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Abstract

Direct measurement of capabilities is scarce, mabdcause questions arise concerning their
observability. This paper lines up with the kindmimary data’ base research as it is pioneered in
Anand & Van Hees (2006) and Anand et al (2009) sinows the potential of information on
subjective capabilities as indicator and aggredgatowell-being.

We develop a questionnaire which consistently madkesdistinction between functionings and

capabilities on the one hand, and between the mezasat and valuation of these functionings
and capabilities on the other hand. We survey ailptipn of 18 year old first year Bachelor

students in applied economics and business stufesshow that capabilities can be subjectively
measured. The data confirm the theoretical hypatbat the set of capabilities is larger than the
achieved functionings. Information on capabilittes be a suitable “object of valuation” for well-

being research. To some extent, the explanatoighias behind the capabilities interpretation of
well-being (eg. the role of the parents especialhen they are divorced) are more relevant for
policy compared to the variables influencing sattibn with life (eg. not being single), because
they are more beyond the control of the individual.
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1. Introduction

Taking stock of a rising amount of theoretical apgplied literature on individual well-beihigbe

it approaches going under the heading of qualitifef or of subjective happiness or satisfaction
with life, or of objective indicators, or under ethheadings), we can summarize that individual
well-being can be evaluated at three conceptualktinguishable levels: considering the
possibilities or opportunities one has in life (ghjities), addressing the actual life situatiome o
faces (functionings) or taking account of the gahbfe satisfaction or happiness (or satisfaction
with life domains). It is fairly recognized thateal individual well-being’ is inherently multi-
dimensional, being some combination of (several)cators at those three levels. In the absence
of dominance of one dimension over all others, egation of dimensions is necessary in order to
make well-being inter-individually comparable. Tlnsplies that a valuational judgement, and so
a normative debate, is unavoidable: the supposettyant functionings or capabilities have to be
selected and weighted. Procedures and challenggeddo such an undertaking are described in
more detail, situated in the context of applicasiai the capabilities approach, in Alkire (2005),
Robeyns (2006), Schokkaert (2009) and others. Tiseumanimous agreement that the listing as
well as the indexing (weighting) of the relevarie Idomains is a crucial, but also complicating,
matter in well-being research. In the satisfactioth life literature, one gets round this issueténo
that it does not solve the issue) by ‘letting théividual decide’ on the aggregation. The empirical
literature on happiness then reveals the dimenslatsare contributing (more) to individual well-
being. In this paper, we want to take advantagaisfstrength of the satisfaction approach to well-
being, but then transposed to an exploration ofl-b&hg research based on subjective
capabilities.

Satisfaction with life is important for the evaligat of a life. Indeed “the study of happiness is a
worthy scientific pursuit” (Norrish et al, 2008).®, our knowledge of the determining forces is
growing exponentially (Brockmann et al, 2010). Bhis does not necessarily or automatically
imply that it is the best suited indicator or aggr for general well-being. The (mostly
normative) criticisms on a satisfaction approachwill-being use several arguments. Firstly,
people care about other things than their ownslifiesfaction or own well-being. In general people
have “agency goals” including commitments to orecér others or for the environment or even
the planet as a whdleThis is somehow a plea to go “beyond individualisSecondly, not only
utility or satisfaction is important. There are @étlthings that are also valuable: principles, ngrms
rights, freedom... The intrinsic value of freedom lrap that also the capability set as such could
be a measure of advantage or well-being. In sumntiagybasic claim is that satisfaction or “utility
cannot be the only object of value” to evaluatelselng (Sen, 1984, 1985, 1993, 2005).

From an informational point of view, two shortcomgnare inherent to subjective data on life
satisfaction or happiness: “physical condition eetjl (adaptation, expectations, expensive tastes
...) and “valuation neglect” (because only lookingtla mental state of a person). It is hard to
imagine that the former problem can be overcomemaking use of subjective capabilities
information, a claim that is also made in Burchg&fi09). But information on capabilities could
make a difference concerning the latter problemcapabilities judgement about life or life
domains will be less contaminated by temporarilyoeoms and affect. Reflecting on possibilities
in life will be relying more on cognitive judgementabout life chances. Thinking about
capabilities also incorporates other principles emplortant reflections related to freedom, choice,

3 Boarini et al (2006), Constanza et al (2007),abadt al (2006), Easterlin R (2005), Higgs (206@&hneman et al
(2006), Kusago (2007), Layard R. (2005), Sirgy0@0 and many others.

4 In Spillemaeckers at al (2010), we make a linkvieen well-being and sustainable development.



opportunities and responsibility. Those are missungn (only) observable achieved functionings
or life satisfaction is considered (Kuklys (200Kaufman (2006), Fleurbaey (2008), Deneulin
(2009), Alexander (2009)). The hypothesis of thegpais then that subjectively reported
information on individual capabilities could be alternative aggregator for well-being research.
Concretely, the question is as follows: given that fully respect the individual’'s view on what

constitutes a ‘good life’ (the dimensions and thegighting) and simply ask what the individual

thinks about his capabilities (and life satisfag}icdoes it make a difference (which difference) if
we approach general well-being as being satisfactidh life or as reporting to have general
capabilities? If we find that other variables arfuencing subjective capabilities compared to life
satisfaction, this could directly contribute toethical debate about the policy relevance of factor
driving well-being (Schokkaert, 2007).

