which ways they 
can make life fulfilling, so not all variables have universal applicability. For 
such reason, we divide the Bhutanese into four groups depending upon 
their degree of happiness. We use three cutoffs: 50%, 66%, and 77%. 
People who have achieved sufficiency in less than 50% are ‘unhappy’, and 
they comprise only 10.4% of the population. A total of 48.7% of people 
have sufficiency in 50-65% of domains and are called ‘narrowly happy’. A 
group of 32.6%, called ‘extensively happy’, have achieved sufficiency in 66-
76% – in between 6 and 7 domains. And in the last group, 8.3% of people 
are identified as ‘deeply happy’ because they enjoy sufficiency in 77% or 
more of weighted indicators – which is the equivalent of 7 or more of the 
nine domains.  

Table 3 below presents the definition of each of the groups used in this 
analysis. It then gives the percentage of the population who belong in each 
category in the 2010 GNH Index results. The final column provides the 
average percentage of weighted indicators, or domains, in which people in 
each group, on average, enjoy sufficiency.  

Table 3: Categories of GNH, Headcounts and Sufficiency 

!! Definition of 
groups ~ 
Sufficiency in: 

Per cent of 
population 
who are: 

Average Sufficiency of 
each person across 
domains 

Happy 66%-100% 40.8% 72.9% 
   Deeply Happy 77%-100% 8.3% 81.5% 
   Extensively Happy 66%-76% 32.6% 70.7% 
Not-Yet-Happy 0-65% 59.1% 56.6% 
   Narrowly Happy 50%-65% 48.7% 59.1% 
   Unhappy 0-49% 10.4% 44.7% 

We can look across this happiness gradient by dzongkhag, gender and age, 
to obtain an idea of how it develops. The description below refers to table 
IX in Appendix 6.  

The percentage of people who are ‘deeply happy’ is highest in Punakha 
(15.7%) followed by Sarpang (15.3%) and Paro (14.6%); the percentage of 
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deeply happy people is lowest in Tashigang (3.8%) followed by Samdrup 
Jonkhar (4.5%). On the other hand, the percentage of ‘unhappy’ people is 
highest in Samdrup Jongkhar (18.6%) followed by Trongsa (15.6%), and 
the rates of unhappiness are lowest in Paro (4.0%) and Haa (5.5%). Thus 
the Dzongkhags with highest and lowest GNH Index values similarly have 
consistently the highest and lowest rates of happiness and unhappiness. 
Interesting, the intensity – the percentage of domains in which unhappy 
people have sufficiency – are between 44-46% for all districts except 
Bumthang, in which unhappy people are mildly less unhappy, having 
sufficiency in 47% of the weighted indicators. Similarly, the intensity of 
sufficiency among the deeply happy is 80-82% for all districts except for 
extra-happy Dagana, with 82.7%.  This suggests that there is, at least at this 
time, less marked inequality across districts that there would be if the 
differences in intensity mirrored the differences in rates of unhappiness 
and deep happiness.  

By gender, the differences are striking. 11.1% of men are deeply happy, 
and 37.4% of men are extensively happy, compared with only 5.4% of 
women who are deeply happy and 27.7% who are extensively happy. 
Among women, 52.5% are narrowly happy, and fully 14.3% are unhappy; 
in comparison, 45% of men are narrowly happy and only 6.5% are 
unhappy. The differences in intensity are, again, mild – which is a good 
thing! 

By age, interestingly, the percentage of deeply happy people is relatively 
constant at 8-9.5% except among those aged 31-35 and >60, in which only 
7.1% and 3.8% respectively are deeply happy. However, a marked 
difference across age can be seen in unhappiness. Among those under 20, 
only 5.1% are unhappy, whereas for all those above 40 years it is over 
11%, and among those over 60 it is around 18% of people who are 
unhappy. This trend raises many questions. One possibility is that the 
younger generations are genuinely better off than their elders. This seems 
definitely part of the story because deprivations in education and living 
standards are markedly higher as the respondent age increases. If this is the 
case, then we will see this downward trend in GNH tapering off in the 
future as more Bhutanese enjoy education and higher living standards. A 
second possibility is that this trend reflects a need for services and support 
for the elderly, perhaps because the care in families is diminishing in 
strength. A third possibility is that the GNH Index domains like ‘health’ 
are such that, naturally, the aging process will correspond with lower 
sufficiency – and indeed health insufficiencies are highest among the 
elderly.  However again on the positive side, deprivations in community 
vitality, in culture, and in psychological well-being are lower as people age 
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– which might suggest a different worrying trend, namely an increase in 
insufficiencies in the very domains that make the GNH index innovative.  

Domain Composi t ion o f  GNH 

The remainder of this section analyses the GNH index itself in different 
ways. Table 4 presents the domain composition of the GNH. All nine 
dimensions contribute to GNH meaning that happy people live relatively 
balanced lives without any dimension being unimportant. Among the nine 
dimensions good health (14%), community (12%), ecology (12%), and 
psychological wellbeing (12%) contribute the most to the GNH of happy 
people in 2010. Happy Bhutanese did not necessarily have high education 
(9%). Nor did they score highly in good governance (9%).  

Table 4: Understanding happiness – contributions 

 

Percentage contribution of sufficiency 
of each domain to overall happiness 

Psychological wellbeing 11.97% 
Health 14.07% 
Time Use 10.45% 
Education 9.06% 
Cultural diversity and resilience 9.91% 
Good governance 9.32% 
Community vitality 11.83% 
Ecological diversity and resilience 12.11% 
Living standards 11.27% 
Total 100% 

Although health and community vitality contribute equally to overall 
happiness, the sufficiency, and happiness structures with respect to the 
indicators composing these two domains differ. Figure 4 presents the 
percentage of people enjoying sufficiency, and figure 5 presents the 
percentage of people who are happy and enjoy sufficiency in each of the 
indicators. With respect to health we see that 89% of Bhutanese either do 
not suffer from long-term disability or have a disability but are not 
restricted in performing their daily activities, 86% of Bhutanese have 
normal mental wellbeing, 76% of Bhutanese have sufficient number of 
healthy days, and 74% of people in Bhutan have rated their health as either 
‘good’ or ‘very good’. Of the Bhutanese who achieved sufficiency levels in 
disability, 39% are happy (fulfil the happiness threshold); of the those who 
have normal mental wellbeing, 39% are happy; of those who have 
achieved sufficient levels of healthy days, 36% are happy; and of  the 
Bhutanese who have sufficiency in self-reported health status , 35% are 
happy. As none of these are 41%, we also see that some people who do 
not have good health indicators are nonetheless happy.  
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Compared to health, in community vitality the proportion of people 
enjoying indicator-sufficiency is higher. In this case 96% of Bhutanese 
have never been victims of crime, 93% of Bhutanese report good family 
relationships, 76% of Bhutanese report good community relationships, 
and 46% of Bhutanese provide donations at the sufficiency level (time and 
money). However, compared to health, the percentages of people who 
enjoy sufficiency and are happy are lower for each of the indicators 
composing community vitality. Thus, 39% of Bhutanese who report good 
family relationships are happy, 27% of Bhutanese who have good 
community relationships are happy, and 21% of Bhutanese who have 
sufficiency in donations (time and money) are classified happy. Hence 
‘happy’ people in a number of cases nonetheless may not have sufficiency 
in community vitality indicators, particularly donations. 

 

Figure 4: Percentage of people enjoying sufficiency 

Overall in terms of indicators happy Bhutanese still often lack 
sufficiency in knowledge, participation in festivals, donations, having 
more than six years of schooling, enjoying government services, 
participating politically, and belief in the practice of Driglam Namzha 
(Figure 5). However they enjoy highest sufficiency in value, safety, native 
language, family, mental health, among others. 
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Figure 5: Percentage of people who are happy and have sufficiency 

Happiness by Dzongkhag 

Figure 6 presents the GNH Index by dzongkhag. The districts are 
classified into three categories of happiness: low, medium, and high. Low 
levels correspond to districts with a GNH Index value between 0.655 and 
0.706, and comprise Trongsa, Lhuntse, Tashiyangtse, and Samdrup 
Jongkhar. In contrast, Samtse, Chhukha, Wangdue Phodrang, Bumthang, 
Zhemgang, Mongar, Tashigang, and Pemagatshel, are districts belonging 
to the medium category of happiness. Their GNH values range between 
0.707 and 0.756. Finally, districts from the west -- Haa, Paro, Thimphu, 
Punakha, Gasa- and from the south --Dagana, Tsirang, Sarpang--are 
classified in the high category of happiness and show values of GNH 
between 0.757 and 0.807. This GNH classification is also reflected in the 
percentage of happy people by district. Thus, districts with low values of 
GNH are home to 24% to 34% of happy people. Those with medium 
values group have 35 to 44% of happy people. Lastly, districts with high 
values of GNH comprise 45 to 54% of happy people. 
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Figure 6: GNH Index by dzongkhag 

 

Figure 7: GNH Headcount by dzongkhag 

Table 5 reports the values of the GNH Index by district. As is shown, all 
are above 0.655. Within categories however there is some variability. To 
get a clear idea of the variation of happiness within districts belonging to a 
given category, we report their confidence intervals in Figure 8. We see 
that Gasa, Haa, Tsirang and Paro are the districts with the largest 
confidence intervals. These four districts belong to the high category of 
happiness, indicating that high values of happiness should be interpreted 
with caution, as these are more dispersed.  Within the medium category 
the values of the GNH Index by district exhibit more or less the same 
variation, with confidence intervals more or less of the same size. In the 
low category group Samdrup Jongkhar is the district with the tightest 
confidence interval among the low group, and also among all districts.   
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Table 5: GNH values and categories by dzongkhag 

High category Medium category Low Category 
District GNH value District GNH value District  GNH value 
Paro 0.807 Zhemgang 0.753 Lhuntse 0.698 
Sarpang 0.795 Chhukha 0.752 Tashiyangtse 0.698 
Dagana 0.783 Wangdue Phodrang 0.737 Trongsa 0.684 
Haa 0.775 Samtse 0.736 Samdrup 0.655 
Thimphu 0.773 Bumthang 0.734   
Gasa 0.771 Mongar 0.732   
Tsirang 0.770 Pemagatshel 0.712   
Punakha 0.770 Tashigang 0.708     

 

Figure 8: Confidence intervals of district level GNH indices 

When compared with per capita income, GNH ranks districts differently 
than does per capita income (Figure 9). Thimphu (the capital) is not 
ranked highest in GNH terms, yet it has the highest per capita income of 
any dzongkhag in Bhutan, while Dagana and Zhemgang do much better in 
GNH than the income criterion.  
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Figure 9: GNH Index and per capita income by dzongkhag 

In terms of the domain contribution to the GNH by district, table 6 
indicates that the composition of happiness changes a little across 
dzongkhags. Thimphu does better in terms of education and living 
standards, but worse in community vitality. Thimphu and Chhukha are 
also home to the highest number of happy people – and the highest 
number of not-yet-happy people (they are the biggest two dzongkhags in 
terms of population) in absolute terms.  
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Table 6: How the nine domains contribute to happiness by dzongkhag 

  

Percentage contribution of sufficiency of each domain to overall happiness 

Total 
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Bhutan 11.97% 14.07% 10.45% 9.06% 9.91% 9.32% 11.83% 12.11% 11.27% 100% 
Bumthang 11.6% 13.8% 10.4% 9.1% 9.6% 10.2% 12.0% 12.2% 11.1% 100% 
Chhukha 12.7% 14.1% 10.2% 9.8% 8.4% 8.2% 11.0% 12.7% 12.9% 100% 
Dagana 11.8% 14.2% 10.8% 8.1% 9.8% 9.7% 12.5% 12.2% 10.9% 100% 
Gasa 12.5% 14.5% 10.1% 8.6% 10.1% 8.4% 12.7% 13.3% 9.7% 100% 
Haa 12.4% 14.4% 10.6% 8.6% 8.4% 9.7% 11.6% 12.1% 12.1% 100% 
Lhuntse 11.5% 14.8% 11.1% 8.6% 10.6% 9.7% 12.4% 13.1% 8.3% 100% 
Mongar 11.8% 14.3% 9.4% 8.2% 11.8% 10.1% 12.5% 12.8% 9.2% 100% 
Paro 11.2% 13.8% 10.9% 8.6% 9.3% 8.9% 11.3% 13.4% 12.5% 100% 
Pemagatshel 11.1% 13.4% 10.9% 8.1% 12.2% 9.4% 12.9% 11.8% 10.1% 100% 
Punakha 11.8% 14.3% 10.7% 9.2% 8.7% 9.4% 11.8% 13.1% 11.1% 100% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 10.9% 13.6% 11.5% 9.1% 10.8% 9.0% 13.0% 11.6% 10.4% 100% 
Samtse 12.0% 14.1% 10.6% 9.3% 9.2% 8.8% 12.2% 12.4% 11.4% 100% 
Sarpang 12.1% 13.6% 9.1% 8.7% 10.0% 11.1% 12.5% 11.7% 11.4% 100% 
Tashiyangtse 12.6% 13.6% 8.8% 8.4% 11.8% 10.6% 12.2% 12.9% 9.1% 100% 
Tashigang 12.5% 13.8% 10.1% 7.7% 12.6% 10.5% 13.3% 11.4% 8.2% 100% 
Thimphu 11.8% 14.6% 10.8% 10.7% 9.2% 8.6% 9.8% 11.1% 13.4% 100% 
Trongsa 12.1% 13.6% 11.1% 9.0% 10.2% 9.4% 11.4% 11.4% 11.7% 100% 
Tsirang 11.8% 13.5% 10.2% 8.9% 10.4% 9.8% 12.8% 11.4% 11.2% 100% 
Wangdue Phodrang 12.7% 14.3% 11.0% 8.1% 9.8% 9.8% 12.3% 11.3% 10.8% 100% 
Zhemgang 12.2% 14.5% 11.9% 9.0% 10.4% 8.5% 12.2% 11.7% 9.7% 100% 
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GNH by Region 

Table I in Appendix 6 displays the GNH values by region. In general rural 
people are less happy than urban people but it is rather balanced. Fifty per 
cent of urban dwellers are happy by the GNH Index, whereas only 37% 
are in rural areas. Compared to national values the GNH Index in the 
urban sector   is 7.1% higher, while the rural index is 1.5% lower. The 
contribution of domains to happiness also differs by region. Figure 10 
presents the spider diagram associated with these contributions by region. 
In rural areas, community vitality, cultural diversity and good governance 
contribute more to happiness.  In contrast, living standards, education and 
health contribute more to happiness in urban areas. Urban people 
experience insufficiency in governance, time use and culture, while in rural 
areas insufficiency is worst in education and living standards.  

 
Figure 10: Contribution of domains to happiness by region 

GNH by Gender 

 
Figure 11: GNH Index by gender 
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Figure 12: Percentage of Bhutanese having sufficiency in each indicator by gender 

By gender we can see that men are happier than women. As table 7 shows, 
forty-nine per cent of men are happy, while only one-third of women are 
happy, a result which is both striking and statistically significant. Domain 
contributions show an equivalent contribution of health, time use, 
governance and culture, for men and women. Women do better in living 
standards and ecology with contributions of 10% of these two domains. 
Men do better in education and community vitality.  
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Table 7: GNH indices and percentage of happy people by socio-demographic groups 

   Region  Gender  Marital status 

Indicator National  Rural Urban  Male Female  Widowed Separated Divorced Married Never  
married 

 
GNH 0.743  0.726 0.790  0.783 0.704  0.625 0.661 0.721 0.747 0.791 
 
Percentage  
of happy people 
 

41%  37% 50%  49% 33%  19% 27% 36% 42% 50% 
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GNH by Age Group and Marital  Status 

Happiness by age group shows a decreasing trend. The highest values of 
GNH correspond to people aged 22 to 29 years old. The lowest are for 
people aged 85 years old or more (Figure 13). 

 

Figure 13: GNH values by age group 

Table 7 also reports the GNH indices by marital status. Across the 
different marital status categories we see an increasing trend of both GNH 
Index and percentage of happy people, from left to right, this is from 
widowed to never married categories. Thus when compared to the national 
index and national percentage of happy people, only married and never 
married groups are above the national statistics. Widowed, separated and 
divorced groups are below the national benchmark.  

GNH by Educat ional Leve l  and Occupat ional Status 

Figures 14 and 15, plot the values of the GNH Index by educational group 
and by occupational status. Note that the sample is not representative by 
either of these categories due to very small sample sizes in higher 
education and in some occupational categories such as national work force 
and monk/nun. So these results can only be considered as illustrative. We 
see that happiness is lower among those having no formal education. We 
also see that happiness does vary by occupation, with civil servants having 
higher GNH than farmers as a whole, for example.  
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Figure 14: GNH Index and percentage of happy people by education level  

 

Figure 15: GNH Index and percentage of happy people by occupational status 

Part  III .  GNH Index and Pol i cy :  Increas ing 
Happiness  

The GNH Index is formulated to provide an incentive to increase 
happiness. Its aim is not only to assess the status of happy people in a 
society. It is also concerned with the status of not-yet-happy people. This 
concern for unhappiness is in line with the nation’s vision of Bhutan. His 
Majesty Jigme Khesar Namgyel Wangchuk, 5th King of Bhutan, clearly says 
that: ‘the nation’s Vision can only be fulfilled if the scope of our dreams 
and aspirations are matched by the reality of our commitment to nurturing 
our future citizens.’  

Increasing happiness is a policy concern that involves civil servants, 
business leaders, and all citizens of Bhutan. The GNH Index can help 
them address it in practical ways. To increase happiness one needs to 
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identify people who are not yet happy. Once this segment of the 
population is identified, one needs to know the domains in which they lack 
sufficiency. This two-step identification procedure provides the basis for 
analysis that is of direct relevance for policy. 

As mentioned in the results section, the structure of the GNH Index 
allows us to analyse those who are not identified as happy and the 
dimensions or domains in which they lack sufficiency. We reflect these 
using the statistics for an Alkire-Foster poverty measure, remembering that 
the sufficiency cutoffs are set at higher levels than poverty lines and the 
range of domains is more extensive than might be common in poverty 
measures.  

Table 8 presents the values of the national headcount ratio, and national 
breadth measure for not-yet-happy people using a threshold of 66%.  
According to the GNH Index, 59% of Bhutanese do not fulfil the 
threshold of being happy in six or more than six domains; they are 
identified as being not-yet-happy. Of the Bhutanese who are not-yet-
happy, on average they have insufficiency in 43% of the domains (roughly 
equal to four domains). 

Table 8: GNH not-yet-happy people and other measures   

2007 Income 
Poverty   

2010 Multi-dimensional 
Poverty   

GNH: ‘Not -yet-happy’ 
people 

National Monetary   National MPI  National   National  
Head Count Ratio  Head Count Ratio  Head Count Ratio  Breadth 

23%  26%  59%  43% 

Table 8 presents the values of the national headcount ratios using the 2007 
national monetary poverty line and the 2010 multidimensional poverty 
index. Note that the two poverty measures are measuring different 
underlying phenomena from GNH. Naturally happiness or well-being is a 
more demanding goal as well as a more well-rounded goal than poverty 
reduction. So it is to be expected that the figures of not-yet-happy people 
will be larger than the poverty headcounts. The national income poverty 
headcount ratio obtained with the 2007 poverty line of per capita 
consumption identifies 23% of the Bhutanese population as income poor. 
When complemented with non-income measures, the 2010 National 
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) indicates that 26% of the 
Bhutanese are multidimensionally poor. The non-income domains 
considered in the MPI comprise health and education, while the income 
domain is measured by living standards instead of per capita consumption. 
The GNH value for not-yet-happy people extends the three-dimensional 
approach of the MPI to a nine-dimensional perspective, by adding 
psychological wellbeing, time use, cultural diversity, good governance, 
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community vitality, and ecological diversity to the analysis. And it replaces 
the very basic cutoffs used in a poverty measure with cutoffs that reflect 
‘sufficiency.’ Thus all of these measures are needed for public policy.  

The poverty measures focus government attention on those who are 
suffering the most in material terms hence whose needs in some sense 
have a kind of priority. The GNH measure provides the overall goal for 
society, instead of GDP per capita. It includes all citizens, young and old, 
rich and poor, in key domains of their flourishing. While one will expect 
material poverty rates to decline – as indeed they have thus far across 
Bhutan – the GNH index will enable policy makers to see whether that 
decline in material poverty is being accompanied by a decline in other 
social and environmental insufficiencies – or whether perhaps cultural, 
social, and psychological insufficiencies may increase as material 
deprivation decreases. Thimphu is an interesting example of a dzongkhag 
in which the material achievements are very high indeed, but the 
corresponding social and cultural achievements are lower. Thus Thimphu’s 
GNH value is lower than one would expect by considering either its 
poverty rates or its average income levels.  

Clearly, happiness is deeply personal. Some of these people may regard 
themselves as fully flourishing. That is why we need to discuss GNH 
widely in Bhutan. Towards this goal, this section will first compare the 
insufficiencies between happy and not-yet-happy people. Then, we will 
analyse the structure of the insufficiencies among the not-yet-happy by 
domain and see which domains and indicators should be targeted in 
priority for increasing happiness.  Finally, we will look at the insufficiencies 
by dzongkhag, by region, by gender, by age group, by marital status, and 
by occupational group of the not-yet-happy people. This analysis will 
provide information for policy recommendations towards increasing 
happiness and reducing insufficiencies. 

Achievements o f  Happy vs Not-yet -happy People  

Figure 16 below compares the achievements of happy versus unhappy 
people. There is considerable variation in the achievements between both 
groups. Across all 33 GNH indicators we see that there is no indicator in 
which happy people (orange bars) have more insufficiency than not-yet-
happy (blue bars). But some are relatively close – such as knowledge or 
community. In other indicators such as services, housing, services, 
spirituality, and life satisfaction, happy people’s achievements are, on 
average, markedly different from those of not-yet-happy people.  
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Figure 16: Comparing the percentage of people who are insufficient among the happy 
and the not-yet-happy 

Domain indicators are from left to right: psychological wellbeing: 1-4; 
health: 5-8; time use: 9-10; education: 11-14; culture: 15-18; governance: 
19-22; community: 23-26; ecology: 27-30; living standard: 31-33. 

By domain, the not-yet-happy group always has higher insufficiency with 
respect to psychological wellbeing (all indicators), health (all indicators), 
and time use, although the groups are closest with respect to sleep.  In 
education, culture, and governance, the groups are least different in value, 
language, Driglam Namzha, and political participation. Both have highest 
deprivations in education. In community, ecology, and living standard, the 
strong differences are in wildlife damage and in living standard. Happy and 
not-yet-happy people’s insufficiencies in community and ecology are 
otherwise rather close and in urbanization, almost equal.  

Structure o f  the Insuf f i c i enc ies  among the not-ye t -happy 

Table 9 presents the contribution of each of the 33 indicators and each of 
the nine domains composing GNH to insufficiencies among the not-yet-
happy, in decreasing order. This decomposition is very useful for 
identifying those domains that contribute the most to the insufficiency 
status of the not-yet-happy people.  From table 9 we see that health is the 
lowest contributor to unhappiness (6.1%) followed by community vitality 
(7.4%). Contrastingly, education is the highest contributor to unhappiness 
(15.6%).  In between the maximum and minimum contributors we find 
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living standard, time use and good governance contributing almost equally 
to unhappiness (13.5%), followed by cultural diversity and psychological 
wellbeing with 11%, and ecological diversity with 8.3%. By indicator we 
see that work is the one that contributes the most to unhappiness (8.7%), 
whereas value (0.2%) is the one that contributes the least. The indicators 
of the time spent in work and sleep, recall, have the highest weight which 
is why achievements in these indicators substantially affect the GNH 
value.  

Table 9: Contribution of indicators to unhappiness (in %) 

Education 15.4  Psychological wellbeing 11.0 
Knowledge 6.2  Spirituality 4.9 
Schooling 4.8  Life satisfaction 2.2 
Literacy 4.2  Positive emotions 2.1 
Value 0.2  Negative emotions 1.8 
Living standard 13.6  Ecological diversity 8.3 
Housing 5.7  Wildlife damage  5.5 
Household per capita income 5.1  Urbanization issues 1.5 
Assets 2.8  Ecological issues 0.8 
     Responsibility towards environment 0.5 
Time use 13.5  Community vitality 7.4 
Work  8.7  Donations  4.5 
Sleep 4.8  Community relationship 2.1 
   Family 0.4 
     Safety 0.4 
Good governance 13.5  Health 6.1 
Services 7.2  Healthy days 2.4 
Political participation 4.6  Mental health 1.6 
Fundamental rights 1.1  Disability 1.2 
Gov. performance 0.6  Self-reported health status 0.9 
Cultural diversity 11.3    
Cultural participation 5.6    
Artisan skills 3.3    
Driglam Namzha 2.1    
Speak native language 0.3       

Figure 17 presents the total percentage of people who lack sufficiency in 
each of the 33 indicators composing the GNH. More than 50% of 
Bhutanese are insufficient in three of the four indicators of education; 
more than 40% are insufficient in two of the four indicators of good 
governance. This result is in line with the structure of indicator and 
domain contributions to unhappiness. The insufficiency in education is 
explained by lower levels of schooling, with 65% of the population having 
no formal education; literacy, with only 46% of the population being 
literate; and knowledge, with 37% of the population having very poor 
knowledge of local legends, 32% having very poor understanding of 
traditional songs, and 11% having very poor understanding of local 
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tshechus. Knowledge on transmission of HIV-AIDS is also quite poor with 
about 25% of people with knowledge of it, and 43% having some 
understanding. In terms of good governance, the services indicator has the 
strongest insufficiency, which is explained by low quality water and waste 
disposal services. Only 25% of the population have piped-in dwelling 
source of water, and 55% of them burn waste disposal. Around 37% need 
to walk more than 60 minutes to reach the nearest health centre, and 28% 
have no electricity.  

 

Figure 17: Total percentage of people who lack sufficiency 

Insuf f i c i enc ies  by dzongkhag and rural -urban reg ions 

Figure 18 presents the percentage of not-yet-happy people by dzongkhag. 
The unhappiness map differentiates three intervals of unhappiness that we 
could interpret as low (46.3–56.3%), medium (56.31–66.25%) and severe 
unhappiness (66.26–76.2%). Thimphu and Chhukha are home to the 
highest number of not-yet-happy people. However these are also the 
districts that house the highest number of happy people. The reason for 
this is their population size with Thimphu having 50,000, and Chhukha 
45,000 of happy Bhutanese. 

By region we find more unhappy people in rural areas (63%) compared to 
urban ones (50%). However in rural areas, not-yet-happy people’s average 
‘shortfall’ (43%) is only a little greater than the urban shortfall (41%). This 
suggests less disparity in unhappiness by region than one finds in poverty 
measures for example. Table V-A in Appendix 6 presents the contribution 
of domains to unhappiness by region. Urban areas have highest 
insufficiency in governance, time use, and culture; whereas rural areas have 
highest insufficiency in education and living standards. 
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Figure 18: Percentage of not-yet-happy people by dzongkhag 

Insuf f i c i enc ies  by Gender 

Insufficiencies by gender indicate that 67% of women are not-yet-happy, 
and about 51% of men are not-yet-happy. Not-yet-happy people’s average 
shortfall (lack of sufficiency) is almost the same for men (42%) and 
women (44%). The contribution to unhappiness in men and women by 
the respective domains is similar with education having the greatest 
contribution and health the smallest (Table 10).  

Insuf f i c i enc ies  by Age and Marital  Status 

Happiness, as measured by GNH, varies across age groups. Young people 
are relatively happier than the old, although the relationship is not a 
perfect linear (as shown in figure 13). With respect to domain 
contributions young people are better educated, healthier, and have 
relatively good living standards.  Older people do better in culture, 
governance, community, and psychological wellbeing. A somewhat similar 
trend is also observed in case of the subjective happiness. The ‘happiness’ 
question – which is not included in the GNH index - asks people to say, 
on a scale of 0 to 10, whether they consider themselves: 0 (Not a very 
happy person) –10 (Very happy person).  While the percentage of those 
who consider their happiness to be between 7-10 is 37%, which is quite 
similar to the 40.8% of Bhutanese who are ‘happy’ by the GNH Index, the 
indices reflect different underlying phenomenon. Interestingly, 20.4% of 
Bhutanese who are extensively or deeply happy (so identified as happy by 
the GNH Index) report that their happiness is 7-10 on the subjective scale, 
but the rest – which are also 20.4% - report that their happiness is less 
than 7.   
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Figure 19: Subjective happiness by age group 

Within psychological wellbeing, the percentage of not-yet-happy people in 
spirituality decreases with age. Around 40% of young people aged 20 years 
old or less have insufficiency in spirituality, this percentage decreases to 
35% for the group of people aged between 35 to 40 years old, and to 27% 
for the age group of 65 years old or more. This may mean that spirituality 
is declining in the current generation, or it may mean that people intensify 
their spiritual pursuits later in life. Negative and positive emotions exhibit 
a less clear trend. Negative emotions decrease between the 25 or less and 
35 to 40 groups of age; are stable between the group of 45 and 55 years 
old, and exhibit a peak for age groups 36 to 40 and 61 to 65 years old. 
Positive emotions are more stable between the 31 to 50 years old groups. 
Within health the percentage of not-yet-happy people increase with age for 
all indicators. 

Table 10: Contribution of domains to unhappiness (in %): by groups 
Domain Rural National Urban  Male Female  Widowed Separated Divorced Married 

Never 
married 

Education 16 15 12  15 16  18 16 16 16 11 
Living standards 15 14 7  14 13  15 14 14 14 11 
Time use 13 14 15  14 13  11 11 13 14 12 
Good governance 13 13 16  13 13  13 13 14 13 15 
Psychological 
wellbeing 11 11 12  10 11  10 10 11 11 12 
Cultural diversity 11 11 14  12 11  9 11 9 11 15 
Ecological 
diversity 8 8 8  9 8  8 9 8 8 9 
Health 6 6 5  5 6  9 9 7 6 5 
Community 
vitality 6 7 11  7 8  6 8 8 7 9 
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The percentage of unhappy people also differs by marital status.  Fifty per 
cent of never married people are not-yet-happy, compared to 81% of 
widowed ones. Married, divorced and separated people have also varying 
percentages between 58%, 64% and 73%, respectively. However, their 
average insufficiency is stable, around 40% for all marital groups. There is 
not a big contrast between married, divorced, separated, and widowed in 
what concerns insufficiencies by indicator. Widowed and Divorced enjoy a 
little less culture. Never married show a different profile of deprivations 
(table 10). 

Insuf f i c i enc ies  by Occupat ional Category 

As mentioned above, the analysis of insufficiencies by occupational group 
should be takes as illustrative only. The Bhutanese survey used for GNH 
computation is not representative by occupational group, and some of the 
occupational categories are very small, and further research should be 
required to verify their accuracy. 

Figure 20 presents the percentage of not-yet-happy people by occupational 
group, as well as the average insufficiency amongst the not-yet-happy 
people. The highest percentage of unhappy people corresponds to the 
national work force occupational category (88%). This is followed by 70% 
of farmers and 58% of house wives. The least unhappy categories are that 
of civil servants, with 27% of people, and monks with 29% of people. 
Contrastingly, the category profile of the average insufficiency is relatively 
equal. Civil servants have the lowest severity (0.4), while housewives have 
the most (nearly 0.5). The sample is not fully representative and these are 
not robust rankings. The national workforce is clearly and strongly the 
unhappiest group – they are often poorly paid, migrants doing manual 
labour such as taking care of roads. Clearly, it is the worst group followed 
by farmers, the biggest group in the survey. 
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Figure 20: Head count ratio and severity by occupational group 

The Deeply Happy 

Any analysis of the happy people would be incomplete without a brief 
exploration of the subset of happy people who are identified as deeply 
happy. These comprise 8.3% of the population. Two-thirds of these are 
male, and one-third are female. Sixty-nine per cent of the deeply happy 
people live in rural areas and 31% in urban areas.  The ages are spread 
from less than 20 years old to more than 65, with 59% of the deeply happy 
people being less than or equal to 40 years old. Deeply happy people live 
in every single district of Bhutan, with the highest numbers living in 
Thimphu, Samtse and Chhukha. Still, only 12% of Bhutan’s deeply happy 
people live in Thimphu. Eighty-four per cent of the deeply happy people 
are married and twelve per cent are never married; the rest are divorced, 
separated or widowed. Twenty-six per cent of deeply happy people have 
no formal education; 28% have completed primary school; and some 
deeply happy people pertain to the remaining categories of education. 
Finally, deeply happy people pertain to every occupational category except 
the national workforce. The highest share of deeply happy people are 
farmers – 34% - followed by civil servants (18%). This small snapshot of 
happiness across Bhutan shows that it is accessible to people of different 
ages, occupational categories, regions, and educational backgrounds. The 
fact that two-thirds of deeply happy people are men is of clear policy 
interest.  
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Deeply happy people, on average, enjoy sufficiency in 81.5% of the 
domains. However it can be interesting, still, to look at the domains in 
which even they lack sufficiency. Interestingly, there are some 
insufficiencies in each domain, although these are very low in health. 
Overall, deeply happy people have the lowest deprivations among the four 
gradient groups in health, living standards, time use, and psychological 
wellbeing. They have the *highest* relative (not absolute) contributions 
from deprivations in governance and culture.  

The Many Faces o f  GNH 

The GNH Index, like the philosophy of GNH which motivates it, is very 
much a living experiment, seeking to convey more fully the colour and 
texture of people’s lives than does the standard welfare measure of GNP 
per capita. It reflects the fact that happiness is a deeply personal matter 
and people will rarely agree on a set definition. Indeed, happiness has 
many faces, as the GNH survey shows. Here are the stories of just some 
happy people whose experiences of GNH were captured in the 2010 
survey and who were identified as happy by the GNH Index.  

These profiles help to enrich our understanding of happiness according to 
GNH and show that different groups – literate or illiterate, urban or rural, 
young or old, monk, farmer, or corporate worker – can all be happy 
according to these models.   

One such happy person in the GNH survey was a married corporate 
employee aged 35 living in urban Chhukha. He has completed 10th class 
and has achieved sufficiency in nearly all indicators. He was a bit sleep 
deprived and did not feel a deep sense of belonging to his community, but 
was overall very satisfied with his life. When asked what contributed most 
to happiness he said: to be healthy, to meet basic needs, to have peace in 
the family, and to be religious. 

Another happy person whose experiences were captured in the GNH 
survey was a married woman farmer aged 44 living in rural Tongsa. She 
was illiterate and was deprived due to wildlife damage to her crops, and 
thought she never felt forgiveness among the positive emotions – yet was 
happy.  She mused that she felt happy when she was able to do her 
household work, when she was harvesting potatoes, and as she wove.  

Another happy person in the GNH survey was a widowed gomchen aged 70 
living in rural Thimphu. He had no formal education and was deprived in 
education, housing, sleep and did not participate politically.  He observed 
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that getting good agricultural products from the land contributes to 
happiness.  

Another happy person as defined by the GNH Index is an unmarried 
young woman aged 26 living in urban Tashigang. She completed a 
bachelor’s degree and is a civil servant living alone. She scores highly 
across domains, although she misses a sense of belonging. When asked 
what contributes to her happiness she replied: love, family, friends, 
education, and enough money.  

Poli cy  Impl i cat ions 

The preceding analysis suggests that to increase happiness, Bhutan needs a 
joint effort of its government, its community and its citizens (individuals 
or households). In terms of the indicators composing the GNH, the 
different groups focus on an overlapping set of indicators. To give an 
illustrative list, the community effort must focus on donations, safety, 
community relationship, cultural participation, wildlife damage, and 
Driglam Namzha. The government policies must address political 
participation, services, government performance, fundamental rights, 
literacy, schooling, knowledge, value, Zoring Chusum skills, urban issues, 
ecological issues, healthy days, disability, and mental health. But equally 
importantly, people and households must themselves work to address life 
satisfaction, positive and negative emotions, self-reported health, mental 
health, work, sleep, responsibility towards environment, native languages, 
assets, housing, family, and household per capita income. This 
triangulation between efforts indicates that individuals are linked to each 
other, that communities affect one another, and so does government. 

GNH is created when different groups work to do what they do best. The 
government and private sector should provide meaningful work, services 
and products. Community, civil society, and religious groups should 
cultivate meaningful relationships and collective action. Individuals and 
households should shape their own happiness by caring about sharing, 
relationships, and authentic self-direction and teaching their children to do 
likewise. 

Sustaining GNH 

The GNH is constructed of 33 indicators covering the nine elements of 
the GNH.  To be fully happy, six or more domains should be fulfilled for 
every person. From a policy angle this means that all government projects 
and policies are to work together to maximize GNH in Bhutan.  
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! A school advances education. But it can also help children fill 
other bowls. It can teach values and so fill the community ‘bowl’ 
and teach skills so as to improve the income component of the 
living standards bowl in the future.  

! A hospital advances health. But it can also help patients to learn to 
meditate and thus help fill people with culture and enhance 
psychological wellbeing; it can have green trees and so fill ecology.  

! A road contributes to living standards. But maybe the community 
should also talk about how they will respond with wisdom to the 
influences that the road will bring, so that they can keep their 
bowls of community vitality and culture full.  

! Business managers may consider how they can not only advance 
living standards but also how they can offer their employees’ 
family life, psychological wellbeing, care for ecology, and embody 
good governance. 

Thus the key priorities are: 

! Intentionally support existing GNH achievements that are 
valued from erosion due to cultural change.  

! Incorporate GNH Index questions into more regular surveys 
to ensure timely detection of erosion. 

! Prepare materials for different ages, region, and occupational 
groups of Bhutanese on how to increase GNH for oneself, 
with examples. 

Robustness Analys is  – Indicators ,  Cutof f s ,  k,  Weights .  

As the GNH Index is a new tool, we subject it to the usual robustness 
tests for the Alkire-Foster class of measures. These comprise the 
robustness of the GNH index to changes in cutoffs (k) and weights. We 
also developed additional robustness tests for the composition of 
insufficiencies.20 This is because the policy response to the GNH will be 

                                                
20 This section draws upon and implements, for the first time, the new tests described in 
Alkire and Ballon (2012).  
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determined by the composition of insufficiencies among not-yet-happy 
people. Thus, we wanted to ensure that the GNH Index is also robust to 
changes in weights and in the overall happiness cutoff.  In this case, we 
analyse the robustness of the contributions of dzongkhags and indicators 
to the GNH Index for different k values and weighting schemes.   

The robustness analysis presented in this section is structured in three 
parts. In part one, we first assess the variability of the GNH Index 
nationally and across dzongkhags by looking at the standard errors. This 
analysis is needed in order to infer the precision of the GNH indices. This 
is followed by the sensitivity analysis of dzongkhags’ ranks to changes in 
cutoffs (k). We report the percentage of pairwise comparisons that remain 
robust to variations in k, as well as two statistics of rank correlations. The 
second and third parts of the robustness section present the sensitivity 
analysis of dzongkhags’ and indicators’ contributions to overall GNH, 
respectively. We test for robustness to cutoffs (k) and weights sequentially. 
For this purpose we consider three alternative weighting schemes. We 
group the nine domains of happiness into three subgroups and allocate 
more weight to one subgroup at a time. The analysis in these two sections 
uses non-parametric tests for rank data. That is, we test the robustness of 
these two decompositions of overall happiness in terms of the variability 
of the rank distributions created by each weighting scheme, and for a 
range of happiness cutoffs.  

Robustness Ia:  Standard Errors  

The first necessary calculation is that of standard errors both of the GNH 
Index overall and of the indices for respective dzongkhags. This is done 
following the standard method for Alkire-Foster measures (Yalonetzky 
2010).  As can be seen in Figure 8, the standard errors are relatively high. 
This is due in part to relatively small sample sizes at the dzongkhag level. 
What is also immediately apparent is that there is relatively little inequality 
across the dzongkhag GNH Index values. In other words, we see a 
surprising degree of equality across the GNH Index values.  They range 
from just over 0.65 to just over 0.80 in value, and 17 of the 20 dzongkhags 
are between 0.7 and 0.8 in value. While this lack of inequality across 
dzongkhags is fundamentally good news, the closeness of their values 
combined with the magnitude of standard errors does affect subsequent 
robustness tests as we shall see, because the strict ‘ranking’ of districts is 
not the appropriate comparison upon which to anchor assessments of 
robustness.  
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Robustness Ib:  Robustness to Changes in the Happiness (k) 
Cutof f  

The happiness cutoff is set such that a person who enjoys sufficiency in 
66% of dimensions is considered to be happy. Correspondingly, we can 
see that if a person has insufficiencies in 34% or more of the dimensions, 
she is not considered to be happy. A first question is to what extent the 
selection of the k cutoff – at 34% of insufficiencies (which is equivalent to 
66% of sufficiencies) – affects the subsequent analysis. This is a 
particularly important question in the case of the GNH Index, because it is 
the first time that such a happiness indicator has been constructed. Hence 
we need to test the robustness of relevant comparisons for a range of 
plausible k values.  We do so for the value of M0. Because GNH=1-M0 
there will be a direct linkage between the robustness of M0 and of the 
GNH Index.  In what follows we refer to the k cutoff as being (100% - 
happiness cutoff). That is, if the happiness cutoff is 66%, the k cutoff is 
34%.  

The range of plausible k values clearly extends below 34%. For example, 
in 2008 the value of k was set at the value of the least-weighted indicator 
to create a ‘union’ approach in which a person who had insufficiency in 
any indicator, even 1% of the domains, was identified as not happy. It was 
not clear whether the plausible range of k values extends above 34%. If a 
person who had achieved sufficiency in five out of the nine dimensions 
was considered to be happy, this was widely regarded to be considered too 
un-demanding. For this reason we consider the plausible range of k values 
to be between 1% and 34%. To be precise, we chose four values of k 
which have intuitive meaning and compare across them. We chose k = 
(34, 23, 12, and 1). We also report the figures for k = 45, but, as 
mentioned above, this is for academic interest only, as this higher value of 
k would not be appropriate in practice. Intuitively, we are considering 
robustness across situations in which someone has achieved sufficiency in 
six domains (k=34), seven domains (k=23), eight domains (k=12), or nine 
domains (k=1), to be happy. And we also report the results for five 
domains (k=45).  

