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the desired goal, the following research methods were used: analysis and synthesis (for
determining theoretical and practical aspects of ensuring the life quality); statistical (for determining standardized indicators and a European
Quality of Life Index for Sweden and Ukraine); abstract-logical (for theoretical summarization and conclusion). As a result, the authors
created the European Quality of Life Index based on the comparison of the characteristics of international life quality assessment systems
(calculation principle, number and composition of indicators, number of countries covered for calculation), as well as systematization
of research by Ukrainian and foreign authors. Therefore, the authors selected twelve main indicators. The indicators are divided into
two groups: stimulants (prosperity index, basic human needs index, welfare bases, availability of nutrition and basic health care, GDP
per capita, population, global competitiveness index, personal security, access to basic knowledge, ecosystem status) and disincentive
(government debt, unemployment). To determine the “European life quality index”, the authors used the formula for calculating the
arithmetic mean, as all selected indicators can be considered equivalent as a result of standardization by the method of “minimum-
maximum”. In addition, for in-depth analysis, the authors calculated the growth rates of indicators, as well as coefficients of variation.
The authors made calculations based on data of 2013-2019 for two countries, namely Sweden and Ukraine. Sweden occupies a much
better position in achieving the Sustainable Development Goals, so studying the impact of life quality on sustainable development in
this country will suggest ways to achieve the chosen strategic priorities for Ukraine.
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SIKicTDh JKUTTH AK iH)]I/IKaTop CTAJIOr0 PO3BUTKY: Mi)KHaPOZIHe CTAaTUCTUYHE lIOCJIi)])KeHHﬂ

I.M. Tpynina?, 1.B. Xopak', K. A. [Ipsxina?, O.I1. Ycanosa?

! leporcasnuit nooamxosuil ynieepcumem, Ipninw, Ykpaina, inna.khovrak@ukr.net
’Kpemenuyyokuii nayionanvrutl yHisepcumem imeni Muxaiina Ocmpozpadcvkoeo, Kpemenuyx, Vipaina