Of course, prerequisite to all of this is the aafaility of data. Data on happiness or life satistac

are easy to collect and are widely available. T$isot the case for data on capabilities which are,
by nature, largely unobservable. This challengeoentered with the observation of capabilities
and the availability of satisfaction data, is ox@lanation why well-being research is leaning so
heavily on life satisfaction. It also makes thabtaof the so-called applied capabilities reseasch
restricted to the level of the achieved functiosiniglostly, as in Anand et al (2005), use is being
made of ‘secondary data’ which implies a re-intetation of questionnaires and results that were
originally intended for other purposes. An exceptio this is the research of Anand & Van Hees
(2006) making use of self-reported levels of “datison with capabilities’. Also Anand et al
(2009) report on a questionnaire specifically destyfor capabilities research making use of the
backbone of the list of Nussbaum. This paper wémtadd to this kind of ‘primary data’ base
research. Different from Anand et al (2005, 2009)pwvinvestigate the co-variation between life
satisfaction and capabilities, we explore the Useapabilities as an alternative measure for well-
being.

We develop a questionnaire which aims at consigtéetween the capabilities theory and the
measurement. The theoretical hypothesis is thaplpdmave more capabilities than they actually
achieve functionings, the latter (only) being a-seb of the former. In line with Anand & Van
Hees (2006), we use questions about seven life idemBifferent from Anand & Van Hees
(2006), we construct different batteries of thesesfjons (self-reporting versus evaluation,
functionings versus capabilities) and we use séwvarb-samples of our population to test for
statistical differences. We include questions ideorto test the feasibility of survey questiond tha
are related to the concept of “refined functioninfeurbaey, 2006). Questions on ‘satisfaction
with life as a whole’ and ‘possibilities in genérate included to compare both alternative well-
being interpretations.

The research design has primarily exploratory dhjes. The guinea pigs are a population of 18
year old first year Bachelor students in appliedneenics and business studies. If we want to
explore the possibilities for well-being researasdéd on such primary and subjective data on
capabilities, our first concern is the real mearohghe data that are collected. Is it really pblgsi

to empirically distinguish between capabilities dadctionings? Is there a difference between a
self — reported level of an achieved functioningcapability on the one hand, and an individual
evaluation of the same functioning or capabilitytbe other hand? In the next section, we present
the structure of the questionnaire and describeptipmlation sample. Section three presents the
results concerning measurement and valuation oftimmngs and capabilities for seven life
domains. It will be confirmed that the data crgatssibilities for doing primary data base research
on well-being using subjective information on capibs. Section four is then related to the main
objective of the research: what is the differenicet¢rms of determining variables) if we use
capabilities information as well-being indicatoraking the comparison with information on life
satisfaction. Section six concludes.



2. The measurement of functionings and capabilities

First, we digress on the conceptual background wf questionnaire on capabilities and the
consequences for the concrete questions and thiimgsdifferent versions of the questionnaire.
We explain the use of specific life domains andsiitate the rationale of the survey with a
concrete example. In a second sub-section, weidlestre sample(s) and the socio-economic and
personal characteristics that are used for therezapmodelling in sections three and four.

2.1 An operational framework for a questionnaire

The capabilities theory was originally not intendede a ready made tool for the measurement of
well-being as such. Particularly, it aims at pravgda consistent framework for a more general
discussion and research on individual well-beimgluding an important normative dimension
related to freedom, choice and responsibility (Adki2005), Fleurbaey (2008), Schokkaert (2009),
Gasper (2007), Kuklys (2005)). If we use the ideeapabilities for the measurement of individual
well-being, some considerations are important tsues consistency between the theory and the
measurement in practice. There are different inééagions of the capabilities framework that stem
from the different disciplines in which it is usetlelfare economics is particularly interested in
the context of scarcity and choice. The transfoionabf capabilities into a vector of achieved
functionings is then the result of a (sometimesguemce-based) choice that ultimately reflects the
relative valuation of the individual over the attative options that are possible. So the vector of
observed or achieved functioning is revealing whatperson is actually “doing and being”. The
vector of capabilities should provide informatiohoat what the person could be “doing and
being”. The vector of realized functionings is tlere subset of the capabilities space. We start off
with the construction of an operational framewdrattsupports a questionnaire which consistently
makes this distinction between functionings (B) aagabilities (Q). On the other hand, we make
a methodological distinction between the subjectiveasurement (S) and the valuation (V) of
these functionings and capabilities.

These different theoretical and conceptual angsslt in a questionnaire that has four alternative
batteries of questions because of the combinatidanztioning and capabilities on the one hand
with subjective measurement and valuation on theerohand (SQ, SB, VQ, VB). Pre-testing
revealed that respondents could absorb only twieiied of questions. Table one shows that the
first two versions of the questionnaire refer tasthlifference between capabilities (Q) or
functionings (B) and between subjective measurer{@nor valuation (V). These versions serve
to address our basic challenge on the measuremerapabilities: is it possible to differentiate
between realized functionings and (the broadeofetapabilities and does it make a difference
when asking for a subjective reporting on a sitratr asking for the valuation of (satisfaction
with) a functioning or a capability?