To test the robustness of the GNH Index to changes in k we first consider 
pairwise comparisons across dzongkhags’ GNH ranks, despite their very 
similar GNH values.  The comparison of the ordinal position of districts 
will give insights about the change in GNH district indices in response to 
different cutoffs. We additionally obtain the rank correlations for the 
precise rankings of districts. These correlations provide an intuitive 
understanding of the relationship across rank distributions. Table 11 
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presents the Spearman R and Kendall tau b21 rank correlation coefficients 
for the selected k values. The Spearman rank correlations are always 0.97 
and above for the aforementioned values of k and fall to 0.92 if we 
consider k=45. The Kendall tau b rank correlations are 0.87 and higher, 
and fall to 0.79 for k=45. Table 12 reports the percentage of pairwise 
comparisons that are robust to k – those that do not vary with changes in 
k. There is, as expected, a great deal of noise in the precise rankings: only 
55% of pairwise comparisons are robust (45% if k=45); however, given 
the positive situation of equality combined with the small sample size and 
thus large standard errors on these variables, comparisons of pairwise 
rankings do not seem appropriate, so we move on to consider grouped 
rankings.  

To avoid the false precision of pairwise comparisons we group the districts 
into four categories by their ranked GNH (1-M0) values, with the first one 
below the 25th percentile, the second below the median, the third below 
the 75th percentile and the last up to 100 (table 13a). As is evident from 
table 13b below, between k=1 and k = 34, only two districts switch 
categories: Punakha and Thimphu, both of which switch between the top 
and second categories.22  We can conclude that the grouping of 
dzongkhags into four categories is robust to changes in the happiness 
cutoff (table 13b). 

Table 11:  Rank Correlations 

Spearman R  rank correlations for M0 
 

Kendall tau  b rank correlations for M0 

k value 
k=1
2 

k=2
3 

k=3
4 

k=4
5 

 

k value 
k=1
2 

k=2
3 

k=3
4 

k=4
5 

k=1 0.995 0.985 0.982 0. 
949 

 

k=1 0.968 0.926 0.926 0.863 

k=12  0.982 0.976 0.958 
 

k=12  0.916 0.895 0.874 
k=23   0.968 0.916 

 
k=23   0.874 0.789 

k=34       0.95 
 

k=34       0.874 

                                                
21 Although Kendall tau and Spearman R are comparable in terms of their statistical power, 
they usually differ in magnitude. More importantly their interpretations are also different.  
Spearman R can be thought of as the regular Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficient as computed from ranks. Kendall tau rather represents a probability. Specifically, 
it is the difference between the probability that the GNH Index of the districts leads to the 
same order for two different k values versus the probability that the GNH district indices 
are in different orders for the same two k values. Three different variants of tau are 
computed (a, b, and c), these differ with regard as to how tied ranks are handled. In most 
cases these values will be fairly similar (Kendall, 1948, 1975; Everitt, 1977; Siegel and 
Castellan, 1988). 

22 If we also include k = 45, then four additional districts switch categories: Mongar, 
Pemagatshel, Tashigang and Zhemgang 
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Table 12: Percentage of pairwise comparisons that do not vary to changes in k  

k value k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 
k=1 70% 55% 50% 40% 
k=12  50% 50% 40% 
k=23   55% 40% 
k=34       45% 

Table 13a: Categories of GNH 

Table 13b: Robustness to k by category 

District k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 
Bumthang 2 2 2 2 
Chhukha 1 1 1 1 
Dagana 0 0 0 0 
Gasa 0 0 1 1 
Haa 0 0 0 0 
Lhuntse 3 3 3 3 
Mongar 2 2 2 2 
Paro 0 0 0 0 
Pemagatshel 2 2 2 2 
Punakha 1 1 0 1 
Samdrup Jongkhar 3 3 3 3 
Samtse 2 2 2 2 
Sarpang 0 0 0 0 
Tashiyangtse 3 3 3 3 
Tashigang 3 3 3 3 
Thimphu 1 1 1 0 
Trongsa 3 3 3 3 
Tsirang 1 1 1 1 
Wangdue Phodrang 2 2 2 2 
Zhemgang 1 1 1 1 
Categories are:     
0 - less than 25th percentile   
1 - 25th percentile to median    
2 - Median to 75th percentile    
3 - above 75th percentile    
    

Top GNH Upper GNH Lower GNH Lowest GNH 
Dagana Chhukha Bumthang Lhuntse 
Haa Gasa Mongar Samdrup Jongkhar 
Paro Punakha Pemagatshel Tashiyangtse 
Sarpang Tsirang Samtse Tashigang 
Thimphu Zhemgang Wangdue Phodrang Trongsa 
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Robustness  II :  Robustness o f  Dzongkhags ’  Contr ibut ions to 
Overal l  Happiness  by Cutof f  and Weights 

To understand the changes in dzongkhags’ contributions to overall 
happiness we recall that M0 depends on the matrix of indicator 
achievements of the population (X), the set of weights (w), and the overall 
cutoff (k) (which is 100% minus the happiness cutoff).23 As was explained 
in the methodological section, M0 can be decomposed by subgroup or 
dzongkhag (l), this is: 

!! !! !! ! ! !!
!

!

!!!
!! !!!!! ! !!""! ! !! ! ! !! 

where: !!!!!! !! !! is the (l) dzongkhag’s M0 index, and 
!!
!  is the 

Dzongkhag’s population share. 

Thus to test for robustness one can consider the following two 
alternatives. We can test for the sensitivity of the GNH or !!values to 
changes in the weights allocated to each indicator for a given cutoff value. 
Alternatively, we can test for robustness of GNH to changes in the cutoff 
value for a given weighting scheme. In the first part of this robustness 
section we have already tested the robustness of the GNH indices to 
different k values given a weighting structure where dimensional weights 
receive 33% each (see below). In this second part of the robustness section 
we combine these two alternatives. Before presenting the results we 
formalise the changes in dzongkhags’ contributions to overall happiness. 

A change in the weighting scheme from ! to !! given the cutoff (k) 
could be formalised as follows:  

!!! !!!!!!!!! ! ! !! !!!!! ! !!!! !!!!! !  

where: !!! !!! !!!!!! !  denotes the change in !!. 

As !! could be decomposed by subgroup (dzongkhag), the change in !! 
leads to: 

!!! !!! !!!!!! ! ! !!
!

!

!!!
!!! !!!!!!! ! ! !!""! ! !! ! ! ! !  

                                                
23 !! is also a function of the vector of sufficiency cut-offs z.  
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Similarly, a change in the cutoff from !!to !! for a given weighting 
scheme (w) could be formalised as follows: 

!!! !!! !!!!!! ! ! !!
!

!

!!!
!!! !! !!!!!! ! !!""! ! !! ! ! ! !  

Thus the change in !! equals the sum of the weighted subgroup changes 
in !! (either with respect to the weight or the cutoff), where subgroup 
weights are given by the population shares. This provides an intuitive 
interpretation of the change in !! resulting from a change in the 
weighting scheme or the cutoff, as resulting from the change in the 
dzongkhags’ contributions to overall GNH or !!.  

To explore the robustness of dzongkhags’ contributions to overall 
happiness we look at the changes in GNH categories (table 13a) which 
occur as a result of changes in the indicators’ weights. We consider a 
baseline scenario and three alternative weighting schemes. For this 
purpose, we group the nine domains of happiness into three subgroups. 
The first subgroup includes psychological wellbeing, cultural diversity and 
resilience, and community vitality. The second includes time use, good 
governance, ecological diversity and resilience. The third group includes 
living standards, health, and education. Our baseline scenario takes the 
weights that have been presented in the preceding sections – that is, a 
value of 33% to each subgroup. The alternative weighting structures assign 
half of the weight to one subgroup and a quarter of the weight to the other 
two subgroups (table 14). This unequal dimensional weighting scheme 
keeps the indicators’ weights within each domain unchanged. The first 
weighting scheme (Case 1) assigns half of the overall weight to the third 
subgroup of dimensions comprising living standards, health and education. 
The second and third subgroups receive a quarter of the overall weight, 
that is, 25% each. Case 2 redistributes the weights and assigns 50% of the 
weight to time use, good governance, ecological diversity and resilience. 
The first and third subgroups receive 25% each. Lastly, Case 3 allocates 
50% of the overall weight to the first subgroup of domains and leaves the 
remaining two quarters to subgroups 2 and 3.   

Table 15 reports the changes in M0 and, by implication, GNH by 
categories, and for different k values. We observe that the more robust 
scenario is given by Case 2 (compared to the baseline). A shift from the 
baseline weighting scheme of 33% to a dimensional group weighting of 
25-50-25% leads to very few changes in districts’ rank categories. More 
than half of the districts (11 out of 20) do not change their category for 
any k value.  In two out of five of the k values used for testing robustness 
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Chhukha, Gasa, and Thimphu gain one rank category, while Punakha loses 
one rank category in the new ranking given by Case2.24 Also for Case 2 
Pemagatshel gains one positional category for k=23 and k=34, and loses 
one positional category for k=45.  

Case 1 versus baseline provides an intermediate scenario in terms of 
variability of the district rankings by category according to !!. Allocating 
greater weight to time use, good governance, and ecological diversity and 
resilience leads to more frequent shifts in district ranks by category. With 
Case 1 ten districts do not change rank categories. Trongsa shifts one 
category for all k values. In four out of the five k values considered, 
Pemagatshel and Zhemgang gain one category, shifting towards a higher 
rank category, while Samtse loses one category thus is positioned in a 
lower rank category.  

Table 14: Alternative weighting schemes 

Domain - Group  Baseline 
 

Case 1: 
25-25-

50  

Case 2:  
25-50-
25  

Case 3:  
50-25-
25 

Group 1 
Psychological 
wellbeing  

33% 

 

25% 

 

25% 

 

50%  
Cultural diversity 
& resilience     

  
Community 
vitality     

Group 2 Time use  

33% 

 

25% 

 

50% 

 

25% 
 Good governance     

  

Ecological 
diversity & 
resilience     

Group 3 Living Standard  
33% 

 
50% 

 
25% 

 
25%  Health     

  Education     

Case 3 versus baseline turns out to be the most volatile scenario when it 
comes to district rankings by category (table 15). Assigning greater weight 
to psychological wellbeing, cultural diversity and community vitality shows 
much more sensitivity in category rankings of Thimphu, Tashigang, and 
Chhukha. Thimphu shifts up to three rank categories with k=34. More 
precisely, from being below the 25th percentile, when weights are of 33%, 
Thimphu ranks above the 75th percentile when greater weight is given to 
domains of Group 1. Put simply, Thimphu’s GNH Index is much lower if 

                                                
24 A positive difference indicates that district loses a position, shifting to a low rank 
category. A negative difference thus indicates a gain in the district’s rank category. 
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these categories are given a higher weighting. For k=45, Thimphu shifts 
two rank categories upwards and one category upwards for all remaining k 
values. Tashigang shifts two positions downwards for k=1, 12, 23, and 34. 
From being in the 75th percentile or above (in baseline), this district ranks 
in the 25th percentile according to Case 3. For k=45 Tashigang loses one 
rank category. Chhukha gains two rank categories for k values above 23, 
and one category for k values below 23.  Tashiyangtse and Tsirang shift 
positions for all k values, while Wangdue Phodrang and Bumthang change 
positions in four out of five k values. 

To deepen our analysis of the robustness of dzongkhags’ contributions to 
overall happiness, we examine whether the weighting structure has an 
effect on the dzongkhags’ contributions to overall happiness. For this 
purpose we use three non-parametric tests that are applied for testing 
differences among distributions. Our null hypothesis states that, for a 
given cutoff, the distributions of the dzongkhags’ contributions to overall 
happiness do not differ across weighting schemes. Table 16 reports the 
Friedman test and the Kendall’s W test by k value.25 For all cutoffs both 
tests are not significant at the 5% level, as shown by the !2 statistic and 
the associated p-value which is greater than 5%. Based on these results we 
can conclude that the dzongkhags’ contributions to overall happiness do 
not (statistically) differ with changes in the weighting structure for all k 
values considered. This indicates that the dzongkhags’ contributions to 
overall happiness are statistically robust to changes in weights. 

                                                
25 The Friedman test is applicable to problems with repeated-measures designs, in our case 
the dzongkhags’ contributions to overall happiness by (repeated) weighting scheme. The 
Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) is a measure of the strength of the relationship 
among distributions. The coefficient of concordance ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values 
denoting a stronger difference across distributions. 
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Table 15: Changes in dzongkhag GNH categories for different weights and k values 

  
Baseline - Case 1 

 
Baseline - Case 2 

 
Baseline - Case 3 

District  k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 
 

k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 
 

k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 
Bumthang  0 0 0 1 0 

 
0 0 1 0 -1 

 
-1 -1 0 -1 -1 

Chhukha  0 0 0 1 0 
 

0 0 -1 -1 0 
 

-1 -1 -2 -2 -2 
Dagana  0 0 0 -1 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 -1 0 

Gasa  -1 -1 0 0 1 
 

-1 -1 0 0 1 
 

0 0 1 0 1 
Haa  0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0 

 
-1 -1 -1 -1 0 

Lhuntse  0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 1 0 0 
 

0 0 0 1 1 
Mongar  0 0 0 0 -1 

 
0 0 0 0 -1 

 
1 1 1 1 0 

Paro  0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
Pemagatshel 

 
-1 -1 -1 -1 0 

 
0 0 -1 -1 1 

 
0 0 0 1 2 

Punakha  0 0 -1 0 0 
 

1 1 0 1 0 
 

0 0 -1 -1 -2 
Samdrup Jongkhar  0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0 

Samtse  1 1 1 0 1 
 

0 0 0 1 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
Sarpang  0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0 

Tashiyangtse 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0 
 

1 1 1 1 2 
Tashigang  0 0 0 0 -1 

 
0 0 0 1 0 

 
2 2 2 2 1 

Thimphu  1 1 1 0 0 
 

0 0 0 -1 -1 
 

-1 -1 -1 -3 -2 
Trongsa  1 1 1 1 1 

 
0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 

Tsirang  0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 0 0  1 1 1 1 -1 
Wangdue Phodrang  0 0 0 0 0 

 
0 0 0 0 0  -1 -1 -1 0 -1 

Zhemgang  -1 -1 -1 -1 0 
 

0 0 0 0 1  0 0 0 1 1 
Note: A positive difference indicates that a district loses a position, shifting to a lower rank category. A negative difference indicates a gain in the 
district’s rank.
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Robustness  III :  Robustness o f  Indicators ’  Contr ibut ions to 
Overal l  Happiness  by Cutof f  and Weight ing Scheme 

The above tests for robustness focused on the ranking of dzongkhags – 
initially by using pairwise comparisons and then by the four ‘groups’. 
However, to increase GNH, policymakers will want to analyse the profile 
of insufficiencies in each dzongkhag and use these to guide investments 
and interventions. Because of their policy relevance, it is vital to know 
whether the composition of insufficiencies is also highly sensitive to the 
weights used. Naturally, there will be some sensitivity – after all, the 
weights directly affect the composition profiles of each dzongkhag. But in 
this section we ask whether the policy responses would vary fundamentally 
across the same weighting structure as used in the previous sections.   

To test for robustness of indicators’ contribution to the GNH index by k 
value and weighting scheme we recall that !! can be broken down by 
indicator, after identification, as follows:  

!! !!!! !! ! ! !!
!

!!!
!! !!!! !! !  

where:   !!!!!!! !! !! and !! are, respectively, the censored headcount 
and weight attached to the j-th indicator.  

Developing the above expression we obtain: 

!! !!!! !! ! ! !
! !!! !!" ! !!

!

!!!

!

!!!
! !!!!! ! !  

where: ! !  is the indicator function that takes the value of one if the 
condition is satisfied. In our case, ! !!" ! !!  will take the value of one for 
all those individuals (i) who are below the insufficiency cutoff z in the j-th 
indicator (!!); and ! !! ! ! will take the value of one for all those 
individuals who are identified as not yet happy. We should note that !! 
depends on the set of weights !!!!). 

Thus the preceding formula clearly also shows the possible sources of 
change in !!. This is either a change in the insufficiency cutoff !, or in the 
set of weights !, or in the happiness cutoff!!. As noted it also shows that 
changes in the set of weights ! will lead to joint changes in the weights 
themselves and in the censored deprivation scores !! at the same time. 
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Our robustness analysis of indicators’ contributions to overall GNH does 
not consider changes in the insufficiency cutoffs !. We focus on changes 
in either the set of weights ! or in the cutoff ! that is associated with the 
happiness cutoff.  

Additionally the percentage contribution of each indicator (j) to overall 
happiness (!!) is: 

!! !!!! !! ! ! !!!! !! !! !! !
!!!

!!! !! !! !! !! !
! !!!! !! !! !! !

!!
 

which gives an appealing interpretation of !! as the weighted sum of the 
censored headcounts.  

Taking these elements into account, a change in the weighting scheme 
from ! to !! given the cutoff (k) could be formalised as follows:  

!!! !!! !!!!!! !! ! ! !! !!!!! !! ! ! !!! !!!!! !! !  

which in terms of the indicator breakdown leads to: 

!!! !!! !!!!!! !! !

! ! !! ! !!" ! !!
!

!!!

!

!!!
!!!!! !!!!!! ! !

!!!!!

! !!! !!!!! ! !
!!!!

 

The second right-hand-side expression in brackets allow us to visualise the 
interdependent effect of the set of weights and the censored insufficiency 
scores resulting from changes in the set of weights. Hence, when we test 
for robustness in the indicators’ contributions to overall happiness, due to 
a change in the weighting scheme from ! to !!, the change in !! is given 
by the joint change in the weight (from !!!"!!!) and in the censored 
headcount.  

A change in the cutoff from ! to !! for a given weighting scheme (w) does 
not show such interdependence and could be simply expressed as a 
weighted change (due to !! of the censored headcounts as follows: 
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!

!!! !!! !!!!!! !! ! ! ! !!
!

!!!
!! !!! !!!!!!! !  

Table 16: Dzongkhags' contribution to !! by weighting scheme and k value 

Non parametric tests 
Test Statistics 

 
k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 

Friedman Test Chi-Square  4.560 5.400 5.220 5.580 1.500 
 
Kendall's coeff. 
Concordance 
 

 
W 

  
.076 

 
.090 

 
.087 

 
.093 

 
.025 

Degrees of freedom  3 3 3 3 3 
Asymp. Significance  .207 .145 .156 .134 .682 

Table 17 presents the indicators’ contribution to !! by weighting scheme 
when k=34. The sixth column of this table reports the average 
contribution of each indicator across the four weighting sets. For example, 
we see that the average contribution of service is 7.29%.26 The seventh 
column of table 7 shows the variance of the contribution of each indicator 
also across the four possible set of weights. These two statistics provide 
initial insights about the sensitivity of the contributions to changes in 
weights. However, as the contributions of the indicators vary in 
magnitude, in table 18 we compare the coefficient of variation of each 
indicator’s contribution across the four sets of weights, and for the 
different k values.  The coefficient of variation is a normalised measure of 
dispersion that allow us to compare the varying indicators’ contributions 
more easily. From this table we observe that across k values the coefficient 
of variation is more or less stable.  

Table 17: Indicators’ contributions to !! by weighting scheme for k = 34 

Indicator Baseline Case 1: 
Case 

2: 
Case 

3: Mean Variance 

    
25-25-

50 
25-50-

25 
50-25-

25     
Life satisfaction 2.26 1.58 1.54 3.62 2.25 0.94 
Positive emotions 2.01 1.37 1.40 3.23 2.00 0.76 
Negative emotions 1.82 1.24 1.28 2.91 1.81 0.61 
Spirituality 4.78 3.27 3.34 7.78 4.79 4.44 
Self rep. health 0.87 1.26 0.61 0.66 0.85 0.09 
Healthy days 2.42 3.62 1.68 1.80 2.38 0.79 
Disability 1.17 1.78 0.80 0.87 1.15 0.20 
Mental health 1.60 2.37 1.09 1.24 1.57 0.33 

                                                
26 This is: (7.37+5.32+11.10+5.37)/4. 
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Work 8.79 6.13 13.66 6.32 8.72 12.29 
Sleep 4.55 3.01 7.37 3.28 4.55 3.98 
Schooling 5.02 9.49 4.38 4.37 5.82 6.09 
Literacy 4.46 8.46 3.83 3.91 5.16 4.91 
Value 0.17 0.16 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.00 
Knowledge 6.24 7.26 3.65 3.74 5.22 3.28 
Artisan skills 3.44 2.36 2.44 5.58 3.45 2.25 
Speak native 
language 0.24 0.15 0.17 0.42 0.24 0.01 
Cultural 
participation 5.60 3.85 3.99 9.03 5.62 5.80 
Drig lam Namzha 2.06 1.36 1.50 3.36 2.07 0.83 
Government 
performance 0.61 0.41 0.91 0.48 0.60 0.05 
Fundamental rights 1.07 0.76 1.60 0.81 1.06 0.15 
Service 7.37 5.32 11.10 5.37 7.29 7.37 
Political 
participation 4.03 2.67 6.16 3.29 4.04 2.31 
Donations 4.31 2.94 3.10 7.11 4.36 3.72 
Community 
relationship 1.91 1.22 1.36 3.13 1.90 0.76 
Family 0.53 0.36 0.36 0.85 0.53 0.05 
Safety 0.34 0.22 0.23 0.56 0.34 0.03 
Ecological issues 0.79 0.55 1.19 0.59 0.78 0.09 
Resp. environment 0.52 0.36 0.75 0.39 0.51 0.03 
Wildlife damage 5.98 4.42 8.90 4.24 5.88 4.67 
Urbanization issues 1.09 0.64 1.70 0.85 1.07 0.21 
Assets 2.86 4.33 1.97 2.10 2.81 1.18 
Household p.c 
income 5.09 7.80 3.59 3.66 5.04 3.88 
Housing 6.02 9.29 4.26 4.34 5.98 5.53 

 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

In order to concretise our assessment of the robustness of the indicators’ 
contributions to overall GNH (or !!) we conduct a Friedman test to 
evaluate the differences of these contributions across weights (table 19). 
The test is significant at 5% level as all p-values are below the critical 
threshold, which shows that the composition of insufficiencies is robust to 
changes in weights. The Kendall’s coefficient of concordance is greater 
than 0.10 which indicates that there is only a weak difference among the 
four sets of weights. To grasp which weighting structure or structures 
cause the composition to diverge the most, we conduct a Wilcoxon test 
for each pair of weighting structures. Table 20 reports the comparison of 
ranks for each pair of sets of weights. For example, when we compare the 
baseline set of weights with those of Case 1 we observe that for k=34 
there are 23 negative ranks and 10 positive ranks. A negative rank indicates 
that the contribution of the indicator is ranked higher (is cardinally bigger) 
with the set of weights of the baseline scenario, compared to Case 1. A 
positive rank indicates the opposite.  This information is used in the 
computation of the Wilcoxon Test reported in table 21. The Wilcoxon test 
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statistics indicate that the null hypothesis of equality of the distribution of 
the indicators’ contributions across pair of weighting schemes cannot be 
rejected at 5% level, for all k values. Therefore we can conclude that the 
indicators’ contributions to !! are robust across the four sets of weights 
and the chosen k values. 

Table 18: Indicators' contribution to !! by weighting scheme and k value 

 
Coefficient of variation  

      
Indicator k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 
Life satisfaction 0.38 0.37 0.38 0.43 0.49 
Positive emotions 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.43 0.46 
Negative emotions 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.43 0.45 
Spirituality 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.44 0.47 
Self rep. health 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.37 
Healthy days 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.39 
Disability 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.42 
Mental health 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.36 0.39 
Work 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.40 0.44 
Sleep 0.34 0.34 0.37 0.44 0.54 
Schooling 0.36 0.36 0.39 0.42 0.43 
Literacy 0.36 0.36 0.39 0.43 0.44 
Value 0.35 0.35 0.31 0.28 0.23 
Knowledge 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
Artisan skills 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.43 0.45 
Speak native language 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.50 0.64 
Cultural participation 0.37 0.38 0.39 0.43 0.43 
Drig lam Namzha 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.44 0.48 
Government performance 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.37 
Fundamental rights 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.39 
Service 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.39 
Political participation 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.38 0.43 
Donations 0.37 0.37 0.40 0.44 0.47 
Community relationship 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.46 0.50 
Family 0.37 0.38 0.39 0.44 0.53 
Safety 0.37 0.37 0.38 0.47 0.54 
Ecological issues 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.38 0.43 
Resp. environment 0.34 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.38 
Wildlife damage 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.37 0.39 
Urbanization issues 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.43 0.53 
Assets 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.42 
Household p.c income 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.42 
Housing 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.41 

Table 19: Indicators' contribution to !! by weighting scheme and k value 

                                                                                        Non-parametric tests 
Test Statistics 

 
k=1 k=12 k=23 k=34 k=45 

Friedman Test Chi-Square  11.109 11.436 11.291 10.731 10.055 
Kendall's coeff. 
Concordance 

W  .112 .116 .114 .108 .102 

Degrees of freedom  3 3 3 3 3 
Asymp. Significance  .011 .010 .010 .013 .018 
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Table 20: Indicators' contribution to !! by weighting scheme and k value 

                                                          Comparison of Ranks 
Weighting 
schemes  

 
Cases 

 
k = 1 k = 12 k = 23 k = 34 k = 45 

Case 1 - 
Baseline 

 Negative 
Ranks (a) 

 22 22 22 23 23 

  Positive 
Ranks (b) 

 11 11 11 10 10 

  Ties ( c )  0 0 0 0 0 
Case 2 - 
Baseline 

 Negative 
Ranks (a) 

 23 23 23 23 23 

  Positive 
Ranks (b) 

 10 10 10 10 10 

  Ties ( c )  0 0 0 0 0 
Case 3 -
Baseline 

 Negative 
Ranks (a) 

 21 21 21 21 21 

  Positive 
Ranks (b) 

 12 12 12 12 12 

  Ties ( c )  0 0 0 0 0 
Case 2 - 
Case1 

 Negative 
Ranks (d) 

 19 20 14 11 14 

  Positive 
Ranks ( e ) 

 14 13 19 22 19 

  Ties (f)  0 0 0 0 0 
Case 3 - 
Case 1 

 Negative 
Ranks (d) 

 12 12 11 11 11 

  Positive 
Ranks ( e ) 

 21 21 22 17 22 

  Ties (f)  0 0 0 5 0 
Case 3 - 
Case 2 

 Negative 
Ranks (d) 

 10 10 10 11 14 

  Positive 
Ranks ( e ) 

 23 23 23 21 19 

   Ties (f)  0 0 0 1 0 
a. Case j < Baseline, j =1,2,3 

 b. Case j > Baseline,  j = 1,2,3  
c. Case j = Baseline,  j = 1,2,3 

 d. Case j+1  < Case j,    j = 1,2,3 
 e. Case j+1  > Case j,   j = 1,2,3 
 f. Case j+1 = Case j,  j = 1,2,3  
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Table 21: Indicators’ contributions to !! by weighting scheme and k value Wilcoxon 
t e s t  

Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test - Z  
Weighting 
schemes k = 1 k = 12 k = 23 k = 34 k = 45 

Case 1 - Baseline -0.884 -.884b -.920b -1.099 -.867b 
 .376 .376 .357 .272 .386 
 

 
  

  Case 2 - Baseline -1.295 -1.295b -1.313b -1.42 -1.420b 
 .195 .195 .189 .155 .155 
     

 Case 3 -Baseline -0.777 -.777b -.706b -0.813 -.420b 
 .437 .437 .480 .416 .675 
 

     Case 2 - Case1 -0.706 -.706b -.295c -0.688 -.384c 
 .480 .480 .768 .491 .701 
      

Case 3 - Case 1 -0.563 -.563c -.688c -0.273 -.581c 
 .574 .574 .492 .785 .561 
 

     Case 3 - Case 2 -0.867 -.867c -.867c -0.636 -.384c 

 
.386 .386 .386 .525 .701 

      Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) in italic 
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The Way Forward:  GNH as a Pol i cy  Tool  

Aside from deepening our understanding of happiness, the GNH Index is 
formulated to provide an incentive to increase happiness. Civil servants, 
business leaders, and citizens of Bhutan may ask, ‘how can I help to 
increase GNH?’ The GNH Index can help them answer this question in 
practical ways. It also enables the government and others to track changes 
over time. In general, there are two mechanisms by which public policy 
action can be directed so as to increase GNH: it can either increase 
percentage of people who are happy or increase the percentage of domains 
in which not-yet-happy people enjoy sufficiency. 

Insuf f i c i enc ies  by indicator 

To improve GNH we can look at people who are not yet happy and look 
at the areas where they lack sufficiency – 59% of Bhutanese are not-yet-
happy and they are deprived in roughly four domains each. The not-yet-
happy people are more deprived in all 33 indicators than the happy people 
(figure 21). The biggest deprivations are in education, living standards and 
time use. Among the not-yet-happy, women are unhappier than men.  

Rural people are less happy than urban people although their intensities 
are similar. But the composition of insufficiencies vary. The urban groups 
have bigger insufficiencies in governance, time and culture, and in rural 
areas the biggest problems are education and living standards. The 
difference here is thus in terms of the more material domains versus those 
that are about community, culture and spirituality.  In Thimphu, the 
capital, for example, the biggest deprivations are in community vitality.  

 

Figure 21: Proportion of people with insufficiencies in each indicator by happiness 
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Across all indicators we see that there is no indicator in which orange bars 
are higher than blue – none in which happy people have more 
insufficiency than not-yet-happy. Looking at psychological wellbeing, 
health, and time use, we see that not-yet-happy people always have higher 
insufficiency. In education, culture, and governance, the groups are least 
different in value, language, Driglam Namzha, and political participation. 
Both have the highest deprivations in education.  In community, ecology, 
and living standard, the strong differences are in wildlife damage and in 
living standard indicators. Happy and not-yet-happy people’s 
insufficiencies in community and ecology are otherwise rather close and in 
urbanization, almost equal.  

 
Figure 22: Contribution to unhappiness 

Health is the lowest contributor to unhappiness followed by community 
vitality. Education is the highest contributor to unhappiness. We can also 
break apart each domain to see where the biggest sources of unhappiness 
are coming from among the indicators.  

Figure 23 illustrates this for the education domain. The highest 
insufficiency is in the knowledge indicator. Bhutanese experience low 
levels of knowledge in cultural and historical aspects of the country and in 
health and politics. 
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Figure 23: Contribution of Education indicators to unhappiness 

Who can Increase GNH? 

Increasing happiness is not only the business of government. The GNH 
requires civil servants, business leaders, and average citizens to ask how 
they can increase GNH. So in that sense, the GNH index could be offered 
as a public good that will provide information to the many different 
institutions that are seeking to improve GNH. His Majesty the King Jigme 
Khesar Namgyel Wangchuck clearly states that: 

Our nation’s vision can only be fulfilled if the scope of 
our dreams and aspirations are matched by the reality of 
our commitment to nurturing our future citizens.  

The people who are not-yet-happy are an important policy priority and 
thus it is important to look at the areas in which they enjoy sufficiency and 
the areas in which they still lack sufficiency. Government, monasteries, 
communities and individuals and households efforts can contribute to 
increasing GNH.  
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Figure 24: Overlapping responsibilities for increasing happiness 

While responsibility for some indicators is shared across government, 
community and households, there is a lot of overlap between the areas of 
actions.   

Insuf f i c i enc ies  among happiness  groups 

Figure 25 shows the per cent contribution of each domain to the 
insufficiency of the four population groups that we identified. As can be 
seen, clearly the average insufficiency is lowest, as we would expect, among 
the deeply happy group. We can also see that the absolute contribution of 
each indicator is the lowest in the deeply happy group. The biggest 
contributions to insufficiency among the unhappy are living standards, 
education, and psychological wellbeing – a combination of traditional and 
innovative measures of wellbeing. Time pressures and a lack of 
governance including access to services are also very high. Deprivations in 
community and ecology contribute relatively less to insufficiencies of those 
who are not-yet-happy.  
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Figure 25: Insufficiencies across domains by happiness groups 

The unhappy 

Those who achieve sufficiency in less than half of domains are considered 
unhappy. In 2010, 10.4% of Bhutanese were unhappy. Who are these 
people? Sixty-nine per cent of the unhappy people are women and 31% 
are men. Eighty-four per cent of unhappy people live in rural areas. 
Although the unhappy come from every age cohort, 57% of the unhappy 
are over 40 years old.  Samtse, Tashigang, and Chhukha are home to the 
most unhappy people, followed by Thimphu and Samdrup Jonkhar but 
there are some in each district nationally. And 76% of unhappy people are 
married. While 90% of unhappy people have no formal education, others 
are found in every other educational category except that there are zero 
unhappy people who have completed a diploma or post-graduate studies. 
Seventy-nine per cent of unhappy people are farmers, but unhappy people 
are drawn from all occupations except that there are zero unhappy people 
among the monks, anim, Gewog Yargye Tshogchung (GYT) and Dzongkhag 
Yargye Tshogchung (DYT). 

Across domains, the unhappy people show markedly higher contributions 
to their deprivations from living standards, health deprivations, and 
psychological ill-being. This profile of unhappiness, when contrasted with 
the profile of deeply happy people, is quite striking in showing that no 
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single category finds happiness unattainable. In the same way, very few 
categories leave one immune from unhappiness, with the possible 
exception of post-graduate education and the monastic or spiritually 
committed life.27   

Building GNH 

The GNH has been presented to provincial district-level leaders to allow 
them to review their policies against the district-level results and see how 
they could alter policies according to the results. The wider goal is to 
promote a public dialogue around the index so people can share their own 
understandings and appreciate how they could increase their own GNH. 
Policy and programme screening tools have already been in use based on 
the 2008 index and all agencies whether public or private are encouraged 
to think holistically.  

  

                                                
27 Recall that sample sizes are such that the decompositions by occupational group and 
higher education cannot be taken to be representative but are shared for illustrative 
purposes only.  
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Appendix 1.  Sampling and weight ing 

Generat ion o f  Sample Weights  

As the GNH survey was not self-weighting, the final survey results were 
determined based on a multistage probability weighting method. 
Weighting for household surveys involved three operations—calculation 
of selection probabilities, adjustments for non-response, and calculation of 
the base or design weights.  

Calculation of selection probabilities; probability proportionate to estimated size 

The major component of the weight is the reciprocal of the sampling 
fraction employed in selecting the number of sample households in that 
particular sampling stratum (h) and Primary Selection Unit (PSU): 

hi
hi f

W 1
=

 

The term fhi, the sampling fraction for the ith sample PSU in the hth stratum 
is the product of probabilities of selection at every stage in each sampling 
stratum: 

hihihi ppf 21 !=
 

where pshi is the probability of selection of the sampling unit at stage s  for 
the ith sample PSU in the hth sampling stratum. The following steps for the 
calculation of the selection probabilities were used: 

1. The probability of selection in each PSU within the stratum = 
(Number of PSUs in each stratum) * (Number of households in 
each PSU in PHC / Number of households in each dzongkhag in 
PHC) 

2. Probability of selection of each household = Number of 
households selected in each PSU/Number of households listed 

Since the estimated number of households in each enumeration area 
(PSU/cluster) in the sampling frame used for the first stage selection 
differed from the updated number of households in the enumeration area 
from the listing, individual sampling fractions for households in each 
sample enumeration area (cluster) were calculated.  The sampling fractions 
for households in each enumeration area (cluster) therefore included the 
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first stage probability of selection of the enumeration area in that particular 
sampling stratum and the second stage probability of selection of a 
household in the sample enumeration area (cluster).  

Adjustment of sample weights for non-response 

A second component in the calculation of sample weights takes into 
account the level of non-response for the household interviews. It is rarely 
the case that all of the information desired is obtained from all sampled 
units in surveys. For instance, some households may provide no data at all. 
If there are any systematic differences between the respondents and non-
respondents, then estimates based solely on the respondents will be biased. 
The adjustment for household non-response is equal to the inverse value 
of: 

RRh = Number of interviewed households in stratum h/Number of 
occupied households listed in stratum h 

After the completion of fieldwork, response rates were calculated for each 
sampling stratum. These were used to adjust the sample weights calculated 
for each cluster. However, analysis of variance ANOVA confirmed that 
the response rates do not differ significantly between strata, but they differ 
significantly between dzongkhags, so the weighted response rates of 
dzongkhags was calculated. 

The design weights for the households were calculated by multiplying the 
above factors for each enumeration area. These weights were then 
standardised (or normalised), one purpose of which is to make the 
weighted sum of the interviewed sample units equal the total sample size at 
the national level.  Normalisation is performed by dividing the 
aforementioned design weights by the average design weight at the 
national level.  The average design weight is calculated as the sum of the 
design weights divided by the unweighted total.  

Adjustment for individual weights 

In order to extrapolate the weighting towards individuals rather than 
households, an additional adjustment is made.  Sample weights were 
appended to all data sets and analyses were performed by weighting each 
household or individual, depending upon the purpose of the analysis.   



Karma Ura, Sabina Alkire, Tshoki Zangmo & Karma Wangdi 

 

116 

Appendix 2.  Subjec t ive  Quest ions 
Domain Indicators Variable(s) Survey Question Response range Sufficiency 

Psychologic
al wellbeing 

Life 
satisfaction 

Health How satisfied are you with your health? 
5 (Low-worst)–25 (High 
satisfaction) 20–25 

Standard of living …with your standard of living? 
Occupation …with your major occupation? 
Family relationship …with your family relationship? 

Positive 
emotions 

Calmness 

During the past few weeks, how often do 
you experience __(Emotion)_?  

5 (Low )–20 (High positive 
emotion score)  

15–20 (Positive 
emotion score) 

Compassion 
Forgiveness 
Contentment 
Generosity 

Negative 
emotions 

Selfishness 

During the past few weeks, how often do 
you experience __(Emotion)_? 

5 (Low)–20 (High negative 
emotion score) 

15–20 (Negative 
emotion score) 

Jealousy 
Fear 
Worry 
Anger 

Spirituality 

Spirituality How spiritual do you consider yourself? 1 (Not at all)– 4 (Very spiritual) 4 (Very spiritual) 

Karma Do you consider Karma in the course of 
your daily life? 1 (Not at all)–4 (Always) 4 (Always) 

Prayer recitation How often do you recite prayers? 1 (Not at all)– 4 (Regularly) 4 (Regularly) 

Meditation How often do you meditate? 1 (Not at all)– 4 (Regularly) 3 (Occasionally) or 
4 (Regularly) 

Health Self-reported 
health Self-reported health status In general, would you say your health 

is… 1 (Very poor)–5 (Excellent) 4 (Good) or 5 
(Excellent) 

Good 
governance 

Governance 
performance 

Creating jobs Rate the performance of government in 
creating jobs? 

7 (Low institutional 
performance score) 
– 35 (High institutional 
performance ) 

28–25 
(Institutional 
performance score Reducing gap between rich and 

poor in reducing gap between rich and poor? 



An Extensive Analysis of GNH Index 

 
117 

Fighting corruption in fighting corruption? 
Preserving culture and 
traditions in preserving culture and traditions? 

Protecting environment in protecting environment? 
Providing educational needs in providing educational needs? 
Improving health services in improving health services? 

Fundamental 
rights 

Freedom of speech Do you feel that you have a right to the 
freedom of speech and opinion? 

1 (No)–2 (Yes) 2 (Yes) 

Vote …have a right to vote? 

Join political party …have a right to join political party of 
your choice? 

Form tshogpa …have a right to form tshogpa? 
Equal access to join public 
service 

…have a right to equal access and 
opportunity to join public service? 

To equal pay for equal work 
…have a right to equal pay for work of 
equal value? 

Free from discrimination …have a right to the freedom from 
discrimination? 

 Ecological 
diversity 
and 
resilience 

Responsibility 
towards 
environment 

Feelings of responsibility 
towards environment 

Do you feel responsible for conserving 
the natural environment? 

1 (Not at all responsible)–4 
(Highly responsible) 

4 (Highly 
responsible) 

Ecological 
issues 

Pollution of rivers and streams 

Is ___(potential issue)_____ an 
environmental issue of concern in your 
community? 

1 (Major concern)–4 (Not a 
concern) 

4 (Not a concern) 
or 3 (Minor 
concern) or 2 
(Some concern) in 
at least 6 ecological 
issues 

Air pollution 
Noise pollution 
Absence of waste disposal sites 
Littering 
Landslides 
Soil erosion 
Floods 
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Appendix 3.  Se l f -Report  Quest ions 
Domain Indicators Variable(s) Survey Question Response range Sufficiency 

Psychological 
wellbeing Spirituality 

Karma Do you consider Karma in the course of 
your daily life? 

1 (Not at all) – 4 
(Always) 4 (Always) 

Prayer recitation How often do you recite prayers? 
1 (Not at all) – 4 
(Regularly) 4 (Regularly) 

Meditation How often do you meditate? 
1 (Not at all) – 4 
(Regularly) 

3 (Occasionally) or 4 
(Regularly) 

Education 

Knowledge 

Local legend and folk 
stories 

How would you rate your knowledge and 
understanding of local legend and folk 
stories? 

5 (Low knowledge 
score)–25 (High 
knowledge score) 

19–25 (Knowledge 
score) 

Local tshechus How would you rate your knowledge and 
understanding of local tshechus? 

Traditional songs How would you rate your knowledge and 
understanding of traditional songs? 

The Constitution 
How would you rate your knowledge and 
understanding of the Constitution? 

HIV/AIDS 
transmission 

How would you rate your knowledge on 
how HIV/AIDS is transmitted? 

Value 

Killing Is killing justifiable? 

5 (Low value score)–15 
(High value score) 14–15 (Value score) 

Stealing Is stealing justifiable? 
Lying Is lying justifiable? 

Disharmony Is creating harmony in human relations 
justifiable? 

Sexual misconduct Is sexual misconduct justifiable? 

Community 
vitality 

Community 
relationship 

Sense of belonging How would you describe your sense of 
belonging to your local community? 

1 (Weak)–3 (Very 
strong) 3 (Very strong) 

Trust in neighbors How much do you trust your neighbors? 
1 (Trust none of 
them)–4  (Trust most 

4 (Trust most of 
them) 
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of them) 

Family 

Family members care 
about each other 

Do the members of your family care 
about each other? 

18 (High family index 
score)–6(Low family 
Index Score) 

15–18 (Family index 
score) 
 

Wish you were not part 
of your family 

Do you wish you were not part of your 
family? 

Feel like a stranger in 
your family Do you feel like a stranger in your family? 

Enough time to spend 
with your family 

Do you get enough time to spend with 
your family? 

Lot of understanding in 
your family 

Is there a lot of understanding in your 
family? 

Family is a  real source 
of comfort to you 

Do you think family is a real source of 
comfort to you? 

Cultural 
diversity and 
resilience 

Driglam Namzha 
(the Way of 
Harmony) 

Attitude Is Driglam Namzha important? 1 (Not Important) – 3 
(Very Important) 

3 (Very Important – 2 
(Important) 

Change over time 
How do you perceive the change in 
practice and observance of Driglam 
Namzha during the last few years? 