AHoTauisi. MeToro cTaTTi € OOTpYHTYBaHHS METOIOJIOTi] BU3HAYCHHS €BPOIMEHCHKOTO iHACKCY SKOCTI KHUTTS. TeopeTuyHoIo Ta
METOOJIOTIYHOI0 OCHOBOIO JOCIIPKEHHS € 1711 B3a€EMO3JICKHOCTI SKOCT1 JKUTTS Ta CTAIOTr0 pOo3BUTKY. s nocsarHeHHs OakaHo1
METH BUKOPHCTOBYBAJINCh HACTYIHI METOAU JOCIIPKEHHS: aHaIIi3 Ta CHHTE3 (JUIS BUSHAYCHHS TEOPETUYHMX Ta MPAKTHYHHUX aCICKTiB
3a0e3MeYeHHs SIKOCTI KUTTS); CTATUCTUYHI (JUIS1 BU3HAYCHHS CTAaHAAPTH30BAaHHUX IIOKA3HUKIB Ta €BPONEHCHKOTO 1HJEKCY SKOCTI XKUTTS
qutst HIBernii Ta Ykpainn); abcTpakTHO-TOTTYHHHN (JUISl TEOPETHYHOTO y3arajlbHEHHs Ta BUCHOBKIB). B pe3ynbTaTi Ha OCHOBI MOPIBHSHHS
XapaKTePUCTHK MIKHAPOIHHUX CUCTEM OL[IHIOBAHHS SIKOCTI JKUTTS (IPUHIMII PO3PaxyHKY, KUIBKICTh Ta CKJIAJ IHIUKATOPIB, KIJIbKICTh
OXOIUICHUX KpaiH JUIsl pO3paxyHKy), a TAKOXK CHCTeMaTH3aLlil OCIi/KeHb YKPaTHChKUX Ta 3aKOPJOHHUX aBTOPIB 01710 po3pobiieHO
BJIACHY METOIMKY OOUHCIICHHS €BPONEHCHKOTO 1HACKCY SIKOCTI )KUTTA. [[0Ka3HUKH PO3MiICHO HA ABI IPyNu: CTUMYIATOPH (1HIEKC
MPOLBITaHHS, iHAEKC OCHOBHHUX MOTPEO JIOAMHU, OCHOBH AOOPOOYTY, TOCTYIHICTh XapuyBaHHs Ta 6a30B0i Mean4HoOi fonomoru, BBII
HA JIyIIy HACEJICHHS, YUCEIbHICTh HACENCHHS, 1HACKC TI00aTbHOT KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOXKHOCTI, 0COOMCTa Oe3reka; JOCTYI 10 0a30BUX
3HaHb, CTaH EKOCUCTEMH) Ta ACCTUMYIATOPH (Iep KaBHUI O0pr, piBeHb 0e3po0iTTs). {1t BU3HAYEHHS y3arajJbHIOIOUOT0 OKa3HHUKa
«€EBPOIIEHCHKHHN TH/IEKC SKOCTI KUTTSH» OyJI0 BUKOPHCTAHO (pOpMyIy pO3paxyHKy CEepeHBOr0 apu(h)METHIHOTO 3HAYECHHS, OCKIIBKHI
Bci 00paHi IHIMKAaTOPH MOXKHA BBA)KATH PIBHO3HAYHUMU MK COOOIO B pe3ynbTaTi CTaHJapTH3aLlil 32 METOJOM «MiHIMyM-MaKCHMyM.
JlonaTkoBo Juis ONTMOICHOTO aHali3y aBTOPU pO3paxyBaJii TEMIIH IPUPOCTY IHIUKATOPIB, a TAKOX KoediuienTH Bapiauii. PozpaxyHkn
HPOBE/ICHO 3 ypaxyBaHHsIM fAanux 3a 2013-2019 poku s aBox kpaiH, a came IlIBerii ta Ykpainu. [1IBeris 3aiimae nabararo kpari
MO3HMIIIT 32 iHAEKCOM JocsrHeHHs L{ineit cranoro po3BUTKY, TOMY BUBYCHHSI BIUIMBY SIKOCTI )KUTTSI Ha CTaJIMH PO3BUTOK Y I KpaiHi
JIO3BOJIUTH 3aIPOIIOHYBATH IIISIXH JOCATHEHHS OOpaHHUX CTPATEriyHMUX MPIOPUTETIB I YKpaiHH.

Kniouosi cnosa: sixicme srcummsi, cmanuii po3eumox, inoukamopu, Yxpaina, lllseyis
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Introduction.

Quality of life can be defined in many ways, that
is why it is the center of sociological, economic and
political research. For the vast majority of countries,
quality of life is a key indicator of sustainable
development being «as a desired outcome of service
delivery in mainstream and special needs education,
health care, social services (particularly for disabled
and elderly people) and, increasingly, for cross-
cutting public sector partnership policy at all levels»
(Galloway, 2005). In addition, the UN Sustainable
Development Goals (UN, 2020) also work in a spirit
of partnership and pragmatism, and aim at the right
choice in order to steadily improve the quality of life
for future generations.

According to scientists, measuring the life quality
in a behavioral economy is much more complicated
(Glonti, 2020; Nenkov, 2017). In the context of
globalization and digitalization, the priorities of
countries’ development and the tools to achieve them
continue changing. That is why much attention is
paid to the social, cultural and environmental living
conditions of the population of European countries
(Chernega, 2019; Gorina, 2019; Khomenko, 2019;
Sushchenko, 2019). At the same time, the existence
of democratic mechanisms for the transformation of
society (Calinescu, 2018), social dialogue (Calinescu,
2017), a sufficient level of education of the population
(Sitnicki, 2018; Trunina, 2019), a developed and
powerful education system contribute to the processes
of improving the quality of life of the population
(Kasych, 2018; Sitnicki, 2020). At the same time,
economic factors do not lose their relevance, in
particular innovation (Kasych, 2017; Khovrak, 2013),
and financial stability of enterprises (Polinkevych,
2016). The economic growth of the state is closely
linked to the population life quality (Kaigorodova,
2018). It is also worth remembering that “interpersonal
sensitivity and social support satisfaction predicted
quality of life” (Wedgeworth, 2017). The empirical
studies prove a direct correlation between starting
a business and quality of life for late-career individuals
(Kautonen, 2017). At that time, workspace design and
environmental features effects on an employee’s morale
and productivity, which, in turn, affects the Quality
of Life (Vischer, 2017). The concept of Quality of