Next to this fundamental measurement exercisegeiapattempt is undertaken for an exploratory
measurement of “refined functionings” (RF). Send aiso Schokkaert (2009) and Fleurbaey
(2006) and others, argue in favour of the conswocof “refined functionings” as a way to

incorporate considerations of freedom (choice) amsbonsibility in the personal well-being

evaluation as such. In the refinement, the diffegtions at an individual's disposal need to be
taken into account. Questionnaire version threefandare made to try to measure the concept of
refined functionings (RF). The philosophy of thencept is that the individual considers (an
evaluation of) his situation (his achieved funciys) taking into account the capabilities and
possibilities that are and were available. We apamalize this by means of direct questions that



start with “Given the possibilities | have...” and fine remainder of the questions, we use either
the SB-formulations (in V3) or the VB-formulatioli® V4) as they appear in V1 (SB) and V2
(VB) respectively. The results showed no significant differencesveen both versions of the
refined functioning questions. Moreover, additiotests reveal that there are not many significant
differences between VB and the refined functiortsaged on VB, or between SB and the refined
functioning making use of SB. Because of this, wendt go deeper into the results on the refined
functioning questions in the remainder of this pape

Table 1: An operational framework for a questionmrai on Capabilities and Functionings

Level /Measurement Subjective S| Valuation V | Subjective S| Valuation V
Capabilities Q SQ VQ SQ

Achieved Functionings B SB VB VB
Refined Functionings RF RF(SB) RF(VB)
Questionnaire-version Version 1 Version 2 Version 3 Version 4

Inspired by Anand & Van Hees (2006), we use setfendomains. Anand & Van Hees (2006)
have one question for every life domain, we somegirase several questions for the same life
domain, primarily to be as concrete as possibl@edding on the kind of life domain and on the
specific question and also depending on the conaépature of the question (S, V, RF, B or Q),
the effective realisation in the different versiafsthe questionnaire can be different. Table two
summarizes the (structure of the) questionnairelation to the life domains and the concepts that
are examined. The consistency in the questionagslied to the example in the first life domain
(“happy life”) is illustrated undernedth The series of questions on (satisfaction with¢ th
possibilities (SQ or VQ) is concluded with a questithat refers to the (satisfaction with)
possibilities in general.

Table 2: Life domains and the structure of the quiesinaire

Life domain Realisation in the questionnaire SQ| SB| VQ |VB | RF/SB RF/VB
1 happy life 1 lead a happy life X X X X X X
2 achievement of | 2 reach dreams and goals in life X X X X
dreams and goals | 2a reach dreams in life X X

2b reach goals in life X X
3 healthy life 3 have a healthy life X

3a be in good health X X X X X

3b do sports X

3c eat healthy food X X X X X
4 education, 4 acquire knowledge X
information and 4a have education and training x | x X X X
culture 4b keep abreast of current events | x | x X X X

®> The motivation behind version 3 and 4 is that heglys of questioning refined functionings (eitheaiking use of
SB or making use of VB) were to similar to incluge one version. To ensure comparability with thestfitwo
versions, we combined the RF-questions with a sttaittery of questions (arbitrarily chosen), ondth wapabilities
(SQ) and once with functionings (VB).

® The full questionnaire is available from the aughapon request. In appendix 3, we provide thetiprescollecting
data on respectively SQ / SB/VQ / VB.



4c participate in cultural events X X X X X
5 social life 5 have a satisfying social life X X X X X
6 environment 6 live in pleasant environments X X X X X
7 personal integrity] 7 act according to personal integrity x X X X X
8 in general X X

Example for the life domain “happy life™

SQ: How are the possibilities for you ... to seekgiaess in your life

SB: Generally, | lead a happy life

VQ: | am satisfied with the possibilities...to seedppiness in my life

VB: | am satisfied with ... the extent of happinessriy life

RF(SB): Given the possibilities to seek happinassy life, my life is happy

RF(VB): Given the possibilities to seek happingsmy life, | am satisfied with the amount of hagss in my life

All four versions contain the same questions oncseconomic and personality characteristics and
start with the question “How satisfied are you witbur life as a whole?” Afterwards some
personal and situational characteristics (gend®&glesor not,...) are asked. Then every version has
its two specific batteries of questions as visealisn table one. Except for the SQ-question
(ranging from completely unsatisfactory to excdijeall other questions ask for complete
disagreement to complete agreement, on a scalelfrtin¥. Each questionnaire version ends with
some student specific questions, questions aboet pdwents, personal characteristics and
personality traits.

2.2 Description of the samples

As argued before, the goal of the research is pilynaf a methodological nature. The population
we use for this experiment are first year Bachstadents in business economics at the University
College Ghent (Flanders, Belgium). Each versior @gpra) is tested with a different sample of
about 120 students, in total 483 students partiethaWe use a systematic sampling procedure.
Every fourth students obtains the same version shi@hwe have four stochastic samples. To
compare the results of the different versions efdhbestionnaire, it is needed that each sample is
as such representative for the population of fysér Bachelor students. We compare the
distribution of all socio-economic and personalityaracteristics for the four samples. The chi-
square test (for categorical variables) and one-Md@VA (for continuous variables) confirm
that each sample is as such representative. Thigsrthat we can compare the answers on the
guestions for these four groups.

In the questionnaire several socio-economic chariatics are included. We include situational

characteristics (eg club membership and familytsjisipersonal characteristics (sex, number of
siblings), information about the parents reflecting social background (educational level mother,
situation parents, parental home, strictness pareahd variables related to student life

(accommodated in a student’s apartment, havingpanjoile being student, pay for studies). By

including variables related to secondary educafffamal score in third stage of secondary

education) and a dummy for a previous (non-) swefaeattempt in higher education we proxy

capacity. The answer on the question ‘I think I dav..% chance to pass this school year’
combines capacity and self-confidence.

To control for subjectivity we opted to include sead personality traits and also a question
referring to the mood of the day. Including perditypéraits in cross-sectional satisfaction reséarc

was also one of the suggestions of Anand et alqR®dr personality we include five traits related
to the “Big Five”, a consensus in psychology oneaegal taxonomy of personality traits. “These

"N=122 (V1), 122 (V2), 119 (V3), 120 (V4).



dimensions do not represent a particular theolgbieespective but were derived from analyses of
the natural-language terms people use to deschbegelves” (John & Srivastava, 1999).
Goldberg (1990) demonstrated the generality ofGHigctor model.