1 (Getting weaker)–3 
(Getting stronger) 3 (Getting stronger) 

Speak native 
language 

Ability to speak mother 
tongue 

How well can you speak your mother 
tongue now? 

1 (Not at all)–4 (Very 
well) 

4 (Quite well) or 5 
(Very well) 
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Appendix 4.  Fie ldwork Cases  

Two focus group discussions were held as case studies in order to obtain a 
better understanding of people’s perceptions of Gross National Happiness 
and its components. There were two central purposes of the focus group 
discussions. The first was to explore the main factors that participants 
believed were responsible for a decline or improvement in people’s 
wellbeing in their village. The second was to discuss thresholds or cutoffs 
for some of the indicators. These exercises were undertaken as a means to 
develop more effective GNH indicators.  It also allowed us to gather 
direct insights on their conceptual value judgments. The focus group 
discussions were carried out in two villages: Samdrupgang village in 
Rubesa gewog of Wangdue Phodrang and the other in Laptsakha village in 
the Talo gewog of Punakha. There were about 10 to 16 participants in 
each group with an almost equal number of men and women. On average 
there were more elderly participants and fewer young people. 
The sessions started with a casual discussion of some of the major changes 
happening in their communities. This was done to explore the extent to 
which various interventions contributed to improvements in people’s 
wellbeing. Discussions of the causes of decline and improvement provided 
an initial picture of the pressures and opportunities facing people. Then 
the participants were asked to reflect on the most important factor 
influencing their happiness or wellbeing and to justify those factors. 
Respondents were asked what images come to mind when the phrase 
‘wellbeing’ is mentioned and why those associations are made. Based on 
the respondents’ spontaneous suggestions and reactions, a definitive list of 
factors was agreed upon within each group. This process allowed an initial 
open brainstorming discussion to take place followed by a consensus-
finding exercise where the most important causes of decline or 
improvement of one’s wellbeing were chosen by the group. 

Every household has its conception of ‘good life,’ and it is related to 
specific aspects of the lives of each of the household members. For some 
participants it can also be reduced down to an individual conception of 
wellbeing. So, depending on the diverse needs of the people, different 
factors played dominant role. Generally, there were about six factors that 
were included in the groups’ definitive lists – health, relationship, 
spiritualty (contentment), financial security, education and job satisfaction. 
With spirituality, participants took special note of the value of 
contentment. Similarly, the economic aspect was perceived more along the 
lines of financial security.  
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Next, the nine domains of GNH were introduced to the group and a series 
of ranking or prioritization exercises were undertaken to gain some insight 
into how easy it was for participants to differentiate between the domains. 
The exercise required all the domains to be put in order of their relative 
importance.  

In both the focus groups, health and education were seen as the most 
important. Living standards ranked second.  

 
Group 1 2 3 
Rubesa 
 

Health, Education, 
Psychological 
wellbeing 

Living standards, 
Good governance, 
Culture 

Community vitality, 
Ecological diversity and 
resilience 

Laptsakha 
 

Health, Education, 
Psychological 
wellbeing 

Living standards, 
Culture, Time use, 
Community vitality 

Good governance, 
Ecological diversity and 
resilience 

The present situation of participants seems to have a lot of influence on 
the way different domains were ranked. If participants were experiencing 
problems within one of the domains, that domain was given a higher 
priority. For example, some participants who were coping with 
relationship issues, prioritized family while elderly participants stressed 
spirituality and contentment. Participants with money problems talked 
more about money and were more inclined to put living standards in first 
place. The same happened with health, although people without health 
problems also considered it a top issue.  

Lastly, participants were asked about their perspectives on the thresholds 
of some of the indicators. For example: How much should one donate in a 
year? How much sleep is necessary? How many years of education are 
sufficient? How much time should be spent working?  

Although participants pointed out the difficulty in setting a sensitive 
threshold with respect to the diverse backgrounds of individuals, various 
suggestions and comments were made based on their experiences of what 
would be enough. In terms of sleeping hours, the consensus was 6 to 7 
hours while the threshold for years of education was thought to be at least 
10 standard. With indicators like donations, land size or community 
participation, participants emphasised that these indicators depended 
entirely on the economic and social conditions of households and 
therefore must be considered on a case-by-case basis. Nevertheless, some 
of the participants also stated that for an average household size of five, 
about five acres would be sufficient. Likewise, for donations about 5% to 
10% of the income would be affordable. This discussion of thresholds, 
rather the brainstorming session, provided us with perspectives and 
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priorities, thus enabling us to identify certain issues to be considered when 
selecting thresholds.  

In conclusion, the focus group discussions provided the team with 
information about people’s perceptions of wellbeing and its determinants. 
It drew attention to their interconnectedness. The discussions also seem to 
suggest that setting thresholds would be more of an educated guess than a 
standard method and therefore require constant review and adaption in 
the years to come.  
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Appendix 5.  The 33 GNH Indicators :  Their  
Construc t ion and Just i f i cat ion   

In order to measure the nine domains of GNH, 33 indicators have been 
selected according to five different criteria. First of all the indicators have 
to reflect the normative values of GNH which have been articulated in 
official documents such as the National Development Plan and in 
statements by His Majesty the King, the Prime Minister and other 
ministers. They also reflect the normative values which are embedded in 
the culture and traditions of Bhutan. The second criterion for the 
indicators relates to their statistical properties: each indicator was analysed 
extensively to ensure robustness. Third, the indicators were chosen such 
that they would accurately reflect how happiness is increasing or evolving 
in different regions over time and among different groups accurately. 
Fourth the indicators had to be relevant for public action – although 
government policy is by no means the only way of increasing GNH. Many 
domains of GNH can be facilitated by appropriate government policies 
and by government policies that create incentives for business, NGOs and 
citizens to support GNH in its many dimensions.  And lastly, the 
indicators have to be understandable as far as possible by citizens. They 
have to reflect and relate to people’s own experiences in their own lives, so 
that the GNH Index would not only be a policy tool but would also be 
something that people could use to imagine the many different ways of 
being happy in the Bhutanese context.  

There are four indicators in every domain, except time use, which has two 
(sleep and work), and living standards, which has three. This appendix 
provides a detailed explanation of the indicators that have been included in 
the index, with particular emphasis on their construction, their 
justification, and their statistical properties.  

1. Psycholog i ca l  Wel lbe ing 

Psychological wellbeing is an intrinsically valuable and desired state of 
being. (Diener et al. 1997) categorise indicators of psychological wellbeing 
according to reflective or affective elements. Reflective indicators provide 
an appraisal of how satisfied people are in various aspects of their lives 
while the affective indicators provide a hedonic evaluation guided by 
emotions and feelings such as the frequency with which people experience 
various moods in reaction to their lives. 
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The Sarkozy Report28  (Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi, 2009a, p. 44) emphasises 
the importance of using diverse wellbeing indicators. It states: ‘...different 
aspects (cognitive evaluations of one’s life, happiness, satisfaction, positive 
emotions such as joy and pride, and negative emotions such as pain and 
worry)…should be measured separately to derive a more comprehensive 
appreciation of people’s lives.’ Many other studies support the use of 
multiple subjective measures of wellbeing (McGillivray and Clarke 2006; 
van Hoorn 2007; Samman 2007).  

Following this, the GNH Index uses indicators of satisfaction and of 
emotional wellbeing. An additional aspect of spirituality has also been 
included in the domain.  From a GNH perspective, spirituality is 
fundamental for one’s wellbeing and happiness, and so continuous efforts 
must be made by individuals and societies to develop their full spiritual 
potential. Spirituality also represents a vital part of identity since it is deeply 
rooted in Bhutan’s tradition and culture.  Therefore, psychological 
wellbeing has been expressed in terms of four major components: life 
satisfaction, positive emotions, negative emotions and spirituality.  

The four indicators use subjective and self-report data to proxy a person’s 
psychological wellbeing. Like all subjective indicators, they require care in 
interpretation. This is particularly the case for the GNH Index, because 
each response is interpreted as reflecting a particular individual’s general 
psychological wellbeing state for the survey year. Yet a person’s particular 
responses may be an imperfect proxy of their psychological wellbeing. For 
example, the respondents will have distinct personality types and different 
reference groups in mind for their responses. There may be mood and 
framing effects, as well as influences from the dynamics with the particular 
enumerator. There may also be a hesitation to answer certain questions 
accurately: to a deeply spiritual person it might seem presumptuous or 
culturally inappropriate to claim that they consider themselves ‘highly 
spiritual’.  All of these will create some well-known distortions. In this 
domain, we have tried to mute at least some distortions by creating valid 
indices using multiple questions for three of the indicators.  The results by 
groups replicate well-known findings in the literature – for example, 
showing that employment and relationships are key for psychological 
                                                
28 The report narrates an extensive review of the composition of subjective wellbeing into 
two major components: first, the evaluation of a person’s life as a whole or of various 
domains and second, the measurement of the actual feelings. Both the components are 
reflected in the psychological wellbeing domain of GNH and were computed separately. 
The report states, ‘that these measures provide information about the determinants of 
quality of life at the level of each person. These determinants include both features of the 
environment where people live and their individual conditions, and they vary depending on 
the aspect considered.’ Further, it highlights that these subjective measures provide 
information beyond what is being given by income. 
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wellbeing.29 Further, all indices have been constructed after performing 
certain validity tests such as principal component analysis (PCA) and 
factor analysis (FA). 

The text below explains each of the components of the psychological 
wellbeing domain. It has three indicators composed of four sub-indices, as 
positive and negative emotions are entered separately.  

Life sat i s fac t ion 

Many have advocated that quality of life be measured using indicators that 
reflect evaluative assessments of satisfaction with life overall (Kahneman 
and Krueger 2006; Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2009b; Deaton 2010) rather 
than hedonic measures of fleeting moments of joy or passing moods. 
Veenhoven (1991) has argued that making an overall judgment about one’s 
life implies a cognitive, intellectual activity and requires the assessment of 
past experiences and estimation of future experiences. It was found that a 
global measure of life satisfaction should provide reliable information in 
many policy contexts (DEFRA 2011).30 Therefore, in the case of the GNH 
survey, an overview question was implemented, which is ‘how satisfied are 
you with the quality of your life?’ 

Enumerators observed, however, that Bhutanese respondents had distinct 
reference points in mind whilst responding, suggesting that at the 
individual level the responses were not necessarily reflective of overall 
subjective wellbeing. Pragmatic inferences about the intended meaning of 
a question are at the heart of many context effects in survey measurement 
(Schwartz 1992). Although single-item scales may be tested to ascertain 
whether they have adequate convergent validity (that is, scales correlate 
well with other similar measures), only multiple scales allow for assessment 
of internal consistency, as well as for the identification of errors associated 
with wording (translation). Diener (1984) found that multi-item scales have 
demonstrated greater reliability and validity than single-item scales. Stock 

                                                
29 Linear regression with some of the indicators of the psychological wellbeing domain was 
carried out with demographic characters such as gender, occupational level, region, age, 
family relationships etc. The life satisfaction indicator shows a significant association with 
family relationship. The higher the life satisfaction score, the higher the family relationship 
score (coef=.366, P>0.000, after observing demographic characters as constant). 
Unemployed people show a lower life satisfaction score as compared to civil servants 
(coeff=-.88, P=0.001). Positive emotions indicators also showed similar results with respect 
to relationship and occupational status. 

30 Life satisfaction is used as a headline measure for wellbeing in the Sustainable 
Development Indicator developed by DEFRA 
www.defra.gov.uk/sustainable/government/progress/national/68a.htm  
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and Okun (1982) presented substantial evidence for the construct validity 
of life satisfaction. Further, it has been observed that a single-item 
question is often susceptible to bias because it restricts responses to a 
specific reference point of view while the multi-item scale uses a wider 
range of information with more specificity. 

For these reasons, a multi-item life satisfaction indicator was developed to 
test the overall life satisfaction of an individual. The survey included 
questions on satisfaction with life in particular domains. It was important 
to keep the satisfaction questions as simple and as interpretable as possible 
due to illiteracy issues in the country. These questions had been pretested 
and respondents rarely failed to respond to such questions indicating low 
reporting bias; this was corroborated by enumerator observation that the 
questions were comprehensible and easy to answer.  

The satisfaction indicator combines individuals’ subjective assessments of 
their contentment levels with respect to health, occupation, family, 
standard of living and work-life balance.31  The respondents were asked to 
say how satisfied or dissatisfied they were in these five areas on a five-
point Likert scale (1= very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied).  

The validity of the aggregate indicator was tested using PCA. The number 
of factors to be extracted was determined by an inspection of the scree 
plot of eigenvalues.  Using this criterion, the items appear to hold in a 
unified factor (factor loadings above .47) showing that there is coherence 
to life satisfaction.32 Reliability analysis showed satisfactory results 
(Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7).33 These results indicate that the five-item 
satisfaction questionnaire could be collapsed into a single uni-dimensional 
indicator. In this case, the variables were aggregated using equal weights 
because each domain seemed relatively equal in importance across 
different phases of the life cycle. The life satisfaction indicator score 

                                                
31 A five item Likert scale was used rather than the single item question on life satisfaction 
because dissatisfaction in life is usually due to dissatisfaction in any of multiple areas of life. 
One of these areas can pull down the satisfaction level (Diener, 2006). 

32 Similar analysis is presented Review of the Satisfaction with Life Scale by Pavot and Diener 
(1993). 

33 For a standard of reliability, DeVellis (1991) stated ‘below 0.60, unacceptable: between 
0.60 and 0.65, undesirable; between, 0.65 and 0.70 minimally acceptable; between 0.70 and 
0.80, respectable; between 0.80 and 0.90, very good; much above 0.90, one should consider 
shortening the scale’ (p. 85). The reliability coefficient for evaluation uses would be at least 
0.70 and preferably 0.80 for groups and at least 0.90 for individual decision making 
(Nunnally, 1978). Clearly, there are varying thresholds for the test of reliability. In the 2010 
GNH Index we have considered > 0.8 to be good, 0.7-0.79 to be satisfactory, 0.6-.69 to be 
acceptable and 0.5-0.49 to be inadequate. 
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ranged from 5 (low satisfaction) to 25 (high satisfaction). The mean score 
was 20 (SD=2.5). A positive correlation was observed with the happiness 
question (r=.39) and the overall satisfaction with life score(r=.42), and a 
negative correlation with the 12-item General Health Questionnaire 
(GHQ-12) which detects minor psychological distress (r=-.44.).34 These 
associations further confirm, to a limited extent, the construct validity of 
the life satisfaction indicator.   

The sufficiency threshold for the life satisfaction score is set at 19. It 
implies that a person should rate themselves as either ‘satisfied’ or ‘very 
satisfied’ in at least four and ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’ in the other, 
or ‘very satisfied’ in four and ‘dissatisfied’ in one. Clearly, there can be 
other combinations, but the idea is that people should have a score of 19 
or above to be categorised as being in a happy condition. Note that the 
threshold provides room for dissatisfaction to occur in at least one 
component, implying the importance of the overall score rather than 
individual scores. Usually, respondents report similar satisfaction across 
components, for instance if someone has reported satisfaction in two 
components then it is more likely that they report the same in the other 
three as well. For instance, 58% of the respondents have rated ‘satisfied’ or 
‘very satisfied’ in all five components.   

Other options using a relative threshold of sufficiency such as the mean 
and median have been explored empirically and indeed in this particular 
case both take the value of 20. However normatively, a GNH view (like 
that of Layard and others) encourages people to assess their happiness in 
an absolute sense and discourages the use of relative or positional 
references for happiness, as the comparative approach can never generate 
very widespread happiness. Thus, the threshold of 19 has been applied.  

When the sufficiency threshold of 19 is applied, about 83 % of 
respondents are classified as happy. However because of the response 
scale and low levels of inequality, the percentage is very sensitive to 
changes in the sufficiency threshold. Threshold values of 20 and 18 
classified 72 % and 89.6 % of respondents as happy in life satisfaction 
respectively. Setting a threshold at 20 is perhaps too severe since there is 
no freedom for a lower rating at all while 18 perhaps ensures too much 
flexibility by allowing dissatisfaction in two components. So, the 

                                                
34 A polychoric correlation between the life satisfaction indicator, happiness level (0-10 
point scale) and life quality (1-5 point scale) was observed. Life satisfaction showed a 
positive correlation with life quality (r=.42) and happiness level (r=0.4).  A Spearman 
correlation between life satisfaction and the GHQ-12 indicator of mental health resulted in 
significant negative correlation (r=1.44) 
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sufficiency threshold of 19 was chosen and 83 % were sufficient in the life 
satisfaction indicator. 

Emotional Balance (Posi t ive  and Negat ive  Emotions) 

Emotions strongly influence people’s thoughts and actions and thereby 
deeply influence one’s wellbeing.35 It is vital for us to understand and 
distinguish the type of emotional experiences that are beneficial for one’s 
wellbeing from the ones which are harmful. It can also be useful to 
recognize that a radical transformation of emotions can occur by 
mindfulness, introspection and a healthy external environment.  

In general, psychologists usually do not distinguish between beneficial and 
harmful emotions. Those who take an evolutionary view of emotions have 
proposed that emotions were adaptive over the history of the species and 
remain adaptive today (Ekman 1992; Cosmides and Tooby 2000). Even 
those who categorise emotions into positive and negative do not propose 
that all negative emotions are harmful to the individual or to others 
(Watson, Clark and Tellegen 1988).  Most understand all emotions to be 
an aid for survival and necessary for the full range of human experience. In 
contrast, from the Buddhist viewpoint prevalent in Bhutan, it is crucial to 
develop positive emotions while reducing the force of negative emotions, 
in order to increase one’s happiness and wellbeing. The GNH Index thus 
reflects this position.  

There are many studies that stress the benefits of positive emotions. 
Positive emotions are often associated with situations that present 
opportunities rather than threats, and associated with a strategy of 
approaching rather than avoiding problems (Fredrickson 2000; Nesse 
2004). Studies also suggest that positive and negative states selectively 
trigger different information processing units in human brain. Positive 
affect uses internalised strategies invoking knowledge structures known as 
assimilative thinking, while negative emotions encourage a focus on 
external, environmental information which Fiedler and Bless (2001) called 
accommodative thinking. Some studies confirm the beneficial effect of 
positive emotions on health. It has been proposed that one of the factors 
affecting the relationship between positive emotions and health is the 
functioning of the immune system (Davidson et al. 2003). 

In measurement aspects, though reliability has been tested, emotional 
reporting is often biased towards the most recent or most intense period 
of experience (Kahneman, Fredrickson, Schreiber and Redelmeier 1993; 

                                                
35 See for example, Ekman et al. (2005) 
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Rosenberg and Ekman 1994). A common measure of emotional 
experience is the ten-item mood scale that comprises the PANAS (Positive 
Affect and Negative Affect Schedule) developed by Watson, Clark and 
Tellegen (1988).  PANAS demonstrates that stability is more precise over 
one to two month time period than when used with short-term 
instructions. STEM (State Trait Emotion Measure) is another recently 
constructed scale composed of five positive and five negative emotions 
(Levine and Xu 2005).  

Although a range of indicators exist to assess emotions, many indicators 
were observed to be difficult to implement in the Bhutanese context due 
to difficulties in translation. We understand that there are significant 
differences in the emotional development in people depending on the 
socio-cultural circumstances, and there are societies in which certain kinds 
of emotions are more publicly expressed than others Therefore, for 
Bhutan a list of emotional experiences was drawn up based on the 
dominant social ethos while also keeping in mind the degree of 
expressiveness in the culture. Ten self-reported emotion items were 
selected. Positive emotions, or non-disturbing emotions, such as 
compassion, generosity, forgiveness, contentment and calmness were 
included while selfishness, jealousy, anger, fear and worry were used to 
represent negative emotions. In the Buddhist perspective, the negative 
emotions may be more accurately called disturbing emotions during which 
people cannot experience with much clarity and that might lead often to 
the formation of poor intentions. For both sets of emotions the 
respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they have experienced 
them during the past few weeks with reference to a four-point scale.36  The 
scale ranges are: 1 ‘never’, 2 ‘rarely’, 3 ‘sometimes’, and 4 ‘often’.  

Next, we created an indicator related to the emotions. We separated this 
into indices of positive and negative emotions, following the literature 
which suggests that positive and negative emotions are not polar opposites 
and so should be considered separately (Kahneman and Krueger).37 In the 

                                                
36 A number of different time frames have been used in various studies (Green, Goldman  
and Salovey 1993; Watson, Clark and Tellegen  1988 ; Watson and Tellegen  1999).The use 
of a ‘few weeks’ reference period is not ideal; ideally we would have information on average 
emotional experiences throughout the past year. But this may be too difficult to recall 
accurately. The GNH emotional indices will be partly inaccurate as a reflection of annual 
emotional states for at the individual level because ‘the past few weeks’ will not have been 
representative for all respondents. However they were the best that could be constructed 
from the available data.  

37 A model has been developed by J.A.Russell and J.M. Carroll (1999) that defines 
happiness and sadness as polar opposites. On the other hand, there are studies that disagree 
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initial phase of scale construction using PCA, both negative and positive 
emotions were included to test the latent constructs. Initial factor analysis 
generated three factors; one positive emotion component (five items) and 
two negative emotion components (two items and three items). The items 
when tested for internal consistency showed a satisfactory Cronbach’s 
alpha score (positive emotions alpha score= .74). There is a significant 
difference between the frequencies of positive emotions felt by people 
who have prayed more or less. Likewise, respondents scoring high on 
consideration of karma have a higher frequency of positive emotions.38 So, 
the positive emotion indicator does seem to be accurate in terms of its 
intended measurement. The two negative emotion components had 
Cronbach’s alpha scores of .66 and .78. The mean score for the positive 
emotion was 14.87 (SD=3). The mean score for two item negative 
emotions score was 7.4 (SD=1.1) and three item negative emotion score 
was 8.6 (SD=2.4). The negative emotion score has a positive correlation 
with GHQ-12 (r=.4, r=.13).39 The correlation between negative emotions 
and positive emotions is low, which follows experiences in other 
locations.40 

The positive emotion indicator score runs from 5 to 20. A score of 20 
reflects a very high positive emotional experience while 5 indicates a very 
low incidence of positive emotion.  Ideally, from a GNH perspective, the 
threshold might be set at 20 since the goal is to develop a society where 
there is an expression of high positive emotions.41 But due to the possible 
variations in the responses either influenced by typical circumstances or 
just random responding (Larsen et al. 2001), it seemed more reasonable to 
set a lower threshold of 15, which would allow for response errors. It must 
be noted for future surveys, that there was a lack of distinct clarity between 
                                                                                                        
over this relationship and propose that the positive and negative can co-occur at some 
levels (Diener and Iran-Nejad 1986, Watson et al 1999).  

38 This has been assessed using a one-way ANOVA test. With respect to prayer recitation, 
respondents who had higher frequencies also reported a higher prevalence of positive 
emotions (P<0.05). Likewise, consideration of karma showed a significant difference in 
means of people who had higher and lower positive emotions (P<0.05).  

39 A Spearman correlation resulted in a positive correlation between GHQ-12 and negative 
emotion scores (r=.4 and r=.13).  

40 This low correlation is supported by studies that show positive and negative emotions to 
be independent, and the conclusion was that emotional experience could be conceptualised 
as two components (Tomkins 1981; Bradburn 1969). Nevertheless, there are issues of low 
reliability, item sampling, type of response format and time frame covered suggesting that 
the scale itself might account for the observed independence of the components (Watson 
et al 1988; Diener and Emmons 1984; Egloff 1998). 

41 When the threshold is set high at 20 in which all emotions have to be rated as ‘often’, 
almost everyone is identified as having insufficient psychological wellbeing (92% of 
respondents). 
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response ranges. Setting a sufficiency threshold of 15 would mean that the 
frequency of feelings of positive emotions has to be either ‘often’ or 
‘sometimes’ in at least four emotions.42  The threshold identifies 58.8% as 
being happy in positive emotions. 

The negative emotion indicator scores also runs from 5 to 20 (from low to 
high incidence of positive or negative emotions). The negative emotion 
indicator consists of two components of sub-indices. The emotions 
included are selfishness and jealousy in one sub-index and anger, fear and 
worry in the other sub-index.  As mentioned before, if one takes one 
perspective – namely that negative emotions are to be gradually overcome 
– ultimately it would be best to have a society with a low frequency of 
negative emotions. However the aim would clearly not be to repress 
negative emotions, so some negative emotions will be experienced. In 
general, the scores of ‘often’ are low. Anger has been reported as ‘often’ 
only by 5% of the respondents, 6% report they have been often worried 
and only 1% have rated that they ‘often’ experience jealousy and 
selfishness. However, within the range of ‘sometimes’ anger is felt by 
43.4%, fear is felt by 30% and worry by 35%, while sensitive emotions like 
selfishness and jealousy still have low ratings, 4% and 5% respectively. 
These results suggest that either the respondents truly have low 
frequencies of negative emotions overall, or the conceptual difference 
between ‘often’ and ‘sometimes’ might not be very clear, or that self-
centred emotions, which are much maligned in Bhutanese society, such as 
selfishness and jealousy, might be under-reported in face-to-face 
interviews.  

If a threshold of 15 is set, which means a respondent might report ‘often’ 
in any one of the negative emotions and report the rest as ‘never’, ‘rarely’ 
or ‘sometimes’, 91.4% are happy. On the other hand, if a threshold of 10 is 
applied – implying that all ratings would be ‘never’ or ‘rarely’ – then 46.5% 
are happy. In order to allow a rating of ‘sometimes’ in at least two of the 
emotions, a sufficiency threshold of 12 has been considered for negative 
emotions, with about 64.6% of the respondents identified as happy.  

Spir i tual i ty   

While spirituality is a concept globally acknowledged, there is no 
consensus on how to define or measure it.  Spirituality can encompass 
belief in spiritual values like compassion, peace, and a sense of purpose 
and connectedness. Acts of compassion, altruism and selflessness are often 
characteristics associated with spirituality. In Bhutan, addressing the 

                                                
42 The mean is 14.9 (SD=3.03) and median score is 15 as well. 
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spiritual dimension of a person’s life has been a traditional way of bringing 
the person’s wellbeing to the forefront (Ura 2010a). Bhutan is a spiritual 
nation and the influence of spirituality is highly visible in the everyday lives 
of the population, in spiritual gatherings, and in the numerous spiritual 
landmarks such as sacred temples and monasteries, prayer flags and prayer 
wheels.  These provide a platform for people to develop spiritual maturity. 
In the context of GNH, spirituality is intrinsic to development, since, in 
essence GNH is based on balancing material wants with spiritual needs. So 
for meaningful development to occur it is of the utmost importance that 
societies have some measures for inner spiritual growth along with 
peaceful environment that allow spiritual nourishment. If material growth 
undermines the spiritual framework of society and its values of 
compassion and integrity, then development has not occurred.  

There have been numerous attempts to measure spirituality. For example 
Paloutzian and Ellison (1982) designed a 20-item, self-administered scale 
to measure spiritual wellbeing in both its religious (RWB) and existential 
(EWB) senses. The Spiritual Perspective Scale (Reed 1987 and Belcher et 
al. 1989) attempted to measure the extent to which spirituality pervades 
people’s lives and their engagement level with spiritual activities. Shalom 
Schwartz (1992) sought to identify cross-culturally valid indicators of 
transcendence but could not.43 But, for a society like Bhutan spirituality 
indicators need to be culturally adapted and easy to understand. So, in 
order to make a wider range of responses possible, simplified spirituality 
indicators were developed. 

The spirituality indicator is based on four questions. A self-reported 
spirituality level describes the person’s judgement of his or her own 
position on the spirituality continuum. The question of the consideration 
of karma asked people to what extent they take into account their own 
volitional impulses and actions as having moral consequences in future just 
as they did on the present. Measures of social engagements are dealt in 
both community vitality and time use domains. Here, indicators of sacred 
activities were limited to praying and meditation as two separate events 
although these activities are not mutually exclusive.  

Note that the indicators allow for considerable variation in specific 
religious beliefs and habits. While Bhutan’s culture is pervaded by 
Buddhism and the majority of Bhutanese self-identify as Buddhist, there is 
a significant Hindu population, as well other religious minorities including 
                                                
43 Shalom Schwartz (1992, 2002) used his Schwartz Value Inventory (SVI) with a wide 
survey of over 60,000 people to identify common values that acted as 'guiding principles 
for one's life'. He identified ten 'value types' that gather multiple values into a single 
category. 
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agnostic or atheist groups. All four questions are relevant to Hindu as well 
as Buddhists practitioners. The questions, however, might not adequately 
reflect the ‘spirituality’ of the newer cohort of agnostics or atheists who 
might experience transcendence through music, art or nature, but might 
not self-identify as spiritual. Also, a deeply spiritual person might be 
reluctant to classify themselves as ‘very spiritual’ – even though 50.4% of 
the sample did so.  

All the four indicators run on a four-point scale of ‘regularly’ to ‘not at all’ 
except for the spirituality level which ranges from ‘very spiritual’ to ‘not at 
all’. In terms of its empirical validity, a single factor consisting of three 
indicators of spirituality was extracted with loadings >.34. The meditation 
practice was observed to have a very low loading. The reliability of the 
overall indicator also decreased when meditation was included (Cronbach’s 
alpha=0.5). Without the indicator, it was .53 which indicates the spirituality 
indicator is better off without the meditation indicator. This is most 
probably due to its skewed distribution. About 80% never meditate and 
only 5% meditate regularly.44 Despite this, the indicator of meditation was 
included because of the importance of assessing trends over time. The 
government has recently initiated a school-based meditation curriculum, 
and meditation is attracting fast-growing interest among lay Bhutanese 
because of its ability to provide balance, positive emotions and mental 
clarity. The indicator had significant and expected correlations with other 
measures related to subjective wellbeing such as positive emotion score.45 

The indicator sums the scores across the four questions. Scores range 
from 4 to 16 with 16 indicating a greater degree of spirituality. The 
threshold has been set at 12 which implies that at least three of the four 
indicators must be rated ‘regularly’ or ‘occasionally’ for individuals to be 
defined as happy. We understand that one of the key concerns in GNH is 
to maintain a vibrant spiritual culture and to track deteriorations of 
spirituality. Setting the highest possible threshold would enable 
assessments of both spiritual growth and deterioration over time. But due 
to the possible inaccuracies in responses mentioned above, the threshold 
was set at 12 instead. With a sufficiency threshold at 12, 53% are identified 
as having sufficient achievements in spirituality.  

                                                
44 In Bhutan meditation is practiced mainly by the monks and nuns, and the GNH survey 
does incidentally include 25 monks or nuns but is not representative of monks and nuns 
(who make up about 3% of the population of Bhutan) because they are largely 
institutionalised, living in monasteries and what are called ‘nunneries’.  

45 Spearman correlation between positive emotion score and spirituality score indicated 
positive correlation (r=.3, P<0.000)  
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2. Heal th 

Health can be described as simply an absence of illness. However in 
Bhutan, health has always been associated with both physical health and 
mental health, a view reflected in the famous saying of ‘luslu natsha med, 
semslus dugsngal med’ [No illness in body and no stress in mind] (Wangdi 2010). 
Health is outcome of relational balance between mind and body, and 
between persons and the environment. Typically, an individual is said to be 
well only if heart-pain is absent from the body and sorrow is absent from 
the mind. This understanding conforms to the WHO’s definition of health 
as ‘a state of complete physical, mental and social wellbeing and not merely 
the absence of disease or infirmity’. While physical and mental health is 
important, a holistic approach towards health would focus on social 
circumstances, emotional states and spiritual aspects.  Through a GNH 
lens, a combination of all would provide an individual with an ability to 
meet life’s opportunities and challenges and maintain a level of functioning 
that has a positive influence on wellbeing (Ura 2008). Empirically, factor 
analysis revealed that mental health – which was categorised in the domain 
of psychological wellbeing in 2008 – loaded onto the factor having the 
other health variables. Hence it has been moved to the domain of health.  

The social and material conditions for creating good health such as clean 
air or water or nurturing family relationships or community relationships 
have been incorporated into other domains. Similarly, emotional balance 
and spirituality have also been included in the psychological wellbeing 
domain. As a result, the health indicators in this domain describe only the 
physical and mental aspects of health performance.46 

Four indicators were chosen, including the number of healthy days in a 
month, self-reported health status, activity limitation and mental health. 
The first two indicators were developed by the US Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) to measure health-related quality of life 
(Hennessy et al. 1994).47 These assess an individual’s physical health 
through four questions: 1) self-reported health status, 2) the number of 

                                                
46 A plethora of health status measures have been proposed in the literature (Mahoney and 
Barthel 1965; Granger et al 1993; Bergner et al 1981; De Bruin et al 1992; Ware and 
Sherbourne 1992; McHorney et al. 1993; Kaplan and Bush 1982; EuroQoL Group 1990; 
Brazier et al. 1993; Elvik 1995; Feeney et al. 1995; Stein and Jessop 1990; McDowell and 
Newell, 1996; Ware 1995; McHorney 1999; Varni et al. 1999; CDC 2000). However, the 
choice of measure clearly depends on the validity and also the reliability of the measure 
with respect to the local and cultural context of the country.  

47 The technical report titled Measuring Healthy Days published in year 2000 by the CDC 
provides a detailed description and validation of the set of measures for tracking the health 
of the population and health-related quality of life (HRQOL) in societies. 
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days in which physical health was not good in the past month, 3) the 
number of days in which mental health was not good in the past month, 
and 4) the number of recent activity limitations due to poor physical or 
mental health (CDC 2000). However, in Bhutan the GNH survey dropped 
the fourth indicator and instead implemented the long-term disability 
indicator developed by the US Department of Health and Human Services 
in 2000.  So, all in all there are four indicators of health: self-rated health 
status, healthy days, long-term disability and the mental health measure 
through the 12-item GHQ. 

Sel f -reported heal th s tatus 

Self-rated health status has been one of the most frequently used health 
indicators in sociological health research (Jylhä 2009).  Some studies using 
self-reported health portray it as a powerful predictor of subsequent 
mortality, even after controlling for individual characteristics, 
socioeconomic status, health behaviours and objective measures of health 
(Bake et al. 1999). Questions persist about how accurately this simple self-
reported indicator proxies objective health and nutrition states, and the 
extent to which it is affected by ‘adaptive preferences’. Easterlin (2003) 
points out that if self-reported health was affected by adaptation, then the 
life course trends in self-reported health should be flat and would also be 
flat if persons implicitly evaluate their health only by comparison with 
others of their age. He also found that adverse health changes have some 
negative effect on happiness and that there is a less than complete 
adaptation to deteriorating health (Easterlin 2003). Against that, Nobel 
Prize Laureate Amartya Sen documented how socially disadvantaged 
women in Bihar failed to perceive and report the presence of illness or 
health deficits, whereas highly educated women in Kerala had lower self-
reported health despite having longer life expectancy and lower morbidity 
(Sen 2002). Others have confirmed his finding that people’s self-reported 
health assessments are dependent on their aspirations and frame of 
reference. For example, Carol Graham (2010) shows how self-reported 
health levels in Kenya and the USA are roughly the same. Thus, self-
reported health status may be an imperfect or misleading proxy of 
objective health status. Furthermore, trends in self-reported health may be 
difficult to interpret, because they can change either as a result of objective 
health status changes or because the frame of reference changes. It has 
also been argued that people’s health perceptions are limited to their own 
knowledge and therefore are quite often inadequately informed (Kleinman 
1995). Moreover, the claim that self-reported health is a valid and 
comparable proxy of overall health status is usually made for developed 
societies (Rahman, Menken and Kuhn 2004).  
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Due to these issues, it would be preferable to use anthropometric and 
other more objective indicators of health. However the GNH survey did 
not provide these. Hence we subjected the self-reported health status to a 
number of exploratory tests.48 The analysis showed some demographic 
effects on self-reported health status, but they were by no means as strong 
as expected. It is noteworthy that we did not find higher self-reported rates 
of health in remote, rural and uneducated communities, suggesting that 
adaptive preferences may not distort self-reported health values in Bhutan 
as we would have predicted. The self-reported health indicator is used here 
as a proxy measure and to complement other health indicators (healthy 
days and disability) and is consequently given only one-tenth of the total 
weight for health, and only one-third as much weight as any of the other 
three indicators. For convergent validity, self-rated health status showed a 
significant positive correlation with health satisfaction level (r=.84, 
P<0.001).  

The ratings range on a five-point scale from having ‘excellent’ health to 
‘poor’ health. For a person to be sufficient in self-reported health status, 
he or she must have a rating of ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’. A large majority 
(73.8%) have met the sufficiency condition in self-reported health. 

Healthy days 

This indicator reports the number of ‘healthy days’ a respondent enjoyed 
within the last month. Questions regarding the number of physically and 
mentally unhealthy days per month have been part of the CDC’s core 
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey (BRFSS) questionnaire since 
1993 (CDC 2000). The total number of unhealthy days which restricted 
the respondent from performing daily activities is then subtracted from 30 
days to get the number of healthy days (Hennessy et al. 1994). This 
indicator has been validated in a number of studies.  However the 
reference period is only 30 days, whereas the GNH Index is intended to 

                                                
48 In the case of Bhutan, a multinomial logistic regression was carried out for people having 
good health status and people with poor health status were compared to it.  The dependent 
variable used is health status (dichotomized) and independent variables used were age, 
gender, marital status, education level, literacy level, occupational status, region, residential 
district, household size, electricity and some health components such as distance to health 
care centers. The number of healthy days and long-term disability were also controlled for. 
After controlling for the all independent variables, females have a higher risk of reporting 
lower self-reported health status (RRR=1.83, P<0.000) as compared to males. People who 
are farther from the health care centres (RRR=1, P<0.05), have lower health days 
(RRR=.94, P<0.000) and those who are disabled (RRR=.13, P<0.000) have a higher 
probability of a lower self-reported health status. Similarly, the older population seems to 
have a lower self-reported health status and some districts seem to have significantly lower 
ratings of self-reported health status when compared to Thimphu. 
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capture health status across a longer period of time. The GNH survey 
does not provide a follow-up question to ascertain whether the past month 
was average or exceptional in terms of health performance. For that 
reason, we supplemented healthy days in the past month with the more 
general self-reported health variable.  

The mean number of healthy days for Bhutan is 26 days (SD=7.7) and the 
median is 30 days. There is no disagreement that health is an important 
component of wellbeing, so one possible threshold would be the highest 
possible value of 30 days. This would identify 34% of people as being 
deprived.  However health achievements vary, occasional illness is normal, 
and healthy days are also associated with age (one-way ANOVA, 
P<0.000).49 As expected, the elderly enjoy fewer healthy days. So, to allow 
for normal illness and for elderly respondents, the threshold has been set 
at 26 days and 76.2% meet the sufficiency threshold.  

Long-term disabi l i ty   

A person might be characterised as having a long-term disability if he or 
she has an activity limitation, uses assistance or perceives him- or herself as 
having a disability, including a mental disability (Wangdi 2009).  If this 
concept is followed, one method used to measure long-term disability 
would be to examine an individual’s ability to perform functional activities 
of daily living without any restriction (U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services 2000). This is the approach followed here.  Note that this 
question focuses on a pragmatic concept, which recognises that disability 
can occur from birth or be caused by accidents or poor health. Whatever 
its cause, often the capability of disabled people to function normally is 
limited by social and environmental barriers. Alternatively, if communities 
and governments provide sufficient opportunities and support, disabled 
persons can also enjoy wellbeing.  

Participants were asked whether they had any longstanding illness that had 
lasted over six months. If the answer was ‘yes’, they were then asked, using 
a five-point scale, whether the disability restricted their daily activities. The 
scale ranged from ‘never’ to ‘all the time’. A person was identified as 

                                                
49 A linear regression model was developed based on healthy days as the dependent variable 
and demographic features such as gender, age, marital status, educational level, literacy 
level, occupational status, household size, region and district as independent variables. 
Additionally, the disability variable and distance from the nearest health care centre were 
also used as independent variables. Only the coefficients of gender, age, disability and 
distance from the nearest health care centre were significant. Males enjoyed more healthy 
days than females, and younger people had more healthy days than the elderly. As expected, 
disability and distance from a health centre affected healthy days.  
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having achieved sufficiency if they reported either no long-term disability 
or if they had reported that it did not limit their ability to perform daily 
activities.  Thirteen per cent of the respondents reported some long-term 
disability, and about 20% amongst these disabled were restricted all the 
time from performing daily activities, and 29% were restricted often.   

The threshold is set such that those individuals who are disabled but are 
‘rarely’ or ‘never’ restricted from doing their daily chores are classified as 
sufficient. Conversely, individuals with a disability whose daily activities are 
restricted ‘sometimes’ are classified as deprived. With this threshold, about 
89.5% achieve sufficiency.  

Mental  heal th  

This indicator uses a version of the General Health Questionnaire 
(specifically GHQ-12) developed by Goldberg. It consists of 12 questions 
that provide a possible indication of depression and anxiety, as well as 
confidence and concentration levels. It is calculated and interpreted using 
the Likert scale with lowest score at 0 and highest possible score at 36. 
Each item has a four-point scale, but there are two types of scales 
depending on the structure of statements. The possible responses for 
some questions range from ‘not at all’ to ‘much more than usual’ and some 
from ‘more than usual’ to ‘much less than usual’. The respondents who 
reported ‘don’t know’ are categorised under a neutral answer such as ‘same 
as usual’. Note that the percentage of ‘don’t knows’ is less than 0.31% of 
respondents for any given question, so there are only very minor changes 
in the final results.  

The General Health Questionnaire has been used extensively since the 
1970s in different settings and different cultures, and it is a well-known 
instrument for measuring minor psychological distress.50 The 
questionnaire was originally developed as a 60-item instrument, but a range 
of shortened versions are available including the GHQ-30, the GHQ-28, 
the GHQ-20, and the GHQ-12. The scale asks whether the respondent 
has experienced a particular symptom or behaviour in the past four weeks. 
Once again, a longer recall period would be desirable but was not available. 
For Bhutan the GHQ-12 was used.  

Employing the recommended method of scoring (ranging from 0 to 36), 
the mean GHQ score was 9.8 (SD = 5.82). A lower score between the 
ranges of 0 to 15 indicates normal mental wellbeing, a score between 16 
and 20 indicates some mental distress and a high score of 21 to 36 

                                                
50 See for example, Goldberg and Blackwell (1970). 
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indicates severe mental distress. A high reliability was observed with 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.87. Convergent validity indicated a 
significant negative correlation between the GHQ-12 and life satisfaction 
score as expected (r = -0.44, P<0.001). The principal component analysis 
with oblique rotation showed that the GHQ-12 was a measure of 
psychological morbidity with two factors and factor one alone explains 
62% of the variance. The threshold was set at normal wellbeing (15) and 
85.8% achieve sufficiency. 