Life is significantly impacting research and service
delivery in the field related developmental disabilities
(Schalock, 2016). Therefore, all the factors that
affect the level and Quality of Life of the population
should be divided into groups depending on the level
of influence: internal (personal characteristics of
a person; the desire to work, the level of education,
qualifications and income), family (material resources
and social status of the family) and external (influence
of society, market and state regulatory mechanisms:
natural, economic, state managerial mechanism, social,
medical prerequisites, etc.). As a result of these changes,
society needs to strengthen social responsibility
(Glonti, 2020), awareness of the transformation of
development priorities of countries (Calinescu, 2018;
Onyshchenko, 2020), as well as an effective system of
strategic management (Buzko, 2019; Maslak, 2018) and
training of highly qualified professionals (Pochtovyuk,
2017; Polishchuk, 2019). The purpose of the article
is to substantiate the methodology for determining the
European life quality index.

Materials and methods of research.

Research methods: analysis and synthesis (for
determining theoretical and practical aspects of
ensuring the quality of life); statistical (for determining
standardized indicators and a European Life Quality
Index for Sweden and Ukraine); abstract-logical
(for theoretical summarization and conclusion). The
importance of this paper is confirmed by the review
and analysis of scientific publications.

Quality of life can be measured by a set of
features that can be weighted by some metric that
reflect “well-being”, “social welfare” or “sustainable
development” (Slottje, 2019). At the same time, the
vast majority of scientific publications closely link
such concepts as Health, Health-Related Quality of
Life, and Quality of Life (Karimi, 2016). The main
quality of life assessment systems and indices are
the EIU Life Quality Index, the methodology of the
European Statistical System Committee, the Better Life
Initiative, the International Living Life Quality Index,
and the general methodological concept of standards
and quality of life (Table 1 (Measuring the life quality
in Ukraine, 2013)).

773



Trunina [. M., Khovrak I. V., Pryakhina K.A., Usanova O.P.

Journ. Geol. Geograph. Geoecology, 30(4), 772780

Table 1. Characteristics of international quality assessment systems (compiled by the authors)

the European Statistical
System Committee

quantitative and subjective
indicators

System Calculation principle Indicators
EIU Life Quality Index Equal consideration of Health, family, social life, financial well-being, political stability and
(Economic Intelligence quantitative and subjective security, climate, employment guarantee, political freedom, gender
Unit) indicators equality
Financial and living conditions, productive or basic activity,
The methodology of Equal consideration of health, education, leisure (recreation) and social communications

(interaction), economic and physical security, public administration
(power) and fundamental rights, nature and environment, general
perception of life

Better Life Initiative

(OECD) Integral parameter estimation

Living conditions, income, employment, education, ecology, health,
management efficiency, social life, safety, satisfaction with living
conditions, work-life balance

Equal consideration of
quantitative and subjective
indicators

The International Living
Life Quality Index

Cost of living, culture, economy, environment, freedom, health,
infrastructure, security and risk, climate

Differentiation of macroeconomic
indicators and sociological
indicators

The general methodological
concept of standards and
quality of life

GDP per capita, consumer price index, consumer basket, household
expenditures, GFK basket, poverty rate, income inequality, life and
happiness satisfaction, deprivation, optimism about the future, etc.

The systems shown in Table 1, have different
indicators, index calculation methods and the number of
covered countries. Therefore, we selected twelve main
indicators, which were used to obtain a standardized
assessment of each indicator and to calculate the life
quality index in 2013-2019 for the two countries,
namely Sweden and Ukraine. Sweden occupies
a much better position in achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals, so studying the impact of life
quality on sustainable development in this country
will suggest the ways to achieve the chosen strategical
priorities for Ukraine.

The calculation of indicators according to the
proposed methodology was based on open statistics on
the socio-economic development of countries (Global
Competitiveness Index, 2019; Social Progress Index,
2019; Statistics of the countries of the world, 2019).

