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A Study on the Comparision between Age-Friendly Index and Age-Friendly
Policy in 7 Metropolitan Cities

0]34 Lee Kwanghyun™

Abstract

This study developed and analyzed the age-friendly city index which is composed of objective indicators including
physical environment considering the situation in Korea and identified and analyzed the age-friendly indexes of 7
cities in the metropolitan area. The results of this study are expected to help local governments prioritize age-friendly
city policies. Although it is difficult to make a comprehensive comparison because of the geographical characteristics
and the local environment, it is necessary to analyze the results of the indices in each region to find causes and
remedies. In addition, after analyzing the current status of age-friendly policies in each region, there has been a
comparative analysis with the current index and a diagnosis about the direction of the current progress. Of course,
not all regions need to establish and implement the same age-friendly policies, but equal attention and efforts must

be made in the 4 areas.

Keywords: Age-Friendly Indicator, Age-Friendly Index, Age-Friendly Policy, Age-Friendly City, Physical Environment
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Table 1_ Definition of Age—friendly City Table 2 _ Age—friendly Indicator Studies

Definiti . of A
inition Precedent Research No. of Area
. .. . and Item
A city where it is not convenient for you to get
WHO older, a city where everyone of all ages can live, Global Age-friendly Cities: A Guide 8 areas/
2007) and a city where elderly people can actively (WHO 2007) 84 items
participate in society so that they can live a Best Cities for Successful Aging 8 areas/
healthy old age. (Chatterjee, King and Irving 2014) 84 items
A city that rec‘ognjzeS the ChéraCtériStiCs of the Age-Friendly Cities Performance Assessment 3 areas/
Seoul Welfare | elderly population and the diversity of needs, Indicators System Validation(Pinheiro, Diogo, | 10 sub-areas/
Foundation | respects the choice and decision-making of the Gois and Paul 2015) 36 items
(2010) elderly, and considers it not to be excluded as an

Assessment of the City’s Elder-Friendliness in Seoul 10 areas/
(Kim, Kim and Kim 2008) 49 items

“age” in the whole living environment.

A city that aims to create a good environment
Study on the Development of Age-friendly Cities 8 areas/

Kim for all citizens, not just an elderly-friendly city for A - - 3
(2010) the elderly, and a city that flexibly copes with in Gyeonggi-do(Kim, Nam and Ko 2011) 61 irems
the changing needs of citizens as they age. A Study on the Evaluation of Aging in Busan 10 areas/
A community where everyone in an individual's (Lee and Lee 2011) 59 icems
Park community secures autonomy and independence Development of Detailed Guidelines for the 5 areas/
(2016) and supports active life in a variety of physical, Design of Health and Welfare Models for the | 15 sub-areas/
social, economic and cultural areas. Elderly Area(Jeong, Lee, Lee and Yoo 2008) 34 items
Source: Park 2016, 17. Developing Indicators for Building Elder-Friendly 4 areas/
Communities in Korea 10 sub-areas/
. o ol b ol . 8 : (Kim, Chang, Oh and Choi 2014) 29 items
Hog B 9lo] & ol slA-o] zF=o]Z] 3lo
T e W ] =T oA Ve ] 7<T01 = ] Development of Age-friendly City Indicators 4 areas/
tq’ oldl AL E81A 37 A7F-EX]-A1S]- 7 in South Korea 12 sub-areas/
_ ~ o B o (Lee and Kim 2017) 52 items
AlAl 7o) 9157 e wEtle ol e

Source: Lee and Kim 2017, 53-54.
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Table 3 _Number of Revised Indicators by Area

Area Lee and Kim(2017) Iﬁ;ﬁzﬁf
Physical Environment 22 items 18 items
Health/Welfare 11 items 10 items
Social 9 items 6 items
Economic 10 items 8 items
Total 52 items 42 items
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Table 4 _ Age—friendly Indicators with Weighted Value