3. Educat ion 

GNH highlights the importance of a holistic educational approach that 
ensures Bhutanese citizens gain a deep foundation in traditional 
knowledge, common values and skills. In addition to studying reading, 
writing, maths, science and technology, students are also encouraged to 
engage in creative learning and expression.  A holistic education extends 
beyond a conventional formal education framework to reflect and respond 
more directly to the task of creating good human beings. It is important 
for Bhutan that an education indicator includes the cultivation and 
transmission of values (Ura 2009).   

To understand education in Bhutan, it is necessary to note that a Western-
style curriculum began in Bhutan in the 1950s. Before that, monastic 
education was the only formal education available.51 While the Western 
form of education established an instrumental approach that remains a key 
vehicle for productivity, employment and higher earnings in Bhutan, it is 
equally important to recognise and promote the consideration of ethical 
values as the basis of a good educational practice. The link is also of 
instrumental interest: studies also show strong associations between the 
likelihood of criminality and educational attainment (Lupton and Power 
2005; Fagan and Davies 2007; Friedman 2010). The approach known as 
‘values education’ has been recently introduced across Bhutan (Ura 2009). 
This is further emphasised in Bhutan’s constitution which states that the 
country ‘…shall endeavour to provide education for the purpose of 
improving and increasing knowledge, values and skills of the entire 
population with education being directed towards the full development of 
the human personality.’ So, it is important for Bhutan that an education 
indicator includes the cultivation and transmission of values (Wangyal 
2001).  Also, although school education occupies some space in the 
process of imparting knowledge, there are phenomena outside of schools 
that play equally important roles such as communities and families (Ura 
and Zangmo 2008).  
                                                
51 http://www.education.gov.bt/Edn%20System/Education%20System.html 
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In an attempt to reflect the holistic aspects of education, four indicators – 
literacy, educational qualifications, knowledge and values – were 
considered. 

Literacy 

To reflect the learning that those who do not have primary schooling have 
achieved, as well as to re-affirm the learning of those who do, we begin by 
measuring literacy. A person is said to be literate if he or she is able to read 
and write in any one language, English or Dzongkha or Nepali. Including 
literacy makes the overall education measure more accurate. For example, 
in the 2010 GNH survey, 1.9% of respondents, mostly farmers, had 
achieved six years of schooling but were not literate, suggesting some 
quality issues in rural schools.  Also, 13.6% of Bhutanese are literate 
although they have not had six years of schooling – either because they are 
self-taught, or because they had some schooling but did not complete 
primary school, or because they attended a non-formal education 
programme (a number of these have been offered free by the 
government). Most Bhutanese who have achieved six years of schooling 
are also literate, and this measure therefore recognises their educational 
achievements. In literacy, 48.6% have attained sufficiency. Schooling on a 
universally accessible basis grew from the 1970s onwards. The backlog of 
older generations who did not go to school is revealed by the low literacy 
rate. 

Educat ional qual i f i cat ion 

The education system in Bhutan has two major components: formal 
education and non-secular institutions such as monastic schools. Non-
formal education (NFE) was also started in the 1980s to provide 
functional literacy to the target groups such as the elderly. This educational 
indicator includes formal schooling, education imparted by monastic 
schools and NFE.  

Where should the threshold be set? On the one hand, the Constitution of 
Bhutan (2008) states that, ‘The State shall provide free education to all 
children of school going age up to tenth standard ….’ This might suggest 
that from 2008, the sufficiency cutoff for education should be ten years. 
However, note that ten years of education in Bhutan is not compulsory so 
that would seem too stringent. The Tenth Plan of Bhutan states that ‘The 
national goal is to achieve near 100% enrolment at primary education.’ 
Primary schooling lasts six years for Bhutanese, hence six years is the 
minimum legal requirement. One might think that an even lower threshold 
might apply for older persons who did not have the opportunity to attend 
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school as children, when the national goal was lower.52 However, if 
learning has intrinsic value, then it can add value for someone of every age. 
Further, Bhutan has adult educational programmes and programmes for 
disabled people. Also, the society in general stresses the value of equality 
among persons, so having different thresholds for youth would not enable 
the GNH to depict inequalities across generations. For these reasons, the 
threshold for education was set such that persons have insufficient 
education if they have not completed six years of schooling from any 
source, including government, non-formal, or monastic schools. With this 
threshold, only 37.3% have attained six years of schooling, again due to 
the fact that schooling and non-formal education began relatively recently 
in Bhutan.  

Knowledge 

The knowledge questions attempt to capture learning which could have 
occurred either inside or outside formal institutions. Family and 
community play equally important roles in creating a learning 
environment, and the media contributes as well.  To validate such 
knowledge, five knowledge variables were chosen based on their 
importance and their applicability to all sections of society in the country. 
They are:  knowledge of local legends and folk stories, knowledge of local 
festivals (tshechus), knowledge of traditional songs, knowledge of HIV-
AIDS transmission, and knowledge of the Constitution. Bhutan 2020 
(Royal Government of Bhutan 1999) states the importance of educating 
people in the rich folklore, myths, and legends that transmit values and act 
as foundation for inculcating ‘….an awareness and appreciation of the 
continuing and contemporary relevance of our culture and heritage to 
development of the individual, their families, their communities and the 
nation.’  Further, knowledge of local legends and folk stories has a spiritual 
significance, as well as acting as a medium of entertainment and 
celebration (Kinga 2001). 

The recent Constitution (2008) which transformed Bhutan from a 
monarchy to a constitutional monarchy provides the legal framework for 
the government, designates the powers and duties of the branches of 
government or governmental agencies, and establishes the relationship 
between the people and the government. Moreover, it enunciates the basic 
rights and obligations of citizens and encourages their political 
participation – which is vital for the success of democracy. For these 

                                                
52 For example in the 5th five-year plan (1981-1986) primary school lasted five years only, 
whereas the 2nd five-year plan (1966-71) did not emphasise providing universal education 
“at this juncture.”  
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reasons and others, it is crucial for people to have at least some knowledge 
of the Constitution. Knowledge currently appears to be deficient, with 
only 1.6% claiming ‘very good’ knowledge.  

Since the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) was first detected in 
Bhutan in 1993, the prevalence of HIV infection has increased in urban 
areas. Rates in much of the rest of Bhutan are much lower; nevertheless, 
these rates pose a considerable public health threat unless people have a 
good understanding of HIV/AIDS or the ability and inclination to behave 
in a low-risk fashion, or both. Only 30% of people claim to have a good 
understanding of how HIV/AIDS is transmitted.  

The responses for each knowledge question follow a five-point scale 
which ranges from ‘very good knowledge’ to ‘very poor knowledge’. 
Responses are aggregated to create a maximum score of 25 which indicates 
‘very good’ knowledge in all areas, while the minimum score of 5 indicates 
‘very poor’ knowledge. The average knowledge score was 12.7 (SD=3.7) 
and the median score was 12. A significant positive correlation was 
demonstrated between education level and knowledge (r=.5).  

The threshold is set to 19 which implies that Bhutanese should have an 
average of ‘good’ knowledge across the five variables. This additive 
indicator allows for compensation across different kinds of knowledge. 
When the threshold is applied, only 7.5% have sufficiency in knowledge. 
Sufficiency in knowledge is low compared to other indices; only 3% rated 
‘good’ or ‘very good’ in all five knowledge indicators. It suggests a 
divergence between rising literacy and declining knowledge about their 
respective locality. 

Values 

Values are fundamental to human beings as they shape people’s character 
and the choices they make in their lives. The development of children’s 
value systems begins at home and is continued in schools and shaped also 
by organizations and communities. Whether the values are channelled 
from an educational institution or from family or communities, traditional 
values have always had a huge role in shaping behavioural changes in the 
Bhutanese people. Based on Buddhist culture, they have been highly 
valued by citizens for centuries (Wangyal 2001). Bhutan 2020 (1999) states 
the desirability of cultivating ‘…universal values that develop the capacity 
of our young people to distinguish right from wrong, good from evil, and 
to lead lives that are guided by moral and ethical choices.’ The self-critical 
yet articulate cultivation of social and moral values is becoming more 
intentional as Bhutan modernises, because positive values enable people to 
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manage the complexities that arise from the fast-changing environment. A 
concern for cultivating values has been also outlined in the Bhutan 
Development Report (Royal Government of Bhutan 2000) which states, 
‘Happiness in the future will also depend upon mitigating the foreseeable 
conflict between traditional cultural values and the modern lifestyles that 
inevitably follow in the wake of development.’ As the market takes its 
place in a society, there is a real risk of generational clashes and alienation.  

The 2010 GNH indicator of values used may be revised in future GNH 
surveys but provides some preliminary insight into these issues. 
Respondents were asked whether they considered five destructive actions 
to be justifiable: killing, stealing, lying, creating disharmony in relationships 
and sexual misconduct. In a society influenced by good values, e.g. by 
Buddhism, individuals are expected to tame themselves with respect to 
these five destructive actions. Moral consequences of virtues and non-
virtues are typically revealed through speech, body and mind and in the 
case of disinformation, the agency of speech is emphasised.  The variables 
have a three-point response scale ranging from ‘always justifiable’ to ‘never 
justifiable’ along with an option of ‘don’t know’.53  The values have been 
combined into a composite indicator in a particular manner. For killing, 
stealing and sexual misconduct, a value of 1 is assigned if the person 
reports ‘never justifiable’ while for creating disharmony and lying, 
responses either ‘never justifiable’ or ‘sometimes justifiable’ are assigned 1. 
The composite indicator takes the values 1 to 5.  

The threshold is set at four which implies that a person can consider at 
least one of the values to be justifiable. This allows for diversity in 
interpretations and ethical frameworks, as well as response bias. For 
example, with respect to the question on killing, there is a difference 
between killing a human being and killing an ant; there is also a difference 
between killing intentionally and killing inadvertently. The statement does 
not clarify the object nor the intention associated with the killing. Similarly 
the question does not specify whether it is a ‘white lie’ or a serious 
deception, whether stealing an egg or a herd of yak. This means that 
people’s answers will depend in part upon their interpretation of the 
question, and these may vary. Second, it allows a diversity of ethical 
frameworks. Opinions as to whether certain killings may be justified will 
vary among followers of different faiths and philosophies. Third, the 
responses to the questions again might reflect some self-consciousness on 
the part of the respondent, whose responses might be biased by what they 

                                                
53 An examination of the underlying factor structure resulted in a single factor with loadings 
above 0.5. Internal consistency was sufficient (Cronbach’s alpha of .65) to allow 
computation of an indicator.   
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believe the expected or ‘socially acceptable’ answer to be. The response 
structure enables people to say that some negative actions are ‘sometimes 
justified’ – such as lying and creating disharmony in human relations. But 
it cannot correct a positive bias in the underlying data. Even with a 
threshold of 5 (maximum score), about 85.2% are classified as sufficient in 
values. However, to allow diversity, the threshold is set at four and 97.1% 
achieve sufficiency in value. The 2010 GNH indicator of values used will 
be improved in future GNH surveys but the present finding provides 
some preliminary insight into these issues.  

4. Culture  

The distinctive culture of Bhutan facilitates sovereignty of the country and 
provides identity to the people. Hence the preservation and promotion of 
culture has been accorded a high priority both by the government and the 
people. The importance is evident in Section 1, Article 4 (Culture) of the 
Constitution of Bhutan which states that the country, ‘… shall endeavour 
to preserve, protect and promote the cultural heritage of the country….’ 
Further, culture is not only viewed as a resource for establishing identity 
but also for ‘cushioning Bhutan from some of the negative impacts of 
modernization...’ (Bhutan 2020, Royal Government of Bhutan 1999).  

The diversity of the culture is manifested in forms of language, traditional 
arts and crafts, festivals, events, ceremonies, drama, music, dress and 
etiquette and more importantly the spiritual values that people share.  It is 
visible in the daily lives of people and therefore plays a dominant role in 
moulding the Bhutanese character and way of living.  

While accepting that Bhutan has a diverse and unique set of cultures to be 
protected, it must be noted that culture is also dynamic concept, constantly 
evolving and continuously challenged by external forces and by internal 
cultural and social change. Therefore, sustaining these cultural aspects 
requires continuous promotion and progress towards developing adequate 
resilience (Chophel 2010).   

To assess the strength of various aspects of culture, four indicators have 
been considered: language, artisan skills, cultural participation and Driglam 
Namzha (the Way of Harmony).  

Language 

Bhutan is a country with a diversity of languages, and they are an 
important component of culture as they provide each socio-cultural 
community with a sense of identity, history and culture. The national 
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language Dzongkha is a symbol of national identity in Bhutan and so, to 
assess literacy, an indicator that includes literacy in Dzongkha has already 
been incorporated into the education domain. The language indicator here 
pertains to the ability to understand and speak one’s mother tongue. 
Bhutan is a multilingual country with about 19 different languages. 
Language is not considered just as a communication tool but also a source 
of identity and social integration and cultural development.  

The language indicator is measured by a self-reported fluency level in one’s 
mother tongue on a four-point scale. It should be clarified that a mother 
tongue is defined as a natal tongue which is a dialect. There are over a 
dozen dialects.  Only in Western parts of the country does the mother 
tongue coincide with the national language, Dzongkha. The ratings vary 
from ‘very well’ to ‘not at all’. 

In some countries the native languages are being forgotten by people, 
especially the younger generation, in favour of the national or international 
languages. Fortunately in Bhutan the mother tongue still seems vibrant as 
about 95.2% of the respondents speak their mother tongue ‘very well’, and 
amongst the teenagers, 86% speak it ‘very well’. However, with external 
influences such as the media, television and the internet, people are 
focusing more on global languages rather than own their own. Languages 
such as English are increasingly gaining popularity in families of urban 
areas. Of course, it is understood that the influences that fluency in 
English brings are not necessarily negative. On the contrary, they often 
prove to be enriching. But, because of the accelerated emphasis on the 
English language, there is an increasing threat to the native languages of 
Bhutan. So, it has become important for Bhutanese to sustain proficiency 
in their mother tongue and to promote it among the younger generations. 
Since, currently almost everyone seems to be fluent in their mother 
tongue, a high threshold is necessary to maintain standards. And for this 
reason, the threshold is set to ‘very well’. With this threshold, at present an 
impressive 95.2% of respondents are classified as sufficient.   

Artisan ski l l s   

Unlike many countries, traditional arts and crafts in Bhutan are not 
remnants of a bygone age but a vibrant aspect of culture which has been 
practiced for generations. They are also reflected vibrantly in the everyday 
lives of artisans. Their artistic expression and beautiful crafts represent 
ancient knowledge and also serve secular and spiritual functions (Bhutan 
2020, Royal Government of Bhutan 1999).  
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There are thirteen artisan skills, collectively known as Zorig Chusum. These 
skills draw upon a long tradition deeply imbedded with spiritual 
significance. Although these skills continue to retain their relevance in 
bringing contentment and happiness to the minds and lives of people, it 
will be increasingly challenging to preserve their spiritual significance due 
to modernisation (Wangdi 2009). Yet the Zorig Chusum skills are very much 
part of Bhutanese culture and represent a source of cultural capital. In 
order to promote and preserve culture, it is vital to include an indicator 
which assesses people’s interest in and knowledge of Zorig Chusum and 
reports on the number of skills possessed by a respondent. These skills 
and vocations are the basis of historical material culture of Bhutan when it 
was trading far less. The 13 arts and crafts include 1) weaving (Thagzo) 2) 
embroidery (Tshemzo) 3) painting (Lhazo) 4) carpentry (Shingzo) 5) carving 
(Parzo) 6) sculpture (Jinzo) 7) casting (Lugzo) 8) blacksmithing (Garzo) 9) 
bamboo works (Tszharzo) 10) goldsmithing and silversmithing (Serzo and 
Nguelzo) 11) masonry (Dozo) 12) leather works (Kozo) and 13) papermaking 
(Dezo). For the indicator, people were asked if they possessed any of the 
above 13 arts and crafts skills. The mean was 1.01 with a SD of 1.15. 

Both the mean and median number of skills is 1 (SD=1.) Sixty-two per 
cent seem to have at least one skill while only 22% have at least two skills. 
A sufficiency threshold has been set at one, which implies that a person 
must possess at least one skill to be identified as sufficient. About 62% of 
the respondents are categorised as having achieved sufficiency. The 
dominant or commonly shared skills today are masonry, carpentry and 
textile weaving. 

The Zorig Chusum indicator does not only aim to encourage people to learn 
multiple skills; it also enables an assessment of the type of skills possessed 
and the skills that are less frequently practiced and thus deteriorating. For 
instance, the most common skill amongst people was ‘weaving’ with 32% 
possessing the skill and ‘goldsmithing and silversmithing’ was the least 
practiced, with only 0.32% of the respondents skilled in them. The rest 
range from 1% to 16%. The result shows that most skills are practiced by a 
small number of people.  

Socio-cul tural  part i c ipat ion 

Cultural festivals and events, an expression of Bhutan’s ancient culture, 
continue to have a special significance in the daily lives of the people. The 
community festivals and social gatherings not only contribute to cultural 
vitality but also bring together people to share joy and happiness. Such 
cultural events acts as a medium to remind, retain, disseminate and 
transmit cultural heritage. There are studies which also confirm that 
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participation in cultural and social activities has a positive effect on health, 
in addition to promoting local pride and a sense of belonging.54 
Participation also helps build social capital based on strong social networks 
and relationships and thereby builds social connectedness in the 
community.  To measure the level of socio-cultural participation in the 
country, the respondents were asked the number days they spent in the 
past year attending various socio-cultural events.   

There is growing evidence that cultural participation builds and enhances 
cohesiveness and connections within a community as well across 
communities. As Robert Putnam (2000) describes, civic engagement such 
as meetings or voting might be important but not inspiring or fun. On the 
other hand people often participate in cultural events out of pure 
enjoyment. As a result the social capital created over such participation is 
more stable and helps to develop strong bonds across differences in 
communities. In Bhutan, the cultural participation also has a major role in 
the spiritual life as most cultural events have a deep spiritual and historical 
significance.  

In order to assess people’s participation in socio-cultural activities the 
average number of days within the past 12 months is recorded from each 
respondent. The days are grouped on five-point scale ranging from ‘none’, 
and ‘1 to 5 days’ to ‘+20 days’. The median is 1 to 5 days and mean is 6 to 
12 days. About 15% spent more than 13 days attending socio-cultural 
events in the past year and 1% reported ‘don’t know’ (these respondents 
were dropped).  

At present there is no cultural standard as to how many days should be 
sufficient for cultural participation. So it is vital to take into account some 
normative considerations.  As the days of participation depends on the 
number of cultural events taking place, perhaps using the total number of 
events in a year might be one way of setting the threshold. But actually the 
total possible days will vary across communities and regions.  Based on 
GNH norms, members of community must be active participants and 
must make a continual effort to participate in such events.  Setting a 
threshold as per the median 1 to 5 days would classify 95% of Bhutanese 
as sufficient because only 6% do not attend at all. Yet attending just one 
cultural gathering in a year (1 day) would not provide a strong basis for 
creating shared ownership of the community.  In Bhutan, the number of 
events in communities exceeds five days annually in most regions.  So, the 

                                                
54 Chouguley, Naylor and Rosemberg-Montes (2011). 
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threshold was set at 6 to 12 days per year.55 It identifies 33.2% to have 
achieved sufficiency.    

Driglam Namzha 

Driglam Namzha (the Way of Harmony) is expected behaviour (of 
consuming, clothing, moving) especially in formal occasions and in formal 
spaces. It arose fundamentally from the conventions of communal living 
and working in fortress-monasteries.  Certain elements of Driglam Namzha 
are commonly practiced amongst Bhutanese when they interact with each 
other in formal spaces. A minimal part of it is also taught for a few days in 
educational institutions. Respondents were asked to rate its importance on 
a three-point scale of being very important to not important. In addition, 
respondents were also asked if there were any perceived changes in the 
practice of this particular form of etiquette over the years.  

For Driglam Namzha, two indicators were developed: perceived importance 
of Driglam Namzha and the perceived change in practice and observance 
during the last few years. The questions run on a three-point scale: 
perceived importance ranges from ‘not important’ to ‘very important’ and 
perceived change from ‘getting weaker’ to ‘getting stronger’. Both have 
values of ‘don’t know’ which have been classified as insufficient since it is 
considered vital to have knowledge about etiquette. In order to create 
conditions for social harmony it is essential to understand and 
acknowledge the importance of Driglam Namzha. Equally important are the 
trends of how it is being practiced by society at large, as individual 
perceptions are affected to a large extent by the appreciation and 
expressions of such practices in society. 

The thresholds have been set at ‘important’ for perceived importance and 
at ‘getting stronger’ for perceived change. Both indicators need to be 
fulfilled for an individual to be identified as sufficient in Driglam Namzha. 
After applying the thresholds, 59.7% of people enjoy sufficiency.  

5. Time use  

The balance between paid work, unpaid work and leisure are important for 
one’s wellbeing. Similarly, a flexible working life is vital for the wellbeing 
of individual workers and their families and communities. The value of 
time-use information lies in the fact that time is the ultimate resource and 
unlike other resources, time is shared equally by everyone (Fleming and 
Spellerberg 1999). Further, time-use data is an important resource which 

                                                
55 It may be that in future surveys the response categories might be revised.  
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brings into view voluntary work in communities and domestic work at 
home besides providing an overview of time spent in both the production 
and consumption of goods and services.  So, in a sense, time use is all 
encompassing by its nature as it incorporates the activities carried out in 
the other eight domains of GNH.   

Time-use data provides a comprehensive view of how individuals use their 
time within a 24-hour period, and this can be used to provide information 
on his or her work life balance (Galay 2009). Many studies have confirmed 
the importance of work-life balance on health.  For instance, time 
pressures often act as stressors and have a critical impact on health. Proper 
usage of time has also been recognised as the key ingredient in building 
relationships (Bohen and Viveros-Long 1981; Staines and Pleck 1983; 
Beach 1987).  The literature also suggests that there is a correlation 
between working long hours and fatigue and poor mental health. 

Since the 1970s, there has been a growing awareness of how unpaid work 
both at home and in communities is obscured in national accounts and so 
efforts have been made to include these activities, which are equally 
fundamental to wellbeing. Some statistical offices such as the OECD are 
producing extended national accounts which include satellite accounts of 
domestic production based on time-use data (OECD 1995; OECD 2009).  
Similarly, the Human Development Report 1995 focused on women’s status 
worldwide and demonstrated that if unpaid and paid work are considered 
together then women are found to do a larger share of work in both 
developing and developed countries.  

When it comes to measurement, a variety of methodologies are available 
to examine the time use of individuals. The most accurate method of 
collecting data on time use might be to observe the respondents carrying 
out the activities directly; however, such a strategy is extremely expensive 
and often intrusive (Robinson and Godbey 1997).   An alternative is to 
provide a pre-coded list of activities for which respondents provide 
frequency and duration of participation in the respective activities 
(Yoshida and Nakano 2007). This method requires the activities to be 
narrowly defined and has been shown to have poor reliability for persons 
with disabilities. Lastly, there is the time diary and time budget which is 
self-administered or interviewed with fixed intervals to be filled in during 
randomly designated diary days (Singleton and Harvey 1995; Harvey et al. 
1996; Robinson and Geoffrey 1997; Sorokin and Berger 1939; Szalai 1972; 
Eurostat 2009; United States Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010).  

In the GNH survey, a simple time diary was administered. Information on 
how people use their time was collected by asking respondents to recall 
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their activities during the previous day. Survey respondents reported 
activities that they did from the time they woke up until the time they slept 
on the previous day of the interview. For each activity the respondents 
were asked how long the activity lasted. The activities were then later 
regrouped into 60 different categories spent on different kinds of activities 
such as work, leisure, sleep, personal care and so on.  

Time-use data can yield a range of important information that provide 
insight into lifestyles and occupations of the people. It can also reveal the 
gap between GDP and non-GDP activities, which reflects the gap 
between market and household economy sectors. Such data are helpful in 
accounting for a more comprehensive output of goods and services that 
the system of national accounts omits (Ironmonger 1999). Time-use data 
on 24 hours in the lives of the Bhutanese people can be broken down into 
various useful sub-categories. The distribution involves the following 
disaggregation: 20 districts, 7 income slabs, 11 age groups, 60 activities, 
and gender (Ura 2012).  However, the GNH Index incorporates only two 
broad aggregated indicators of time use: work hours and sleep. The 
definition of work hours in GNH is not completely congruent with 
definitions used elsewhere and shows unusually long work duration in 
Bhutan. Some activities not usually defined as work elsewhere are included 
as part of work.  

Working hours 

There are many ways of defining long hours. For instance, daily, weekly or 
annual hours spent in an individual’s main occupation and sometimes 
commuting time to a workplace are considered when working hours are 
calculated. Working hours in the GNH definition includes even unpaid 
work such as child care, woola (labour contribution to community works), 
voluntary work and informal help. In this indicator, all the following 
categories are classified as work: crop farming and kitchen gardening 
(agriculture); business, trade and services; the care of children and sick 
members of household; construction and repairs; craft-related activities; 
forestry and horticultural activities; household maintenance; livestock-
related activities; the processing of food and drinks; and quarrying work.  

In terms of thresholds, many studies seem to focus on the classification set 
by the International Labour Organisation (ILO 1919), which sets working 
limits at 48 hours per week (eight hours per day) for manufacturing.  
Working beyond that limit was considered unhealthy (Spurgeon 2003). 
Most researchers seem to identify a maximum threshold of 48 hours per 
week or 8 hours per day. Dex, Clark and Taylor (1995) discussed that long 
hours may be considered differently for men (over 60 hours per week) and 
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women (over 40 hours per week).  Many such surveys also highlight the 
stress experienced when working long hours. It is possible that the 
relationship between hours of work and ill health is created by stress.  

Eight hours is also the legal limit, applied to formal sector, set by the 
Ministry of Labour and Human Resources of Bhutan for a standard work 
day. Working time in service sectors or other non-formal sectors has not 
been defined. The survey results show average working hours to be eight 
(SD=3) while the median is 8.5 hours.   A few respondents worked as 
many as 16 to 20 hours on previous days (mostly in rural areas). In most 
cases this was time spent either volunteering at funeral rites or preparing 
for seasonal sociocultural gatherings.  

By age, Bhutanese people work the longest hours in midlife (46 to 50 years 
old). At that age, they work 518 minutes on average a day. Sleep duration 
contracts and is the shortest at age 44 to 45 and improves only a little until 
age 55. After 55, sleep increases. 

Rural women work for 8 hours and 43 minutes (524 minutes) a day, the 
longest of all. Rural men work 7 hours and 46 minutes a day, almost an 
hour less than rural women. Urban men work the fewest hours (7 hours 3 
minutes or 424 minutes).  In almost all dzongkhags, people in towns work 
less than their counterparts in villages, paralleling occupational differences 
between farmers and non-farmers. Towns and cities therefore emerge as 
places with a lower work burden. 

Data indicate that the lower a person’s educational level is, the more time 
the person must spend on work in Bhutan. In other words, as education 
increases, the amount of time spent on work decreases. The unemployed 
also work in Bhutan and the bulk of work they do is household 
maintenance work. They are not idle; they work six hours a day on 
household maintenance, business, crafts production, and care giving and 
various other activities defined as work. This is one of the significant 
paradoxes that can mislead policymakers to devalue the status and 
contribution of the unemployed. The unemployed are contributing 
substantially to the household economy.  

It is quite clear that, regionally, the people in eastern districts of 
Tashiyangtse, Mongar, Tashigang and Samdrup Jongkhar work much 
longer than those in Thimphu, Punakha and Paro. Leisure hours, broadly 
defined, have grown relatively longer in Western districts. Paro and 
Tashiyangtse are two extremes on a continuum. On an average, people in 
Tashiyangtse work 64 minutes longer per day than the people in Paro, a 
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dzongkhag where road connectivity is high and wildlife pose almost no 
risk to agriculture.  

The district variations in the length of working hours are also a broad 
reflection of cash income levels. Lower household cash income status 
coincides with longer working hours and this relationship is more 
pronounced in Tashiyangtse, Mongar, Tashigang and Samdrup Jongkhar. 
Nationally however the positive correlations between household income 
and duration of hours worked is quiet weak (r= 0.044).56  The long 
working hours and lower household income of a farmer in Eastern Bhutan 
has serious implications for many dimensions of wellbeing. Under five 
mortality, for example, is much higher in Eastern districts than the rest of 
the country (87 per 1000 for Eastern districts, vs 61 for Western and 
Central districts), and surprisingly, higher nationally among male than 
female infants (79 versus 58 per 1,000) (NSB, 2011, p. 28). 

Cooking is not only predominantly women’s work in both urban and rural 
areas, the average time spent per day on cooking is longer for women. On 
average, a man who cooks spent 71 minutes in kitchen while women spent 
117 minutes cooking. One would expect urban people to take less time 
cooking because of the presence of time-saving devices, but there is no 
significant difference in the time spent in cooking between either places. 
Eating takes 87 minutes a day on average.  If you have the fortune of 
living 70 years, 4.2 years will be spent eating and drinking.  

Among those who own TV sets – and about 50% of households did in 
2010 - rural Bhutanese watch it for 41 minutes. Urban Bhutanese spent an 
extravagant amount of time watching TV – watching it for an imposing 
174 minutes, on average 25 minutes longer on TV watching than rural TV 
owners, perhaps while also doing some other things. Other international 
surveys noted that when engaging with media, attention is not exclusive to 
it. Watching TV might be combined with cooking meals. The 2010 GNH 
data cannot capture simultaneous tasks, forcing every activity to claim 
100% of human attention and assuming the sequential performance of 
every task. However, simultaneity of work is also completely omitted in 
SNA market activities estimated in any GDP (Blackden and Wodon 2006, 
p. 58).  

                                                
56 It is intriguing that there is no strong negative correlation between household income 
and duration of work (r=-0.044) i.e. higher income is not correlated with lower work hours. 
The expected inverse relationship between lower household income and lower amount of 
time spent on non-work was also not found (r=0.07).  Usually, social, cultural and leisure 
activities would be squeezed out by working for a living at the lower income level. 
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Eighty-one per cent of Bhutanese are Buddhists, 18% are Hindus, and 
1.2% are Christians, according to GNH 2010 survey. As expected, 
religious activity57 for most Buddhist Bhutanese consists of two activities: 
praying and making offerings of water and butter lamps. But in terms of 
time allocation, praying takes far more than making offerings, which 
requires only 15 minutes on average with virtually no gender difference in 
time expenditure and is done by fewer Bhutanese (34%). Praying is not a 
universal activity. On a typical day, that is not a holy holiday, around 40% 
of Bhutanese engage daily in prayers. Prayer recitation averages an 
impressive 228 minutes (SD = 109) a day (3 hours 48 minutes) for the 
clergy (lay priests, nuns and monks). But the average plunges to 79 
minutes for lay people (SD) = 109) if we net out the specialization in this 
field by clergy. But these 79 minutes are under pressure due to an increase 
in time spent watching TV. 

Those who gave care to children, the elderly, the sick and the disabled 
formed 25% of the population on the day of the survey. They spent 81 
minutes per day per person on it. While all other broad occupational 
groups spend an average of 16 minutes on compassionate activities, 
housewives devote the most, spending 51 minutes a day. Paid care and 
public sector care, which have official health cost implications, will 
increase if this time allocation by housewives decreases for any reason.  

Social contacts must be still strong in Bhutan. About 34% of the 
Bhutanese socialize every day, socializing with members of family for an 
average of 63 minutes and another 89 minutes with friends and neighbours 
and relatives.    

Travelling to and from work averages one hour for Bhutanese in general, 
but it is significantly higher for two kinds of employees. The National 
Work Force spends an average of 1.28 hours per day travelling to work, 
closely followed by civil servants who spend 1.16 hours. 

Being overworked compromises time for leisure, family time and other 
social activities that are equally beneficial for wellbeing. Since a main 
objective of the indicator is to assess people who are overworked, those 
who work for more than eight hours are identified as time deprived. Forty-

                                                
57 The activities which constitute religious activities are sub-divided into chanting prayers or 
mantras or counting beads; offering water or food or incense or a butter lamp; conducting 
or organising rituals; meditating; prostrating; circumambulating choetens and lhakhangs; 
hoisting prayer flags; attending of religious teachings; and local pilgrimage. Although 
separate mutually exclusive time aggregates for these activities should be available, in 
practice respondents reported on the first two sub-activities. The rest were negligible 
percentages of the total time. 
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five point four per cent achieve sufficiency when this threshold is applied. 
Those who do not achieve this sufficiency are mainly women irrespective 
of whether they live in towns or villages, and more generally the people in 
the Eastern districts. People in Eastern Bhutan have longer work days 
compared to the rest of the country. 

Sleeping hours 

Sleep is clearly beneficial for a person’s health and impacts nearly every 
area of daily life. Sleep also plays a vital role in promoting longevity and 
emotional wellbeing. But many people do not realise how much sleep is 
required. Sleep requirements can vary substantially. In general most 
healthy adults need an average of seven to eight hours of sleep for proper 
functioning (Kleitman 1963; Doran, van Dongen and Dinges 2001; Smith, 
Robinson and Segal 2011). It is also important to understand the factors 
affecting one’s sleep time.58 Individuals in some occupations, such as nuns 
and monks, prefer and find it much healthier to devote more time to 
meditation and other spiritual practices than sleeping. Indeed, the survey 
confirms that they sleep comparatively less. Although such adjustments are 
important, it is not yet possible to determine specific sleeping requirements 
for specific sections of societies. Therefore, we use a uniform cutoff.  

Eight hours of sleeping time is considered the amount necessary for a 
well-functioning body for everyone.  Both the mean and median fall 
around eight hours for the respondents. With this threshold, about 66.7% 
achieve sufficiency.   

Twenty-four hours can be broadly divided into segments devoted to work, 
non-work and sleep. In Bhutan, on average, within a typical 24 hours, 
people spend 35.3% of it on sleep, 32.3% on work and 32.1% on non-
work; but this broad tripartite distribution masks variations in the 
distributions among different groups. Non-work consists of personal care, 
socio-cultural activities, religious activities, leisure including watching TV. 
The general picture of time use in Bhutan depends on many factors. 

                                                
58 A multi-linear regression (N=7086) is carried between sleeping time and demographic 
factors such as gender, age, occupational status, educational qualification, and region, 
represented by the number of healthy days. Age and some occupations and regions were 
found to be significant. The elderly sleep less than the younger people (coef=  -.284, 
P<0.05). Similarly, occupational groups like farmers, military (RBP/RBG/RBA) and 
monks and nuns sleep less than civil servants. Note that monks and nun might be 
intentionally sleeping fewer hours since time is devoted to meditation and prayer 
recitations.  
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On average, Bhutanese sleep 509 minutes, or 8 hours and 29 minutes 
(SD=97).  Amazingly, rural women who work longer hours do not do so 
at the expense of sleep. They sleep 522 minutes a day. They also sleep just 
a little longer than rural men (a mere 12 minutes). This is possible because 
they compromise slightly on the non-work component of their day.  
Twelve minutes seems a fleeting and insignificant difference, but over a 
year it adds up to 4,320 minutes or 72 hours of sleep. Even urban women 
sleep a little longer duration, by 17 minutes, than urban men.  

‘The principle thief of time is sleep’ wrote (Robinson et al. Cited in Szalai A 
et al., p. 132). Some keep the thief away a little longer. The distinction of 
wakefulness belongs to clergy, the national workforce and the armed 
forces. Soldiers take turns to be sentries at night in addition to their regular 
day duties, cutting into their sleep time. The case of less sleeping time 
among the clergy (monks and nuns and lay priest) may be special. The 
senior members may be praying or meditating by their own choice while 
younger ones might be rudely awakened for pre-dawn group prayers. 

6. Good governance 

Many definitions of good governance have been coined in literature, hence 
the relevant concept is particular to the vision and goals of the country and 
to the approach of governance being followed. In general, some of the key 
attributes are participation, rule of law, transparency, accountability, 
efficiency, effectiveness, responsiveness, a consensus orientation, equity, 
empowerment and inclusiveness (World Bank 1992; Canadian 
International Development Agency 1996; Kaufmann 2005). These 
principles also reflect the values that need to be implemented in order to 
justify the governance framework. In Bhutan they have been at the heart 
of any public policy in the country. Further, it is reaffirmed by Article 20 
(The Executive) of the Constitution of Bhutan which states, ‘The 
Government shall protect and strengthen the sovereignty of the Kingdom, 
provide good governance, and ensure peace, security, wellbeing and 
happiness of the people.’ 

In an effort to reflect much of the principles mentioned above, four 
measures were developed to signify effective and efficient governance. 
These include fundamental rights, trust in institutions, performance of the 
governmental institutions and political participation. It must be noted that 
these indicators may be adjusted in future surveys. The governance 
indicators are quite innovative in combining political activities with access 
to government services. These are understood as part of governance and a 
part of the public services to be provided by the government. It also 
includes fundamental rights to vote, freedom of speech, join a political 
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party, to be free of discrimination and a perceptual indicator on 
government performance.     

Poli t i ca l  part i c ipat ion  

Active political participation and civic engagement are central to creating a 
vibrant democracy. In addition, studies show that people who participate 
in political activities enjoy higher wellbeing because of the resulting 
feelings of freedom and autonomy (Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2008). The 
economist Amartya Sen speaks of the freedom to participate as being a key 
form of development in his book Development as Freedom. He views 
participation in making decisions that affect one’s life and the lives of 
others as fundamental to human wellbeing, ‘Participation can also be seen 
to have intrinsic value for the quality of life. Indeed, being able to do 
something through political action—for oneself or for others—is one of 
the elementary freedoms that people have reason to value’ (2002, p. 359). 

Further, political participation might increase citizens’ knowledge and 
competence regarding specific issues, and also, perhaps more importantly, 
about the nature of the political process and even their own rights as 
citizens.  

The measure of political participation was based on two components: the 
possibility of voting in the next election and the frequency of attendance 
of zomdue (community meetings). The respondents are asked if they would 
vote in the next general election and the response categories are simply 
‘yes’ or ‘no’ or ‘don’t know’. To calculate the frequency of attendance, the 
most common meetings are described to the respondent such as block, 
village and municipal level. These three levels are summed up to provide 
the total number of meetings attended in the past year.  

An individual has to report ‘yes’ in the voting criteria and has to attend at 
least one meeting in a year to be classified as sufficient in political 
participation. About 92% have expressed an intention to vote in the next 
general election, 4.7% declined and 2% don’t know. For voting, the 
threshold is straight forward because it is agreed by everyone that 
developing true democratic processes requires the active participation 
from citizens – minimally, by voting. Moreover, GNH aims for a society 
where citizens have not only the privileges of rights but also the 
responsibility for voicing their opinions regarding elected leaders and 
overall policies.  In terms of attendance of meetings the threshold has 
been set to one time. About 60.2% attended at least one meeting. Fixing 
the threshold as such classifies 43.6% as deprived in political participation. 
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Poli t i ca l  f reedom 

These indicators attempt to assess people’s perceptions about the 
functioning of human rights in the country. Basic fundamental rights are 
enshrined in the Constitution of Bhutan which has an entire article (Article 
7, Fundamental Rights) dedicated to it. They are composed of the basic 
freedoms and conditions essential for the development of every citizen 
and also establish the framework for democratic rule. The seven questions 
related to political freedom ask people if they feel they have freedom of 
speech and opinion, the right to vote, the right to join the political party of 
their choice, the right to form tshogpa (association) or to be a member of 
tshogpa, the right to equal access and the opportunity to join public service, 
the right to equal pay for work of equal value, and freedom from 
discrimination based on race, sex etc. All have three possible responses: 
‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘don’t know’. 

The thresholds for all rights were set to ‘yes’. So, a person has a sufficient 
condition in the indicator if he or she has all seven rights fulfilled. Of the 
respondents, 61.7% were identified as sufficient. 

Service  de l ivery  

The central function of the government is to provide services to the 
people. Some of the basic services, which in Bhutan are usually 
government-provided, have been included in the indicator in order to 
evaluate objective access. The indicator comprises four indicators: distance 
from the nearest health care centre, waste disposal method, access to 
electricity and water supply and quality. The goal is to evaluate access to 
such basic services, which in Bhutan are usually provided by the state. 

Health services play a vital role throughout the life cycle. Respondents are 
asked the walking distance to the nearest health care centre. People less 
than an hour’s walk are considered to have sufficient access.  

The management of waste can have a significant impact on environment 
and human health in Bhutan. Respondents were asked about their waste 
disposal method in order to assess the situation and identify possible areas 
of improvement. With environmental conservation being placed at the 
centre of Bhutan’s development strategy, it is vital to create effective waste 
management systems. As in most countries, the handling of waste varies 
by location. For instance, landfills are prevalent in urban areas where there 
are facilities for garbage trucks, so 62.3% of the urban dwellers manage 
their garbage via municipal garbage pickup. In contrast 64% of the 
respondents dwelling in rural areas burn their waste and 31% use 
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composting. Elsewhere, recycling is considered to be one of the best waste 
management strategies; however in Bhutan there is much to be done in 
terms of establishing a strong base for recycling. And so the present 
indicator has no option for ‘recycling’ but perhaps in future this option 
must be included once waste management allows this option.  

If households report disposing of trash by either ‘composting’, ‘burning’ or 
‘municipal garbage pickup’ they are non-deprived. On the other hand, if 
the response is ‘dump in forests/open land/rivers and streams’ then they 
are deprived. Though landfills (municipal garbage pickup) and burning are 
considered adequate in the 2010 GNH Index, both do raise concerns 
regarding hazardous emissions and sustainability. Hence this item may be 
revised in the future.   

Access to electricity is at the forefront of Bhutan’s objectives. As a 
consequence significant rural electrification programmes have been 
initiated to provide electricity and to monitor more accurately the needs 
and the status of rural development (Tenth Five Year Plan, Royal 
Government of Bhutan 2009). The respondents are asked if their house 
has access to electricity and the threshold is set at ‘yes’ to access of 
electricity from grid.  

The benefit of having an improved water supply to households and 
individuals is well known. Inadequate access to safe drinking water causes 
numerous illness and hygiene issues. It is also a source of socio-economic 
challenges since it requires resources to fetch water. The indicator 
developed here combines information on access to safe drinking water 
with information on the perceived quality of drinking water.  The 
accessibility variable is defined by type of water facility source and ranges 
from piped water to rainwater. The quality of water is a subjective 
evaluation made by the respondents in terms colour, odour, taste etc.  

