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Abstract

It has been a decade since a landmark piece of evodhild well-being measurement based on a
summary index was developed in the United Stakes)ridex of Child and Youth Well-Being.
Several research studies, both in the U.S. andpeurmllowed on from this work. However,
improvements in the methodologies used by reseexd@re still required, namely with regard to
incorporating children’s own perspectives of thewll-being, as well as involving them in the
measurement process. In the present paper, a cienpodex is proposed in order to try
overcoming three of the main methodological limatas of current studies: the short account for
children’s perceptions on their own well-being, tlee of aggregated data, and the use of uniform
and other weighting schemes that do not trandtetedal weights of individual indicators.
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1. Introduction

Concern with child well-being and its measuremanhat new (Ben-Arieh and Goerge, 2001).
This field of research has, however, experienceers¢ changes and important developments
over time, where the measurement of child well-9ehrough summary indexes has become one
of the most recent trends (Ben-Arieh, 2008). Altfjousome limitations remain — namely
measuring children’s perspectives of their own eling is still not duly considered —, data on
children has been growing rapidly (Ben-Arieh, 200&rnandes et al., forthcoming). This
increase in the data available has led to soméculiies in drawing conclusions about how
children are faring, especially when several dingerss of their well-being are considered, and
that is basically why researchers have been cajped to build single summary indexes, in order
to simplify the interpretation of data which is n@kundant (Ben-Arieh, 2008; Moore et al.,
2007, 2008).

It has been a decade since a landmark piece of erodhild well-being measurement based on a
summary index was developed in the United Statesindex of Child and Youth Well-Being by
Land and colleagues (Land et al., 2001). Sevesdareh studies both in the U.S. and Europe
followed on from this work, namely those of Landagt (2007), Bradshaw et al. (2007, 2009),
Moore et al. (2007, 2008) and Bastos et al. (22088, 2009}.

However, improvements to the methodologies usedhlege authors are still required, be it
because of the use of aggregated data, as is $keo€dand et al. (2001, 2007) and Bradshaw et
al. (2007, 2009), or because children’s perspestaee generally overlooked, which is, for
example, the case of Moore et al. (2007, 2008), wdm microdata, but collected from parents
and not from children. Another shortcoming, witle #xception of very few papers, such as that
by Bastos and Machado (2009), has to do with thetfeat equal weights are assigned to each
indicator used in the construction of the index.

1 A thorough analysis of the several methodologgzovided in Fernandes et al. (2011).

% 1t should be noted that none of the abovementiaiiedies consider interactions between the dimessid well-
being that, according to Bronfenbrenner and Mdti298), are likely to exist. Bronfenbrenner and ks (1998)
ecological model of human development considersttteamain effects on children’s outcomes are Yikel be the
result of interactions between factors. Althoughmpdsing a limitation to the existing indexes inistharea,
developing an interaction model between dimensidngell-being is beyond the (necessarily restrivtembpe of the
present research work. Nevertheless, some comroerités matter are made in the concluding section.



This paper primarily aims to draw the methodolobizsis for a new summary child well-being
index which takes into account, and tries goingolnely the major limitations of previous studies,

and where children’s views on their own well-beasgume a central role.

Two types of questionnaires are needed to collata tbr this type of index. One questionnaire
focuses on the measure of objective items, whielcansidered to characterize child well-being,
where the parents of the targeted children areréspondents. The second questionnaire is
administered to children themselves who are askedtathe relative importance they give to
each of the items considered relevant for theirl-seing. The weights for aggregating the
components of children’s well-being into the sumynadex come from the data collected in this
second questionnaire.

This paper is, thus, intended to contribute tottremry and methods used in the construction of
summary child well-being indexes and to demonstthte relevance of taking into account
children’s perspectives on their own well-beinghe measurement process. Bearing this goal in
mind, the paper is structured as follow: first, theoretical foundations underlying the choice of
which dimensions of children’s well-being to includre described (Section 2); next, the use of a
weighting scheme different from a uniform one istified and the way to achieve it is explored
(Section 3); finally, Section 4 puts forward a suamnof our proposal and some concluding
remarks.

2. Theoretical basis for selecting the dimensions be included in the child well-being index
2.1. The current consensus: a multidimensional appach

Following the general consensus in current worlcloifd well-being indexes (e.g., Land et al.,
2001, 2007; Moore et al, 2007, 2008; Bradshaw ¢t28l07; Bastos et al., 2008; Bastos and
Machado, 2009; Bradshaw and Richardson, 2009; fosuevey, see Fernandes et al.,
forthcoming), a multidimensional approach is alsoeh This being said it is necessary to specify
which dimensions are to be considered in ordesssess child well-being and on what basis the

choice of those dimensions is grounded.
We consider here two types of foundations for th@ae of these dimensions:

1. A normative foundation, corresponding to thevarsal social ideal, enshrined in the United
Nations’ Convention on the Rights of the Child (2R8



2. A positive foundation, corresponding to a maafethild psychological development, proposed
by Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998).