Table three gives an overview of the socio-econarharacteristics. When the variable is included
as a dummy variable in the models we present datidn of the reference category. For the other
(ordinaf or continuous) variables we present the mean.

Table 3: Socio-economic characteristics of the pégiion

proportion mean

Personal en situational characteristi
Woman 0,43
number of siblings 1,51
not single (having a relation, whether or not lyyitogether) 0,47
membership in at least one club 0,73
number conversations with neighbours 2|67
family visits 3,90
Personality and moo

extraversion (from 1 ‘introverted, do not likelie prominent’ to 7
‘extraverted, like to be prominent’) 4,11

altruism (from 1 ‘selfish’ to 7’ altruistic’) 42

less punctual (from 1’ very punctual and conscaari to 7 ‘little
punctual and little self-discipline’) 3,78

emotionally concerned (from 1’ emotionally uncomest (little

worried)’ to 7 ‘emotionally concerned (easily angryanxious)’) 4,39

creativity (from 1 ‘practical attitude’ to 7 ‘creae attitude’) 3,80

mood (smiley’s scale from 1 ‘crying’ to 5 ‘very hap) 3,80
Student specific variables

living in student's apartment 0,42

pay (partly) for studies 0,09

no job while being a student 0,29

chance to pass 57,26

final score in third stage secondary educatiomgfddless then 50%’

and 2 '50%-60%’ to 6 ‘90%-100%") 3,3b

intensive study behaviour during secondary edusgstudy much arj

hard or regularly) 0,41

a previous successful attempt to higher education .01

a previous non-successful attempt to higher edorcati 0.139
Variables related to the parents

mother bachelor or master degree 0,57

parental home rented 0,08

parents divorced (or newly composed family) 0,17

strictness parents (from 1 ‘very loose’ to 7 ‘vetgict’) 3,86

8 In order to reduce the number of independent ks ordinal variables were included as continu@u&bles in
the models.



3. The meaning of measurement

In this section, we unravel the real meaning of pamary data set. We compare between the
subjective measurement (S) and the valuation (Mjuottionings (B) and capabilities (Q). We
compare the average scores and the distributiortheofinswers Our results never indicate a
significant difference in the distributions whereté is not also a significant difference in the
averages. Therefore, and for presentational easewil only report on the averages. We
performed parametric and non-parametric tests, dmly present the results of the latfer
However, even when the average (as well as thehkdigon) of answers is the same, this does not
mean that the two constructs measure somethingcéimtot be different. To investigate this, we
test, in a second sub-section, whether the con@eptsimilarly (or not) related to some socio-
personal variablés

3.1 Measurement of functionings and capabilities

From a theoretical point of view, the vector of i@eled functionings is the one functioning vector
that is chosen from a larger set of possible vedtothe capability space that is normally assumed
to be more capaciotfs The resulting question that presents itself ihii theoretical perspective
is also perceived in the way the questionnairestffitiates between functionings and capabilities.
First we address the subjective measurement amohdlgcthe valuation of functionings and
capabilities.

Comparing (the subjective measurement of) funatigaiwith capabilities, table A in appendix 1
shows that for all but three items the possibditere considered to be larger than the actual
achievements (SQ > SB). These differences areststatly significant except fdfive in pleasant
environments’. Students think to have more possésl to live a ‘healthy life’, to acquire
‘education, information and culture’ and to ‘haveatisfying social life’ than they actually do or
achieve. This is consistent with the theoreticakpective that the functionings that are achieved
belong to a larger set of capabilities. There are hotable exceptions to this observation. The
respondents do not think to have more possibiltiie8ead a happy life’ or to ‘act according to
personal integrity’ (for which the difference islpsignificant at 10% level) than they actually do.
The intuitive, but relevant, interpretation is thia¢se (kind of) functionings are not (perceivep as
the result of a choice made out of a range of eppdssibilities. The result for ‘reach dreams and
goals in life’ points in the same direction (bunist significant). Table A also displays that fdr a
the items for which there is a significant diffecenthe satisfaction with the capabilities is also

° To test whether the distribution of answers difffar two questions, we use chi-square tests. Thengpothesis is
that the distributions are the same, rejectinghifgothesis (p-value<0.05) means that there iffereince.

10 When comparing questions from two different versiaf the questionnaire, we did an independenttt-tes
(parametric) or Mann-Whitney test (non-parameti@hen comparing two questions from the same veysiendid a
paired t-test (parametric) or a Wilcoxon-test (q@mametric). The choice between a parametric ofpawametric test
depends on the assumption with respect to the aas¥fave assume that answers are only ordinalhawe to use a
non-parametric test. If we assume cardinality, peetaic testing is allowed. The results for the pamametric test are
presented since these are valid regardless ofsthergtion. Moreover, the conclusions from the narametric tests
never deviate form those of the parametric tests.

1 When we find differences in the averages, thisliespthat the concepts measured are different. Twendo not
sgecifically test the association with other valesb

12 \Whether the realised vector is freely chosen ori;matviously very important from a normative persiive, but
this is not the issue here. The concept of ‘refifigittionings” basically asks for taking into acobthis capability
context when reporting on achieved functionings.e&plained in section 2.1, our attempt to operatiiee this idea
with a direct question did not prove to be sucaedssf



higher than the satisfaction with the functionifg® > VB). This result is (at first sight) differen
from the one reported in Anand and Van Hees (2@08e 3) where the valuation of the achieved
functionings (happiness, satisfying social relagiand integrity) is higher than the valuation & th
capabilities. Note that Anand and Van Hees (2008geéd discuss their results in the context of
valuation and not measurement or observation. Thlkyabout “satisfaction with capabilities”
(p.269) or “self-evaluations of capabilities” (p137This seemingly different results makes that we
have to investigate if respondents can make afgignt difference between a valuation of a
functioning and a subjective observation of the edamctioning. This will be the subject of the
next sub-section.