In 2007, data from the Bhutan Living Standards Survey 2007 indicated that 
90.9% of the population had access to an improved water source, leaving 
less than 10% of the people without access. The threshold used for access 
to water is based on the underlying concept laid down by UNICEF which 
defines an improved water source as a source that, by the nature of its 
design, protects the drinking water source from external contamination. As 
per the definition, an improved facility would include piped water into a 
dwelling, piped water outside of a house, a public outdoor tap or protected 
well. For the perceived quality of water, the threshold has been set to 
‘good’ or ‘very good’. Both conditions need to be fulfilled in order to be 
sufficient in water. The sufficiency for perceived water quality is 82% and 
the overall percentage of respondents sufficient in water is 81%. 
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Overall, a person is classified as having achieved sufficiency in service 
delivery if they enjoy sufficiency in each of the four elements. About 41% 
have achieved that condition. 

Government per formance 

The indicator pertains to people’s subjective assessment of the 
governments’ efficiency in various areas. Although it is understood that 
objective indicators are valid measures of performance, subjective 
appraisals such as perceived performance quality can complement 
objective indicators (Van de Walle and Bouckaert 2003; Andrews, Boyne, 
and Walker 2006; Torenvlied and Akkerman 2009b).59 Justice must not 
only be done; it must be seen to be done. Similarly, in order for people to 
participate in governance, they must have some positive perception of 
governance overall. Furthermore, people may feel (and be) more secure if 
they believe (correctly) that the public institutions are working well. 

To test people’s perceptions of overall service delivery in the country, 
respondents are asked to rate the performance of the government in the 
past 12 months on seven major objectives of good governance: 
employment, equality, education, health, anti-corruption, environment and 
culture.  These outcome-based questions enable respondents to rank the 
services on a five-point scale from ‘very good’ to ‘very poor’. 60,61 Principal 
component analysis shows a single factor to have loadings above 0.6, and a 
high internal consistency was observed between the seven variables 
(Cronbach’s alpha= 0.89). The score can go as high as 35 indicating high 
performance and as low as 7 showing low performance of the government 
as perceived by people. 

The people’s perception of government performance is generally high. The 
mean score is 30 (SD=3.9) and median score is 31. There is no variation 

                                                
59 Subjective data on performance of organisations are often criticised because people may 
not be sufficiently informed about policies or about a specific area that is put to question 
(Brown and Coulter 1983; Golden 1992; Kelly and Swindell 2002). 

60 There are numerous studies which have used different stages of performance indicators 
such as input, output, outcome etc. (Boyne and Law 1991; Sorber 1993; Duckett and 
Swerissen 1996; Hedley 1998; Stone and Cutcher-Hershenfeld 2001). A strong association 
between subjective and objective indicators for outcome performance indicators has been 
confirmed by Torenvlied and Akkerman (2009) in their multi-stage performance indicator 
research paper. For Bhutan, the performance index is based on outcome indicators. 

61 The response category also has the option of ‘don’t know’ which has been re-categorised 
into mid-value ‘average’ which is considered a deprived category. This has no major impact 
on the results since individuals are expected to have some knowledge of the functioning of 
the institutions and so ‘don’t know’ is inherently deprived. 
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amongst age or literacy background.  If the sufficiency threshold is set at 
30, this allows only one of the components to be rated ‘average’ or below 
– and 58.4% are sufficient. However, there are possibilities of response 
bias because of the subjective nature of the statements and varying degree 
of knowledge among people in rural areas about the mentioned functions 
of governance which they may not observe. Hence, there needs to be 
some space for individuals who have limited knowledge either by the 
nature of their physical or mental conditions or a lack of information flow 
or personal experience. To include flexibility towards such issues, a slightly 
lower threshold is considered reasonable.  A threshold of 28 was adopted, 
which means that a person has to perceive that public services are ‘very 
good’ or ‘good’ in at least five of the seven objectives. With this threshold, 
about 78.8% are considered to have achieved sufficiency. 

7. Community  v i ta l i ty  

The concept of GNH includes the social capital of the country, which is 
sustained through co-operative relationships and social networks within 
the community. A vital community can be described as a group of people 
who support and interact positively with other individuals and is based on 
a sense of cohesion amongst the members providing social support to one 
another. It is important to note that the concept outlined here reflects 
GNH values and Bhutanese moral beliefs.   

A relevant definition of community was made in a working paper 
(McMillan 1976; Chavis 1983) for the Centre for Communities Studies. In 
the report, McMillian (1976) writes that a ‘sense of community is a feeling 
that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one 
another and to the group and a shared faith that members’ needs will be 
met through their commitment to be together.’ 

From a GNH standpoint, a community must have strong relationships 
between community members and within families, must hold socially 
constructive values, must volunteer and donate time and/or money, and 
lastly must be safe from violence and crime.  It is vital that volunteering 
and donations of time and money be recognized as a fundamental part of 
any community development. Socially constructive values can act as tools 
through which activities can be implemented for positive change in 
communities.  

Empirical studies confirm that social capital affects people’s learning and 
health (Fujiwara and Kawachi 2008) and also identify the community to be 
one of the significant determinants of wellbeing for individuals as well as 
families and communities (Putnam 1993, 2000; Field 2003). People who 
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feel a sense of belonging tend to lead happier and healthier lives, and 
create more stable communities and a more supportive society (Zavaleta 
2007). Social capital also has an instrumental value, ‘increasing evidence 
shows that social cohesion is critical for societies to prosper economically 
and for development to be sustainable’ (The World Bank 1999).  

Therefore, it is only natural that a GNH society includes community 
vitality as one of the nine equally weighted domains. The indicators in this 
domain cover four major aspects of community: 1) social support which 
depicts the civic contributions made 2) community relationship, which 
refers to social bonding and a sense of community 3) family relationships, 
and 4) perceived safety.62 

Social  support  

Social support here reflects the provision of support by volunteering or 
donating to an individual or a community. It is relevant to all spheres of 
life and without a doubt has a positive impact on a wide range of social, 
economic, cultural and environmental issues, including physical and mental 
wellbeing (David et al. 2008). It is understood that connectedness in a 
community is depicted in the strength of social networks within 
communities (Ura and Zangmo 2008), and it is volunteering and donating 
that encourages interactions between people and strengthens community 
connections. Involvement in volunteering and donation activities generates 
social capital, which creates a healthier and more vibrant community.  In 
addition to these numerous benefits, it is also crucial for creating true 
partnerships between the different members of the community, business, 
NGOs and the government.  

The giving of time and money - volunteering and donating – is a 
traditional practice in Bhutanese societies. These practices may have been 
more widespread in previous eras, because remote mountain communities 
depended on each other for survival. At the same time, commercialisation 
may devalue such traditional values which may lead to their decline. So it is 
vital to include these indicators to assess the level of social support in a 
community and trends across time.  

To capture the rate of volunteering, respondents were asked for the 
number of days they volunteered and for the amount they donated. 
Donation is expressed in the total amount of financial resources donated 

                                                
62 Similar concepts can be found in the following reports: Doolittle and McDonald 1978; 
Ahlbrandt and Cunningham 1979; Wandersman and Giamartino 1980; Riger and Lavrakas 
1981; Bachrach and Zautra 1985; Davidson and Cotter 1986. 
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in the past 12 months and volunteering is measured by the days donated in 
the past 12 months.  

For donation, giving 10% of household income is considered sufficient, 
and for volunteering, three days per year is considered sufficient. The 
threshold has been identified based on normative grounds since there are 
no standards for minimum levels followed. In most cases, both conditions 
have to be satisfied to be classified as sufficient. This might mean, 
however, that a person who volunteered every spare hour but did not have 
enough money to give 10% was deemed insufficient; similarly, a senior 
businessperson who was tremendously generous and gave 30% of his or 
her income but could not manage to volunteer six days per year would be 
judged insufficient, as would an elderly person who was not physically or 
mentally able to volunteer. About 38% of respondents donate but do not 
volunteer. There are few who volunteer but do not donate – only 3%. 
Most do both (51%) and some choose to do neither (6.5%). So, given the 
difference in the nature of donation (money and time) and the differences 
in the accompanying benefits, some compensation between these is 
allowed. In particular, if a person donates 20% of their income, then even 
if they do not volunteer it is considered sufficient and if they volunteer 
more than six days, but do not donate 10% of their income, it is still 
sufficient. With these conditions applied, overall 46% are sufficient. 

Community re lat ionship  

A sustainable society requires strong social ties that bind people together 
in the community. In rural areas, people have a good sense of belonging, 
but urban areas communities are often described as having weaker social 
relationships as people have the ability to relocate themselves and their 
families depending on their choice of work, education and other personal 
events. Moreover, modernisation has created secular societies and already 
many have fast and busy lives, creating an environment conducive to 
isolation and detachment from their communities. This makes it harder for 
us to feel any sense of belonging to the neighbourhood and often leads to 
loneliness and depression.  

Two variables have been considered: a sense of belonging and trust in 
neighbours.  An increase in trust in one’s neighbours is associated with 
better self-reported health status.63  The two components of the indicator 

                                                
63 This is true also for the GNH 2010 survey data: a chi square test revealed that there is an 
association between trust in neighbours with self-reported health status (P<0.05). One-way 
ANOVA results also indicate that there is a significant difference in the number of healthy 
days between groups who rated their trust levels differently (P<0.05). Higher trust had a 
higher number of healthy days and vice versa.   
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are ‘a sense of belonging’ which ranges from ‘very strong’ to ‘weak’, and 
‘trust in neighbours’ which ranges from ‘trust most of them’ to ‘trust none 
of them’. Both indicators have options of ‘don’t know’.  Seventy-one per 
cent have a very strong sense of belonging, 46% trust most of their 
neighbours, and 85% trust most or some of their neighbours.  

GNH defines the notion of belonging or social identity as a central aspect 
of who we are. It is the strong and positive membership in families, 
communities or groups that ensures an individual’s sense of belonging and 
so the thresholds here are based on normative reasons for sustaining and 
promoting a sense of community. The threshold for sense of belonging 
has been set at ‘very strong’, and for levels of trust ‘some of them’ and 
‘most of them’ have been selected. The very few cases of ‘don’t know’ 
have been identified as non-deprived, because respondents had just 
migrated to a community. For a person to have achieved sufficiency, both 
conditions have to be satisfied. The fulfilment of both conditions is 
necessary since a community must strive to create sense of connection 
derived from individuals’ feelings of belonging as well as increased 
neighbourliness.  When the threshold to both the indicators of community 
vitality is applied, 62.5% of people are sufficient in both. 

Family  

Good family relationships are vital for the health of family members as 
well as community members (Chophel 2010). For this indicator, six 
questions on a three-point scale of ‘agree’, ‘neutral’ and ‘disagree’ have 
been asked of the respondents. When aggregated, the family indicator 
score ranges from 6 to 18. The mean score is 17 (SD=1.3) and median is 
18. So, generally family relationships seem to be strong. This was also 
confirmed by one of the aspects of the life satisfaction indicator which 
described 95% as satisfied with their family relationships. It is a reasonable 
question to ask whether such positive response levels could have been 
biased by a fear that other family members were within earshot during the 
interview. The GNH interview sessions involved only the respondent and 
the interviewer so it is unlikely that responses were affected as other family 
members were not present or within earshot of the interview.  

The underlying components of these questions have been tested through 
factor analysis. The test resulted in a single factor with loadings above 
0.41. They are added together to form an indicator with 18 as the 
maximum score (high family relationships) and 6 as the minimum score 
(low family relationships).  The mean score was 17 (SD 1.3). 
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It is clear that a GNH society considers family as one of the important 
determinants of an individual’s wellbeing because relationships formed 
within family act as a positive force especially in a young person’s life.  So, 
naturally the highest possible score would be ideal for developing a society 
where families are a source of comfort, security and protection. However 
instead of using 18, a threshold of 16 is applied in order to allow ‘neutral’ 
responses in any two statements. Ninety-two per cent are satisfied in the 
family indicator.  

Vict im of  cr ime 

Feeling safe and secure at home, work and in the community is an 
essential prerequisite for sustaining a good quality of life. The 
neighbourhood is a critical environment for youth development (Parke 
and O’Neil 1999). The lack of neighbourhood safety also has a negative 
outcome on the health of the community members (Diprose 2007, De 
Jesu et al. 2010).64 Conversely, people who live in highly safe and 
supportive neighbourhoods have positive outcomes such as stronger 
connections with family, peers and community. 

To assess safety in the community, respondents are asked whether they 
have been a victim of a crime in the past 12 months. The crime indicator 
has a simple two-point scale of ‘yes’ and ‘no’.  The threshold is set at ‘no’. 
The crime statistics are low with only about 4% being described as victims. 
Self-reported victimisation however slightly underestimates victimisation 
when it concerns sexual offenses. In the next survey, other safety 
indicators might be incorporated to improve evaluation. 

8. Ecolog i ca l  d ivers i ty  and res i l i ence 

Bhutan has always recognized the central role environmental factors play 
in human development. Pursuant to Article 5 (Environment) of the 
Constitution of Bhutan, every Bhutanese citizen shall ‘…contribute to the 
protection of the natural environment, conservation of the rich 
biodiversity of Bhutan and prevention of all forms of ecological 
degradation including noise, visual and physical pollution.…’ 

The environmental domain includes three subjective indicators related to 
perceptions regarding environmental challenges, urban issues and 
responsibilities, and one more objective question, related to wildlife 

                                                
64 The study examined the associations between social networks and perceived 
neighbourhood safety among an ethnically diverse sample of 1352 residents living in low-
income public housing sites in Boston, Massachusetts. 
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damage to crops. Indicators in this domain in particular may be 
reconsidered for future GNH surveys. 

Perception of environmental issues in general and how they vary across 
time has long been of interest to researchers and policymakers.65 However, 
there are concerns that hamper the use of individual-level and subjective 
indicators for ecology since they fail to consider the full complexity of the 
ecological system. Thus, ideally, future GNH surveys would incorporate 
other indicator(s) or data from localised environmental sources. In the 
absence of such indicator(s) subjective indicators were used as proxy 
measures for changes in environmental issues across time. However like 
other subjective indicators, the interpretation of these indicators is clouded 
by different and possibly shifting frames of reference, so they are given a 
light weight of 10% of the environmental domain each.  

Pol lut ion 

The awareness and knowledge of citizens about their environment are 
crucial for pro-environmental actions and for making environmental 
policies successful. At the same time, the aim is to ensure that serious 
environmental issues are redressed. So, in order to test people’s 
environmental awareness, a series of questions were developed to test the 
perceived intensity of environmental problems. The expressions of 
environmental concern were aimed at understanding people’s concerns, 
knowledge and awareness of environmental conditions in their respective 
communities. Many studies use the results of perception data as a proxy 
for the level of environmental awareness (Eurobarometer 1992; Gallup 
2011; Iizuka 2000; Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social 
Research (ICPSR) 1993). In most cases, these were carried out as time-
series studies of environmental public opinion while only a limited number 
were cross-national opinion surveys of environmental awareness for 
developing countries (United Nations Environmental Programme and 
Harris 1989).  In both cases, the studies were successful in pointing out the 
existence of concerns among the general public (Iizuka 2000). Further, it 
was observed that an examination of environmental attitudes seems 
feasible particularly in a low-income setting (White and Hunter 2005).  

Seven environmental issues of concern were shared with respondents, and 
their responses follow a four-point scale from ‘major concern’ to ‘not a 
concern’. Principal component analysis resulted in two factors but loadings 
were observed to be high for all variables in the first factor (>0.62).  The 

                                                
65 However, perceptions of environmental issues are affected by the extent to which people 
are informed on those issues (McGowan and Sauter 2005). 
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alpha coefficient was 0.85. The pollution indicator has a high score of 32 
and low score of 8.  

Issues that were frequently reported as major concerns were landslides 
(28%), littering (26%), soil erosion (25%) and floods (25%). Note that 
these percentages are not region specific. For instance, if littering were 
studied regionally then about 40% of urban dwellers consider littering as a 
‘major concern’ while 19% from rural areas report the same. Similarly, 
options of ‘don’t know’ are allowed, which is considered as deprived since 
it is indicative of a lack of environmental knowledge. They are not added 
into a single number but rather a conditional threshold is applied whereby 
an individual is insufficient if he or she has rated ‘major concern’ or ‘some 
concern’ in at least five of the seven environmental issues. Their reference 
frame is within the past 12 months; however, as with many subjective 
indicators, there might be errors with the reference frame and so it is not 
very practical to give more weight to perceptive data by fixing high 
thresholds. Hence, with the proposed threshold, 69% are sufficient in the 
pollution indicator.  

Environmental  responsibi l i ty 

Having the right attitude towards the environment is fundamentally 
important and also a widely discussed topic.66 The indicator attempts to 
measure the feelings of personal responsibility towards the environment. It 
is crucial to reinforce attitudes that will encourage people to adopt eco-
friendly approaches and also to identify any deterioration in the current 
very environmentally aware views of citizens. The responses run on a four-
point scale ranging from ‘highly responsible’ to ‘not at all responsible’. 
When the threshold is set at ‘highly responsible’, 84.4% are sufficient.  

Wildl i f e  

While wildlife is a valuable natural resource with several beneficial values 
to people and the ecosystem, it can cause damage to society in terms of 
livestock and crop loss, attacks on people and infrastructure. The wildlife 
indicator here incorporates information on damage to crops. There has 
been a growing concern about wildlife damage to crops in Bhutan 
(Choden and Namgay 1996; Wang, Curtis and Lassoie 2006). Wildlife 
damage can have catastrophic economic consequences for farmers, 
especially for vulnerable households; it also disrupts sleep patterns and 
may create anxiety and insecurity. Therefore, an assessment of the scale 

                                                
66 Environmental attitudes have frequently been measured since the 1970s (Rokeach 1960-
1979; McGuire 1969; Bem 1970; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; Dunlap and Van Liere 1978). 
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and extent of damage in the fields is essential for decision making on 
wildlife management and crop protection. The current data show that crop 
depredation by wildlife is a substantial concern to farmers with only 21% 
reporting ‘no’ wildlife damage in the past 12 months.   

To assess the exact extent of damage, it would be necessary to examine 
every field. Even when investigated immediately, the true cost of damage 
may not be easy to ascertain. For example, it may be difficult to distinguish 
damage caused by different animals (Van Eerden 1990; Hötte and 
Bereznuk 2001). To address this uncertainty, there is a need for sound 
ecological research to quantify animal-inflicted damage and economic 
losses in relation to other sources of damage (e.g. Thirgood and Redpath 
2008). However, this is not practical for this survey, which has to 
incorporate other indicators. So a simple self-reported estimate is used as a 
proxy for the quantitative assessment. Two simple questions on the 
presence and absence of damage and the severity of damage are applied to 
determine the impact of wildlife damage on agriculture. Moreover, 
understanding perceptions of farmers regarding wildlife damage to crops is 
a critical element since they are the key stakeholders in the process. The 
indicators hope to promote a better understanding of wildlife damage and 
thereby help advance or provide skills and knowledge for wildlife damage 
management practices.  

The first question deals with whether respondents consider it as a 
constraint to farming. Responses are given on a four-point scale ranging 
from ‘major constraint’ to ‘not a constraint’. The threshold has been set at 
‘minor constraint’. The second indicator pertains to the severity of 
damage, i.e. crop loss. Respondents are asked to provide an average 
perceived amount of crop lost, if the crop had been damaged by wildlife. It 
ranges from ‘a lot’ to ‘not at all’. For both the indicators the reference 
frame is the past 12 months. 

The threshold is fixed such that respondents are deprived if they report 
either ‘some constraint’ or ‘major constraint’ and account for a crop loss 
of ‘a lot’ or ‘some’. Although the indicators measure the same thing 
conceptually, human perceptions may be distilled from long and short 
memories from distant associates and so, two are preferred as one may 
reaffirm the claim made by the other. For example, 51% claim that wildlife 
was a ‘major constraint’ in the past 12 months while 21% report it as 
‘some constraint’. Note that it includes respondents who are farmers only. 
Thirty-eight per cent of farmers report that ‘a lot’ of their crops have been 
damaged and 25% report ‘some’ damage. Together, 37% report ‘major 
constraint’ and ‘a lot’ of damage while 2% of farmers report ‘major 
constraint’ but ‘no’ damage was done to their crops. The lack of actual 
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numeric amounts or percentages of actual crop loss may give rise to errors. 
So, to allow for such inconsistencies, both conditions have to be fulfilled.   
In future surveys, perhaps assigning a numeric value to the amount of crop 
loss would be more accurate. With the threshold, 57.9% of the 
respondents attain sufficiency. Note the wildlife indicator is rural specific 
since it pertains to farmers. Individuals from other occupational 
backgrounds such as civil servants or corporate workers are classified as 
non-deprived. The rural-specific indicator is later offset by the urban-
issues indicator which in turn applies to urban dwellers only. It must also 
be understood that wildlife damage might result in people having negative 
attitudes towards conservation. Hence, care must be taken in analysis of 
the results.  

Urban issues 

Bhutan is undergoing rapid urbanisation resulting in the growth of city and 
town populations. Urban growth has a number of positive impacts on 
human wellbeing such as improvements in energy, health care, 
infrastructure and services. Despite these positive impacts, increasingly 
there are environmental issues faced by almost all major cities. Some of the 
major issues in developing countries are traffic congestion, inadequate 
green spaces, urban sprawl, etc. Since these issues have adverse impacts on 
wellbeing, it is crucial to incorporate them into the GNH Index.  

Respondents are asked to report their worries about four urban issues: 
traffic congestion, inadequate green spaces, lack of pedestrian streets and 
urban sprawl.  

The threshold is set such that a person can report any one of the issues as 
major threat or worry to be sufficient. About 84.4% achieve sufficiency; 
this is in part because people who live in rural areas have been 
automatically classified as sufficient to offset the wildlife damage indicator 
introduced above. This indicator mainly acts as a proxy for sustainable 
urban development which is one of the major objectives of the 
government.  

9. Living s tandards 

The living standards domain refers to the material wellbeing of the 
Bhutanese people. It ensures the fulfilment of basic material needs for a 
comfortable living. Over the years, the material standard of living has risen 
steadily due to advances in development. However, about 23.2% (Royal 
Government of Bhutan 2007) of Bhutanese still live in income poverty; 
some lack assets such as land or adequate housing.  
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There is a wide range of indicators used in the literature to assess standards 
of living. For individual-level analysis, the actual consumption of food or 
other goods and services like health and education is often argued to be 
the most accurate. In practice, income and expenditure levels are often 
used since individual consumption is difficult to disaggregate. Here, we use 
three indicators to assess people’s standards of living: household per capita 
income, assets and housing conditions. Assets include livestock, land and 
appliances, while housing conditions are measured by room ratio, roofing 
and sanitation. These are included so that there are enough complementary 
measures for self-reported household income. 

Household income 

Household income includes income earned by all the individuals in a 
household from varied sources within or outside of the country. The 
household income here has been adjusted for in-kind payments received.  

In the literature, two types of thresholds are generally used, either a fixed 
threshold like a poverty line or relative thresholds such as mean or median 
income. The poverty line for Bhutan is Nu. 1,096.94 per person per month 
in the Poverty Analysis Report (Royal Government of Bhutan 2007).67 The 
mean household per capita was generated by dividing the household 
income by household size, without equivalence scales. In Bhutan Living 
Standards Survey (BLSS) (2007) it was Nu. 31834.3. When a poverty line 
threshold (Nu. 1,096.94) was used on individual income, the headcount 
estimation made by the Poverty Analysis Report (Royal Government of 
Bhutan 2007) was 23.2%.  

For the GNH Index, it would not be sensible to use the poverty line as a 
threshold because the threshold should reflect sufficient income. The 
GNH living standards domain refers to higher conditions for wellbeing 
than poverty lines. One option would be to use a relative income threshold 
for the sufficiency threshold as is commonly done in European countries. 
Thresholds like 60% of the median or 50% of mean income are often used 
to identify poverty.68 

Yet for the GNH indicator an absolute sufficiency threshold was chosen, 
since the GNH values encourages people to achieve happiness through 
their accomplishments, and discourages a relative approach in which one is 
satisfied only if one has relatively more income (or other achievements) 
                                                
67 The poverty line given here is a measure for absolute poverty developed by the National 
Statistical Bureau of Bhutan in 2007 and is based on food and non-food needs. 

68 See for example, Gordon (2006) and Hillyard et al. (2003). 
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than one’s peers. In this regard, a threshold is computed from a GNH 
data- adjusted poverty line69 by multiplying the national poverty line by 1.5. 
It would have amounted to Nu. 14,200 per person per year in the BLSS 
2007 data. 

There were particular challenges in the measurement of income 
sufficiency. The questionnaire for income and expenditure in the GNH 
Survey differed from the BLSS, and the resulting GNH data had different 
median and mean values from the BLSS data as well as different district 
rankings by both poverty and average per capita income. As a result, in the 
income indicator alone, we implemented the poverty threshold of 1.5 
times the poverty line in the original BLSS 2007 dataset to obtain the 
percentage of people who enjoyed sufficiency in income. We then mapped 
the same percentage onto the GNH income per capita data, identifying 
those having the highest income as enjoying sufficiency. This will be 
modified in the next GNH survey. For if the GNH income data are from 
a different distribution, then the identification of a given percentage of the 
income poorest may still be inaccurate. Furthermore, in using the 
percentage from BLSS data we are assuming that the percentage of people 
who enjoy 1.5 times the poverty line in 2010 is the same as those in 2007. 
This assumption is likely to underestimate the percentage of people 
enjoying sufficiency. The income threshold classifies 54% of people as 
sufficient. 

Assets  

An asset indicator has been used as an indicator of living standards in 
many studies (Montgomery et al. 2000; Morris et al. 2000; Filmer and 
Pritchett 2001; Case et al. 2005).70 The indicator uses data on selected 
household assets, such as durable and semi-durable goods of everyday use, 
to describe household welfare. The concept is based on evidence that 
income/expenditure measures are incomplete measures of the material 
wellbeing of households especially in developing countries where such 
data may have higher measurement errors. The studies found that the asset 
indicator was robust, produced internally coherent results, and was 
consistent with financial means.  Further, asset data were found to be 

                                                
69 The GNH data poverty line has been adjusted for the difference in the medians between 
BLSSR data and GNH data. Poverty line for GNH data = Poverty line (PAR 
2007)*Median (BLSSR data)/Median (GNH data) 

70 The asset index developed by Filmer and Pritchett (1999) has been used in Demographic 
and Health Surveys (DHS) to estimate reasonable wealth effects. 
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more reliable and easier to collect.71 However, it is necessary to be aware 
that the indicator provides a relative analysis of welfare and little about 
levels of absolute income. The items of the indicator are taken from a 
generic list of goods, the uses of which may not be the same across all 
household members, and quality aspects of the goods owned were not 
included. 

Commonly, asset indicators are defined by appliances such as a mobile 
phone, radio or TV or bicycle; however, because of the socio-cultural 
context, livestock and land ownership were also considered assets. 
Livestock is understood as an integral component in agricultural and rural 
economies in Bhutan. Most farming is still subsistence farming, and the 
difficult terrain makes it challenging to use modern equipment. Thus, the 
work must be done by animals and humans. Moreover, animals provide 
households with transport, fertilizer and food and also employment.  So, 
they are critical assets especially for poor households. Similarly, land 
ownership is particularly relevant for rural agricultural-based economies. In 
some of the focus group participants’ perceptions, a decent living standard 
always included livestock and land ownership.72 

The asset indicator is created from three major components: 1) appliances 
(mobile phone, fixed-line telephone, personal computer, refrigerator, 
colour television and washing machine) 2) livestock ownership and 3) land 
ownership.  

The thresholds are applied at two levels: they are set initially on each of the 
three indicators and then later, an overall threshold is applied to classify 
insufficiency in the asset indicator.  

For a measure of appliances, a series of household items that could be 
considered amenities for the family was developed.  Principal component 
analysis has been used to determine the selection of appliances. The first 
factor explained 80% of the variance and contained six appliances – 
mobile phone, fixed-line phone, personal computer, refrigerator, washing 
machine and colour television. The mobile phone could be dropped from 
the list of appliances since, in a general sense, the utility is marginal and 
limited to the one who owns it.  For the other appliances, the scope of 

                                                
71 Enumerators of the GNH surveys pointed out that the asset index was more accurate 
since it’s easier for respondents to reflect on their ownership than on income. Additionally, 
enumerators could confirm the ownership by actually seeing goods in the household. So, 
the asset index is less likely to contain reporting bias. 

72 The analysis is based on the focus group discussions conducted by Dr. Alkire, Tshoki 
Zangmo and Tshering Phuntsho in Wangdue Phodrang and Punakha in 2011. 
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functional utility is much wider and other members of the household 
might have access. However, in rural areas if a household owned a mobile 
phone then that would imply that every household member had some 
access to it.  Moreover, fixed-line phones are being replaced by mobile 
phones even in urban areas; only 21% of urban households now have 
fixed-line phones. So, in the end, all six items loaded in the first factor 
were considered for the asset indicator. The sufficiency threshold was set 
to three, and 31% are sufficient in appliances.  

It is widely known that livestock constitute an important source of income, 
especially in rural areas and nomadic areas of the country. They contribute 
to a household’s livelihood by providing cash income or in-kind income 
through the sale of animal products or the animals themselves and thereby 
act as savings for future security. Although the importance of including 
livestock as an asset is generally agreed upon, setting a threshold becomes 
challenging because of the difference in the capital and maintenance costs 
of different species, which are usually higher for larger ruminants. Larger 
ruminants require more fodder while smaller domestic animals, such as 
chickens, can survive on a lesser amount.  And so, based on the rates of an 
average domestic purchase, a threshold is defined. It was observed that an 
average price of 40 chickens would be equivalent to the average rate of 
others. Ownership of chickens has been reclassified accordingly. In terms 
of thresholds, Bhutan’s national MPI (2010) sets it at three, but for the 
GNH Index it has to be set higher. And so, livestock has been set to five 
normatively. About 41.3% of the respondents are sufficient in livestock.  

The data on land were collected in the categories of dry land and (un-
terraced); wet land (irrigated and terraced); panzhing, which is a type of land 
use in which land is cultivated after leaving it fallow to improve soil 
fertility; orchards; kitchen gardens; and tseri, which refers to shifting 
cultivation. Although the Land Act of 2007 banned tseri cultivation, the 
survey shows about 14.4% of the respondents still practice it. The average 
land holding is 2.9 acres per household (SD =3.6). The average rural land 
holding is 3.39 acres per rural household, and for urban areas it is 0.86 acre 
per household.  

In setting the sufficiency cutoff for land, there are numerous factors that 
need to be taken into consideration such as the quality of land, household 
size, area and type of farming practices and sources of other income. The 
household size plays a role as smaller families might require smaller land 
holdings and larger families might need more land. The region of location 
is also a huge determinant since an agriculture-based economy usually 
requires more land holdings.  Lastly, the type of farming must also be 
considered, for instance whether the land is being used for crops or 
orchards or just as pasture for animals and also whether the particular 
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household has other sources of income.  Given the wide range of factors 
that require equal attention, it is challenging to set a threshold that fulfils 
all these conditions.  

The focus group discussions carried out in some districts concluded that 
five acres was the threshold for a rural farming household with an average 
family size of five. It was decided that for farming-related activities an 
average of five acres would be sufficient to grow crops or fruits or for 
livestock management. The land asset is included to reflect assets for rural 
areas, and so understanding land ownership in rural areas is pertinent for 
setting the threshold. In rural areas, only 26% of households have five or 
more acres of land, while about 44% have three or more acres of land. For 
the MPI Bhutan 2010, the threshold was set to one acre, but the GNH 
Index is not a poverty measure and so a minimum threshold cannot be 
applied.   The average household size in rural areas is 4.7, and the 
sufficiency threshold for an average land amount was normatively set to 
five acres. About 22% are sufficient; however, note that the GNH also 
includes urban dwellers whose income comes mostly from employment, 
so they would be regarded as deprived in this sub-indicator (but not 
necessarily overall as we see below).  

The final threshold across the three assets is applied so that if a household 
possesses sufficiency in either appliances or livestock or land then the 
household is classified as being sufficient in assets overall. This implies 
that any one condition of the three can be satisfied to be in order to be 
labelled non-deprived. This threshold was selected based on its flexibility 
to incorporate individuals from diverse occupational backgrounds, as well 
as from varied areas of residence. For example, livestock and farm land 
may not be very relevant to a person who is employed in a service 
occupation but may be particularly valid in remote areas. It must be 
understood that the objective of an asset indicator is to supplement 
information on income with some crude indicator of wealth. Asset indices 
may move more slowly than income and expenditure. This gives rise to 
data reliability issues for GNH Index analysis that attempts to capture 
trends in wellbeing over time. This requires not only that we interpret 
results with due caution but that we also keep in mind the complexities of 
combining the three assets together. However given the issues with the 
income data mentioned above, both indicators were included to improve 
accuracy. Application of the overall conditional threshold identifies 74.1% 
of Bhutanese to have achieved sufficiency.  
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Housing qual i ty   

The domain is incomplete without including an indicator of housing 
conditions. The benefits of good housing can be observed from both an 
individual as well as from a community perspective. On the individual 
level, having one’s personal space is considered fundamental for one’s 
biological, psychological and social needs since it is a place where most 
spend a significant part of their everyday lives.73  Studies show the critical 
impacts that poor quality, overcrowded and temporary accommodation 
can have on an individual’s physical and mental health.74 From a 
community standpoint, aspects such as combating social exclusion and 
discrimination and strengthening social cohesion cannot be achieved 
unless there are proper living spaces and a decent standard of 
accommodation. Overcrowded accommodation, which is based on the 
number of rooms and number of household members, can lead to family 
disintegration, weakening community ties and is considered to give rise to 
a variety of social ills. Therefore, insufficient housing conditions can pose 
a threat to not only the wellbeing of individuals but also the community at 
large.  

The quality of housing is composed of three indicators: the type of 
roofing, type of toilet and room ratio. The thresholds have been set based 
on the Millennium Development Goals such as corrugated galvanized iron 
(CGI) or concrete brick or stone for roofing, pit latrine with septic tank 
for toilet and two persons per room for overcrowding, and all three 
conditions must be met. So, overall an individual is sufficient in housing if 
he or she lives in a house that has a good roofing structure (CGI or 
concrete brick or stone), a pit latrine with a septic tank and uncrowded 
rooms. In reality, having a higher quality roof may by far outweigh toilet 
condition as far as housing quality is considered. With the stated threshold, 
about 46.2% are sufficient in housing quality.  

                                                
73 Many studies have confirmed that good housing is at the top of the hierarchy of human 
needs (Burns and Grebler 1986; Kiel and Mieszkowski 1990). 

74 These are just some of the studies that show the impact of housing quality on welfare. 
For example, Housing, Health and Climate Change: Developing Guidance for Health 
Protection in the Built Environment: Mitigation and Adaptation Responses, World Health 
Organisation (2010) 
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Appendix 6:  Addit ional  Tables  
Table I: Main GNH Results This table provides the at-a-glance information on the GNH Index.     

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

  
  GNH Index and its components   

Insufficiency among 
the not-yet-happy 
(A)  

Sufficiency 
among the not-
yet-happy                           
(ASuf = 1-A) 

  Total 
population    

Number 
of Happy 
people 

 
GNH 
Index 
GNH = 
1 - 
(H*A) 

Headcount ratio: 
Population who 
are not-yet-
happy 
(H) 

Headcount ratio: 
Population who 
are happy 
(HH= 1-H) 

 

  

    

 
    2005a  2005a 

  Range 0 
to 1 % Population % Population   % of domains % of domains   Thousands   Thousands 

            Bhutan 
 

0.743 59.1% 40.9% 
 

43.4% 56.6% 
 

634,982 
 

261,798 
            Bumthang 

 
0.734 60.4% 39.6% 

 
44.0% 56.0% 

 
16116 

 
6,382 

Chhukha 
 

0.752 57.0% 43.0% 
 

43.4% 56.6% 
 

74387 
 

31,956 
Dagana 

 
0.783 51.8% 48.2% 

 
41.9% 58.1% 

 
18222 

 
8,791 

Gasa 
 

0.771 54.0% 46.0% 
 

42.4% 57.6% 
 

3116 
 

1,435 
Haa 

 
0.775 53.2% 46.8% 

 
42.3% 57.7% 

 
11648 

 
5,450 

Lhuntse 
 

0.697 67.8% 32.2% 
 

44.6% 55.4% 
 

15395 
 

4,963 
Mongar 

 
0.732 62.1% 37.9% 

 
43.1% 56.9% 

 
37069 

 
14,035 

Paro 
 

0.807 46.3% 53.7% 
 

41.7% 58.3% 
 

36433 
 

19,547 
Pemagatshel 

 
0.712 65.7% 34.3% 

 
43.8% 56.2% 

 
13864 

 
4,756 

Punakha 
 

0.770 52.4% 47.6% 
 

44.0% 56.0% 
 

17715 
 

8,437 
Samdrup Jongkhar 

 
0.655 76.2% 23.8% 

 
45.2% 54.8% 

 
39961 

 
9,511 

Samtse 
 

0.736 60.9% 39.1% 
 

43.4% 56.6% 
 

60100 
 

23,526 
Sarpang 

 
0.795 48.7% 51.3% 

 
42.2% 57.8% 

 
41549 

 
21,318 
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Tashiyangtse 
 

0.698 68.3% 31.7% 
 

44.2% 55.8% 
 

17740 
 

5,616 
Tashigang 

 
0.708 66.8% 33.2% 

 
43.8% 56.2% 

 
51134 

 
16,966 

Thimphu 
 

0.773 53.6% 46.4% 
 

42.4% 57.6% 
 

98676 
 

45,766 
Trongsa 

 
0.684 71.3% 28.7% 

 
44.4% 55.6% 

 
13419 

 
3,852 

Tsirang 
 

0.770 52.3% 47.7% 
 

44.0% 56.0% 
 

18667 
 

8,907 
Wangdue Phodrang 

 
0.738 59.9% 40.1% 

 
43.9% 56.1% 

 
31135 

 
12,489 

Zhemgang   0.753 56.6% 43.4%   43.7% 56.3%   18636   8,092 
            Region 

           Rural 
 

0.726 62.6% 37.4% 
 

43.8% 56.2% 
 

438,871 
 

164,138 
Urban 

 
0.790 49.8% 50.2% 

 
42.1% 57.9% 

 
196,111 

 
98,448 

            Gender 
           Male 
 

0.783 51.5% 48.5% 
 

42.3% 57.7% 
 

333,595 
 

161,932 
Female 

 
0.704 66.8% 33.1% 

 
44.3% 55.7% 

 
301,387 

 
99,871 

            Age group 
           <=20 
 

0.759 57.6% 42.4% 
 

41.9% 58.1% 
    21-25 

 
0.785 50.3% 49.7% 

 
42.8% 57.2% 

    26-30 
 

0.778 52.7% 47.3% 
 

42.0% 58.0% 
    31-35 

 
0.754 57.4% 42.6% 

 
42.8% 57.2% 

    36-40 
 

0.731 61.9% 38.1% 
 

43.4% 56.6% 
    41-45 

 
0.736 60.9% 39.1% 

 
43.4% 56.6% 

    46-50 
 

0.740 59.0% 41.0% 
 

44.1% 55.9% 
    51-55 

 
0.710 66.0% 34.0% 

 
44.0% 56.0% 

    56-60 
 

0.725 62.4% 37.6% 
 

44.1% 55.9% 
    61-65 

 
0.696 67.9% 32.1% 

 
44.8% 55.2% 

    >65 
 

0.674 71.3% 28.7% 
 

45.8% 54.2% 
    a) Royal Government of Bhutan – Office of the Census Commissioner (2005) Population and Housing Census of Bhutan 2005. Fact Sheet, 

Thimphu: Office of the Census Commissioner, p. 2 [available at http://www.bhutancensus.gov.bt/Fact_sheet.pdf] 
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Table II-A Understanding Happiness - Composition & Contributions The table shows the percentage contribution to overall happiness. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

  

GNH Index and its components  Percentage contribution of sufficiency of each domain to overall happiness 
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Index 
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Range  
0 to 1 

% 
Populatio
n 

Average 
% of 
domains 

% 
Populatio
n 

% Contribution 

              

Bhutan 0.743 40.9% 73.0% 59.1% 12.0% 14.1% 10.4% 9.1% 9.9% 9.3% 11.8% 12.1% 11.3% 
              

Bumthang 0.734 39.6% 72.8% 60.4% 11.6% 13.8% 10.4% 9.1% 9.6% 10.2% 12.0% 12.2% 11.1% 
Chhukha 0.752 43.0% 72.9% 57.0% 12.7% 14.1% 10.2% 9.8% 8.4% 8.2% 11.0% 12.7% 12.9% 
Dagana 0.783 48.2% 74.1% 51.8% 11.8% 14.2% 10.8% 8.1% 9.8% 9.7% 12.5% 12.2% 10.9% 
Gasa 0.771 46.0% 73.1% 54.0% 12.5% 14.5% 10.1% 8.6% 10.1% 8.4% 12.7% 13.3% 9.7% 
Haa 0.775 46.8% 73.7% 53.2% 12.4% 14.4% 10.6% 8.6% 8.4% 9.7% 11.6% 12.1% 12.1% 
Lhuntse 0.697 32.2% 72.8% 67.8% 11.5% 14.8% 11.1% 8.6% 10.6% 9.7% 12.4% 13.1% 8.3% 
Mongar 0.732 37.9% 72.1% 62.1% 11.8% 14.3% 9.4% 8.2% 11.8% 10.1% 12.5% 12.8% 9.2% 
Paro 0.807 53.7% 74.0% 46.3% 11.2% 13.8% 10.9% 8.6% 9.3% 8.9% 11.3% 13.4% 12.5% 
Pemagatshel 0.712 34.3% 72.4% 65.7% 11.1% 13.4% 10.9% 8.1% 12.2% 9.4% 12.9% 11.8% 10.1% 
Punakha 0.77 47.6% 74.2% 52.4% 11.8% 14.3% 10.7% 9.2% 8.7% 9.4% 11.8% 13.1% 11.1% 
Samdrup 
Jongkhar 0.655 23.8% 71.5% 76.2% 10.9% 13.6% 11.5% 9.1% 10.8% 9.0% 13.0% 11.6% 10.4% 