To calculate the European Quality of Life Index,
we have chosen a method based on the magnitude of
variation. The indicators are divided into two groups:
stimulants (prosperity index, basic human needs
index, welfare bases, availability of nutrition and
basic health care, GDP per capita, population, global
competitiveness index, personal security, access to
basic knowledge, ecosystem status) and disincentive
(government debt, unemployment). “The prosperity
index” is marked as I, “basic human needs index” —
as la, “welfare bases” —as Wy, “availability of nutrition
and basic medical care” —as Ay, “GDP per capita” —
as G¢, “population” —as P, “global competitiveness
index” —with Iz, “personal security” —as 5p, “access
to basic knowledge” —as Apg, “ecosystem status” —as
E; “government debt” —as D¢, “unemployment” — as
Ry. “European quality of life index” is marked as E;.

The standardized evaluation procedure (X") was
performed using the following formulas:

for stimulants:
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max X — X
- max X — min X (1)
for disincentive:
max X — X
- max X —min X @)

where X —is the indicator value, min X and max X —are
the minimal and maximal values of the sample indicator
respectively.

In order to bring standardized estimates of
indicators into a generalized European index (Ei), the
arithmetic mean formula was used based on the fact
that all selected indicators can be considered equivalent
to each other:

Y x;

Eo= - 3)

where 1 is the number of indicators taken into account,

i is the segment of the study period and is equal {2013—
2019}.

The following synthetic indicators were used for the
analysis of indicators of stimulation and disincentive of
life quality: “chain growth rate of prosperity index” —
Tﬁp, “chain growth rate of basic human needs index” —
TZ", “chain growth rate of welfare bases” — T;rﬁ , “chain

growth ratgl of availability of nutrition and basic health

33

care” — T2™ “chain growth rate of GDP per capita” —

= )

T;F , “chain growth rate of population” — T%, “chain
I

growth rate of global competitiveness index” — Ter E,

. . s .
“chain growth rate of personal security” — Tgrp, “chain
. A
growth rate of access to basic knowledge” — T;'K,
“chain growth rate of ecosystem status” — T2, “chain

Dg .
growth rate of government debt” — Ter', “chain growth
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R .
rate of unemployment” — Tgru, “chain growth rate of

European quality of life index” — Ty

Results and their analysis.

As a result of the application of the proposed
methodology, standardized values of indicators and
the European Quality of Life Index for Sweden (Table
2-3) and Ukraine (Table 4-5) were calculated.

Table 2. Quality level indicators in Sweden, 2013-2019 (developed by the authors)

Indicators 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | min | max | o
¥ 7762 | 7761 | 7743 | 7743 | 7920 | 7915 | 7900 | 7943 | 792 | 177
o, ; 001 | =023 | 000 | 229 | —006 | -0.06 ;

I 6361 | 9459 | 9483 | 9542 | 9536 | 9634 | 9639 | 6361 | 9639 | 3278

v o - 4870 | 025 0.62 ~0.06 1.03 0.05 -

W, 6173 | 8471 | 8643 | ss.61 | 9040 | 8831 | 8988 | 6173 | 9040 | 2867
W

Ty, ; 3723 | 203 | 252 | 202 | -231 1.78 -

A% 6152 | 9826 | 99.42 | 9943 | 9946 | 9857 | 8584 | 6152 | 99.46 | 37.94
At

Tk, ; 5972 | 118 | o0.o01 003 | -089 | —12.91 ;

Ge. 44907 | 46408 | 48310 | 49836 | s1180 | 52984 | 47193 | 44907 | 52984 | 8077
G

5, ; 334 | 410 | 316 | 270 352 | ~10.93 -

D5.9 of GDP 308 | 446 | 429 | 417 | 407 | 388 | 377 | 377 | 446 | 69
b’

T, ; 1206 | 381 | 280 | —240 | —467 | 284 ;

P, min 9645 | 9.747 | 9.851 | 9.995 | 10.120 | 10.230 | 10.330 | 9.645 | 10.33 | 0.685
=, ) 106 | 107 | 146 125 1.09 0.98 ;

Ry, 8.0 7.9 7.4 7.0 6.7 6.3 6.8 63 | 80 | 17
B

T, ; 125 | —633 | —541 | 429 | 597 | 794 ;