Weigh
Area Sub-area Indicator Measurement and Coding \e;iu;ed
Urban Park Space Area of urban park per 1,000 people 0.83
Ourd Bicycle Track Extension of bicycle tracks per unit area 0.77
Sptac(:s)r Negligent Accidents* Negligent accident experience over 65 years old 0.78
Crime Rate* Number of crimes per 1,000 people 0.72
Air Pollution* Fine dust in the atmosphere 0.77
Buildi Accommodation Accessibility ratio at buildings with accessibility obligation 0.83
nos
urcings Public Toilet Number of public toilets per 1,000 people 0.73
Transportation Fare Satisfaction Survey 0.69
Kindness Satisfaction Survey (Kindness of bus drivers and station personnel) 0.72
Facilities for the Mobility Impaired Satisfaction Survey 0.81
b Physmal Congestion Satisfaction Survey (Public transportation congestion) 0.63
QVIEORMER | Transportation Low-floor Bus Rate of low-floor buses 0.74
. Number of elderly traffic accidents
. ~ ~C %
Elderly Traffic Accident per 1,000 people over age 65 0.74
Preference of Public Transportation Usage race of public transportation 0.73
when outside by people over age 65
Homeownership Rate Homeownership rate of people over age 65 0.71
House Price® Average home sales price 0.68
Housing Convenience of Living Percentage of residences of peopl§ over age 65 that have elderly 075
care equipment
Housing Welfare Facility for the Number of h ousing welfare facilities for 081
Elderly the elderly per 10,000 people over age 65 )
Number of Hospitals Number of hospitals per 1,000 people 0.75
Number of Doctors Number of doctors per 1,000 people 0.74
Medical Services Satisfaction with medical services 0.81
Medical Welfare Facility Number of medical welfare facilities for the elderly per 1,000 people
Health X 0.78
for the Elderly over age 65
Healch/ General Health Condition Percentage of people over 65 who think they are reasonably healthy |  0.70
t
\Weelfare Checkup Rate Checkup rate of people over age 65 0.78
Exercise Rate Exercise rate of people over age 65 0.80
Social Welfare Budget Social welfare budget ratio by city and province 0.75
Number of welfare recipients per government employee in charge of
Welfare Number of Government Employees welfare for the clderly 0.65
Residential Care Welfare Facilities | Number of residential care welfare facilities for the elderly per 1000 people
0.73
for the Dlderly over age 65
Group Participation Rate Group participation rate of people over age 65 0.61
Social Relationship with the Community Percentage of positive relationships with friends and community of people 071
. over age 65
Participation
Use of Senior Citizen Community I L .
. . Utilization rate of senior citizen community center over age 65 0.65
Social Center
Re Elder Abuse* Abuse reporting rate for elder abuse per 1,000 people over age 65 0.74
spect
P Contact with Family Frequency of visiting to and from a non-living child 0.76
Education/ . . . . . .
. Lifelong Education Number of lifelong education facilities per 10,000 people over age 65 0.68
Information
. . Economic Condition Rate of economy condition more than quartile of people over age 65 0.69
bcg::])guc Public Assistance* Recipient rate of national basic livelihood security of people over age 65 0.61
Employment Rate Percentage of the elderly with jobs over age 65 0.60
Jobs Created Number of jobs created per 1,000 people over age 65 0.64
Economic Financial Investment Money invested per person over age 65 (KRW 1,000) 0.66
Employment Participants N beNqusz of participants ov-cr a-Lgc 65 for ?ldtrlfd ](ibs‘ - 0.65
Help Services . . umber of local government organizations supporting elderly jobs per
Supporting Organization 100,000 people over age 65 0.66
Job Fulfillmene Institution Number of institutions fulfilling felderly ]qbs per 10,000 people over 065
age 65 (Excluding municipalities)
Source: Lee and Kim 2017, 57-58; Lee and Kim 2019, 6-7.
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Figure 1_ Age—friendly Spidergram by City
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Table 5_ Age—friendly Index by Area in 7 Cities
Area Sub-area Seoul Busan Daegu Incheon Gwangju Daejeon Ulsan
Outdoor Spaces 0.579 -3.726 -0.115 3.424 -0.653 -1.840 2331
Physical Buildings -2.324 -0.292 0.674 -1.391 -0.417 1.372 2.379
aysie Transportation 6777 2.348 1.759 1129 2,490 0373 7.638
Environment -
Housing -4.223 -0.357 0.305 2.609 -1.557 0.667 2.556
Sum 0.807 -2.027 2.623 3.513 -5.116 0.573 -0.372
Health 2.633 -1.377 2.059 -1.209 1.242 3.073 -6.421
Health/
Welf. Welfare 1311 0.344 -0.718 -1.032 1.852 1.427 -3.184
elrare
Sum 3.944 -1.033 1.341 -2.241 3.094 4.500 -9.604
Social Participation -1.212 -2.617 0.179 -1.994 1.981 2.437 1.226
Social Education/Information 1.855 -0.674 -0.531 -0.617 0.406 0.550 -0.988
OCl.
Respect 0.903 0.253 1.536 -0.888 -2.271 -0.988 1.322
Sum 1.545 -3.038 1.184 -3.500 0.116 2.133 1.560
Economic Level 1.684 -2.906 -1.132 -1.237 1.180 1.225 1.185
Economic | Employment Help Services | -7.314 -1.107 -2.181 0.903 4.926 1.892 2.881
Sum -5.630 -4.013 -3.313 -0.334 6.106 3.117 4.066
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Table 6 _ Comparison between Policy and Index
below Average in Seoul