Samtse 0.736 39.1% 72.4% 60.9% 12.0% 14.1% 10.6% 9.3% 9.2% 8.8% 12.2% 12.4% 11.4% 
Sarpang 0.795 51.3% 74.3% 48.7% 12.1% 13.6% 9.1% 8.7% 10.0% 11.1% 12.5% 11.7% 11.4% 
Tashiyangtse 0.698 31.4% 72.9% 68.3% 12.6% 13.6% 8.8% 8.4% 11.8% 10.6% 12.2% 12.9% 9.1% 
Tashigang 0.708 33.2% 71.8% 66.8% 12.5% 13.8% 10.1% 7.7% 12.6% 10.5% 13.3% 11.4% 8.2% 
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Thimphu 0.773 46.4% 72.5% 53.6% 11.8% 14.6% 10.8% 10.7% 9.2% 8.6% 9.8% 11.1% 13.4% 
Trongsa 0.684 28.7% 73.6% 71.3% 12.1% 13.6% 11.1% 9.0% 10.2% 9.4% 11.4% 11.4% 11.7% 
Tsirang 0.77 47.7% 73.8% 52.3% 11.8% 13.5% 10.2% 8.9% 10.4% 9.8% 12.8% 11.4% 11.2% 
Wangdue 
Phodrang 0.738 40.1% 72.3% 59.9% 12.7% 14.3% 11.0% 8.1% 9.8% 9.8% 12.3% 11.3% 10.8% 

Zhemgang 0.753 43.4% 73.1% 56.6% 12.2% 14.5% 11.9% 9.0% 10.4% 8.5% 12.2% 11.7% 9.7% 
Region              Rural 0.726 37.4% 73.0% 62.6% 12.1% 13.9% 10.5% 8.4% 10.5% 9.7% 12.7% 12.2% 10.0% 
Urban 0.790 50.2% 72.7% 49.8% 11.7% 14.4% 10.4% 10.4% 8.7% 8.5% 10.1% 11.9% 13.9% 
Gender              Male 0.783 48.5% 73.3% 51.5% 12.2% 14.0% 10.4% 9.5% 9.8% 9.4% 12.2% 11.8% 10.6% 
Female 0.704 33.1% 72.3% 66.8% 11.7% 14.2% 10.5% 8.4% 10.0% 9.2% 11.2% 12.6% 12.2% 
              Age group             <=20 0.759 42.4% 72.8% 57.6% 10.7% 14.3% 12.6% 10.8% 8.5% 8.2% 10.6% 13.0% 11.3% 
21-25 0.785 49.7% 72.6% 50.3% 10.7% 14.4% 11.7% 10.3% 9.7% 8.6% 10.8% 12.2% 11.6% 
26-30 0.778 47.3% 73.0% 52.7% 11.4% 14.3% 10.8% 10.2% 9.1% 8.4% 11.1% 12.5% 12.1% 
31-35 0.754 42.6% 72.4% 57.4% 12.0% 14.1% 9.8% 9.6% 9.9% 9.1% 11.6% 12.5% 11.4% 
36-40 0.731 38.1% 73.5% 61.9% 12.3% 14.0% 9.6% 9.3% 10.0% 9.2% 12.0% 11.7% 11.8% 
41-45 0.736 39.1% 73.3% 60.9% 12.1% 14.1% 9.5% 8.4% 10.3% 10.2% 12.7% 11.8% 10.9% 
46-50 0.740 41.0% 72.6% 59.0% 12.5% 14.3% 9.5% 7.7% 10.7% 9.9% 12.8% 11.8% 10.9% 
51-55 0.710 34.0% 73.2% 66.0% 13.1% 13.9% 9.9% 8.0% 10.4% 10.1% 12.7% 11.7% 10.1% 
56-60 0.725 37.6% 73.5% 62.4% 12.8% 13.3% 10.3% 7.5% 10.5% 11.0% 12.6% 11.6% 10.4% 
61-65 0.696 32.1% 73.4% 67.9% 13.3% 13.0% 10.8% 6.4% 11.2% 10.3% 13.1% 11.9% 10.0% 
>65 0.674 28.7% 72.1% 71.3% 13.5% 13.3% 11.4% 6.0% 10.8% 10.4% 12.5% 11.8% 10.3% 
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Table II-B Understanding Happiness - Composition & Contributions The table shows the percentage contribution to overall happiness. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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  Percentage Contribution 
             

      Bhutan 4.9% 1.8% 1.9% 3.4% 1.3% 4.0% 4.4% 4.4% 4.9% 5.5% 2.1% 2.6% 3.7% 0.6% 3.2% 2.9% 2.0% 1.8% 
                   Bumthang 4.9% 1.8% 1.7% 3.2% 1.4% 3.9% 4.2% 4.3% 4.4% 6.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.7% 0.5% 3.4% 3.0% 2.2% 1.0% 
Chhukha 5.0% 1.9% 2.1% 3.6% 1.4% 4.0% 4.5% 4.2% 5.4% 4.9% 2.6% 2.9% 3.7% 0.6% 2.9% 3.0% 0.9% 1.7% 
Dagana 4.6% 2.0% 2.0% 3.2% 1.2% 4.1% 4.4% 4.4% 5.2% 5.6% 1.7% 2.5% 3.6% 0.3% 3.5% 2.9% 1.7% 1.7% 
Gasa 4.9% 2.0% 2.2% 3.4% 1.3% 4.3% 4.4% 4.4% 4.0% 6.1% 2.0% 2.3% 3.8% 0.6% 3.3% 3.0% 1.9% 1.9% 
Haa 5.0% 2.0% 2.1% 3.2% 1.4% 4.3% 4.4% 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 1.8% 2.5% 3.7% 0.7% 2.5% 3.0% 1.5% 1.5% 
Lhuntse 4.8% 1.4% 1.8% 3.4% 1.4% 4.4% 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% 6.8% 1.6% 2.5% 3.7% 0.7% 3.3% 3.0% 2.3% 2.0% 
Mongar 5.0% 1.5% 2.1% 3.2% 1.3% 3.9% 4.5% 4.6% 3.8% 5.5% 1.5% 2.2% 3.8% 0.6% 3.7% 3.1% 2.7% 2.4% 
Paro 4.8% 1.6% 1.5% 3.3% 1.3% 3.9% 4.2% 4.3% 5.6% 5.3% 2.2% 2.5% 3.5% 0.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.4% 1.8% 
Pemagatshel 4.6% 1.5% 1.9% 3.1% 1.3% 3.9% 4.2% 4.1% 4.1% 6.8% 1.6% 2.5% 3.8% 0.2% 3.9% 3.1% 2.9% 2.3% 
Punakha 4.8% 2.0% 1.8% 3.1% 1.4% 4.3% 4.4% 4.2% 5.4% 5.3% 2.0% 2.7% 3.7% 0.8% 2.4% 3.0% 1.8% 1.5% 
Samdrup 
Jongkhar 4.5% 1.6% 1.5% 3.4% 1.3% 3.7% 4.4% 4.3% 5.1% 6.4% 2.0% 2.8% 3.8% 0.5% 3.5% 2.9% 2.6% 1.8% 

Samtse 5.0% 1.7% 2.1% 3.2% 1.1% 3.9% 4.5% 4.6% 5.2% 5.4% 2.3% 2.8% 3.8% 0.5% 3.1% 2.8% 1.2% 2.0% 
Sarpang 4.8% 2.1% 1.9% 3.3% 1.0% 4.1% 4.3% 4.3% 4.7% 4.4% 2.1% 2.4% 3.7% 0.5% 3.2% 2.6% 2.2% 1.9% 
Tashiyangtse 4.8% 1.9% 1.7% 4.1% 1.2% 3.8% 4.2% 4.3% 3.1% 5.8% 1.8% 2.5% 3.6% 0.5% 3.7% 2.9% 2.9% 2.2% 
Tashigang 4.9% 1.9% 1.6% 4.1% 1.3% 3.6% 4.5% 4.4% 3.9% 6.2% 1.2% 2.3% 3.8% 0.4% 4.1% 3.0% 3.4% 2.1% 
Thimphu 4.9% 1.8% 1.7% 3.4% 1.4% 4.2% 4.4% 4.5% 5.6% 5.1% 3.0% 3.2% 3.7% 0.9% 3.1% 2.9% 1.6% 1.6% 
Trongsa 4.7% 2.0% 1.8% 3.7% 1.4% 3.6% 4.3% 4.3% 4.8% 6.4% 1.9% 2.6% 3.6% 0.9% 3.7% 2.9% 2.5% 1.1% 
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Tsirang 4.7% 1.9% 2.1% 3.2% 1.1% 3.9% 4.3% 4.1% 4.4% 5.9% 2.3% 2.5% 3.7% 0.3% 3.3% 2.9% 1.9% 2.2% 
Wangdue 
Phodrang 

4.9% 2.0% 2.2% 3.6% 1.4% 4.1% 4.5% 4.2% 4.6% 6.4% 1.6% 2.2% 3.7% 0.6% 2.9% 3.0% 2.0% 1.8% 

Zhemgang 4.9% 2.0% 2.0% 3.3% 1.3% 4.2% 4.5% 4.5% 5.3% 6.5% 2.1% 2.5% 3.7% 0.6% 3.4% 3.0% 2.1% 2.0% 
Region 

                  Rural 4.8% 1.8% 2.0% 3.5% 1.3% 3.9% 4.4% 4.3% 4.7% 5.7% 1.8% 2.4% 3.7% 0.5% 3.3% 2.9% 2.3% 2.0% 
Urban 4.9% 1.8% 1.8% 3.2% 1.4% 4.1% 4.5% 4.5% 5.3% 5.1% 2.9% 3.1% 3.7% 0.8% 3.0% 2.9% 1.4% 1.5% 
Gender 

                  Male 4.8% 1.8% 1.9% 3.5% 1.3% 4.0% 4.4% 4.4% 5.0% 5.4% 2.2% 2.9% 3.7% 0.7% 3.1% 2.9% 2.0% 1.8% 
Female 4.9% 1.8% 1.8% 3.2% 1.3% 4.0% 4.5% 4.4% 4.7% 5.7% 2.0% 2.3% 3.8% 0.4% 3.3% 2.9% 1.8% 2.0% 
Age group 

                  <=20 4.8% 1.4% 1.6% 2.9% 1.3% 4.1% 4.5% 4.4% 6.2% 6.3% 3.2% 3.5% 3.5% 0.6% 2.5% 2.9% 1.4% 1.8% 
21-25 4.8% 1.7% 1.6% 2.5% 1.4% 4.0% 4.6% 4.5% 5.4% 6.3% 2.8% 3.1% 3.7% 0.6% 3.5% 2.9% 1.6% 1.7% 
26-30 4.9% 1.8% 1.8% 2.9% 1.3% 4.1% 4.5% 4.5% 5.1% 5.7% 2.9% 3.1% 3.7% 0.6% 3.0% 2.8% 1.7% 1.6% 
31-35 5.0% 1.7% 2.0% 3.4% 1.4% 4.0% 4.5% 4.4% 4.7% 5.1% 2.5% 2.8% 3.7% 0.6% 3.3% 3.0% 1.9% 1.7% 
36-40 4.9% 1.9% 2.0% 3.5% 1.3% 3.9% 4.3% 4.4% 4.5% 5.1% 2.3% 2.7% 3.7% 0.7% 3.3% 2.9% 2.0% 1.9% 
41-45 4.8% 1.7% 2.0% 3.5% 1.3% 4.0% 4.4% 4.3% 4.4% 5.1% 1.6% 2.2% 3.7% 0.8% 3.0% 2.9% 2.2% 2.1% 
46-50 4.9% 1.8% 2.0% 3.8% 1.2% 4.2% 4.4% 4.4% 4.0% 5.5% 1.4% 2.1% 3.8% 0.4% 3.5% 2.9% 2.1% 2.1% 
51-55 4.9% 1.9% 2.1% 4.2% 1.3% 4.1% 4.3% 4.3% 4.9% 5.1% 1.4% 2.3% 3.7% 0.5% 2.7% 3.0% 2.7% 2.0% 
56-60 4.7% 1.9% 2.0% 4.2% 1.2% 3.8% 4.0% 4.3% 4.8% 5.5% 1.3% 2.2% 3.8% 0.3% 3.2% 2.9% 2.5% 1.9% 
61-65 4.7% 2.1% 2.1% 4.3% 1.2% 3.6% 4.1% 4.1% 5.0% 5.8% 0.5% 1.8% 3.8% 0.4% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.1% 
>65 4.7% 2.1% 2.2% 4.6% 1.0% 4.0% 4.3% 4.0% 5.9% 5.6% 0.4% 1.5% 3.8% 0.3% 3.0% 3.1% 2.3% 2.5% 
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Table II-B (cont.) Understanding Happiness - Composition & Contributions The table shows the percentage contribution to overall happiness 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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  % Contribution 
                Bhutan 1.3% 1.1% 3.4% 3.6% 2.4% 2.0% 2.9% 4.5% 1.1% 1.4% 4.5% 5.2% 4.3% 3.7% 3.3% 
                Bumthang 1.2% 0.9% 4.0% 4.2% 2.5% 2.1% 2.9% 4.5% 1.1% 1.3% 4.2% 5.5% 4.4% 4.0% 2.7% 
Chhukha 1.3% 1.1% 3.6% 2.1% 1.6% 1.8% 3.0% 4.6% 0.8% 1.4% 5.5% 4.9% 4.3% 4.5% 4.1% 
Dagana 1.1% 1.0% 2.7% 4.8% 2.9% 2.2% 2.9% 4.5% 1.2% 1.0% 4.0% 6.0% 4.3% 3.6% 3.0% 
Gasa 1.2% 0.9% 1.8% 4.4% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0% 4.6% 1.1% 1.4% 4.8% 6.1% 4.2% 4.3% 1.2% 
Haa 1.2% 1.0% 4.1% 3.4% 2.4% 2.0% 2.9% 4.3% 1.1% 1.4% 3.8% 5.8% 4.1% 4.4% 3.5% 
Lhuntse 1.4% 0.8% 3.1% 4.3% 2.8% 2.2% 2.8% 4.5% 1.2% 1.4% 4.4% 6.1% 4.5% 2.1% 1.7% 
Mongar 1.4% 1.0% 3.7% 4.0% 2.7% 2.2% 3.0% 4.6% 1.2% 1.4% 4.7% 5.5% 3.9% 3.1% 2.1% 
Paro 1.2% 1.0% 3.6% 3.2% 2.1% 1.9% 2.9% 4.3% 1.3% 1.3% 5.2% 5.7% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 
Pemagatshel 1.3% 0.7% 2.5% 4.9% 3.2% 2.2% 3.1% 4.4% 1.5% 1.4% 3.0% 5.9% 3.7% 3.5% 2.9% 
Punakha 1.2% 1.0% 3.1% 4.1% 2.5% 2.1% 2.8% 4.4% 1.1% 1.4% 4.8% 5.9% 4.4% 3.7% 3.1% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 1.3% 0.9% 2.9% 3.9% 3.4% 2.0% 3.1% 4.5% 1.2% 1.3% 4.0% 5.1% 4.4% 3.2% 2.8% 
Samtse 1.2% 1.1% 2.7% 3.8% 2.6% 2.2% 3.0% 4.5% 0.9% 1.4% 4.3% 5.8% 4.7% 3.2% 3.5% 
Sarpang 1.4% 1.4% 3.7% 4.6% 2.7% 2.4% 2.9% 4.4% 1.1% 1.4% 3.4% 5.7% 4.6% 3.3% 3.4% 
Tashiyangtse 1.3% 0.9% 4.0% 4.4% 2.6% 2.0% 3.0% 4.5% 1.4% 1.4% 4.0% 6.0% 3.6% 3.3% 2.2% 
Tashigang 1.4% 0.8% 3.4% 4.9% 3.4% 2.4% 3.0% 4.6% 1.1% 1.3% 3.1% 5.8% 3.8% 2.4% 1.9% 
Thimphu 1.2% 1.1% 5.1% 1.1% 1.2% 1.5% 2.9% 4.4% 1.0% 1.4% 6.1% 2.5% 4.2% 4.7% 4.5% 
Trongsa 1.3% 1.0% 3.4% 3.7% 2.2% 1.9% 2.9% 4.5% 1.1% 1.4% 3.7% 5.3% 4.1% 3.9% 3.6% 
Tsirang 1.4% 1.3% 2.0% 5.1% 3.0% 2.5% 2.9% 4.4% 1.2% 1.4% 3.0% 5.8% 4.5% 3.2% 3.5% 
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Wangdue Phodrang 1.4% 1.1% 2.7% 4.6% 2.9% 2.0% 2.9% 4.5% 0.9% 1.3% 4.0% 4.9% 4.4% 3.7% 2.6% 
Zhemgang 1.3% 1.1% 2.1% 4.0% 2.8% 2.1% 3.0% 4.3% 1.2% 1.3% 3.3% 6.0% 4.1% 3.0% 2.6% 
Region 

               Rural 1.3% 1.1% 2.7% 4.7% 2.9% 2.4% 2.9% 4.5% 1.1% 1.4% 3.7% 6.0% 4.2% 3.1% 2.7% 
Urban 1.2% 1.0% 5.0% 1.2% 1.3% 1.4% 3.0% 4.4% 1.0% 1.4% 6.1% 3.6% 4.5% 4.8% 4.6% 
Gender 

               Male 1.2% 1.1% 3.1% 4.0% 2.7% 2.2% 2.9% 4.4% 1.1% 1.4% 4.1% 5.2% 4.2% 3.4% 3.0% 
Female 1.3% 1.0% 4.0% 2.9% 2.0% 1.9% 2.9% 4.5% 1.1% 1.3% 5.1% 5.1% 4.4% 4.1% 3.7% 
Age group 

               <=20 1.2% 1.1% 3.6% 2.3% 1.8% 1.7% 2.9% 4.2% 1.0% 1.4% 5.3% 5.3% 4.1% 3.9% 3.3% 
21-25 1.3% 1.0% 3.9% 2.4% 1.9% 1.6% 2.9% 4.5% 1.1% 1.3% 5.0% 4.7% 4.1% 3.9% 3.5% 
26-30 1.2% 1.1% 3.5% 2.5% 2.2% 1.6% 2.9% 4.4% 1.0% 1.4% 5.1% 5.0% 4.3% 4.0% 3.8% 
31-35 1.2% 1.0% 3.3% 3.6% 2.2% 2.0% 3.0% 4.5% 1.1% 1.4% 4.7% 5.2% 4.3% 3.7% 3.4% 
36-40 1.2% 1.0% 3.4% 3.6% 2.5% 2.0% 3.0% 4.5% 1.0% 1.4% 4.5% 4.8% 4.4% 3.9% 3.5% 
41-45 1.2% 1.2% 3.7% 4.1% 2.9% 2.4% 2.9% 4.5% 1.0% 1.4% 4.3% 5.1% 4.4% 3.4% 3.1% 
46-50 1.3% 1.1% 3.2% 4.3% 2.8% 2.4% 3.0% 4.5% 1.0% 1.4% 3.8% 5.5% 4.6% 3.2% 3.1% 
51-55 1.3% 1.0% 3.0% 4.8% 2.9% 2.4% 2.9% 4.6% 1.2% 1.3% 3.4% 5.7% 4.0% 3.4% 2.7% 
56-60 1.4% 1.1% 3.3% 5.2% 2.7% 2.4% 3.0% 4.5% 1.1% 1.4% 3.6% 5.6% 4.2% 3.4% 2.8% 
61-65 1.4% 1.0% 2.9% 5.0% 3.1% 2.6% 3.0% 4.5% 1.4% 1.3% 3.6% 5.6% 4.3% 3.0% 2.7% 
>65 1.4% 0.9% 3.2% 4.8% 2.2% 2.8% 3.0% 4.5% 1.2% 1.3% 3.5% 5.8% 4.4% 3.1% 2.8% 
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Table III Understanding Happiness - Censored headcounts The proportion of people who are happy and experience sufficiency in each indicator. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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  Censored headcount 
                   
Bhutan 

39.1
% 

29.2
% 

30.4
% 

27.3
% 

34.5
% 

35.8
% 

39.3
% 

39.1
% 

26.3
% 

29.7
% 

23.0
% 

28.3
% 

39.8
% 

6.1
% 

28.4
% 

39.1
% 

17.6
% 

24.8
% 

                   Bumthang 38.2
% 

28.3
% 

27.0
% 

24.7
% 

35.2
% 

33.6
% 

36.5
% 

37.4
% 

22.9
% 

31.0
% 

21.7
% 

29.1
% 

38.5
% 

5.1
% 

29.7
% 

38.7
% 

19.3
% 

12.7
% 

Chhukha 42.3
% 

32.7
% 

35.4
% 

30.8
% 

38.2
% 

37.3
% 

42.2
% 

39.9
% 

30.2
% 

27.5
% 

29.8
% 

32.8
% 

41.2
% 

6.7
% 

26.9
% 

41.7
% 

8.8
% 

23.3
% 

Dagana 44.8
% 

38.4
% 

37.9
% 

31.0
% 

38.9
% 

44.5
% 

46.9
% 

47.6
% 

33.4
% 

36.3
% 

22.5
% 

31.8
% 

46.6
% 

3.7
% 

37.2
% 

46.6
% 

18.2
% 

27.1
% 

Gasa 44.2
% 

36.4
% 

40.0
% 

31.1
% 

40.5
% 

43.6
% 

44.8
% 

44.4
% 

24.2
% 

37.2
% 

24.4
% 

27.4
% 

46.0
% 

6.8
% 

33.6
% 

45.4
% 

19.7
% 

28.5
% 

Haa 46.6
% 

36.9
% 

39.6
% 

30.2
% 

43.9
% 

44.5
% 

45.2
% 

44.9
% 

31.0
% 

34.7
% 

22.4
% 

30.7
% 

45.8
% 

8.3
% 

25.6
% 

46.4
% 

15.1
% 

22.8
% 

Lhuntse 30.5
% 

17.9
% 

23.4
% 

21.7
% 

29.8
% 

30.9
% 

31.7
% 

31.5
% 

18.5
% 

28.5
% 

13.9
% 

21.2
% 

31.5
% 

5.8
% 

23.3
% 

31.5
% 

16.3
% 

20.8
% 

Mongar 
36.7
% 

22.1
% 

31.1
% 

23.5
% 

31.9
% 

32.1
% 

36.6
% 

37.4
% 

18.7
% 

27.2
% 

15.2
% 

21.7
% 

37.4
% 

6.2
% 

30.1
% 

37.7
% 

22.0
% 

29.0
% 

Paro 51.6
% 

34.0
% 

32.9
% 

35.5
% 

47.8
% 

46.3
% 

50.5
% 

51.6
% 

40.0
% 

38.2
% 

31.4
% 

35.9
% 

49.5
% 

6.4
% 

25.3
% 

52.8
% 

28.8
% 

32.2
% 

Pemagatshel 31.0 20.1 24.9 21.0 28.4 28.8 31.0 30.7 18.4 30.3 14.1 22.2 34.2 2.0 28.9 34.3 21.7 26.3
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% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Punakha 45.9
% 

38.1
% 

34.8
% 

30.0
% 

44.2
% 

45.3
% 

46.8
% 

44.6
% 

34.6
% 

33.6
% 

25.7
% 

34.4
% 

46.6
% 

9.9
% 

25.1
% 

47.3
% 

19.5
% 

24.5
% 

Samdrup 
Jongkhar 

20.6
% 

14.5
% 

13.7
% 

15.4
% 

19.7
% 

19.0
% 

22.2
% 

21.8
% 

15.5
% 

19.7
% 

12.1
% 

17.3
% 

23.4
% 

3.1
% 

17.8
% 

22.2
% 

13.4
% 

14.0
% 

Samtse 38.0
% 

26.3
% 

31.9
% 

24.3
% 

29.2
% 

33.0
% 

38.1
% 

38.8
% 

26.5
% 

27.5
% 

23.5
% 

28.3
% 

38.5
% 

5.0
% 

26.4
% 

36.3
% 

10.4
% 

25.8
% 

Sarpang 48.9
% 

42.6
% 

39.5
% 

34.2
% 

33.6
% 

46.9
% 

48.8
% 

48.9
% 

32.5
% 

29.9
% 

29.2
% 

32.3
% 

50.9
% 

6.4
% 

36.9
% 

45.4
% 

25.4
% 

32.2
% 

Tashiyangtse 29.7
% 

23.9
% 

21.5
% 

25.1
% 

25.7
% 

26.4
% 

29.0
% 

29.5
% 

12.6
% 

23.7
% 

14.5
% 

20.3
% 

30.0
% 

4.2
% 

25.6
% 

30.1
% 

19.9
% 

22.8
% 

Tashigang 31.6
% 

23.8
% 

20.7
% 

26.3
% 

27.5
% 

25.9
% 

31.9
% 

31.4
% 

16.8
% 

26.7
% 

10.1
% 

19.7
% 

32.6
% 

3.7
% 

29.3
% 

31.8
% 

24.2
% 

22.7
% 

Thimphu 44.5
% 

32.5
% 

30.9
% 

30.6
% 

42.6
% 

42.7
% 

44.6
% 

45.7
% 

34.0
% 

31.1
% 

36.0
% 

38.2
% 

45.2
% 

10.5
% 

31.4
% 

43.3
% 

16.3
% 

24.4
% 

Trongsa 26.7
% 

22.8
% 

20.5
% 

21.0
% 

25.9
% 

22.8
% 

27.5
% 

27.3
% 

18.1
% 

24.2
% 

14.8
% 

19.6
% 

27.6
% 

6.5
% 

23.6
% 

27.3
% 

15.7
% 

10.7
% 

Tsirang 45.1
% 

35.4
% 

39.2
% 

30.1
% 

35.4
% 

41.4
% 

45.9
% 

43.5
% 

27.6
% 

37.2
% 

29.6
% 

31.7
% 

47.3
% 

4.1
% 

34.8
% 

46.3
% 

20.4
% 

35.0
% 

Wangdue 
Phodrang 

38.7
% 

31.4
% 

35.2
% 

27.9
% 

37.6
% 

35.9
% 

39.5
% 

36.9
% 

23.8
% 

33.4
% 

17.1
% 

23.1
% 

38.9
% 

5.7
% 

25.5
% 

38.7
% 

17.6
% 

24.1
% 

Zhemgang 42.0
% 

33.4
% 

34.0
% 

28.7
% 

38.0
% 

39.8
% 

42.6
% 

42.8
% 

30.5
% 

37.3
% 

24.2
% 

28.6
% 

42.6
% 

6.9
% 

32.3
% 

42.2
% 

19.9
% 

27.9
% 

Region 
                  

Rural 
35.7
% 

26.8
% 

28.9
% 

25.7
% 

30.9
% 

32.3
% 

35.8
% 

35.5
% 

23.2
% 

28.2
% 

17.4
% 

23.8
% 

36.6
% 

4.5
% 

26.8
% 

35.9
% 

18.6
% 

25.1
% 

Urban 
48.2
% 

35.5
% 

34.7
% 

31.6
% 

44.3
% 

45.0
% 

48.9
% 

48.9
% 

34.6
% 

33.6
% 

37.9
% 

40.5
% 

48.3
% 

10.3
% 

32.7
% 

47.6
% 

14.9
% 

23.9
% 

Gender 
                  

Male 
46.6
% 

35.5
% 

37.3
% 

34.0
% 

41.2
% 

42.6
% 

46.6
% 

46.7
% 

32.1
% 

34.6
% 

28.7
% 

36.8
% 

47.2
% 

8.9
% 

33.1
% 

46.9
% 

21.8
% 

28.4
% 
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Female 
31.6
% 

22.8
% 

23.6
% 

20.6
% 

27.8
% 

28.9
% 

32.1
% 

31.5
% 

20.5
% 

24.8
% 

17.2
% 

19.8
% 

32.4
% 

3.2
% 

23.7
% 

31.3
% 

13.3
% 

21.1
% 

Age group 
                 

<=20 
40.4
% 

23.3
% 

25.9
% 

23.9
% 

36.6
% 

37.6
% 

42.0
% 

40.8
% 

34.7
% 

35.2
% 

35.5
% 

38.5
% 

39.4
% 

6.6
% 

23.1
% 

40.1
% 

12.7
% 

24.4
% 

21-25 
47.2
% 

34.0
% 

31.7
% 

24.5
% 

43.9
% 

43.0
% 

49.4
% 

48.4
% 

35.3
% 

40.9
% 

36.4
% 

40.2
% 

48.4
% 

8.0
% 

38.4
% 

47.1
% 

16.9
% 

27.0
% 

26-30 
45.7
% 

33.8
% 

32.7
% 

27.2
% 

40.6
% 

42.1
% 

46.3
% 

46.3
% 

31.6
% 

35.6
% 

35.7
% 

38.2
% 

45.4
% 

7.7
% 

31.4
% 

44.0
% 

17.7
% 

24.2
% 

31-35 
41.2
% 

28.9
% 

33.2
% 

27.9
% 

38.0
% 

36.6
% 

41.2
% 

40.3
% 

26.1
% 

28.1
% 

27.5
% 

31.3
% 

41.2
% 

6.5
% 

30.6
% 

41.3
% 

17.4
% 

23.3
% 

36-40 
37.2
% 

29.1
% 

29.8
% 

26.7
% 

33.6
% 

33.0
% 

36.3
% 

37.2
% 

22.5
% 

25.9
% 

22.9
% 

27.0
% 

37.2
% 

7.0
% 

27.6
% 

36.2
% 

16.7
% 

23.7
% 

41-45 
37.2
% 

27.0
% 

31.3
% 

27.1
% 

33.4
% 

34.6
% 

38.1
% 

37.2
% 

22.8
% 

26.4
% 

16.6
% 

23.1
% 

38.5
% 

8.2
% 

26.2
% 

37.9
% 

19.0
% 

27.0
% 

46-50 
39.3
% 

29.3
% 

32.5
% 

30.2
% 

33.0
% 

37.2
% 

39.5
% 

39.6
% 

21.3
% 

29.2
% 

15.2
% 

22.3
% 

40.3
% 

4.3
% 

31.5
% 

39.4
% 

18.6
% 

28.5
% 

51-55 
32.9
% 

25.5
% 

28.7
% 

28.2
% 

28.7
% 

30.4
% 

32.0
% 

32.0
% 

21.8
% 

22.7
% 

12.9
% 

20.9
% 

33.4
% 

4.8
% 

20.4
% 

33.4
% 

20.0
% 

22.2
% 

56-60 
35.1
% 

27.8
% 

29.1
% 

31.5
% 

29.5
% 

31.5
% 

33.2
% 

35.5
% 

23.9
% 

27.3
% 

13.3
% 

21.5
% 

37.6
% 

2.7
% 

26.7
% 

35.7
% 

20.3
% 

23.8
% 

61-65 
30.1
% 

26.7
% 

27.1
% 

27.6
% 

24.7
% 

25.4
% 

29.3
% 

28.9
% 

21.0
% 

24.7
% 

4.1
% 

15.1
% 

32.1
% 

3.1
% 

23.1
% 

32.0
% 

19.7
% 

22.7
% 

>65 
26.0
% 

23.7
% 

24.1
% 

25.5
% 

18.9
% 

25.2
% 

26.5
% 

24.8
% 

21.8
% 

20.8
% 

3.0
% 

11.3
% 

28.3
% 

2.0
% 

18.4
% 

28.7
% 

14.4
% 

23.2
% 
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Table III (cont.) Understanding Happiness - Censored headcounts The proportion of people who are happy and experience sufficiency in each indicator.  

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

 Good governance Community vitality Ecological diversity and resilience Living standards 
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e 

H
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  Censored headcount 
                Bhutan 34.1% 28.2% 23.1% 23.8% 21.4% 27.4% 39.4% 39.8% 29.1% 36.6% 30.1% 34.6% 34.4% 29.6% 26.5% 
                Bumthang 31.1% 23.1% 25.7% 27.2% 21.5% 27.5% 37.8% 38.6% 28.6% 34.4% 27.3% 35.9% 33.9% 31.1% 21.4% 
Chhukha 37.4% 31.3% 25.4% 14.9% 15.3% 26.0% 42.5% 42.7% 23.8% 40.7% 39.0% 34.6% 36.2% 37.6% 34.8% 
Dagana 34.1% 33.7% 22.0% 38.7% 31.1% 36.0% 46.9% 47.8% 38.9% 32.7% 32.0% 48.2% 41.2% 34.7% 29.3% 
Gasa 37.7% 28.5% 13.9% 33.5% 24.0% 41.5% 46.0% 46.0% 32.3% 41.6% 36.2% 46.0% 38.4% 38.7% 11.0% 
Haa 36.2% 32.1% 31.7% 26.7% 25.0% 31.6% 45.2% 44.3% 32.9% 43.3% 29.5% 45.3% 38.5% 41.3% 32.7% 
Lhuntse 28.7% 17.7% 16.6% 22.8% 19.5% 23.6% 29.9% 32.0% 24.9% 30.5% 23.3% 31.9% 28.4% 13.6% 10.9% 
Mongar 34.0% 25.4% 22.6% 24.5% 22.3% 27.4% 36.8% 37.3% 30.6% 33.2% 29.0% 33.8% 28.8% 23.0% 15.7% 
Paro 41.5% 37.1% 31.8% 28.5% 25.5% 34.1% 52.2% 51.3% 44.9% 45.3% 46.7% 50.6% 47.6% 44.9% 41.1% 
Pemagatshel 28.5% 16.4% 13.8% 27.3% 23.9% 24.9% 34.1% 32.8% 33.6% 31.6% 17.0% 32.9% 24.9% 23.5% 19.5% 
Punakha 39.5% 31.7% 24.4% 32.2% 26.5% 33.3% 44.3% 46.4% 34.2% 43.4% 38.1% 46.5% 41.6% 35.1% 29.4% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 20.0% 13.2% 11.0% 15.1% 17.3% 15.6% 23.8% 22.8% 18.8% 20.2% 15.2% 19.6% 20.3% 14.9% 12.7% 
Samtse 30.7% 28.4% 17.2% 24.2% 22.3% 27.6% 37.7% 38.0% 22.1% 36.3% 27.6% 36.7% 36.0% 24.5% 27.0% 
Sarpang 46.8% 47.8% 31.6% 39.7% 30.6% 41.4% 50.1% 50.8% 37.3% 48.1% 29.4% 49.2% 47.8% 34.0% 35.2% 
Tashiyangtse 26.5% 17.9% 20.8% 22.8% 18.0% 20.8% 31.0% 31.1% 29.5% 28.8% 20.8% 31.0% 22.2% 20.5% 13.5% 
Tashigang 29.2% 17.5% 18.0% 26.3% 24.1% 25.5% 32.1% 32.9% 24.7% 28.6% 16.6% 31.4% 24.4% 15.6% 12.5% 
Thimphu 37.6% 32.9% 38.8% 8.6% 11.6% 22.1% 43.3% 44.0% 31.5% 42.7% 46.1% 19.2% 38.4% 42.9% 40.8% 
Trongsa 24.1% 18.3% 16.3% 17.8% 13.9% 17.9% 27.4% 28.3% 20.8% 26.1% 17.5% 25.2% 23.6% 22.4% 20.5% 
Tsirang 43.6% 40.3% 16.0% 40.8% 32.0% 39.4% 45.7% 46.0% 37.2% 44.0% 23.7% 46.4% 43.1% 30.7% 33.1% 
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Wangdue Phodrang 35.4% 27.7% 17.7% 30.3% 25.1% 25.9% 38.3% 39.1% 24.8% 34.7% 26.4% 32.3% 34.8% 29.1% 20.4% 
Zhemgang 36.2% 31.5% 15.2% 28.8% 26.4% 29.8% 42.2% 41.4% 33.8% 38.0% 23.3% 42.7% 35.4% 25.3% 22.2% 
Region 

               Rural 32.0% 25.9% 16.5% 28.9% 24.1% 29.0% 36.1% 36.6% 28.1% 33.5% 22.8% 36.7% 30.9% 23.0% 19.7% 
Urban 39.7% 34.4% 41.0% 10.1% 14.3% 22.9% 48.4% 48.4% 31.7% 44.9% 49.7% 29.2% 43.9% 47.6% 44.9% 
Gender 

               Male 39.9% 33.8% 24.7% 32.0% 28.8% 34.7% 47.1% 47.3% 34.8% 44.0% 32.9% 42.0% 40.6% 32.6% 29.1% 
Female 28.3% 22.6% 21.5% 15.5% 14.1% 20.0% 31.7% 32.3% 23.4% 29.1% 27.4% 27.2% 28.3% 26.7% 23.9% 
Age group 

              <=20 34.5% 29.8% 25.1% 15.9% 16.4% 23.3% 40.1% 39.0% 28.1% 37.8% 37.1% 36.7% 34.1% 32.6% 27.9% 
21-25 41.6% 32.9% 31.6% 19.5% 20.1% 26.3% 46.9% 48.3% 36.9% 43.5% 40.8% 38.0% 39.8% 38.4% 34.5% 
26-30 38.4% 34.1% 27.4% 19.5% 22.3% 25.4% 45.3% 45.7% 32.1% 42.2% 39.9% 38.6% 39.9% 37.6% 35.1% 
31-35 34.5% 26.7% 22.7% 25.1% 20.6% 27.1% 41.6% 41.2% 30.7% 38.4% 32.8% 36.2% 35.8% 30.9% 27.9% 
36-40 31.5% 25.6% 21.6% 22.4% 21.3% 25.7% 37.2% 37.7% 25.7% 34.3% 28.5% 30.0% 33.1% 29.8% 26.2% 
41-45 31.6% 30.6% 24.0% 26.4% 25.2% 31.2% 37.1% 38.7% 26.5% 35.7% 27.8% 33.0% 34.3% 26.3% 24.2% 
46-50 34.8% 28.4% 21.7% 28.8% 25.2% 32.4% 40.4% 39.9% 28.0% 37.7% 25.7% 36.7% 36.5% 26.0% 24.6% 
51-55 29.0% 23.1% 16.5% 27.1% 21.6% 26.5% 32.8% 34.0% 26.6% 29.4% 19.1% 32.2% 26.6% 23.1% 18.0% 
56-60 34.2% 27.8% 20.6% 32.6% 22.7% 30.3% 36.8% 37.0% 27.4% 34.2% 22.1% 34.6% 31.5% 25.4% 20.6% 
61-65 29.1% 22.0% 15.4% 26.5% 21.6% 27.8% 31.3% 31.4% 29.4% 27.8% 18.8% 29.8% 27.1% 19.0% 17.3% 
>65 26.0% 17.3% 15.0% 22.6% 13.5% 25.8% 28.4% 27.8% 22.1% 24.8% 16.3% 27.0% 24.6% 17.5% 15.7% 
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Table IV Understanding Happiness - Raw headcounts The table shows the proportion of people who experience sufficiency in each of the indicators. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

  Psychological wellbeing Health Time use Education 
Cultural diversity and 
resilience 
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 Raw headcount 
                   

Bhutan 
83.1
% 

58.8
% 

64.7
% 

52.8
% 

73.8
% 

76.5
% 

89.5
% 

86.2
% 

45.0
% 

66.8
% 

37.4
% 

48.3
% 

97.3
% 

7.4
% 

62.1
% 

95.1
% 

33.2
% 

60.2
% 

                   

Bumthang 75.2
% 

58.8
% 

54.4
% 

52.6
% 

73.5
% 

68.7
% 

88.4
% 

80.2
% 

43.4
% 

67.0
% 

34.9
% 

48.5
% 

95.5
% 

7.2
% 

70.4
% 

96.7
% 

37.6
% 

33.4
% 

Chhukha 86.9
% 

58.8
% 

72.2
% 

52.0
% 

72.3
% 

79.4
% 

91.8
% 

83.2
% 

52.1
% 

54.2
% 

49.8
% 

55.6
% 

96.9
% 

7.4
% 

48.3
% 

96.0
% 

17.6
% 

56.6
% 

Dagana 82.7
% 

76.8
% 

74.1
% 

56.5
% 

76.2
% 

83.5
% 

91.9
% 

93.8
% 

51.9
% 

69.8
% 

30.8
% 

44.8
% 

95.8
% 

4.0
% 

61.4
% 

94.6
% 

31.0
% 

53.3
% 

Gasa 89.1
% 

71.4
% 

79.8
% 

45.2
% 

81.7
% 

84.4
% 

97.0
% 

90.0
% 

35.5
% 

75.3
% 

32.4
% 

40.9
% 

96.3
% 

9.4
% 

49.0
% 

99.3
% 

28.7
% 

65.7
% 

Haa 91.3
% 

71.6
% 

74.1
% 

54.6
% 

86.9
% 

87.1
% 

92.9
% 

88.4
% 

45.5
% 

67.1
% 

33.1
% 

44.0
% 

98.6
% 

9.6
% 

41.5
% 

97.5
% 

27.0
% 

54.5
% 

Lhuntse 76.8
% 

44.7
% 

56.0
% 

60.4
% 

70.0
% 

72.3
% 

83.4
% 

82.4
% 

37.8
% 

83.7
% 

21.1
% 

38.0
% 

97.5
% 

10.4
% 

72.6
% 

98.5
% 

41.2
% 

69.0
% 

Mongar 84.0
% 

44.7
% 

72.4
% 

50.9
% 

78.2
% 

76.7
% 

89.9
% 

89.5
% 

29.3
% 

66.8
% 

26.7
% 

38.4
% 

99.2
% 

7.6
% 

75.0
% 

99.1
% 

44.3
% 

77.9
% 

Paro 85.3 55.3 54.3 57.1 79.6 78.5 86.5 90.0 60.0 65.3 44.1 51.8 95.3 7.9 45.2 97.3 39.8 61.1
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% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Pemagatshel 77.1
% 