2.1.1. A normative foundation: the United Nation’sConvention on the Rights of the Child

The United Nations’ Convention on the Rights of tBaild (CRC, 1989) is a normative
framework establishing children’s rights with rélaty widespread social consensus in current
days. The rights advocated by this convention eaodmsidered as those that many contemporary
societies believe are required to ensure the vatighof children. Thus, this convention provides
a normative grounding which is unlike to raise madkicism when looking to assess child well-

being.

The CRC basically addresses human rights placiagchild at the centre of its concerns, and
follows an holistic approach, which means that enguthe realization of children’s rights
requires taking into consideration all the relevargas of their lives (United Nations, 1989; Pais,
1999).

The CRC advocates four general principles (Unitatidws, 1989; Pais, 1999). The first (Article
2) states non-discrimination, irrespective of ram@pur, gender, language, religion, political or
other opinion, national, ethnic or social origimpjerty, disability, birth or other status. This
implies that data on child well-being should beadgregated by gender, age, ethnic, economic
and geographic group (Pais, 1999).

The second principle (Article 3) determines tha¢ thild’s best interest should be a major
concern, contributing to the perception of the ¢lds a citizen in his or her own right (Pais,
1999). This implies that the child should be thét wh analysis when analyzing his/her well-
being.

The third principle (Article 6) states childrenighierent right to life and determines the obligation
to ensure, to the maximum extent possible, thelehdurvival and development. This reflects the
holistic approach of the CRC (Pais, 1999), singgoints to the complexity of children’s lives

and, hence, to the need for multidimensionality.

Finally, the fourth principle (Article 12) deternas respect for the views of the child. Children

have the right to express themselves freely and Wievs should be taken into consideration in



matters that affect them (Pais, 1999; Bradshaw l.et2806, 2007; Ben-Arieh, 2008). As
mentioned earlier, the main purpose of this papév take this principle into consideration.

The CRC also elaborates on thematic areas suchildsea’s civil rights and freedoms, family
environment and alternative care, basic health waetfare, education, leisure and culture
activities (Pais, 1999).

Hence, the CRC is anchored in an understandindhitdren’s well-being as the realization of
children’s rights. It takes children as the unitamfalysis and calls for more data on their well-
being, while also highlighting a breadth of topi@sd issues that need to be covered when
assessing children’s well-being. Finally, it stessthe dual status children should have in society:
they are dependent on their families, and othetientsuch as schools and communities, but they
are also members of society in their own right Bereh, 2000, 2008; Hoelscher, 2004;
Bradshaw et al. 2006, 2007).

2.1.2. A positive foundation: the ecological modelf human development

It is today recognized that children’s psychologdevelopment and the context in which it takes
place influences their well-being. The ecologicad®l of human development (Bronfenbrenner,
1977, 1979, 1994; Bronfenbrenner and Morris, 1998 useful framework to understand this

influence.

The ecological model environment “is conceived asetof nested structures, each inside the
other like a set of Russian dolls” (Bronfenbrenn£®94: 39) — see Figure 1. Children’s
psychological development occurs within four corigercircles of environmental influence with
which they interact (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Bronfemner and Morris, 1998; Bradshaw et al.,
2006, 2007; Ben-Arieh, 2008). The immediate enviment of interaction, the microsystem, is the
level of most direct influence on children. It indes settings such as family, friends, neighbours,
school, health care, etc. The mesosystem inclutkescdnnections between the microsystems,
such as between family and school. The exosystenpises linkages between settings where at
least one does not directly include the child bugres indirect influence on him/her. Examples
are parent’s work place or parent’s social netwolksally, the macrosystem comprises the most
distant factors, the wider societal context, thecfstal blueprint for a particular culture or

subculture” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994: 40).
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Figure 1: Systems of the ecological model of human developme

These systems are dynamic and interdependentjrexertluence on each other and undergoing
change over time (Lippman, 2004; Bradshaw et 80622007; Ben-Arieh, 2008).

This model can provide the basis to define whicheafisions should be considered as relevant in
shaping children’s well-being. For this reason,esalrecent studies on this topic (e.g., Bradshaw
et al., 2006, 2007; Moore and Vandivere, 2007; Bdaeh, 2008) have made reference to this
model and it also serves as the starting pointimstudy.

2.2. Choosing the dimensions of child well-being

Following Bronfenbrenner and Morris’ (1998) consatens, the microsystem is the level with

the strongest impact on children, since it is wiadtiédren spend their time and interact the most
among themselves and with other people (Bradshalv,2006). This being said, to have the full

picture of the settings which most greatly and dlyeinfluence child well-being, it is helpful to

take a closer look at what characterizes the mystes level.