Area Indicator Index | Reflection
Negligent Accidents -0.304 O
Crime Rate -0.612 -
Accommodation -0.952 -
Public Toilet -1.373 ©)
Physical
Environment Congestion -1.514 -
Homeownership Rate -1.888 -
House Price -2.250 -
HouSlef Xellf;i ri]aahty 0413 o
Medical Services -0.473 -
Healch/ Medl;i t":: lilrjerll:;mlty 0653 ©
Welfare Social Welfare Budget | -0.310 -
Residential Care Welfare 0355
Facilities for the Dlderly
Group Participation Rate | -0.457 O
Social Use of Ser_n‘or Citizen 1055 o
Community Center
Contact with Family -0.434 -
Economic Condition -0.165
Employment Rate -0.178
Jobs Created -1.602
Economic Financial Investment -1.723 O
Participants -1.837
Supporting Organization | -1.896
Job Fulfillment Institution | -0.256
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Table 7 _ Comparison between Policy and Index
below Average in Busan

Area Indicator Index | Reflection
Urban Park Space -0.637 -
Bicycle Track -1.832 -
Crime Rate -1.396 -
Air Pollution -0.549 -
Physical Public Toilet -1.255 -
Environment Transportation Fare -0.408 -
Low-floor Bus -0.404 -
Convenience of Living -0.115 -
Housing Welfare Facility
for the Elderly 0772 )
Health/ General Health Condition | -1.639 -
Welfare Exercise Rate -0.362
Eiide o e Dty | °7 | ©
Group Participation Rate | -0.256 O
Relationship with the
Commanity -1.797 -
st [ et o [ | 0
Contact with Family -0.179 -
Lifelong Education -0.674 O
Economic Condition -0.789
Public Assistance -0.794
Employment Rate -1.323
Economic O
Jobs Created -0.525
Financial Investment -0.657
Participants -0.666
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Table 8 _Comparison between Policy and Index
below Average in Daegu

Table 9 _ Comparison between Policy and Index
below Average in Incheon

Area Indicator Index | Reflection Area Indicator Index | Reflection
Urban Park Space -1.366 - Accommodation -1.320 -
Bicycle Track -0.146 - Transportation Fare -0.211 -
Negligent Accidents -0.162 - Kindness -0.485 -
Physical
. P‘hysical Kindness -0.190 - Environmene | Facilities Ifor Fhed Mobility 0677 )
TYITORMENT | Elderly Traffic Accident | -1.036 - e
Convenience of Living -0.115 - Congestion -0.05 -
Housing Welfare Facility 0517 Low-floor Bus -0.977 -
for the Elderly e ) Number of Hospitals -1.431 -
Checkup Rate -1.653 - Medical Services -0.415 -
Social Welfare Budget | -0.124 O General Health Condition | -0.398 -
Healch/ Number of Government Health/ Social Welfare Budget -0.373 -
Welfare Employees -0.135 - Welfare
Number of Government 0.159
Residential Care Welfare 0.460 O Employees e )
Facilities for the Elderly Residencial Care Welfare 0500 o
Use of Senior Citizen 0.886 Facilities for the Elderly |
Social Community Cencer Group Participation Rate | -1.864 -
Lifelong Education -0.531 Use of Senior Citizen 0595
Public Assistance -0.486 Social Community Center ’
Employment Rate -0.855 Elder Abuse -1.255 -
Jobs Created -0.741 Lifelong Education -0.617 O
Economic O
Financial Investment -0.396 Economic Condition -1.273
Supporting Organization | -0.109 Economic Public Assistance -0.931 O

Job Fulfillment Institution | -0.895

Job Fulfillment Institution | -1.679
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Table 10 _ Comparison between Policy and Index

-J_'—Eo:]/\]'ﬂ %}?ﬂlﬂ,oﬂ}‘i ‘?—;:(j}\‘l J_la(-:;’}\]'il below Average in Gwangju

32 9
?_]'%@'7] 74‘[_@' _/,\_%](2019~2023),_‘%_ 5]—_1’ 315} 7:": Area Indicator Index | Reflection
_ - Urban Park § -0.852 -
o] SEE F4714 Agat Mol wEP Ao o
Crime Rate -0.949 -
ol
2t Accommodation -0.694 -
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Table 13 _ Policy Reflection Status by Area in 7 Cities

Ciey EnEszli-crilent /gﬁ:e Social Economic
Seoul 3/8 1/4 2/3 717
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Gwangju 1/11 0/3 2/3 1/1
Daejeon 6/6 0/2 0/1 1/1
Ulsan 0/9 2/10 1/3 1/1

Note: A/B=Number of Indicator Reflecting Policy/Number of
Indicator below Average.
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