In summary, our results show that it is possiblerapirically distinguish between functionings
and capabilities, simply by asking respondents. édweer, the results are in line with the
theoretical hypothesis that people have more capabithan actually achieved functionings.

3.2 Subjective measurement or valuation

From a theoretical and conceptual point of viewerg¢his a difference between a (subjective)
measurement or observation (S) and the valuatioar cfatisfaction (V) with a functioning or
capability. With the separate versions of the doesaire, we aim to distinguish subjective
measurement (version 1) from valuation (versionVg compare the average scores for each of
the measurement- and the valuation it€triBhe comparison of the average scores (see appendi
1.B) for the measurement and the valuation of thectionings reveals that only for the items
‘participate in cultural events’ and ‘have educatend training’ there is a significant difference
between measurement and valuation. The comparistive average scores for the measurement
and the valuation of the capabilities points to sanore significant differences between reporting
and valuing. This is the case for the possibilitesreach dreams and goals in life’ (VQ>SQ), to
‘eat healthy food’ and to ‘have education and iregh(SQ>VQ). These specific observations are
related to the general characteristics of the i, being young and being students.

The overall conclusion of the comparison (apperidB) is that there are not many differences
between the averages of the subjective reportirdy ginthe valuation of the functionings or
capabilities. But this does not necessarily meah lhoth measure the same concept. Therefore we
investigate the association of the concepts withesmdividual characteristics and variables.

Table A in appendix 2 reports the spearman coroglstwhich are significant (at a 5% level). We
observe some overlap in the correlations of thgestibe measurement and the valuation of
functionings with “extraversion”, “emotional concér “mood of the day” and the “chance to

pass”. At the same time, there are many more $gmif correlations that differ between the
subjective measurement and valuation of the funotgs. Subjective measurement of
functionings is more often correlated with the pesdity traits “extraversion” (positive) and

“emotional concerns” (negative). Also the “chanoepiass” is correlated with many subjective
measurements (also with some, but mostly othemsteon valuation). The valuation of

functionings is more often correlated with the “rdoaf the day”. “Strictness of parents” is not
correlated with any of the valued functionings, i is with two of the measured functionings.

Table B in appendix 2 shows the (significant) clatiens of the two capability-concepts with the
personal variables. We observe several differemtdbe correlations of the variables that are

13 When we compare the distribution of the ansv@rgach of the measurement- and the valuationsiteith a chi-
square test, we do not obtain significant diffeesnin the distribution when there is not also aifitant difference in
the average. Therefore, we only report on the coisga of the averages (see motivation also in se@il) using a
Mann-Whitney test.

10



significant with the subjective measurement andhhe valuation of capabilities. In fact, there is
only one overlapping influence: “extraversion” iropes social life. There are not as many
correlations as it was the case for the functiosifigxtraversion” is positively correlated with the

reported capabilities. “Strictness of the paremisd “creativity” are negatively correlated with the
subjectively measured capabilities. They are notalatcorrelated with the valuation of the

capabilities. The latter is most strongly influeddoy the “mood of the day” and also by the final
score at the end of secondary education.

In summary, the subjective reporting on functiositigs more to do with the personality (personal
characteristics — extraversion and emotions- agédaty as we interpret the “chance to pass”)
while the valuation of functionings is more relatedthe mood of the day. The latter is also the
case for the valuation of capabilities. The sulyecteporting on capabilities has to do with

personality (extraversion and creativity) and witie role of the parents. Taken together, this
implies that there is a real difference betweenubjextive measurement and a valuation of
functionings or capabilities. In both cases, vabrais dominated by the mood of the day. The
influencing variables that are more relevant angartant for the subjective capabilities of the

youngsters are different (some personal charatitsriand the role of the parents). This clearly
suggests that a capabilities indicator of well-geialthough being of a subjective nature, would
lead to different (policy) conclusions comparedtsatisfaction approach to well-being.

4. Capabilities as alternative indicator of well-being

In the previous section, we focused on the po#s#sl for a subjective measurement of
capabilities (and the interpretation of that measwent). We used the detailed information (on
satisfaction, measurement, functionings and caipab)l at the level of seven specific life
domains. We prefer to use the data on the subgatigasurement of capabilities as valuation of
capabilities is more contaminated by valuation eegl Now, we make the move towards
judgements about well-being. For this purpose, wakensome important simplifications
comparable to those that allow a well-being intetgtiion of data on life satisfaction. We assume
that information on subjective capabilities is cargble between individuals and that a question
like “how are the possibilities in life for you igeneral?” is an acceptable aggregator of the
different capabilities in various life dimensioridsing subjective capabilities as an alternative
indicator of well-being, we make the comparisonhvaatisfaction with life measurement (section
4.1) and we compute and compare the changes iprtmbility of having more capabilities or
satisfaction for groups (of students) in specifinations (section 4.2).