44.0
% 

64.7
% 

43.2
% 

69.0
% 

69.8
% 

83.2
% 

78.6
% 

38.3
% 

87.1
% 

23.1
% 

40.9
% 

98.1
% 

2.2
% 

84.5
% 

98.8
% 

52.5
% 

75.0
% 

Punakha 
83.5
% 

70.2
% 

58.2
% 

53.5
% 

74.9
% 

81.6
% 

89.2
% 

84.0
% 

64.1
% 

67.6
% 

34.5
% 

47.1
% 

98.9
% 

12.4
% 

41.1
% 

98.8
% 

28.1
% 

52.6
% 

Samdrup 
Jongkhar 

68.8
% 

45.8
% 

46.9
% 

50.0
% 

71.7
% 

61.6
% 

85.0
% 

79.1
% 

33.5
% 

74.4
% 

28.9
% 

43.5
% 

96.5
% 

5.4
% 

78.2
% 

95.2
% 

45.9
% 

52.4
% 

Samtse 88.3
% 

57.6
% 

77.2
% 

47.9
% 

69.5
% 

78.2
% 

90.9
% 

91.5
% 

45.5
% 

61.1
% 

34.1
% 

49.3
% 

98.0
% 

5.2
% 

53.4
% 

91.7
% 

16.0
% 

63.7
% 

Sarpang 81.5
% 

68.9
% 

71.4
% 

58.1
% 

55.7
% 

79.2
% 

91.6
% 

87.1
% 

43.9
% 

46.4
% 

44.8
% 

50.9
% 

99.2
% 

6.8
% 

65.2
% 

86.9
% 

38.0
% 

62.6
% 

Tashiyangtse 78.8
% 

63.6
% 

52.7
% 

64.7
% 

70.3
% 

66.6
% 

80.9
% 

80.9
% 

22.4
% 

77.4
% 

22.7
% 

36.5
% 

96.4
% 

6.2
% 

78.1
% 

96.9
% 

46.3
% 

76.0
% 

Tashigang 79.9
% 

61.4
% 

51.6
% 

58.8
% 

70.5
% 

63.6
% 

87.8
% 

78.6
% 

33.7
% 

78.3
% 

16.8
% 

34.4
% 

97.9
% 

4.8
% 

86.6
% 

96.6
% 

55.8
% 

69.9
% 

Thimphu 85.8
% 

56.3
% 

60.1
% 

49.6
% 

84.2
% 

85.4
% 

92.0
% 

92.5
% 

56.4
% 

61.1
% 

66.2
% 

71.6
% 

94.7
% 

13.4
% 

58.1
% 

91.7
% 

25.7
% 

47.9
% 

Trongsa 79.7
% 

62.0
% 

57.6
% 

60.6
% 

77.6
% 

70.6
% 

91.3
% 

82.5
% 

39.9
% 

70.0
% 

31.0
% 

40.9
% 

97.3
% 

9.5
% 

57.6
% 

96.3
% 

37.9
% 

42.6
% 

Tsirang 
80.6
% 

69.7
% 

71.0
% 

53.6
% 

65.1
% 

78.8
% 

88.2
% 

85.4
% 

41.3
% 

68.8
% 

41.2
% 

41.6
% 

99.4
% 

4.3
% 

60.9
% 

94.2
% 

32.1
% 

63.5
% 

Wangdue 
Phodrang 

87.8
% 

64.2
% 

70.4
% 

52.0
% 

80.2
% 

77.9
% 

90.8
% 

82.1
% 

46.4
% 

76.1
% 

31.1
% 

42.0
% 

98.3
% 

7.1
% 

46.0
% 

96.3
% 

26.2
% 

55.7
% 

Zhemgang 83.6
% 

66.0
% 

66.3
% 

48.6
% 

69.2
% 

79.1
% 

92.1
% 

90.0
% 

53.7
% 

74.2
% 

33.2
% 

42.3
% 

99.0
% 

7.3
% 

71.8
% 

96.8
% 

35.1
% 

64.4
% 

Region 
                  

Rural 
81.7
% 

58.8
% 

65.7
% 

54.1
% 

71.1
% 

74.1
% 

88.1
% 

84.4
% 

41.2
% 

70.3
% 

27.2
% 

40.0
% 

98.3
% 

5.5
% 

63.1
% 

95.7
% 

37.0
% 

66.0
% 

Urban 
86.9
% 

58.8
% 

62.0
% 

49.3
% 

81.0
% 

82.8
% 

93.2
% 

91.0
% 

55.3
% 

57.3
% 

64.9
% 

70.6
% 

94.6
% 

12.6
% 

59.6
% 

93.2
% 

23.2
% 

44.6
% 

Gender 
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Male 
86.6
% 

61.1
% 

71.0
% 

57.8
% 

77.2
% 

80.2
% 

90.2
% 

89.8
% 

49.9
% 

65.3
% 

44.0
% 

59.3
% 

96.8
% 

10.8
% 

61.7
% 

94.9
% 

35.7
% 

58.6
% 

Female 
79.7
% 

56.5
% 

58.4
% 

47.8
% 

70.3
% 

72.7
% 

88.8
% 

82.6
% 

40.1
% 

68.2
% 

30.8
% 

37.3
% 

97.7
% 

4.1
% 

62.6
% 

95.2
% 

30.7
% 

61.8
% 

Age group 
                  

<=20 
88.8
% 

48.1
% 

52.1
% 

40.9
% 

80.3
% 

81.4
% 

96.6
% 

88.6
% 

68.3
% 

68.3
% 

73.0
% 

80.5
% 

94.1
% 

7.5
% 

54.2
% 

89.4
% 

18.6
% 

58.5
% 

21-25 
87.5
% 

57.0
% 

55.7
% 

39.0
% 

83.1
% 

80.1
% 

97.0
% 

90.6
% 

51.1
% 

70.0
% 

61.6
% 

72.4
% 

95.1
% 

10.6
% 

65.0
% 

93.8
% 

27.7
% 

51.7
% 

26-30 
88.7
% 

59.6
% 

61.8
% 

43.4
% 

80.5
% 

82.2
% 

94.1
% 

92.2
% 

48.1
% 

69.4
% 

56.9
% 

62.8
% 

96.6
% 

9.7
% 

60.0
% 

93.0
% 

30.1
% 

51.2
% 

31-35 
86.6
% 

55.6
% 

69.5
% 

47.9
% 

81.0
% 

76.4
% 

93.2
% 

89.9
% 

40.4
% 

63.6
% 

43.6
% 

53.7
% 

97.4
% 

7.4
% 

66.5
% 

97.0
% 

32.4
% 

56.3
% 

36-40 
84.1
% 

61.0
% 

63.8
% 

53.2
% 

75.3
% 

77.5
% 

90.1
% 

86.7
% 

40.5
% 

64.7
% 

37.4
% 

46.4
% 

96.5
% 

8.9
% 

63.5
% 

94.5
% 

32.5
% 

61.0
% 

41-45 
83.5
% 

58.4
% 

70.8
% 

54.1
% 

78.3
% 

79.1
% 

91.0
% 

90.7
% 

34.9
% 

61.5
% 

27.6
% 

38.3
% 

98.3
% 

9.9
% 

59.2
% 

95.6
% 

38.9
% 

64.1
% 

46-50 
81.1
% 

59.0
% 

66.0
% 

58.9
% 

70.1
% 

79.0
% 

88.1
% 

84.0
% 

36.8
% 

66.6
% 

20.8
% 

34.3
% 

97.5
% 

5.2
% 

67.4
% 

97.5
% 

35.4
% 

67.4
% 

51-55 
79.3
% 

57.7
% 

69.3
% 

65.1
% 

65.0
% 

69.4
% 

80.9
% 

81.2
% 

39.1
% 

62.3
% 

20.0
% 

32.4
% 

98.8
% 

5.8
% 

61.8
% 

94.6
% 

39.3
% 

64.2
% 

56-60 
79.3
% 

60.3
% 

69.0
% 

65.7
% 

63.9
% 

72.9
% 

80.5
% 

81.2
% 

41.2
% 

65.9
% 

18.5
% 

32.6
% 

99.3
% 

3.4
% 

63.4
% 

95.9
% 

36.4
% 

70.2
% 

61-65 
76.1
% 

67.9
% 

67.9
% 

68.2
% 

61.5
% 

60.3
% 

81.2
% 

77.1
% 

48.9
% 

73.0
% 6.6% 

24.7
% 

99.8
% 

3.1
% 

59.4
% 

98.0
% 

46.7
% 

68.6
% 

>65 
63.8
% 

64.1
% 

69.9
% 

70.2
% 

47.4
% 

64.2
% 

74.9
% 

67.9
% 

58.6
% 

73.5
% 3.7% 

21.5
% 

99.4
% 

2.7
% 

55.8
% 

98.0
% 

36.3
% 

67.1
% 
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Table IV (cont.) Understanding Happiness - Raw headcounts The table shows the proportion of people who  experience sufficiency in each indicator. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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Raw headcount 
                Bhutan 79.5% 62.2% 40.9% 56.5% 46.3% 62.5% 92.9% 96.2% 69.2% 84.3% 57.3% 84.8% 74.2% 53.4% 46.3% 
                Bumthang 73.4% 51.5% 50.7% 62.6% 50.2% 58.7% 84.1% 97.5% 66.6% 77.6% 61.1% 85.6% 71.2% 66.7% 42.4% 
Chhukha 83.9% 67.0% 44.4% 36.7% 33.7% 52.1% 94.4% 98.0% 55.0% 89.3% 75.8% 81.1% 80.9% 68.4% 64.4% 
Dagana 67.2% 65.3% 30.5% 79.9% 61.1% 67.7% 93.9% 97.6% 79.8% 60.8% 49.0% 99.7% 80.0% 54.8% 42.6% 
Gasa 80.1% 60.6% 30.8% 71.5% 45.1% 77.4% 94.3% 98.2% 59.6% 89.0% 61.6% 96.9% 78.0% 73.2% 17.8% 
Haa 77.4% 66.5% 52.2% 55.7% 46.1% 63.4% 94.4% 95.2% 67.2% 87.5% 50.3% 97.0% 71.1% 73.3% 50.7% 
Lhuntse 79.1% 46.9% 29.3% 65.1% 54.1% 77.2% 89.4% 98.7% 73.9% 86.1% 42.8% 99.7% 68.2% 22.3% 15.6% 
Mongar 84.9% 62.0% 39.5% 67.3% 47.5% 75.9% 91.8% 95.6% 78.9% 86.5% 51.6% 93.6% 69.4% 39.3% 23.2% 
Paro 78.4% 65.2% 49.9% 51.1% 44.4% 60.0% 94.4% 94.5% 85.8% 83.5% 79.2% 88.2% 72.9% 72.0% 63.8% 
Pemagatshel 77.0% 40.9% 21.1% 74.1% 59.6% 70.2% 91.8% 96.3% 96.0% 80.4% 28.6% 98.5% 53.9% 44.3% 32.9% 
Punakha 78.1% 64.8% 41.8% 62.5% 43.8% 61.9% 88.9% 95.9% 62.0% 81.4% 67.3% 91.8% 75.1% 61.5% 42.6% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 69.3% 40.3% 26.1% 59.7% 49.6% 58.2% 91.9% 94.8% 82.6% 74.8% 41.4% 88.5% 74.3% 34.9% 35.6% 
Samtse 80.9% 67.5% 32.0% 60.4% 46.8% 66.4% 94.5% 96.8% 59.9% 91.1% 55.2% 93.9% 82.6% 43.0% 48.7% 
Sarpang 86.7% 89.7% 50.5% 73.3% 53.8% 78.5% 96.1% 96.0% 72.6% 92.1% 46.0% 96.5% 91.5% 51.8% 56.6% 
Tashiyangtse 83.3% 58.3% 41.6% 73.7% 53.8% 70.7% 96.1% 97.2% 87.4% 86.9% 32.8% 98.9% 56.6% 32.1% 20.2% 
Tashigang 85.0% 51.2% 38.9% 73.2% 64.2% 73.0% 92.7% 98.2% 66.8% 80.1% 33.6% 94.3% 55.8% 28.5% 20.3% 
Thimphu 73.9% 61.6% 70.4% 12.4% 23.5% 34.9% 92.5% 92.7% 61.8% 84.6% 96.2% 35.7% 73.9% 85.8% 77.3% 
Trongsa 80.2% 57.8% 30.8% 58.9% 41.9% 58.8% 88.2% 95.9% 67.6% 81.4% 43.8% 87.6% 69.4% 51.6% 44.6% 
Tsirang 85.4% 80.8% 21.5% 79.7% 55.1% 81.8% 93.6% 96.5% 72.9% 91.4% 37.5% 97.3% 86.4% 48.1% 47.1% 
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Wangdue Phodrang 79.5% 63.0% 29.1% 66.8% 49.1% 61.2% 91.8% 97.0% 55.0% 85.1% 50.9% 80.9% 83.9% 55.2% 39.7% 
Zhemgang 76.5% 68.7% 23.1% 67.2% 56.7% 71.9% 93.6% 95.9% 78.1% 79.2% 38.4% 98.2% 71.4% 36.6% 34.0% 
Region 

               Rural 81.3% 62.5% 30.0% 72.0% 54.3% 72.1% 92.9% 96.7% 73.2% 84.2% 41.8% 97.9% 72.8% 40.8% 33.6% 
Urban 74.6% 61.3% 70.3% 14.7% 24.6% 36.6% 92.9% 94.8% 58.4% 84.4% 99.1% 49.7% 77.7% 87.3% 80.3% 
Gender 

               Male 79.7% 65.6% 38.5% 63.7% 52.3% 66.7% 94.8% 96.8% 69.5% 86.5% 54.1% 86.4% 76.8% 50.8% 44.4% 
Female 79.2% 58.8% 43.4% 49.3% 40.3% 58.3% 91.1% 95.6% 68.9% 82.0% 60.6% 83.3% 71.5% 56.1% 48.2% 
Age group 

               <=20 77.9% 62.8% 46.5% 31.8% 32.3% 46.8% 87.8% 90.3% 71.0% 80.9% 78.1% 79.0% 69.1% 58.4% 54.3% 
21-25 78.5% 63.2% 49.4% 39.8% 36.6% 46.1% 91.7% 94.8% 68.4% 82.5% 72.4% 75.2% 73.1% 66.5% 57.2% 
26-30 76.8% 63.4% 46.8% 42.5% 41.8% 50.0% 93.2% 96.3% 65.0% 86.2% 71.7% 79.5% 74.1% 66.2% 57.8% 
31-35 79.7% 58.4% 41.5% 56.9% 43.1% 57.9% 93.4% 96.2% 69.2% 85.4% 62.8% 83.6% 77.0% 51.6% 49.3% 
36-40 78.1% 58.8% 39.5% 57.9% 50.1% 60.3% 91.8% 96.9% 66.0% 86.4% 60.0% 79.4% 73.8% 54.8% 48.1% 
41-45 78.0% 68.9% 40.5% 62.7% 56.6% 70.8% 92.5% 96.8% 68.3% 83.5% 52.7% 87.1% 76.4% 49.4% 42.6% 
46-50 82.7% 62.2% 35.3% 72.0% 56.7% 74.5% 95.6% 97.5% 70.0% 86.1% 41.6% 90.5% 78.5% 45.2% 37.9% 
51-55 82.9% 64.4% 35.5% 73.3% 54.7% 75.8% 95.6% 97.9% 70.2% 85.0% 39.9% 94.3% 74.3% 47.3% 34.2% 
56-60 83.1% 64.1% 36.1% 77.6% 52.2% 78.0% 95.0% 97.8% 69.5% 85.7% 39.1% 93.8% 74.9% 46.1% 35.8% 
61-65 82.6% 60.7% 33.7% 63.9% 47.0% 77.4% 92.7% 95.4% 76.1% 81.9% 38.2% 92.2% 70.2% 41.1% 36.4% 
>65 79.5% 56.5% 33.7% 61.0% 37.3% 77.6% 92.2% 96.2% 79.4% 76.8% 43.6% 95.2% 67.2% 36.3% 31.8% 
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Table V-A Contribution to overall unhappiness The table shows which dimensions contribute most to a country's GNH Index score 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

  

GNH Index and its components   Percentage contribution to overall unhappiness 

GNH 
Index 
GNH 
= 1 - 
(H*A) 

Headcount 
ratio: 
Population 
who are not-
yet-happy 
(H) 

Insufficienc
y among 
the not-yet-
happy 
(A)  

 
 

  

Psycholo
gical 
wellbein
g 

Healt
h 

Time 
Use 

Educat
ion 

Cultural 
diversity 
and 
resilience 

Good 
Govern
ance 

Comm
unity 
vitality 

Ecological 
diversity 
and 
resilience 

Living  
standa
rds 

Range 
 0 to 1 % Population Average % 

of domains   % Contribution 
              

Bhutan 0.743 59.1% 43.4% 
 

11.0% 6.0% 13.5% 15.5% 11.3% 13.4% 7.4% 8.4% 13.6% 
              Bumthang 0.734 60.4% 44.0% 

 
12.2% 7.4% 13.5% 15.7% 11.3% 12.2% 7.8% 7.9% 12.2% 

Chhukha 0.752 57.0% 43.4% 
 

11.0% 5.9% 14.7% 14.5% 13.7% 14.6% 8.7% 7.1% 9.9% 
Dagana 0.783 51.8% 41.9% 

 
9.3% 4.6% 13.2% 17.4% 13.2% 12.9% 6.2% 9.0% 14.2% 

Gasa 0.771 54.0% 42.4% 
 

10.6% 4.0% 14.2% 17.2% 13.8% 11.9% 7.4% 7.8% 13.1% 
Haa 0.775 53.2% 42.3% 

 
9.2% 4.3% 14.7% 16.6% 14.0% 12.8% 7.6% 8.1% 12.7% 

Lhuntse 0.697 67.8% 44.6% 
 

10.9% 7.5% 11.2% 16.2% 8.2% 13.9% 5.4% 8.2% 18.4% 
Mongar 0.732 62.1% 43.1% 

 
11.0% 5.2% 15.4% 16.3% 8.3% 12.3% 6.8% 7.9% 16.9% 

Paro 0.807 46.3% 41.7% 
 

12.0% 6.4% 13.1% 15.7% 12.9% 13.5% 8.1% 6.0% 12.2% 
Pemagatshel 0.712 65.7% 43.8% 

 
12.5% 7.4% 10.6% 16.5% 6.6% 14.2% 5.9% 9.1% 17.2% 

Punakha 0.77 52.4% 44.0% 
 

11.0% 6.7% 9.9% 16.1% 14.0% 12.6% 8.5% 7.7% 13.5% 
Samdrup 
Jongkhar 0.655 76.2% 45.2%  12.2% 7.2% 12.8% 15.0% 8.4% 14.4% 7.3% 8.5% 14.2% 

Samtse 0.736 60.9% 43.4% 
 

9.9% 4.9% 14.5% 16.0% 13.6% 13.3% 7.0% 7.4% 13.4% 
Sarpang 0.795 48.7% 42.2% 

 
10.9% 6.8% 18.8% 15.1% 12.0% 10.5% 6.3% 8.2% 11.4% 

Tashiyangtse 0.698 68.3% 44.2% 
 

10.0% 7.7% 13.6% 16.6% 7.7% 11.0% 5.5% 9.2% 18.7% 
Tashigang 0.708 66.8% 43.8% 

 
10.8% 7.7% 12.4% 17.0% 6.7% 11.7% 5.2% 9.7% 18.8% 



Karma Ura, Sabina Alkire, Tshoki Zangmo & Karma Wangdi 

 

194 

Thimphu 0.773 53.6% 42.4% 
 

12.1% 4.1% 13.4% 12.0% 13.9% 16.1% 11.3% 9.7% 7.5% 
Trongsa 0.684 71.3% 44.4% 

 
9.7% 5.7% 13.2% 15.4% 12.0% 13.8% 7.8% 9.0% 13.4% 

Tsirang 0.77 52.3% 44.0% 
 

10.4% 6.2% 14.3% 16.3% 12.4% 12.6% 5.9% 8.7% 13.2% 
Wangdue 
Phodrang 0.738 59.9% 43.9%  10.2% 6.0% 11.5% 15.4% 14.1% 13.9% 7.4% 9.5% 12.0% 

Zhemgang 0.753 56.6% 43.7%  11.3% 5.7% 11.9% 16.5% 9.9% 13.6% 5.6% 8.9% 16.6% 
Region 

             Rural 0.726 62.6% 43.8% 
 

10.7% 6.3% 13.2% 16.4% 10.6% 12.7% 6.3% 8.5% 15.4% 
Urban 0.790 49.8% 42.1% 

 
12.0% 4.7% 14.7% 12.4% 13.8% 15.9% 11.2% 8.1% 7.2% 

Gender 
             Male 0.783 51.5% 42.3% 

 
10.4% 5.4% 13.9% 14.9% 11.8% 13.3% 7.0% 9.0% 14.4% 

Female 0.704 66.8% 44.3% 
 

11.4% 6.4% 13.2% 15.9% 10.9% 13.5% 7.7% 8.0% 13.0% 
Age group 

            <=20 0.759 57.6% 41.9% 
 

12.6% 4.3% 11.2% 11.0% 13.7% 16.2% 10.7% 7.2% 13.1% 
21-25 0.785 50.3% 42.8% 

 
12.5% 4.3% 14.4% 12.2% 12.8% 14.6% 9.5% 8.1% 11.5% 

26-30 0.778 52.7% 42.0% 
 

12.0% 4.3% 13.8% 14.0% 12.6% 14.5% 8.6% 8.0% 12.1% 
31-35 0.754 57.4% 42.8% 

 
11.4% 4.8% 14.7% 15.2% 11.1% 13.3% 8.0% 8.1% 13.4% 

36-40 0.731 61.9% 43.4% 
 

10.9% 5.5% 13.8% 15.8% 11.3% 13.5% 7.3% 8.4% 13.5% 
41-45 0.736 60.9% 43.4% 

 
10.4% 4.7% 15.7% 16.4% 11.0% 13.2% 6.3% 8.5% 13.9% 

46-50 0.740 59.0% 44.1% 
 

10.7% 6.4% 14.0% 17.1% 10.2% 12.0% 5.5% 9.5% 14.6% 
51-55 0.710 66.0% 44.0% 

 
10.0% 8.1% 14.4% 17.1% 10.4% 11.7% 5.5% 8.8% 14.0% 

56-60 0.725 62.4% 44.1% 
 

9.8% 7.5% 13.9% 17.3% 10.2% 11.9% 5.7% 9.1% 14.5% 
61-65 0.696 67.9% 44.8% 

 
9.3% 8.7% 10.9% 17.5% 9.7% 13.3% 6.9% 9.2% 14.5% 

>65 0.674 71.3% 45.8% 
 

10.0% 10.0% 9.0% 17.2% 10.5% 13.3% 7.0% 7.5% 15.4% 
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Table V-B Contribution to overall unhappiness The table shows which dimensions contribute most to a country's GNH Index score 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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 N
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% Contribution 
                   

Bhutan 2.2% 2.1% 
1.8
% 4.9% 

0.9
% 

2.4
% 

1.2
% 

1.6
% 

8.7
% 

4.8
% 

4.8
% 

4.2
% 

0.2
% 

6.2
% 

3.3
% 

0.3
% 

5.6
% 2.1% 

                   

Bumthang 
3.3% 2.1% 

2.3
% 5% 

0.9
% 

3.2
% 

1.1
% 

2.2
% 

8.4
% 

5.1
% 

4.9
% 

4.3
% 

0.4
% 

6.1
% 

2.5
% 

0.2
% 

5.3
% 3.3% 

Chhukha 1.9% 2.3% 
1.5
% 5% 

1.0
% 

2.0
% 

1.0
% 

1.8
% 

7.9
% 

6.8
% 

4.2
% 

3.8
% 

0.2
% 

6.3
% 

4.8
% 

0.2
% 

6.5
% 2.1% 

Dagana 2.4% 1.1% 
1.3
% 4% 

0.7
% 

2.0
% 

1.0
% 

0.8
% 

8.5
% 

4.7
% 

5.6
% 

5.0
% 

0.3
% 

6.6
% 

4.2
% 

0.4
% 

6.0
% 2.6% 

Gasa 1.5% 1.5% 
1.1
% 6% 

0.6
% 

1.9
% 

0.3
% 

1.2
% 

10.
4% 

3.9
% 

5.6
% 

4.9
% 

0.5
% 

6.2
% 

5.6
% 

0.0
% 

6.5
% 1.6% 

Haa 1.4% 1.5% 
1.5
% 5% 

0.5
% 

1.6
% 

0.8
% 

1.4
% 

9.6
% 

5.1
% 

5.3
% 

4.9
% 

0.1
% 

6.4
% 

5.5
% 

0.2
% 

6.1
% 2.1% 

Lhuntse 2.6% 2.5% 
2.2
% 4% 

1.0
% 

2.9
% 

1.8
% 

1.9
% 

8.9
% 

2.3
% 

5.6
% 

4.7
% 

0.2
% 

5.8
% 

2.0
% 

0.1
% 

4.7
% 1.4% 

Mongar 2.0% 2.7% 
1.4
% 5% 

0.7
% 

2.2
% 

1.1
% 

1.2
% 

10.
7% 

4.7
% 

5.3
% 

4.7
% 

0.0
% 

6.3
% 

2.1
% 

0.1
% 

5.0
% 1.1% 

Paro 2.4% 2.4% 
2.4
% 5% 

0.8
% 

2.4
% 

1.8
% 

1.4
% 

7.6
% 

5.5
% 

4.8
% 

4.4
% 

0.1
% 

6.4
% 

4.6
% 

0.2
% 

6.1
% 2.0% 
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Pemagatshel 2.5% 2.7% 
1.7
% 6% 

1.0
% 

2.9
% 

1.6
% 

2.1
% 

8.8
% 

1.7
% 

5.5
% 

4.5
% 

0.2
% 

6.3
% 

1.2
% 

0.1
% 

4.0
% 1.3% 

Punakha 2.4% 1.6% 
2.3
% 5% 

1.0
% 

2.3
% 

1.4
% 

1.9
% 

5.5
% 

4.4
% 

5.3
% 

4.8
% 

0.0
% 

6.0
% 

5.3
% 

0.1
% 

6.3
% 2.3% 

Samdrup 
Jongkhar 3.0% 2.4% 

2.3
% 4% 

0.8
% 

3.3
% 

1.3
% 

1.8
% 

9.4
% 

3.5
% 

4.8
% 

4.0
% 

0.2
% 

6.0
% 

1.5
% 

0.2
% 

4.2
% 2.4% 

Samtse 1.5% 2.1% 
1.1
% 5% 

0.9
% 

2.0
% 

1.0
% 

1.0
% 

8.8
% 

5.7
% 

5.3
% 

4.2
% 

0.1
% 

6.4
% 

4.3
% 

0.5
% 

7.0
% 1.9% 

Sarpang 
2.9% 2.0% 

1.5
% 4% 

1.4
% 

2.7
% 

1.0
% 

1.7
% 

10.
1% 

8.7
% 

4.5
% 

4.1
% 

0.1
% 

6.5
% 

3.3
% 

0.8
% 

5.9
% 2.0% 

Tashiyangtse 2.4% 1.8% 
2.3
% 4% 

0.9
% 

3.1
% 

1.8
% 

1.9
% 

10.
8% 

2.7
% 

5.5
% 

4.8
% 

0.2
% 

6.1
% 

1.8
% 

0.1
% 

4.6
% 1.1% 

Tashigang 2.4% 1.8% 
2.3
% 4% 

0.9
% 

3.3
% 

1.2
% 

2.2
% 

9.5
% 

2.9
% 

5.7
% 

5.0
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

1.1
% 

0.2
% 

4.0
% 1.5% 

Thimphu 2.0% 2.4% 
2.0
% 6% 

0.6
% 

1.6
% 

0.9
% 

1.0
% 

7.6
% 

5.8
% 

2.9
% 

2.5
% 

0.5
% 

6.2
% 

3.9
% 

0.5
% 

6.5
% 3.0% 

Trongsa 2.1% 1.9% 
2.0
% 4% 

0.7
% 

2.5
% 

0.8
% 

1.7
% 

8.7
% 

4.5
% 

4.8
% 

4.4
% 

0.1
% 

6.0
% 

3.9
% 

0.2
% 

5.2
% 2.8% 

Tsirang 2.7% 1.5% 
1.6
% 5% 

1.1
% 

2.2
% 

1.4
% 

1.5
% 

9.3
% 

5.0
% 

4.9
% 

5.1
% 

0.0
% 

6.3
% 

3.8
% 

0.4
% 

5.9
% 2.3% 

Wangdue 
Phodrang 1.5% 1.9% 

1.7
% 5% 

0.7
% 

2.3
% 

1.1
% 

1.9
% 

7.9
% 

3.6
% 

4.8
% 

4.3
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

5.0
% 

0.2
% 

6.5
% 2.4% 

Zhemgang 2.2% 1.8% 
1.8
% 5% 

1.1
% 

2.3
% 

1.0
% 

1.3
% 

7.5
% 

4.4
% 

5.3
% 

4.8
% 

0.0
% 

6.3
% 

2.3
% 

0.2
% 

5.6
% 1.8% 

Region 
                  

Rural 2.2% 2.1% 
1.7
% 4.6% 

0.9
% 

2.5
% 

1.3
% 

1.7
% 

9.0
% 

4.2
% 

5.3
% 

4.7
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

3.2
% 

0.2
% 

5.4
% 1.8% 

Urban 2.0% 2.3% 
2.0
% 5.7% 

0.7
% 

1.9
% 

0.9
% 

1.2
% 

7.7
% 

6.9
% 

3.0
% 

2.6
% 

0.5
% 

6.3
% 

3.6
% 

0.4
% 

6.6
% 3.1% 

Gender 
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Male 2.0% 2.2% 
1.5
% 4.7% 

0.8
% 

2.1
% 

1.2
% 

1.3
% 

8.6
% 

5.3
% 

4.6
% 

3.7
% 

0.2
% 

6.3
% 

3.5
% 

0.4
% 

5.8
% 2.2% 

Female 2.4% 2.1% 
2.0
% 5.0% 

0.9
% 

2.6
% 

1.1
% 

1.8
% 

8.9
% 

4.4
% 

5.0
% 

4.6
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

3.2
% 

0.2
% 

5.6
% 2.0% 

Age group 
                 

<=20 1.4% 2.5% 
2.4
% 6.2% 

0.6
% 

1.9
% 

0.4
% 

1.4
% 

5.5
% 

5.6
% 

2.3
% 

1.8
% 

0.3
% 

6.5
% 

3.7
% 

0.8
% 

7.1
% 2.2% 

21-25 1.7% 2.4% 
2.3
% 6.2% 

0.6
% 

2.1
% 

0.4
% 

1.3
% 

8.9
% 

5.5
% 

3.2
% 

2.3
% 

0.5
% 

6.2
% 

3.7
% 

0.4
% 

6.1
% 2.6% 

26-30 1.6% 2.3% 
2.0
% 6.1% 

0.6
% 

1.9
% 

0.7
% 

1.0
% 

9.1
% 

4.7
% 

3.9
% 

3.5
% 

0.2
% 

6.4
% 

3.6
% 

0.4
% 

6.1
% 2.6% 

31-35 1.8% 2.3% 
1.6
% 5.6% 

0.7
% 

2.4
% 

0.7
% 

1.1
% 

9.8
% 

4.9
% 

4.7
% 

4.0
% 

0.1
% 

6.4
% 

2.9
% 

0.2
% 

5.8
% 2.2% 

36-40 2.1% 2.1% 
1.9
% 4.9% 

0.8
% 

2.2
% 

1.0
% 

1.5
% 

9.1
% 

4.8
% 

4.9
% 

4.4
% 

0.3
% 

6.2
% 

3.2
% 

0.3
% 

5.7
% 2.0% 

41-45 2.1% 2.1% 
1.5
% 4.8% 

0.7
% 

2.1
% 

1.0
% 

0.9
% 

10.
3% 

5.4
% 

5.2
% 

4.8
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

3.5
% 

0.3
% 

5.2
% 2.0% 

46-50 2.5% 2.1% 
1.8
% 4.3% 

0.9
% 

2.2
% 

1.3
% 

1.9
% 

9.3
% 

4.6
% 

5.7
% 

5.0
% 

0.2
% 

6.2
% 

3.0
% 

0.1
% 

5.4
% 1.7% 

51-55 2.5% 2.2% 
1.6
% 3.7% 

1.1
% 

3.1
% 

2.0
% 

1.9
% 

9.3
% 

5.0
% 

5.6
% 

5.2
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

2.8
% 

0.4
% 

5.4
% 1.8% 

56-60 2.4% 2.0% 
1.5
% 3.8% 

1.1
% 

2.5
% 

1.8
% 

2.0
% 

9.1
% 

4.8
% 

5.8
% 

5.2
% 

0.1
% 

6.2
% 

3.1
% 

0.2
% 

5.6
% 1.3% 

61-65 2.7% 1.6% 
1.7
% 3.3% 

1.1
% 

3.6
% 

1.8
% 

2.2
% 

7.3
% 

3.6
% 

6.0
% 

5.3
% 

0.0
% 

6.2
% 

3.5
% 

0.1
% 

4.5
% 1.6% 

>65 3.8% 1.8% 
1.4
% 3.0% 

1.5
% 

3.3
% 

2.3
% 

2.9
% 

5.9
% 

3.2
% 

6.0
% 

5.2
% 

0.0
% 

6.0
% 

3.5
% 

0.1
% 

5.0
% 1.9% 
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Table V-B (cont.) Contribution to overall unhappiness This table shows which dimensions contribute most to a country's GNH Index score 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

 

Good governance Community vitality Ecological diversity and resilience Living standards 

G
ov

er
nm

en
t 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 

Fu
nd

am
en

ta
l 

rig
ht

s 

Se
rv

ic
e 

Po
lit

ic
al

 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

D
on

at
io

ns
 

C
om

m
un

ity
 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

Fa
m

ily
 

Sa
fe

ty
 

E
co

lo
gi

ca
l i

ss
ue

s 

R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 

to
w

ar
ds

 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t 

W
ild

lif
e 

da
m

ag
e 

U
rb

an
iz

at
io

n 
is

su
es

 

A
ss

et
s 

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 p

er
 

ca
pi

ta
 in

co
m

e 

H
ou

si
ng

 

% Contribution 
                Bhutan 0.6% 1.1% 7.2% 4.6% 4.5% 2.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.8% 0.5% 5.5% 1.5% 2.8% 5.1% 5.7% 
                Bumthang 0.8% 1.3% 5.9% 4.2% 4.0% 2.4% 1.2% 0.2% 0.9% 0.7% 1.6% 1.8% 3.2% 3.4% 5.5% 
Chhukha 0.5% 1.0% 6.8% 6.3% 5.2% 2.8% 0.5% 0.2% 1.2% 0.4% 1.2% 1.9% 1.8% 3.9% 4.1% 
Dagana 1.0% 1.0% 8.9% 2.1% 3.3% 2.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.6% 1.2% 2.0% 0.1% 2.2% 5.4% 6.6% 
Gasa 0.6% 1.1% 7.2% 3.1% 4.8% 1.8% 0.6% 0.3% 1.3% 0.3% 1.6% 0.6% 2.3% 3.1% 7.6% 
Haa 0.6% 0.9% 6.5% 4.8% 4.8% 2.1% 0.4% 0.3% 0.9% 0.4% 1.9% 0.3% 3.4% 3.5% 5.8% 
Lhuntse 0.6% 1.4% 8.1% 3.7% 3.6% 1.0% 0.6% 0.1% 0.7% 0.4% 3.1% 0.0% 3.4% 7.2% 7.7% 
Mongar 0.5% 1.1% 7.5% 3.2% 4.6% 1.1% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.4% 2.4% 0.4% 3.0% 6.3% 7.6% 
Paro 0.5% 1.0% 6.5% 5.5% 4.7% 2.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 2.0% 4.0% 3.7% 4.5% 
Pemagatshel 0.7% 1.6% 9.0% 2.9% 3.5% 1.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.7% 3.4% 0.0% 4.7% 5.8% 6.7% 
Punakha 0.7% 0.9% 6.7% 4.3% 5.1% 2.3% 0.7% 0.4% 1.2% 0.7% 1.3% 1.4% 3.0% 4.2% 6.3% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 0.9% 1.6% 7.9% 4.0% 4.2% 2.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.7% 3.4% 1.0% 2.4% 6.0% 5.7% 
Samtse 0.4% 0.9% 7.7% 4.1% 4.6% 1.9% 0.3% 0.3% 1.0% 0.3% 2.0% 0.6% 2.0% 5.9% 5.5% 
Sarpang 0.5% 0.4% 6.5% 3.2% 4.1% 1.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.7% 0.3% 1.8% 0.3% 0.9% 5.6% 4.9% 
Tashiyangtse 0.4% 1.0% 7.0% 2.6% 3.6% 1.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 3.6% 0.1% 4.2% 7.0% 7.5% 
Tashigang 0.4% 1.3% 7.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.9% 0.6% 3.1% 0.6% 4.5% 6.8% 7.5% 
Thimphu 0.8% 1.2% 4.3% 9.7% 6.1% 4.0% 0.4% 0.7% 1.1% 0.6% 0.2% 7.3% 3.0% 1.7% 2.8% 
Trongsa 0.5% 1.1% 8.0% 4.2% 4.6% 2.1% 0.7% 0.4% 0.9% 0.6% 2.9% 1.3% 3.0% 4.9% 5.5% 
Tsirang 0.5% 0.6% 9.0% 2.5% 4.2% 1.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.8% 0.2% 2.2% 0.3% 1.4% 5.6% 6.2% 
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Wangdue Phodrang 0.7% 1.0% 8.2% 4.0% 4.6% 2.1% 0.5% 0.3% 1.3% 0.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.5% 4.8% 5.7% 
Zhemgang 0.7% 0.9% 8.7% 3.2% 3.5% 1.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.6% 0.7% 2.4% 0.2% 3.1% 6.8% 6.7% 
Region 

               Rural 0.5% 1.1% 7.9% 3.1% 3.9% 1.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.7% 0.5% 7.1% 0.2% 2.8% 6.0% 6.6% 
Urban 0.8% 1.2% 4.4% 9.6% 6.3% 3.8% 0.6% 0.6% 1.2% 0.6% 0.1% 6.2% 2.8% 1.8% 2.5% 
Gender 

               Male 0.6% 1.0% 7.7% 4.0% 4.3% 2.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.9% 0.5% 6.2% 1.5% 2.6% 5.7% 6.2% 
Female 0.6% 1.2% 6.7% 5.0% 4.6% 2.1% 0.6% 0.4% 0.8% 0.5% 5.0% 1.6% 3.0% 4.7% 5.3% 
Age group 

              <=20 0.7% 1.1% 6.7% 7.7% 5.8% 3.1% 0.9% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 3.1% 2.8% 3.5% 4.9% 4.8% 
21-25 0.7% 1.0% 6.7% 6.2% 5.2% 3.1% 0.6% 0.6% 1.0% 0.6% 3.9% 2.7% 2.9% 3.8% 4.7% 
26-30 0.7% 1.2% 6.7% 6.0% 5.0% 2.8% 0.5% 0.3% 1.0% 0.4% 4.2% 2.4% 3.1% 4.0% 5.0% 
31-35 0.6% 1.2% 7.0% 4.6% 4.7% 2.4% 0.5% 0.3% 0.9% 0.5% 5.0% 1.8% 2.5% 5.5% 5.4% 
36-40 0.6% 1.2% 7.3% 4.4% 4.1% 2.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.9% 0.4% 5.0% 2.1% 2.9% 5.1% 5.5% 
41-45 0.6% 1.0% 7.5% 4.1% 3.7% 1.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.8% 0.6% 6.0% 1.1% 2.6% 5.3% 6.0% 
46-50 0.5% 1.1% 7.8% 2.7% 3.5% 1.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.7% 0.5% 7.4% 0.9% 2.4% 5.7% 6.5% 
51-55 0.5% 0.9% 7.2% 3.0% 3.8% 1.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 0.4% 6.9% 0.6% 2.3% 5.3% 6.4% 
56-60 0.5% 1.1% 7.6% 2.7% 4.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.8% 0.4% 7.3% 0.5% 2.6% 5.6% 6.4% 
61-65 0.5% 1.1% 7.3% 4.4% 4.7% 1.3% 0.5% 0.4% 0.8% 0.5% 7.1% 0.8% 3.0% 5.6% 5.9% 
>65 0.6% 1.1% 7.2% 4.5% 4.9% 1.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.5% 0.7% 6.0% 0.4% 3.2% 5.9% 6.3% 
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Table VI Increasing Happiness - Censored headcounts This table shows the proportion of people who are not yet happy and experience insufficiencies in 
each of the indicators. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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Censored headcount 
                   

Bhutan 
15.1
% 

29.5
% 

24.9
% 

33.7
% 

19.9
% 

18.4
% 

9.0
% 

12.0
% 

40.4
% 

22.1
% 

44.7
% 

39.1
% 

1.7
% 

57.8
% 

25.4
% 

3.2
% 

43.5
% 

23.7
% 

                   

Bumthang 23.4
% 

29.9
% 

33.0
% 

32.5
% 

22.1
% 

25.3
% 

8.4
% 

17.6
% 

39.9
% 

24.5
% 

47.2
% 

41.0
% 

3.4
% 

58.3
% 

19.6
% 

2.4
% 

42.1
% 

39.7
% 

Chhukha 
12.4
% 

30.9
% 

20.3
% 

35.9
% 

22.9
% 

15.0
% 

7.5
% 

13.7
% 

35.2
% 

30.3
% 

37.1
% 

34.3
% 

1.4
% 

56.4
% 

35.7
% 

2.7
% 

48.2
% 

23.8
% 

Dagana 13.9
% 

13.4
% 

15.5
% 

26.3
% 

14.4
% 

12.7
% 

6.7
% 

5.5
% 

33.3
% 

18.3
% 

43.5
% 

38.8
% 

2.6
% 

51.5
% 

27.6
% 

3.8
% 

38.9
% 

25.6
% 

Gasa 9.1% 
18.9
% 

14.1
% 

39.9
% 

12.8
% 

13.2
% 

1.8
% 

8.4
% 

42.6
% 

15.9
% 

46.0
% 

40.5
% 

3.7
% 

51.4
% 

38.5
% 

0.0
% 

44.9
% 

16.7
% 

Haa 8.6% 
18.5
% 

18.7
% 

28.8
% 

10.2
% 

10.6
% 

5.5
% 

9.7
% 

38.7
% 

20.7
% 

42.5
% 

40.0
% 

0.5
% 

51.8
% 

37.3
% 

2.1
% 

41.3
% 

21.5
% 

Lhuntse 21.5
% 

41.0
% 

35.1
% 

29.0
% 

27.6
% 

26.3
% 

16.1
% 

16.9
% 

48.4
% 

12.5
% 

60.6
% 

51.0
% 

1.7
% 

63.1
% 

18.5
% 

0.7
% 

42.8
% 

19.5
% 

Mongar 14.8
% 

39.6
% 

20.8
% 

34.8
% 

15.8
% 

17.5
% 

8.9
% 

10.0
% 

51.6
% 

22.6
% 

50.6
% 

45.4
% 

0.3
% 

60.7
% 

17.2
% 

0.7
% 

39.8
% 

13.3
% 

Paro 12.7 25.1 24.9 24.8 14.5 14.1 10.4 7.9 26.3 19.3 33.6 30.4 0.6 44.8 26.5 1.9 35.4 17.5
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% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Pemagatshel 19.6
% 