Ioc sag | sar | sa3 | ss3 | oss2 | ss0 | sso | sar | ssy | o
Ig

Ty, ; 128 | 037 | 184 | —018 | —036 | 0.0 ;
¥ 7028 | 9335 | 9348 | 9404 | 9402 | 8875 | 8891 | 7028 | 9404 | 23.76
¥, ; 328 | 014 | 060 | —002 | -s61 | 018 ;

A 63.68 | 98.16 | 9889 | 9568 | 95.04 | 9282 | 9237 | 6368 | 9889 | 3521
Ay

T, ; 5415 | 074 | —325 | —067 | —234 | 049 ;

E 4561 | 6042 | 7154 | 9268 | 9281 | 8429 | 84.55 | 4561 | 92.81 | 47.20
=, ; 3247 | 1840 | 2955 | 014 | -9.18 | 031 ;

According to the Table 2 the value of indicator
I; 5 in 2013 was 77.62, it had the trend of increasing
and in 2017 gained maximal value, in 2018 it was
79.15, in 2019-79.10.The same pattern can be found
in the change of other indicators: ¥}, increased from
61.73 in 2013 to 90.40 in 2017, in 2018 indicator

T;r‘" was equal —2.31, in 2019 was equal 1.78; T,iw

reached a significant value 54.15 %, but since 2016
it ranged —3.25 to —0.49; Sp in 2013 was equal to
70.28, then gained maximal value 94.04 in 2016, and
decreased in 2018 to 88.75, and increased to 0.18 in
2019.

The indicator A}, has changed most significantly:

in 2013 it was 61.52, in 2014-98.28, and indicator Tnf“
was 59.72, and during 2014-2017 remained almost
unchanged, gaining a value 0f—0.89 in 2018, and12.91
in 2019.

These indicators have affected the value of indicator
P, Despite some reductions in previous indicators, the
indicator ng constantly increased and in 2016 has
gained maximal value — 1.46 %, that indicator P in 2013
was 9.645 million people, and in 2019-10.330 million
people.
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The positive dynamics can be seen in the growth
of the indicator G from 44907 USD in 2013 to 52984
USD in 2018 (the value of indicator TEEE has reached
the maximal value in 2015-4.10), but the value of the
indicator G¢ in 2019 was 47193 USD and it affected
the indicators T;E =-10.93. The indicator Dz changed
as follows: in 2013-39.8 % to GDP, in 2014 has gained
maximal value 44.6 % to GDP, in 2019 decreased by
37.7% to GDP, which contributed to a decrease in
the score of indicator Ry to 1.7 % and increasing I
(maximal value in 2016-5.53, in 2018 and 2019-5.50).

In this regard, the increase in the indicator I» was
explained: in 2013 it was 63.61, in 2014-94.59, and in
2019 has gained maximal value — 96.39.

According to the Table 3 indicators are defined,
summarized by a standardized value E;, show dynamics
to improve life quality index from 0.48 in 2013 to 0.89
in 2017 due to rising socioeconomic indicators, which
indicates a better quality of life. Although, in 2019 the
value of the indicator £i=0.83 which indicates a slight

decrease in the life quality in Sweden.

Table 3. Standardized values of living quality indicators in Sweden, 2013-2019 (developed by the authors)

Indicators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Ip 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00
Iy 0.38 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.00 1.00
Wh 0.41 0.88 0.92 0.96 1.00 0.96 0.99
A 0.14 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.69
Gc 0.82 0.85 0.90 0.93 0.96 1.00 0.87
Dg 0.95 0.84 0.88 0.91 0.93 0.97 1.00
P 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02
By 0.50 0.53 0.68 0.79 0.88 1.00 0.85
Iec 0.97 0.92 0.93 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.98
Sp 0.41 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.87 0.87

ApK 0.10 0.98 1.00 0.92 0.90 0.84 0.83
E 0.16 0.42 0.62 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85
Ej 0.48 0.77 0.82 0.87 0.89 0.87 0.83

According to the calculations given in the Table
4, the value of the indicator P during 2013-2019 has
a tendency to a constant decline: Tgﬂ in 2014 it was
5.49%, in 2019 —0.75 %. The reason for this was the

instability of values 2p (in 2014 was 57.48, in 2016~
61.05, in 2019-58.83) and indicator Azg: the value
of indicator TaZ® in 2014 was 63.03 %, in 2016 —
—0.81 %, in 2018 indicator was —8.46 %). Educational

reforms implemented during 2013-2019 negatively
affected the quality of educational services and caused

dissatisfaction among the population, but the results
of the study period indicate that education in Ukraine
remains at a fairly high level.