4.1.General well-being: satisfaction versus capabilgie

The survey (all versions) starts with the questimw satisfied one is with his life as a whole’.
The score ranges from 1 ‘very unsatisfied’ to 1€rysatisfied’ and the sample average is 7.94.
The subjective measurement of capabilities in gadnersults from the answers to the question
(after having been asked about specific sub-catiabjl see the previous section): ‘how are the
possibilities for you in general’ (score from 1 ropletely unsatisfactory to 7 ‘excellent).
Following the results of the previous section, vee the subjective measurement of capabilities
(SQ in V1 and V3) and not the satisfaction with aaipties. Here the sample average is 5.76
being 8.23 if we rescale on a scale from one to ten

Table four compares the determinants (significari%a) of individual life satisfaction with those

of subjective capabilities. For this explanatory deliing, we started of with all variables as
described in table three: personal and situatiecharacteristics, personality and mood, student
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specific variables and variables related to theemisr Then we excluded those variables that are
never significant, neither on the general level oora specific domain level, and those variables
that are too highly correlated with other variablesluded®. For the estimation using life
satisfaction, we use OLS since respondents somefjive scores in between two numbers. For
the capabilities question, respondents had totliekappropriate number (out of seven). Scores in
between two values are not possible, so we usederanl logit model. Coefficients of an OLS-
regression are not comparable to those of an atdegit model. Therefore table four (only)
presents the direction of the influences. In thetreub-section, we digress on a method to
compare the changes in probabilities for some fipesifuations.

Variables related to the personality (extraversimm) the mood of the respondent, as well as the
student specific variable ‘previous non-succesftérapt to higher education” provide a double
dividend effect: they influence capabilities as g satisfaction. Emotional concerns (and not
thinking to have a good chance to pass) are dettahdor life satisfaction. Some comparable
results of satisfaction research on samples ofesitgdcan be found in Chow (2005) (a positive
impact on life satisfaction when ‘not being singkaid when having ‘satisfaction with academic
experience”), Moro-Egido (2010) (gender is not #gigant for student satisfaction) and
O’Sullivan (2010) (the importance of personalitgits for satisfaction).

Table 4: Satisfaction and Capabilities in general

OLS regression Ordered logit

Satisfaction Capabilities
woman
not single +
conversations with neighbours
family visits +
extraversion + +
emotionally concerned -
creativity
mood of the day + +

chance to pass

final score at the end of secondary education
a previous non-succesful attempt to HE - -
parental home rented
parents divorced -
strictness parents -

It is remarkable that some personal and situatiecharacteristics (not being single, number of
family visits) only matter for the reported lifetsdaction. On the other hand, variables related to
the parents (their strictness or their being digdjcare only important for the general capabilities
This implies that approaching well-being from thegle of life satisfaction or from the point of

view of capabilities does make a difference. Suialyhe case of our sample of youngsters,
promoting well-being as the development of captaddi requires quite other accents than
promoting life satisfaction. It is ethically appea that the factors behind the capabilities
interpretation of well-being are beyond the contbthe individual. This facilitates the normative

debate on ‘responsibility versus compensation’ &hortcomings in individual well-being

(Schokkaert (2009) and Fleurbaey (2005, 2008)). iypothesis is that these kind of results could

4 There are two exceptions to this selection. Whiite ‘gender’ and ‘final score at the end of se@ogdducation’,
the latter because of its significance at 10% lete former because it is generally considerdaketeelevant. When
further excluding from this list the dummy-variablgot single, previous attempt to higher educati@mental home
rented and parents divorced) we arrive at thefistariables that is used for the correlation asiglyn section 3.
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also be found in other parts of the populationnahe population as a whole. Policy and thinking
on well-being could then benefit from such a cali#s approach to well-being.

4.2.The probability of being well

In an ordered logit model it is common to calcultdte probabilities to be in the different classes
of the dependent variable (based on the estimabefficients and the cut points one obtains from
estimating an ordered logit model). First, we cltaithe probabilities for a reference individual

(all independent variables at zero) to have a store 1 to 7 on the capabilities scale. Then, we
do the same for a respondent that is not singtesdmeone with a high extraversion level (equal
to six), etc...(see table five for the other refees)c We regroup the different scores to a group
with ‘low’ (score 1/2/3), ‘midpoint’ (score 4) otigh’ (score 5/6/7) capabilities. For the OLS

regression we calculate general satisfaction cuttpso that the probabilities for the reference
individuals are the same as for the general cafiabif. This procedure enables to compare the
changes in probabilities of being in low or highpahilities of satisfaction groups (in percent

points, compared to the reference person) whemeiog single, when having a rather high level

of extraversion etc...

Table 5: Changes in probabilities compared to theference individual (in percent points) to
have ‘low, ‘middle’ or ‘high’ capabilities versudow, ‘middle’ or ‘high’ life satisfaction

Capabilities| Capabilities |Capabilities|Satisfaction|Satisfaction|Satisfaction

Low midpoint high low midpoint high
rp not single -1,82 -1,46 3,28 -8,67 -7,92 16,58
rp extraversion=6 -14,63 -25,88 40,50 -14,77 -21,02 35,78
rp mood=5 -16,13 -31,54 47,67 -16,67 -29,82 46,48
rp chance to pass=95 -4,82 -4,65 9,47 -15,17 -22,12 37,28
rp parents divorced 14,12 3,63 -17,75 6,13 2,18 -8,32
rp parents very strict (7) 39,17 -5,81 -33,36 4,73 1,88 -6,62

The comparison in table five gives a more concsetese of magnitude to the results as described
in the previous sub-section because it enablesrtgpare the impact of changes in socio-economic
characteristics or personal life-situations on tdjges and satisfaction. We can compare the
impact of three sorts of variables, those influrgccapabilities or satisfaction or both. Having
parents who are divorced or who are very stricesay reduces the capabilities of youngsters
while the impact on satisfaction is much more matkerOn the other hand, not being single or
thinking to have a good chance to pass considembigases the probability of being in the ‘high’
satisfaction category. Here, the impact on the lodipas is much smaller. Being more extraverted
or being in a good mood provides the double divideri more life satisfaction and more
capabilities.