41.8
% 

25.9
% 

43.5
% 

25.0
% 

24.7
% 

13.5
% 

17.8
% 

45.8
% 

8.9
% 

56.7
% 

47.0
% 

1.8
% 

65.5
% 

10.0
% 

1.1
% 

34.9
% 

16.9
% 

Punakha 
14.8
% 

20.3
% 

29.0
% 

28.8
% 

21.6
% 

16.1
% 

9.9
% 

12.9
% 

22.9
% 

18.4
% 

43.6
% 

39.6
% 

0.1
% 

49.8
% 

36.3
% 

0.8
% 

43.9
% 

24.2
% 

Samdrup 
Jongkhar 

28.0
% 

44.9
% 

43.0
% 

41.6
% 

24.2
% 

33.6
% 

13.5
% 

18.9
% 

58.2
% 

21.5
% 

59.5
% 

50.0
% 

3.1
% 

73.9
% 

15.8
% 

3.2
% 

43.7
% 

37.8
% 

Samtse 10.6
% 

29.6
% 

15.6
% 

37.3
% 

20.6
% 

15.6
% 

8.0
% 

8.2
% 

41.8
% 

27.2
% 

50.2
% 

39.9
% 

1.3
% 

60.7
% 

33.9
% 

5.4
% 

55.3
% 

22.9
% 

Sarpang 16.2
% 

22.4
% 

16.8
% 

24.8
% 

26.6
% 

16.4
% 

5.9
% 

10.5
% 

37.3
% 

32.2
% 

33.1
% 

30.1
% 

0.4
% 

48.3
% 

20.4
% 

7.3
% 

36.1
% 

18.4
% 

Tashiyangtse 19.6
% 

29.0
% 

37.5
% 

29.0
% 

24.1
% 

28.1
% 

16.4
% 

17.0
% 

58.9
% 

14.9
% 

60.1
% 

52.2
% 

2.3
% 

66.3
% 

16.1
% 

1.9
% 

41.9
% 

15.5
% 

Tashigang 18.6
% 

29.2
% 

35.9
% 

34.3
% 

23.7
% 

29.1
% 

10.9
% 

19.6
% 

49.9
% 

15.2
% 

60.1
% 

52.2
% 

1.5
% 

65.7
% 

9.5
% 

2.0
% 

35.2
% 

19.6
% 

Thimphu 12.2
% 

29.8
% 

24.4
% 

34.6
% 

12.0
% 

10.9
% 

6.2
% 

6.8
% 

31.2
% 

23.7
% 

23.4
% 

20.2
% 

4.1
% 

50.7
% 

26.9
% 

5.2
% 

44.3
% 

30.2
% 

Trongsa 18.2
% 

32.1
% 

34.2
% 

31.7
% 

19.7
% 

23.5
% 

7.5
% 

16.1
% 

49.5
% 

25.4
% 

55.0
% 

50.1
% 

1.5
% 

68.3
% 

37.3
% 

2.3
% 

49.1
% 

39.4
% 

Tsirang 
16.8
% 

18.0
% 

20.5
% 

28.7
% 

22.6
% 

14.9
% 

9.9
% 

10.4
% 

38.6
% 

20.6
% 

40.7
% 

42.3
% 

0.1
% 

52.0
% 

26.3
% 

4.4
% 

40.6
% 

23.8
% 

Wangdue 
Phodrang 

10.7
% 

27.0
% 

24.7
% 

35.7
% 

17.2
% 

17.9
% 

8.6
% 

14.7
% 

37.3
% 

17.2
% 

45.8
% 

40.9
% 

0.5
% 

58.6
% 

39.4
% 

2.2
% 

51.3
% 

28.3
% 

Zhemgang 14.9
% 

24.0
% 

24.2
% 

36.6
% 

25.4
% 

17.2
% 

7.1
% 

9.4
% 

33.3
% 

19.7
% 

47.5
% 

42.9
% 

0.2
% 

56.2
% 

17.1
% 

2.0
% 

41.4
% 

20.1
% 

Region 
                  

Rural 
16.6
% 

30.6
% 

25.8
% 

34.2
% 

22.4
% 

20.8
% 

10.3
% 

13.7
% 

44.6
% 

20.5
% 

52.8
% 

46.4
% 

1.0
% 

61.6
% 

26.4
% 

2.8
% 

44.2
% 

21.7
% 

Urban 
11.1
% 

26.5
% 

22.5
% 

32.1
% 

13.2
% 

12.0
% 

5.5
% 

7.7
% 

29.2
% 

26.2
% 

22.9
% 

19.7
% 

3.5
% 

47.4
% 

22.9
% 

4.2
% 

41.6
% 

29.2
% 

Gender 
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Male 
11.5
% 

25.8
% 

17.7
% 

27.6
% 

15.5
% 

13.9
% 

7.9
% 

8.4
% 

33.7
% 

20.7
% 

36.2
% 

29.0
% 

1.8
% 

49.6
% 

22.8
% 

3.4
% 

37.6
% 

21.3
% 

Female 
18.8
% 

33.2
% 

32.0
% 

39.7
% 

24.3
% 

23.0
% 

10.1
% 

15.7
% 

47.2
% 

23.4
% 

53.2
% 

49.3
% 

1.5
% 

65.9
% 

28.0
% 

2.9
% 

49.5
% 

26.1
% 

Age group 
                 

<=20 9.2% 
32.8
% 

31.4
% 

40.7
% 

13.9
% 

13.8
% 

3.1
% 

9.8
% 

24.0
% 

24.5
% 

20.0
% 

15.5
% 

2.9
% 

56.6
% 

26.5
% 

8.3
% 

51.7
% 

23.5
% 

21-25 
10.0
% 

27.4
% 

26.3
% 

35.8
% 

11.1
% 

13.3
% 

2.7
% 

8.1
% 

34.5
% 

21.3
% 

25.2
% 

18.1
% 

3.7
% 

47.8
% 

23.6
% 

3.6
% 

39.5
% 

25.6
% 

26-30 9.7% 
26.9
% 

23.7
% 

36.5
% 

12.8
% 

12.7
% 

4.9
% 

6.8
% 

36.2
% 

18.8
% 

31.5
% 

28.1
% 

1.5
% 

50.8
% 

24.1
% 

3.7
% 

40.3
% 

25.7
% 

31-35 
12.1
% 

30.7
% 

21.2
% 

37.4
% 

14.4
% 

17.7
% 

5.4
% 

7.8
% 

43.1
% 

21.9
% 

41.4
% 

35.1
% 

1.3
% 

56.5
% 

21.5
% 

1.8
% 

42.4
% 

24.5
% 

36-40 
15.0
% 

30.0
% 

27.9
% 

35.5
% 

20.2
% 

17.4
% 

8.0
% 

12.4
% 

43.9
% 

23.1
% 

47.4
% 

42.5
% 

2.6
% 

59.9
% 

25.9
% 

3.6
% 

46.1
% 

24.6
% 

41-45 
14.7
% 

29.4
% 

21.3
% 

33.9
% 

16.0
% 

16.4
% 

8.0
% 

7.3
% 

48.8
% 

25.7
% 

49.9
% 

45.7
% 

1.0
% 

59.2
% 

27.9
% 

3.2
% 

41.1
% 

23.8
% 

46-50 
17.3
% 

29.4
% 

25.6
% 

30.4
% 

22.0
% 

17.3
% 

10.5
% 

14.7
% 

43.6
% 

21.7
% 

53.4
% 

47.0
% 

1.9
% 

58.1
% 

23.2
% 

1.0
% 

42.3
% 

20.2
% 

51-55 
19.5
% 

33.8
% 

25.4
% 

29.1
% 

29.7
% 

27.0
% 

17.0
% 

16.8
% 

48.7
% 

26.4
% 

59.0
% 

54.5
% 

0.6
% 

65.1
% 

24.7
% 

4.8
% 

46.7
% 

24.0
% 

56-60 
18.2
% 

29.9
% 

22.5
% 

28.2
% 

28.0
% 

21.0
% 

15.1
% 

16.7
% 

45.1
% 

23.9
% 

57.3
% 

51.2
% 

0.7
% 

61.7
% 

25.8
% 

2.2
% 

46.3
% 

16.0
% 

61-65 
21.9
% 

26.7
% 

27.1
% 

27.3
% 

31.1
% 

33.0
% 

16.0
% 

19.7
% 

40.0
% 

19.6
% 

65.5
% 

58.3
% 

0.2
% 

67.9
% 

31.6
% 

1.9
% 

40.9
% 

22.0
% 

>65 
33.5
% 

30.9
% 

25.5
% 

26.6
% 

42.7
% 

32.2
% 

22.8
% 

28.2
% 

34.5
% 

18.5
% 

70.5
% 

61.0
% 

0.2
% 

70.6
% 

33.9
% 

1.9
% 

49.3
% 

27.4
% 
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Table VI (cont.) Increasing Happiness - Censored headcounts This table shows the proportion of people who are not yet happy and experience 
insufficiencies in each of the indicators. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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Censored headcount 
                Bhutan 13.8% 25.2% 41.3% 26.3% 34.3% 24.0% 5.6% 2.7% 19.0% 11.4% 32.0% 9.0% 19.4% 35.4% 39.4% 

                Bumthang 18.1% 32.0% 35.3% 25.0% 31.7% 29.2% 14.1% 1.5% 22.4% 17.1% 26.6% 10.7% 23.1% 24.7% 39.4% 
Chhukha 10.6% 21.3% 38.0% 35.2% 38.7% 30.9% 5.2% 1.8% 25.8% 8.5% 20.3% 10.5% 12.3% 26.3% 27.4% 
Dagana 18.7% 20.1% 43.3% 10.2% 21.8% 20.0% 4.7% 2.0% 10.9% 23.7% 34.8% 0.3% 13.0% 31.7% 38.5% 
Gasa 11.5% 21.8% 37.1% 16.0% 32.9% 18.1% 5.7% 1.8% 26.7% 6.5% 28.5% 3.1% 14.4% 19.4% 47.2% 
Haa 12.0% 18.8% 32.7% 24.2% 32.1% 21.4% 4.0% 2.3% 18.9% 9.0% 32.4% 1.5% 20.6% 21.3% 35.2% 
Lhuntse 17.3% 38.6% 55.0% 25.5% 33.1% 14.1% 8.3% 1.1% 18.8% 12.2% 48.2% 0.0% 27.9% 59.1% 63.0% 
Mongar 11.2% 25.6% 45.2% 19.4% 36.9% 13.6% 7.1% 3.9% 13.8% 8.8% 39.5% 2.3% 21.5% 45.9% 54.6% 
Paro 9.4% 18.3% 28.2% 23.7% 27.5% 20.4% 4.1% 3.1% 5.5% 8.1% 13.8% 8.8% 21.1% 19.2% 23.6% 
Pemagatshel 17.2% 41.2% 58.4% 19.0% 29.9% 20.4% 8.0% 2.2% 3.2% 16.9% 54.0% 0.1% 36.8% 45.0% 52.3% 
Punakha 13.8% 19.3% 35.0% 22.2% 35.0% 23.8% 7.7% 2.9% 24.6% 14.4% 23.2% 7.1% 18.9% 26.0% 39.2% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 27.0% 49.1% 61.1% 31.2% 43.8% 33.7% 8.1% 4.2% 12.4% 21.6% 50.1% 7.4% 22.2% 56.2% 53.2% 
Samtse 10.7% 21.8% 46.1% 24.7% 36.4% 22.1% 4.0% 2.1% 23.0% 6.0% 33.2% 3.7% 14.2% 42.3% 39.1% 
Sarpang 8.8% 6.8% 29.8% 14.7% 25.4% 11.7% 2.7% 3.6% 13.4% 4.7% 32.2% 1.4% 5.0% 31.0% 27.4% 
Tashiyangtse 11.9% 28.2% 47.6% 17.5% 32.5% 18.8% 3.6% 2.5% 10.7% 10.5% 56.7% 0.7% 34.3% 57.1% 61.6% 
Tashigang 11.0% 33.1% 45.9% 19.9% 26.7% 19.2% 6.2% 1.5% 24.7% 15.4% 49.8% 3.9% 35.4% 53.9% 59.0% 
Thimphu 17.3% 24.9% 22.0% 49.7% 41.7% 40.8% 4.4% 4.9% 23.4% 11.7% 3.5% 37.1% 18.1% 10.7% 17.2% 
Trongsa 15.2% 31.8% 56.8% 29.7% 43.3% 30.4% 10.4% 3.7% 24.5% 16.0% 44.9% 8.9% 25.4% 42.1% 47.3% 
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Tsirang 10.4% 11.8% 46.8% 13.0% 29.2% 9.9% 4.4% 1.8% 16.5% 4.9% 38.4% 1.4% 8.9% 34.8% 38.3% 
Wangdue Phodrang 15.8% 24.6% 48.4% 23.4% 35.9% 24.6% 6.3% 2.1% 29.7% 9.5% 35.4% 11.2% 10.8% 33.8% 40.6% 
Zhemgang 16.2% 19.4% 48.6% 18.0% 26.3% 14.5% 5.2% 2.1% 12.3% 15.3% 41.5% 1.1% 20.6% 45.2% 44.7% 
Region 

               Rural 13.3% 26.0% 49.0% 19.4% 32.4% 19.5% 5.7% 2.5% 17.5% 11.8% 43.7% 1.4% 20.7% 44.7% 48.7% 
Urban 15.0% 23.0% 20.5% 45.1% 39.5% 36.1% 5.3% 3.5% 23.2% 10.4% 0.5% 29.4% 16.1% 10.2% 14.4% 
Gender 

               Male 11.6% 19.7% 37.7% 19.6% 28.0% 19.5% 3.8% 1.9% 16.7% 8.9% 30.3% 7.1% 15.2% 33.2% 36.1% 
Female 16.0% 30.7% 45.0% 33.1% 40.6% 28.6% 7.5% 3.6% 21.3% 14.0% 33.7% 10.8% 23.7% 37.5% 42.6% 
Age group 

              <=20 14.2% 24.6% 36.3% 41.7% 41.7% 34.2% 9.9% 6.3% 14.8% 14.4% 16.6% 15.3% 22.5% 31.8% 31.2% 
21-25 13.4% 20.0% 32.5% 30.0% 33.9% 30.5% 5.5% 3.8% 18.8% 11.3% 18.7% 13.2% 17.0% 22.2% 27.6% 
26-30 14.3% 23.4% 33.2% 29.8% 33.2% 28.2% 4.8% 2.1% 19.8% 8.8% 21.0% 11.8% 18.5% 24.1% 30.0% 
31-35 12.3% 25.8% 38.6% 25.6% 34.9% 26.6% 5.7% 2.5% 19.0% 10.4% 27.4% 10.1% 16.3% 36.8% 36.0% 
36-40 15.3% 28.7% 44.0% 26.3% 33.1% 27.3% 7.4% 2.6% 21.6% 9.9% 30.4% 12.5% 21.2% 37.0% 40.0% 
41-45 14.5% 22.6% 44.4% 24.6% 29.5% 21.3% 5.5% 2.8% 19.0% 13.1% 35.9% 6.8% 18.7% 37.8% 42.5% 
46-50 11.2% 25.3% 45.4% 15.6% 27.5% 17.0% 3.9% 1.5% 17.1% 10.7% 43.1% 5.4% 17.1% 39.9% 45.7% 
51-55 12.2% 24.8% 47.0% 19.9% 32.9% 16.7% 3.3% 2.1% 22.4% 10.4% 45.3% 3.9% 18.3% 41.8% 49.8% 
56-60 13.5% 26.1% 46.8% 16.9% 32.9% 14.8% 4.2% 1.7% 20.3% 10.9% 45.5% 3.2% 19.0% 41.7% 47.3% 
61-65 14.4% 29.2% 49.6% 30.4% 42.5% 18.4% 6.5% 3.9% 21.2% 13.8% 48.5% 5.6% 24.9% 45.8% 48.7% 
>65 17.8% 32.0% 52.6% 32.9% 47.5% 19.5% 7.5% 2.9% 13.9% 19.3% 44.0% 3.0% 28.6% 52.4% 55.1% 
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Table VII Increasing Happiness - Raw headcounts The table shows the proportion of people who experience sufficiency in each of the indicators.  

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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Raw headcount 
                   
Bhutan 16.9% 

41.2
% 

35.3
% 

47.2
% 

26.2
% 

23.5
% 

10.5
% 

13.8
% 

55.0
% 

33.2
% 

62.6
% 

51.7
% 

2.7
% 

92.6
% 

37.9
% 4.9% 

66.8
% 

39.8
% 

                   Bumthang 24.8% 
41.2
% 

45.6
% 

47.4
% 

26.5
% 

31.3
% 

11.6
% 

19.8
% 

56.6
% 

33.0
% 

65.1
% 

51.5
% 

4.5
% 

92.8
% 

29.6
% 3.3% 

62.4
% 

66.6
% 

Chhukha 13.1% 
41.2
% 

27.8
% 

48.0
% 

27.7
% 

20.6
% 8.2% 

16.8
% 

47.9
% 

45.8
% 

50.2
% 

44.4
% 

3.1
% 

92.6
% 

51.7
% 4.0% 

82.4
% 

43.4
% 

Dagana 17.3% 
23.2
% 

25.9
% 

43.5
% 

23.8
% 

16.5
% 8.1% 6.2% 

48.1
% 

30.2
% 

69.2
% 

55.2
% 

4.2
% 

96.0
% 

38.6
% 5.4% 

69.0
% 

46.7
% 

Gasa 10.9% 
28.6
% 

20.2
% 

54.8
% 

18.3
% 

15.6
% 3.0% 

10.0
% 

64.5
% 

24.7
% 

67.6
% 

59.1
% 

3.7
% 

90.6
% 

51.0
% 0.7% 

71.3
% 

34.3
% 

Haa 8.7% 
28.4
% 

25.9
% 

45.4
% 

13.1
% 

12.9
% 7.1% 

11.6
% 

54.5
% 

32.9
% 

66.9
% 

56.0
% 

1.4
% 

90.4
% 

58.5
% 2.5% 

73.0
% 

45.5
% 

Lhuntse 23.2% 
55.3
% 

44.0
% 

39.6
% 

30.0
% 

27.7
% 

16.6
% 

17.6
% 

62.2
% 

16.3
% 

78.9
% 

62.0
% 

2.5
% 

89.6
% 

27.4
% 1.5% 

58.8
% 

31.0
% 

Mongar 16.0% 
55.3
% 

27.6
% 

49.1
% 

21.8
% 

23.3
% 

10.1
% 

10.5
% 

70.7
% 

33.2
% 

73.3
% 

61.6
% 

0.8
% 

92.4
% 

25.0
% 0.9% 

55.7
% 

22.1
% 

Paro 
14.7% 

44.7
% 

45.7
% 

42.9
% 

20.4
% 

21.5
% 

13.5
% 

10.0
% 

40.0
% 

34.7
% 

55.9
% 

48.2
% 

4.7
% 

92.1
% 

54.8
% 2.7% 

60.2
% 

38.9
% 

Pemagatshel 22.9% 56.0 35.3 56.8 31.0 30.2 16.8 21.4 61.7 12.9 76.9 59.1 1.9 97.8 15.5 1.2% 47.5 25.0
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% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Punakha 16.5% 
29.8
% 

41.8
% 

46.5
% 

25.1
% 

18.4
% 

10.8
% 

16.0
% 

35.9
% 

32.4
% 

65.5
% 

52.9
% 

1.1
% 

87.6
% 

58.9
% 1.2% 

71.9
% 

47.4
% 

Samdrup 
Jongkhar 31.2% 

54.2
% 

53.1
% 

50.0
% 

28.3
% 

38.4
% 

15.0
% 

20.9
% 

66.5
% 

25.6
% 

71.1
% 

56.5
% 

3.5
% 

94.6
% 

21.8
% 4.8% 

54.1
% 

47.6
% 

Samtse 11.7% 
42.4
% 

22.8
% 

52.1
% 

30.5
% 

21.8
% 9.1% 8.5% 

54.5
% 

38.9
% 

65.9
% 

50.7
% 

2.0
% 

94.8
% 

46.6
% 8.3% 

84.0
% 

36.3
% 

Sarpang 18.5% 
31.1
% 

28.6
% 

41.9
% 

44.3
% 

20.8
% 8.4% 

12.9
% 

56.1
% 

53.6
% 

55.2
% 

49.1
% 

0.8
% 

93.2
% 

34.8
% 

13.1
% 

62.0
% 

37.4
% 

Tashiyangtse 21.2% 
36.4
% 

47.3
% 

35.3
% 

29.7
% 

33.4
% 

19.1
% 

19.1
% 

77.6
% 

22.6
% 

77.3
% 

63.5
% 

3.6
% 

93.8
% 

21.9
% 3.1% 

53.7
% 

24.0
% 

Tashigang 20.1% 
38.6
% 

48.4
% 

41.2
% 

29.5
% 

36.4
% 

12.2
% 

21.4
% 

66.3
% 

21.7
% 

83.2
% 

65.6
% 

2.1
% 

95.2
% 

13.4
% 3.4% 

44.2
% 

30.1
% 

Thimphu 
14.2% 

43.7
% 

39.9
% 

50.4
% 

15.8
% 

14.6
% 8.0% 7.5% 

43.6
% 

38.9
% 

33.8
% 

28.4
% 

5.3
% 

86.6
% 

41.9
% 8.3% 

74.3
% 

52.1
% 

Trongsa 20.3% 
38.0
% 

42.4
% 

39.4
% 

22.4
% 

29.4
% 8.7% 

17.5
% 

60.1
% 

30.0
% 

69.0
% 

59.1
% 

2.7
% 

90.5
% 

42.4
% 3.7% 

62.1
% 

57.4
% 

Tsirang 19.4% 
30.3
% 

29.0
% 

46.4
% 

34.9
% 

21.2
% 

11.8
% 

14.6
% 

58.7
% 

31.2
% 

58.8
% 

58.4
% 

0.6
% 

95.7
% 

39.1
% 5.8% 

67.9
% 

36.5
% 

Wangdue 
Phodrang 12.2% 

35.8
% 

29.6
% 

48.0
% 

19.8
% 

22.1
% 9.2% 

17.9
% 

53.6
% 

23.9
% 

68.9
% 

58.0
% 

1.7
% 

92.9
% 

54.0
% 3.7% 

73.8
% 

44.3
% 

Zhemgang 16.4% 
34.0
% 

33.7
% 

51.4
% 

30.8
% 

20.9
% 7.9% 

10.0
% 

46.3
% 

25.8
% 

66.8
% 

57.7
% 

1.0
% 

92.7
% 

28.2
% 3.2% 

64.9
% 

35.6
% 

Region 
                  

Rural 18.3% 
41.2
% 

34.3
% 

45.9
% 

28.9
% 

25.9
% 

11.9
% 

15.6
% 

58.8
% 

29.7
% 

72.8
% 

60.0
% 

1.7
% 

94.5
% 

36.9
% 4.3% 

63.0
% 

34.0
% 

Urban 13.1% 
41.2
% 

38.0
% 

50.7
% 

19.0
% 

17.2
% 6.8% 9.0% 

44.7
% 

42.7
% 

35.1
% 

29.4
% 

5.4
% 

87.4
% 

40.4
% 6.8% 

76.8
% 

55.4
% 

Gender 
                  

Male 13.4% 
38.9
% 

29.0
% 

42.2
% 

22.8
% 

19.8
% 9.8% 

10.2
% 

50.1
% 

34.7
% 

56.0
% 

40.7
% 

3.2
% 

89.2
% 

38.3
% 5.1% 

64.3
% 

41.4
% 
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Female 20.3% 
43.5
% 

41.6
% 

52.2
% 

29.7
% 

27.3
% 

11.2
% 

17.4
% 

59.9
% 

31.8
% 

69.2
% 

62.7
% 

2.3
% 

95.9
% 

37.4
% 4.8% 

69.3
% 

38.2
% 

Age group 
                  

<=20 11.2% 
51.9
% 

47.9
% 

59.1
% 

19.7
% 

18.6
% 3.4% 

11.4
% 

31.7
% 

31.7
% 

27.0
% 

19.5
% 

5.9
% 

92.5
% 

45.8
% 

10.6
% 

81.4
% 

41.5
% 

21-25 12.5% 
43.0
% 

44.3
% 

61.0
% 

16.9
% 

19.9
% 3.0% 9.4% 

48.9
% 

30.0
% 

38.4
% 

27.6
% 

4.9
% 

89.4
% 

35.0
% 6.2% 

72.3
% 

48.3
% 

26-30 11.3% 
40.4
% 

38.2
% 

56.6
% 

19.5
% 

17.8
% 5.9% 7.8% 

51.9
% 

30.6
% 

43.1
% 

37.2
% 

3.4
% 

90.3
% 

40.0
% 7.0% 

69.9
% 

48.8
% 

31-35 13.4% 
44.4
% 

30.5
% 

52.1
% 

19.0
% 

23.6
% 6.8% 

10.1
% 

59.6
% 

36.4
% 

56.4
% 

46.3
% 

2.6
% 

92.6
% 

33.5
% 3.0% 

67.6
% 

43.7
% 

36-40 15.9% 
39.0
% 

36.2
% 

46.8
% 

24.7
% 

22.5
% 9.9% 

13.3
% 

59.5
% 

35.3
% 

62.6
% 

53.6
% 

3.5
% 

91.1
% 

36.5
% 5.5% 

67.5
% 

39.0
% 

41-45 16.5% 
41.6
% 

29.2
% 

45.9
% 

21.7
% 

20.9
% 9.0% 9.3% 

65.1
% 

38.5
% 

72.4
% 

61.7
% 

1.7
% 

90.1
% 

40.8
% 4.4% 

61.1
% 

35.9
% 

46-50 18.9% 
41.0
% 

34.0
% 

41.1
% 

29.9
% 

21.0
% 

11.9
% 

16.0
% 

63.2
% 

33.4
% 

79.2
% 

65.7
% 

2.5
% 

94.8
% 

32.6
% 2.5% 

64.6
% 

32.6
% 

51-55 20.7% 
42.3
% 

30.7
% 

34.9
% 

35.0
% 

30.6
% 

19.1
% 

18.8
% 

60.9
% 

37.7
% 

80.0
% 

67.6
% 

1.2
% 

94.2
% 

38.2
% 5.4% 

60.7
% 

35.8
% 

56-60 20.7% 
39.7
% 

31.0
% 

34.3
% 

36.1
% 

27.1
% 

19.5
% 

18.8
% 

58.8
% 

34.1
% 

81.5
% 

67.4
% 

0.7
% 

96.6
% 

36.6
% 4.1% 

63.6
% 

29.8
% 

61-65 23.9% 
32.1
% 

32.1
% 

31.8
% 

38.5
% 

39.7
% 

18.8
% 

22.9
% 

51.1
% 

27.0
% 

93.4
% 

75.3
% 

0.2
% 

96.9
% 

40.6
% 2.0% 

53.3
% 

31.4
% 

>65 36.2% 
35.9
% 

30.1
% 

29.8
% 

52.6
% 

35.8
% 

25.1
% 

32.1
% 

41.4
% 

26.5
% 

96.3
% 

78.5
% 

0.6
% 

97.3
% 

44.2
% 2.0% 

63.7
% 

32.9
% 
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Table VII (cont.) Increasing Happiness - Raw headcounts: The table shows the proportion of people who experience sufficiency in each indicator.  

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 
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Raw headcount 
                Bhutan 20.5% 37.8% 59.1% 43.4% 53.7% 37.5% 7.1% 3.8% 30.8% 15.7% 42.7% 15.2% 25.8% 46.6% 53.7% 
                Bumthang 26.6% 48.5% 49.3% 36.9% 49.8% 41.3% 15.9% 2.5% 33.4% 22.4% 38.9% 14.4% 28.8% 33.3% 57.6% 
Chhukha 16.1% 33.0% 55.6% 63.3% 66.3% 47.9% 5.6% 2.0% 45.0% 10.7% 24.2% 18.9% 19.1% 31.6% 35.6% 
Dagana 32.8% 34.7% 69.5% 19.7% 38.9% 32.3% 6.1% 2.4% 20.2% 39.2% 51.0% 0.3% 20.0% 45.2% 57.4% 
Gasa 19.9% 39.4% 69.2% 28.5% 54.9% 22.6% 5.7% 1.8% 40.4% 11.0% 38.4% 3.1% 22.0% 26.8% 82.2% 
Haa 22.6% 33.5% 47.8% 42.9% 53.9% 36.6% 5.6% 4.8% 32.8% 12.5% 49.7% 3.0% 28.9% 26.7% 49.3% 
Lhuntse 20.9% 53.1% 70.7% 34.8% 45.9% 22.8% 10.6% 1.3% 26.1% 13.9% 57.2% 0.3% 31.8% 77.7% 84.4% 
Mongar 15.1% 38.0% 60.5% 32.7% 52.5% 24.1% 8.2% 4.4% 21.1% 13.5% 48.4% 6.4% 30.6% 60.7% 76.8% 
Paro 21.6% 34.8% 50.1% 48.9% 55.6% 40.0% 5.6% 5.5% 14.2% 16.5% 20.8% 11.8% 27.1% 28.0% 36.2% 
Pemagatshel 23.0% 59.1% 78.9% 25.9% 40.4% 29.8% 8.2% 3.7% 4.0% 19.6% 71.4% 1.5% 46.1% 55.7% 67.1% 
Punakha 21.9% 35.2% 58.2% 37.5% 56.2% 38.1% 11.1% 4.1% 38.0% 18.6% 32.7% 8.2% 24.9% 38.5% 57.4% 
Samdrup Jongkhar 30.7% 59.7% 73.9% 39.9% 50.4% 41.8% 8.1% 5.2% 17.4% 25.2% 58.6% 11.5% 25.7% 65.1% 64.4% 
Samtse 19.1% 32.5% 68.0% 39.6% 53.2% 33.6% 5.5% 3.2% 40.1% 8.9% 44.8% 6.1% 17.4% 57.0% 51.3% 
Sarpang 13.3% 10.3% 49.5% 26.3% 46.2% 21.5% 3.9% 4.0% 27.4% 7.9% 54.0% 3.5% 8.5% 48.2% 43.4% 
Tashiyangtse 16.7% 41.7% 58.4% 26.1% 46.2% 29.3% 3.9% 2.8% 12.6% 13.1% 67.2% 1.1% 43.4% 67.9% 79.8% 
Tashigang 15.0% 48.8% 61.1% 26.8% 35.8% 27.0% 7.3% 1.8% 33.2% 19.9% 66.4% 5.7% 44.2% 71.5% 79.7% 
Thimphu 26.1% 38.4% 29.6% 87.6% 76.5% 65.1% 7.5% 7.3% 38.2% 15.4% 3.8% 64.3% 26.1% 14.2% 22.7% 
Trongsa 19.8% 42.2% 69.2% 40.6% 58.1% 41.2% 11.8% 4.1% 32.4% 18.6% 56.2% 12.4% 30.6% 48.4% 55.4% 
Tsirang 14.6% 19.2% 78.5% 19.9% 44.9% 18.2% 6.4% 3.5% 27.1% 8.6% 62.5% 2.7% 13.6% 51.9% 52.9% 
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Wangdue Phodrang 20.5% 37.0% 70.9% 33.2% 50.9% 38.8% 8.2% 3.0% 45.0% 14.9% 49.1% 19.1% 16.1% 44.8% 60.3% 
Zhemgang 23.5% 31.3% 76.9% 32.3% 43.3% 28.1% 6.4% 4.1% 21.9% 20.8% 61.6% 1.8% 28.6% 63.4% 66.0% 
Region 

               Rural 18.7% 37.5% 70.0% 27.8% 45.7% 27.9% 7.1% 3.3% 26.8% 15.8% 58.2% 2.1% 27.2% 59.2% 66.4% 
Urban 25.4% 38.7% 29.7% 85.1% 75.4% 63.4% 7.1% 5.2% 41.6% 15.6% 0.9% 50.3% 22.3% 12.7% 19.7% 
Gender 

               Male 20.3% 34.4% 61.5% 36.1% 47.7% 33.3% 5.2% 3.2% 30.5% 13.5% 45.9% 13.6% 23.2% 49.2% 55.6% 
Female 20.8% 41.2% 56.6% 50.6% 59.7% 41.7% 8.9% 4.4% 31.1% 18.0% 39.4% 16.7% 28.5% 43.9% 51.8% 
Age group 

               <=20 22.1% 37.2% 53.5% 68.2% 67.7% 53.2% 12.2% 9.7% 29.0% 19.1% 21.9% 21.0% 30.9% 41.6% 45.7% 
21-25 21.5% 36.8% 50.6% 60.1% 63.4% 53.9% 8.3% 5.2% 31.6% 17.5% 27.6% 24.8% 26.9% 33.5% 42.8% 
26-30 23.2% 36.6% 53.2% 57.4% 58.2% 50.0% 6.8% 3.7% 35.0% 13.8% 28.3% 20.5% 25.9% 33.8% 42.2% 
31-35 20.3% 41.6% 58.5% 43.1% 56.9% 42.1% 6.6% 3.8% 30.8% 14.6% 37.2% 16.4% 23.0% 48.4% 50.7% 
36-40 21.9% 41.2% 60.5% 42.1% 49.9% 39.7% 8.2% 3.1% 34.0% 13.6% 40.0% 20.6% 26.2% 45.2% 51.9% 
41-45 22.0% 31.1% 59.5% 37.3% 43.4% 29.2% 7.5% 3.2% 31.7% 16.5% 47.3% 12.9% 23.6% 50.6% 57.4% 
46-50 17.3% 37.8% 64.7% 27.7% 43.3% 25.5% 4.4% 2.5% 30.0% 13.9% 58.4% 9.5% 21.5% 54.8% 62.1% 
51-55 17.1% 35.6% 64.5% 26.7% 45.3% 24.2% 4.4% 2.1% 29.8% 15.0% 60.1% 5.7% 25.7% 52.7% 65.8% 
56-60 16.9% 35.9% 63.9% 21.9% 47.8% 22.0% 5.0% 2.2% 30.5% 14.3% 60.9% 6.2% 25.1% 53.9% 64.2% 
61-65 17.4% 39.3% 66.3% 35.8% 53.0% 22.6% 7.3% 4.6% 23.9% 18.1% 61.8% 7.8% 29.8% 58.9% 63.6% 
>65 20.5% 43.5% 66.3% 38.7% 62.7% 22.4% 7.8% 3.8% 20.6% 23.2% 56.4% 4.8% 32.8% 63.7% 68.2% 
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Table VIII GNH and other measures for Bhutan This table provides the at-a-glance information on the GNH Index and other income and Human 
Development indicators 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

Country / Region 

Gross National 
Happinessa Income poverty Human 

Developmentc Other income indicators 

GNH 
Index 
GNH 
= 1- 
(H*A) 

Headcount 
ratio: 
Population 
who are 
happy 
(H) 

Nation
al 
poverty 
line 
2007b 

$1.25 a 
day  
2007d 

$2 a 
day                               
2007d 

HDI 2007 

Mean per 
capita 
consumpti
on 
expenditur
e monthly 
2007 (Nu.)e 

Gross 
Domestic 
Product 
per capita 
2005 
(Nu.)c 

Income 
categoryd 

GNI  
per 
capita 
2011 d 

Gini 
Index 
2007d 

Value Category 

Range 
0 to 1 

% 
Population % Population Range 

0 to 1         
(PPP 
2008 
$) 

Range 
0 to 1 

Bhutan 0.743 40.9% 23.2% 10.2% 29.8% 0.619 Medium 2,755 3,413 (PPP 
US$) 

Lower 
middle 
income 

5,293 38.1 

Bumthang 0.734 39.6% 10.9% 
  

0.707 High 3,070  63,024.6  
   Chhukha 0.752 43.0% 20.3% 

  
0.668 Medium 2,945  60,458.4  

   Dagana 0.783 48.2% 31.1% 
  

0.589 Medium 1,962  40,278.3  
   Gasa 0.771 46.0% 4.1% 

  
0.631 Medium 3,227  66,247.7  

   Haa 0.775 46.8% 13.2% 
  

0.686 Medium 2,573  52,821.6  
   Lhuntse 0.697 32.2% 43.0% 

  
0.637 Medium 1,553  31,881.8  

   Mongar 0.732 37.9% 44.4% 
  

0.629 Medium 1,769  36,316.1  
   Paro 0.807 53.7% 3.9% 

  
0.681 Medium 3,734  76,656.0  

   Pemagatshel 0.712 34.3% 26.2% 
  

0.676 Medium 1,900  39,005.4  
   Punakha 0.77 47.6% 15.6% 

  
0.650 Medium 2,790  57,276.4  

   Samdrup Jongkhar 0.655 23.8% 38.0% 
  

0.610 Medium 1,980  40,647.8  
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Samtse 0.736 39.1% 46.8% 
  

0.585 Medium 1,668  34,242.7  
   Sarpang 0.795 51.3% 19.4% 

  
0.626 Medium 2,181  44,774.1  

   Tashiyangtse 0.698 31.4% 14.3% 
  

0.616 Medium 2,302  47,258.2  
   Tashigang 0.708 33.2% 29.3% 

  
0.649 Medium 1,936  39,744.5  

   Thimphu 0.773 46.4% 2.4% 
  

0.727 High 5,346  109,749.0  
   Trongsa 0.684 28.7% 22.2% 

  
0.673 Medium 2,552  52,390.5  

   Tsirang 0.77 47.7% 13.9% 
  

0.658 Medium 2,570  52,760.0  
   Wangdue Phodrang 0.738 40.1% 15.8% 

  
0.656 Medium 2,709  55,613.6  

   Zhemgang 0.753 43.4% 52.9% 
  

0.651 Medium 1,738  35,679.7  
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Table IX Happiness Gradient by Dzongkhag, Gender, and Age The table shows the proportion of people who belong to each sector of the happiness 
gradient. 

Suggested citation: Ura, Karma; Alkire, Sabina; and Zangmo, Tshoki (Nov 2011) www.grossnationalhappiness.com  ophi.qeh.ox.ac.uk 

 
HEADCOUNT % of people who are: INTENSITY % of domains with sufficiency 

   Deeply 
Happy 

Extensively 
Happy 

Narrowly 
Happy 

Unhappy Deeply 
Happy 

Extensively 
Happy 

Narrowly 
Happy 

Unhappy Decomposed 
GNH 

 

BHUTAN 8.3% 32.6% 47.8% 10.4% 81.5% 70.7% 59.1% 44.7% 
  Dzongkhag                 
  Samdrup Jongkhar 4.5% 19.3% 57.6% 18.6% 81.3% 71.0% 58.8% 45.1% 0.655 

 Trongsa 7.7% 21.0% 55.7% 15.6% 82.0% 70.8% 59.3% 44.2% 0.684 
 Tashi Yangste 6.2% 25.5% 56.1% 12.3% 81.6% 71.0% 60.3% 45.4% 0.698 
 Lhuntse 5.8% 26.4% 53.3% 14.5% 80.6% 70.7% 59.7% 45.7% 0.698 
 Tashigang 3.8% 29.4% 53.8% 13.0% 81.5% 71.0% 59.3% 44.1% 0.708 
 Pemagatshel 5.3% 29.0% 54.7% 11.0% 81.2% 71.0% 58.4% 44.4% 0.712 
 Mongar 5.7% 32.2% 52.7% 9.5% 81.7% 70.4% 59.3% 43.6% 0.732 
 Bumthang 7.2% 32.4% 47.9% 12.5% 81.6% 71.2% 59.4% 47.0% 0.734 
 Samtse 6.6% 32.6% 49.1% 11.7% 81.8% 70.7% 58.4% 44.8% 0.736 
 Wangdue Phodrang 6.6% 33.6% 47.4% 12.4% 81.5% 70.6% 58.6% 44.8% 0.737 
 Chhukha 8.0% 35.0% 46.8% 10.2% 80.3% 69.5% 58.1% 44.6% 0.752 
 Zhemgang 9.8% 33.6% 47.4% 9.2% 80.3% 70.7% 59.4% 44.6% 0.753 
 Punakha 15.7% 31.9% 42.6% 9.8% 82.4% 70.9% 59.5% 45.7% 0.770 
 Tsirang 11.3% 36.5% 41.8% 10.5% 81.4% 70.6% 59.7% 44.4% 0.770 
 Gasa 11.2% 34.8% 45.9% 8.0% 81.0% 70.6% 59.0% 44.9% 0.771 
 Thimphu 8.0% 38.4% 46.1% 7.5% 82.0% 70.6% 58.3% 44.0% 0.773 
 Haa 12.6% 34.2% 47.8% 5.5% 80.2% 71.1% 59.0% 43.6% 0.775 
 Dagana 13.9% 34.4% 44.1% 7.7% 82.7% 71.1% 58.6% 45.4% 0.783 
 Sarpang 15.3% 36.0% 42.6% 6.0% 79.9% 70.8% 58.8% 45.8% 0.795 
 Paro 14.6% 39.0% 42.3% 4.0% 81.0% 70.8% 58.7% 44.4% 0.807   

!
!! !! !! !!         

! !
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Gender 
Deeply 
Happy 

Extensively 
Happy 

Narrowly 
Happy 

Unhappy Deeply 
Happy 

Extensively 
Happy 

Narrowly 
Happy 

Unhappy Decomposed 
GNH 

 

Male 11.1% 37.4% 45.0% 6.5% 81.8% 70.8% 59.6% 44.8% 0.783 
 Female 5.4% 27.7% 52.5% 14.3% 80.8% 70.6% 58.7% 44.6% 0.704 
 

 
                

  
Age 

Deeply 
Happy 

Extensively 
Happy 

Narrowly 
Happy 

Unhappy Deeply 
Happy 

Extensively 
Happy 

Narrowly 
Happy 

Unhappy Decomposed 
GNH 

 

<=20 8.7% 33.7% 52.5% 5.1% 80.5% 70.8% 59.4% 45.0% 0.759 
 21-25 9.0% 40.7% 42.8% 7.5% 81.5% 70.6% 59.3% 45.4% 0.785 
 26-30 9.3% 38.0% 46.3% 6.4% 81.1% 71.0% 59.8% 44.5% 0.778 
 31-35 7.1% 35.5% 48.0% 9.4% 81.9% 70.5% 59.6% 45.3% 0.754 
 36-40 9.5% 28.6% 52.0% 9.9% 82.1% 70.7% 59.2% 42.9% 0.731 
 41-45 8.9% 30.2% 48.4% 12.5% 82.2% 70.7% 59.6% 45.2% 0.736 
 46-50 8.2% 32.8% 47.8% 11.2% 80.7% 70.6% 58.5% 45.2% 0.740 
 51-55 8.0% 26.0% 54.3% 11.7% 81.5% 70.7% 58.4% 44.7% 0.710 
 56-60 8.5% 29.1% 50.6% 11.9% 81.3% 71.2% 58.5% 44.7% 0.725 
 61-65 8.3% 23.9% 50.0% 17.9% 81.1% 70.7% 58.7% 45.7% 0.696 
 >65 3.8% 24.9% 50.7% 20.6% 81.2% 70.8% 58.5% 43.7% 0.674 
 

 
                

   
 
 