An equally important indicator, which affects the
decrease of P is Ru: the level of value of this indicator
ranges 7.2-9.7%. The reduction of the number of
industrial enterprises, and as a consequence — the
reduction of jobs, the inability to maintain their own
families — all this has led to a decrease in fertility and
labor migration of young people.

Table 4. Quality level indicators in Ukraine, 2013-2019 (developed by the authors)

Indicators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 min max max-min
Iis 54.08 53.53 52.74 52.59 53.65 53.96 53.90 52.59 54.08 1.49
ip
Tz % - -1.02 -1.48 -0.28 2.02 0.58 —0.11 -

Iy 43.65 77.98 78.28 81.23 79.91 81.93 81.92 43.65 | 81.93 | 38.28
A

Tﬁ.’% - 78.65 0.38 3.77 -1.63 2.53 -0.01 -

Wy 41.93 61.42 61.74 64.29 68.62 64.03 64.22 41.93 68.62 26.69
W,
Tg,”,% - 46.48 0.52 4.13 6.74 -6.69 0.30
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Indicators

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 min max max-min
AT 5547 | 9511 | 9784 | 9799 | 9847 | 9287 | 5556 | 5547 | 9847 | 43.00
Atk
T8k, ; 71.46 287 0.15 0.49 569 | —40.17 )
Ge 8676 8733 7996 8305 8754 9283 7906 | 7906 | 9283 | 1377
G
T, ; 0.66 _8.44 3.86 5.41 6.04 | —1483 ;
DevyorGpp | 40.50 | 7003 | 7930 | 8120 | 7190 | 63.90 | 4950 | 40.50 | 81.20 | 40.70
Fi'sl
T*,, ; 7291 | 1324 240 | 1145 | —11.13 | —22.54 )
P. min 45246 | 42760 | 42.591 | 42.501 | 42217 | 42.047 | 41.733 | 41.733 | 45246 | 3513
29, ) 549 | —040 | -021 | —067 | —040 | -075 ;
Ry 7.20 9.30 9.10 8.80 9.70 9.00 8.50 7.20 | 9.70 | 250
Arr
A, ; 2017 | =215 | 330 | 1023 | 722 | -556 ;
Ie 4.05 4.14 403 4.00 411 410 400 | 400 | 414 | 014
Iz
T, ; 222 266 | —0.74 2.75 024 | 244 ;
& 5392 | 5748 | 5796 | 6105 | 5732 | 5768 | 5883 | s3.092 | 61.05 | 7.13
5
T, ; 6.60 0.84 533 611 0.63 1.99 ;
Apg 5989 | 97.64 | 9776 | 9697 | 9752 | 8927 | 8925 | 59.89 | 97.76 | 37.87
Ap
Taw ; 63.03 0.12 081 0.57 846 | -0.02 ;
E 4463 | 39.13 | 3673 | 4444 | 5037 | 3948 | 4046 | 36.73 | 5037 | 13.64
TE o, - 1232 | -613 | 2099 | 1334 | 2162 | 248 ]

E
The low level of the indicator E: T in 2014

was—12.32%, in 2016 was 20.99 %, in 2018 ——21.62 %,
in 2019 was 2.48. It indicates to a negative impact on the
health of the population and also leads to a decrease in
value P, even at a sufficiently high level of the indicator
AR till 2018 there was an increase in values, and in
2017 the metric reached its maximal value —98.47, in
2018 —decreased to 92.87, in 2019 — decreased to 55.56.
Decreasing the indicator 4m was due to the poor-quality
reforms of the Ministry of Health of Ukraine and low
qualification of medical personnel.