5. Conclusions

In the introduction, we argued that there couldhs®retical and ethical reasons to use capabilities
as an indicator for individual well-being instead @r complementary to) information on

15 Example: the reference individual has a probahiift 17.47 % to be in the ‘low’ capabilities groujVe calculate
the corresponding cut point for general satisfactim that the reference individual also has agiviity of 17.47 %
to have a ‘low’ general satisfaction. The probitibs for the reference individual to be in the dalie’ and ‘high’
category are 37.42% and 45.12% respectively.
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happiness or life-satisfaction. The operationakmpirical part of such a kind of position is a
difficult one. For this reason, we set out on arjay to investigate if a simple and rather
straightforward subjective measurement (questioahaf capabilities could solve part of this
challenge. After all, be it data on happinessferdatisfaction or consumer or business confidence
...a lot of information that is generally consider@dbe relevant or important is collected by
comparably unpretentious data-gathering. We devedop present a questionnaire which
consistently makes the distinction between funatigs and capabilities on the one hand, and
between the measurement and valuation of theseidaimgys and capabilities on the other hand.
The population used for this experiment are fiestiryBachelor students in applied economics and
business studies. Although the research design gramarily exploratory objectives, the
explanatory modelling results are challenging afhisu

It turns out that capabilities can be subjectivelgasured and that it is possible to empirically
distinguish between functionings and capabilitiese sample reveals to have more capabilities
than functionings which is in line with the theacat hypothesis. An exploratory measurement of
“refined functionings” did not prove to be success¥Ve do not find many significant differences
between the averages of the valuation and the cumereporting, but we find that some
determining variables are different. Valuation engrally more correlated with the mood of the
day, while subjective reporting on capabilitiesciarelated with personality (extraversion and
creativity) and with the influence of the parents.

This makes it possible to examine more in depth gbeential and consequences of using
subjective capabilities — measurement for well-gesmaluations. As it is the case for a well-being
interpretation of life satisfaction, we take sulbpe capabilities to be comparable between
individuals and accept ‘general capabilities’ asaggregator of the different capabilities in vagou
life dimensions. We examine whether informationcapabilities can be a more suitable “object of
valuation” (as aggregator for well-being researtttgn life satisfaction. Variables related to the
parents (their strictness or their being divorcaa) only important for the subjective capabilities,
personal and situational characteristics (not beingle, number of family visits) only matter for
the reported life satisfaction. These explanat@wgables behind the capabilities interpretation of
well-being are more relevant for policy becauseythannot be controlled (and so should be
compensated for) by the individual. This allows ‘wWraw the demarcation line between
responsibility and compensation, between legitineaté illegitimate causes of inequality in life
satisfaction” (Schokkaert, 2007).

The particular findings can be meaningful as sumlt, more generally we consider it to be
promising that it is possible to quantify and congptine impact of the factors that produce well-
being as capabilities or as life satisfaction. Caraple exercises for other groups or for a general
population could feed a normative debate on theypotlevance of different well-being concepts
and their determining variables.
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Appendix 1

Table 1.A: Comparing functionings (B) and capabikis (Q)
(V1 for SB and SQ, V2 for VB and VQ: mean scoreg prvalues of Wilcoxon test)

Life domain Realisation in the questionnaire SB SQ p-value | VB VQ p-value
SB-SQ VB-VQ
1 happy life 1 lead a happy life 5.77 5.62 0.040 5.61 5.82 0.030

2 achievement | 2 reach dreams and goals in life] 5.31 5.21 0.195 5.31 5.57 0.004
of dreams / goals

3 healthy life 3a be in good health 5.63 6.12 0.001 5.41 5.98 0.000
3b do sports 4.80 6.02 0.000 5.03 5.82 0.000
3c eat healthy food 491 5.79 0.000 4.69 5.46 0.000

4 education, 4a have education and training 5.33 6.19 0.000 5.58 5.84 0.013

information and | 4b keep abreast of current events 5.03 6.01 0.000 4.93 5.88 0.000

culture 4c participate in cultural events | 3.11 4.98 0.000 4.12 4.83 0.000

5 social life 5 have a satisfying social life 5.72 5.98 0.001 5.83 5.78 0.730

6 environment | 6 live in pleasant environments| 5.88 5.93 0.610 5.85 5.88 0.588

7 personal 7 act according to personal 5.73 5.56 0.060 5.52 5.50 0.766
integrity integrity

Note: for life domain 2, SQ and VQ consist of two items, here the average is used to compare with SB and with VB.

Table 1.B: Comparing Subjective measurement (S) afaduation (V)
(V1 for SB and SQ, V2 for VB and VQ: mean scored pfvalues ofann-Whitney test;
na: not available in this versidh)

Life domain Realisation in the questionnairg  SB VB p-value SQ VQ | p-value

SB-VB SQ-VQ

1 happy life 1 lead a happy life 5.78 5.61 0.101 5.62 5.84 0.102
2 achievement gf2 reach dreams and goals in lif¢  5.31 5.31 0.772 na na na

dreams and goalSy3 veach dreams in life na na na 5.02 | 550 [ 0.002

2b reach goals in life na na na 5.41 5.65 0.048

3 healthy life 3a be in good health 5.61 5.41 0.106 6.12 5.98 0.258

3b do sports 4.80 5.03 0.355 6.02 5.83 0.138

3c eat healthy food 4.90 4.69 0.235 5.79 5.48 0.021

4 education, 4a have education and training| 5.33 5.58 0.031 6.19 5.84 0.002

information and [, keep abreast of current evelits 5.03 | 4.93 | 0.704 | 6.01 | 589 | 0.489

culture
4c participate in cultural events| 3.11 4.12 0.000 4.98 4.85 0.429

5 social life 5 have a satisfying social life 5.72 5.83 0.361 5.96 5.79 0.166

6 environment |6 live in pleasant environmentg 5.87 5.84 0.958 5.93 5.89 0.783

7 personal 7 act according to personal 5.73 5.54 0.164 5.56 5.52 0.855
integrity integrity
8 in general na na na 5.76 5.78 0.753