Despite the fact that there is an increase in the

: . o T5C
index Gc: only in 2015 the indicator {ne was—8.44 %,

compared to Sweden in Ukraine the indicator G¢
remains at the low level, but a decrease of the indicator
D¢ from 2017 (in 2013 the indicator was 40.50 % to
GDP, in 2016 it has gained maximal value —81.20 %
to GDP, in 2017-71.90 % to GDP, in 2019-49.50% to

GDP) was probably caused by the devaluation of the

national currency.

Thus, against the background of an indicator /a that
had grown (only in 2017 the indicator T.E‘?', was—1.63 %,
in 2018 it was equal to its maximum during the study
period—81.93, but in 2019 there was a slight decrease

of indicator to 81.92), but in 2018 the indicator Ws
Wh
declined sharply (Tnp in 2014-46.48 %, in 2018 —

—6.69 %, in 2019-0.30), the indicator /zz almost didn’t

change (during the study period, the minimal value is
4.00, and maximal —4.14).

All previous indicators affected the value of
indicator e, the values of which also, as in the previous

LP

indicators, decline, increasing only by 2017 (TE’ in
2015--1.48%, in 2017 — 2.02 %), which is likely to
be associated with a small recovery in values Asx and

A% The value of the indicator Am critically decreased
from 92.87 in 2018 to 55.56 in 2019.
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Table 5. Standardized values of living quality indicators in Ukraine, 20132019 (developed by the authors)

Indicators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Ip 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.05
Iy 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.71 0.69 0.73 0.73
W 0.00 0.40 0.41 0.46 0.55 0.46 0.46
A 0.00 0.90 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.85 0.00
Gg 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00
Dg 0.94 0.26 0.04 0.00 0.21 0.40 0.73
P 1.00 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.90
Ry 0.74 0.12 0.18 0.26 0.00 0.21 0.35
Iec 0.03 0.09 0.02 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00
Sp 0.00 0.09 0.10 0.18 0.08 0.09 0.12

A 0.00 0.97 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.75 0.75
E 0.14 0.04 0.00 0.14 0.24 0.05 0.07
Ej 0.24 0.38 0.36 0.38 0.40 0.38 0.35

The data given in the Table 5, show the main
problems of Ukraine in recent years, such as a decline
in the prosperity index of the country, a decline in GDP
per capita, a decrease in population, and deteriorating
ecosystem status. The reasons for this decline in the
social and economic life of the country were the unstable
political situation in eastern Ukraine, the worsening of
foreign relations with Russia and the loss of markets,
the weakening of the country’s position in the world
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market. However, the negative factors have given
impetus to raising the level of basic human needs and
availability of nutrition and basic medical care, which
shows the E; indicator, which during 2013-2019 showed
both negative and positive dynamics of the country’s
development. As of 2019, the value of indicator £;
was 0.35 (Fig. 1). The results of statistical evaluation
of indicators in 2013-2019 are shown in the Table 6.
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Fig. 1. Dynamics of the standardized values of European life quality index, 2013-2019 (developed by the authors)
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Table 6. The results of statistical evaluation of indicators of Sweden and Ukraine for 2013-2019 (developed by the authors)

Indicators min max max-min coefficient of variation
ILp 52.59 79.20 26.61 19.51
Iy 43.65 96.39 52.74 18.08
Wy 41.93 90.40 48.47 20.88
Am 55.47 99.46 43.99 19.38
Gg 7906 52984 45078 73.18
Dg 37.70 81.20 43.50 30.86
P 9.645 45.246 35.601 64.52
Ry 6.30 9.70 3.40 13.78
Iec 4.00 5.53 1.53 15.48
Sp 53.92 94.04 40.12 23.55

Apg 59.89 98.89 39.00 13.86
E 36.73 92.81 56.08 36.41
Ej 0.24 0.89 0.65 43.28

The results of a statistical study show that the biggest
differences between the two countries are observed in
such indicators as “GDP per capita”, “population”,
“ecosystem status”. Given the relatively high correlation
between the index of sustainable development goals
and the proposed index (>0.7), it should be argued that
there is a close interaction. Considerable attention in
Ukraine should be paid, accordingly, to the issue of
restoring the country’s economic potential, as well as

the protection of the natural environment.
Conclusion.

The proposed methodology is universal and
provides an opportunity to determine the life quality
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