16 gmall differences in the values (of SB/SQ/VB/VQ) between tables are possible due to small differences in
the number of individuals included in the comparison.
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Appendix 2

Table 2.A: Spearman correlation between some peedamaracteristics and functionings
(subjective measurement: SB — V1 or valuation: V\82}

SB1

SB2|SB3a/SB3b|SB3¢

SB4a|

SB4b|SB4c SB5

SB6| SB7

conversations with neighboy

rs

0,20

0,33

family visits

extraversion

0,19

0,27

0,24 0,32

0,20 0,24

emotionally concerned

-0,23/-0,27|-0,25

-0,23

-0,26

creativity

-0,21

moodof the day

0,25

0,20

0,32

chance to pass

0,22

0,23

0,30

0,33

0,23 0,23

final score at the end of SE

strictness parents

-0,21

-0,26

VB1

VB2|VB3a|VB3b|VB3c

VB4a

VB4b|VB4c|VB5

VB6|VB7

conversations with neighbou

0,21

family visits

0,21

0,20

extraversion

0,24 0,26

0,24

emotionally concerned

-0,29

0,21

-0,31

creativity

0,20

moodof the day

0,29

0,21 0,26

0,26

0,20

0,19

0,27 0,23

chance to pass

0,20

0,20

0,23 0,24

final score at the end of SE

strictness parents

Table 2.B: Spearman correlation between some peedaharacteristics and capabilities
(subjective measurement: SQ — V1 or valuation: V\(2)

SQ1[SQ2aSQ2b|SQ3a SQ3b| SQ3c| SQ4a SQ4b|SQ4d SQ5|SQ6|SQ7
conversations with neighbours
family visits
extraversion 0,35| 0,34 | 0,39 0,4410,34
emotionally concerned -0,19
creativity -0,24 -0,24 -0,20 -0,23/-0,25/-0,20
moodof the day 0,27 0,19 -0,20
chance to pass
final score at the end of SE
strictness parents -0,22 -0,19-0,2Q0-0,19
VQ1|VQ2a|VQ2b|VQ3aVQ3b|VQ3c|VQ4a|VQ4b|VQ4c| VQ5 [VQ6 [ VQ7
conversations with neighbours
family visits -0,21
extraversion 0,25
emotionally concerned
creativity
moodof the day 0,23 0,20 0,28 0,31

chance to pass

final score at the end of SE

0,20

0,21

0,23

strictness parents
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Appendix 3: The questions (and versions of the guisnnaire) measuring respectively SQ, SB, VQ and VB

V1/ SQ.Indicate in the next table, on a scale from 1 tim ¥yhich 1 indicates completely unsatisfactory @nekcellent. (Tick the appropriate)
How are the possibilities for you ...

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Completely unsatisfactory Sufficient Excellent

to seek happiness in your life?

to reach the dreams you have?

to reach your goals?

wrt the medical support you have the advantage of?

to do sports?

to eat healthy food?

wrt to the education and training you have acae®s t

to keep abreast of current events using variousaned
(newspaper, TV, internet)?

wrt the cultural offer out of which you can choose?

to have a satisfying social life?

to be in pleasant environments, taking togetherehaohool
and leisure time?

to act according to your personal opinion and ways
thinking, at home as well as at school and in yeisure
time?

in general?




V1 / SB. The following series of questions is about what gl@lalready achieve in your life. Answer on aleéeom 1 to 7, in which 1 indicates

complete disagreement and 7 complete agreemerit {ffécappropriate).

1

2

4

6

7

Completely disagree

Neutral

Com

pletely agree

Generally, | lead a happy life.

I am, given my age, satisfied with what | have aehd.

| consider myself to be in good health.

| do sports sufficiently.

| eat healthy.

| study or do an education in line with my capacity

| keep abreast of current events using various anedi

| am present at cultural events regularly.

| have a satisfying social life.

| live, study and spent my leisure time in pleasant
environments.

| respect my personal opinion and ways of thinkirfgen

taking decisions at home, at school and in my feisme.
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V2 /VQ. Indicate in the next table, on a scale from 1 tan/which 1 indicates complete disagreement andniplete agreement (Tick the

appropriate).

| am satisfied with the possibilities...

1 2

4

7

Completely disagree

Neutral

Com

letely agree

to seek happiness in my life.

to reach the dreams | have.

to reach my goals.

wrt the medical support | have the advantage of.

to do sports.

to eat healthy food.

wrt to the education and training | have access to.

to keep abreast of current events, using variouiane
(newspaper, TV, internet).

wrt the cultural offer out of which | can choose.

to have a satisfying social life.

to be in pleasant environments, taking togetherehsohmool and

leisure time.

to act according to my personal opinion and waythioking, at

home as well as at school and in my leisure time.

in general.
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V2/ VB. Indicate in the next table, on a scale from 1 tan/which 1 indicates complete disagreement aodniplete agreement (Tick the
appropriate).

| am satisfied with ...

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Completely disagree Neutral Completely agree

the extent of happiness in my life.

what | have achieved up to now (given my age).

my health.

the sports | am doing.

my eating habits.

the education and training | am following and didw.

my knowledge of recent events.

my participation in cultural events.

my social life.

the environment in which | live, study and spentlgigure
time.

the extent to which | respect my personal opiniod @ways of
thinking when taking decisions at home, at schadlia my
leisure time.