According to Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998), handavelopment happens through processes

of interaction between a human being and the persarjects, and symbols in their immediate



external environment. These interactions in the édiste environment are designated as
proximal processes. The power and direction ofpifeximal processes vary systematically as a
function of the characteristics of the developimgson, of the environment, of the nature of the
developmental outcomes, and occur over time (Brdenner and Morris, 1998). These are the
main components of the model at the microsysteml |éw what follows, special attention will be

given to the first three: proximal processes, p@ssoharacteristics, and environment.

The main individuals with whom young children irgtetr are, in general, their parents (or the
people that are in charge of them). As children @éder, other people such as caregivers,
relatives, siblings, peers, teachers, close frieardbsso on, come into play, to exert influence on
their development as well (Bronfenbrenner and Mori998). Interaction with objects and
symbols - such as playing with toys, working onlhieb, or reading - also plays an important role
in developmental outcomes (Bronfenbrenner and MopP98). According to Bronfenbrenner
and Morris (1998), several studies have shbifiat these proximal processes appear as the most
important force influencing development outcomas, at the same time, their impact on child
development varies according to what the autholis“parson” (person’s characteristics) and
“context” (environmental context) factors. So theacts on child psychological development of
personal characteristics and context, through prakprocesses, should not be conceived simply
as additive.

Proximal processes and their relationship with @ characteristics and context happen at the
microsystem level which includes several settirfgscording to Bronfenbrenner and Morris
(1998), the family setting is the most relevant|oiwed by a whole range of others, namely:
friend/peer groups, neighbourhoods, health cam sahool (see also Bradshaw et al., 2007; Ben-
Arieh, 2008). Children influence and are influenaedst directly by these settings. We will
consider here that these settings are the bagis Which to select the relevant dimensions of

child well-being.

Based on the settings mentioned above, we arguadatimdly, neighbourhood, school and health
possibly encompass the largest part of childreives| since, for example, it would not be
inaccurate to assume that children’s interactioith friends happen most often at school or in

their neighbourhood. Within each of these settingscan find proximal processes and/or context

% Full references are given in Bronfenbrenner andrig¢1998).



variables that exert influence on children’s liv&oth can be seen as comprising different
dimensions of child well-being for each of the isgj$ considered. Additionally, since children’s
personal characteristics have influence on them esll-being, factors such as their physical and
psychological traits have to be taken into accolirghould be noted, though, that some of these
features per se - particularly the physical onegy not directly imply constraints to the child’s
development and well-being; what they represedispgarity in the biological resources available
for a child to engage in activities (Bronfenbrenaad Morris, 1998). Put another way, they
represent risk factors (Bronfenbrenner and Morti898). This goes for any of the physical
psychological/behavioural factors, that is, they edpresent risk factors to well-being.
Additionally, we have to be aware that personalatizristics play a dual role in children’s lives,
in the sense that if, on the one hand, they infleechild development, on the other, they can also
be regarded as dependent variables (BronfenbreamueMorris, 1998). This means that personal
characteristics can represent risk factors andalgtdetermine well-being at the same time,

which is why they should be considered in the asrest of child well-being.

Based on the abovementioned aspects of Bronfendwreamd Morris’s model (1998), we can
define three types of variables that exert infleenn children’s development and well-being (cf.
Table 1):

= “context variables”;
» “interaction variables”, including “interaction wipeople” and “interaction with objects”;
= “personal characteristics variables” (or “psychddgical” factors).

The main settings in which children interact caconporate one or more types of variables, that
is, interaction and/or context variables. With meg@ children’s psychobiological characteristics,
they will be treated as an independent group abibées. Using the types of variables mentioned
and organizing them within the main settings, wa s#ructure the child’s environment as

follows:
= family setting:

» interaction variables: family relations, especiallghild-parent relations, parents

engagement in children’s health, in children’s sthalso interaction with objects,



such as reading, working on hobbies, access to utary free time spent with media
can be considered here;

= context variables: different contextual topics dam covered, such as family and

children’s income, deprivation, and housing;
= school setting:

* interaction variables: examples are student-teactlations, student-peer relations,

friends at school, educational achievement, edoicatiengagement;
* neighbourhood setting:

* interaction variables: such as family and childatiens with neighbours, friends

within the neighbourhood, engagement in activiugin the neighbourhood,;

= context variables: neighbourhoods’ socioeconomiaratteristics, such as physical
conditions, available services, including publiangport, and infrastructures such as

playgrounds can have impact on children’s well-ggin
» health setting:

» interaction variables: visits to the doctor, nutrit and also, among young teenagers,
cigarette smoking, alcohol drinking, drug use, segnpregnancy, among others, have

impact on children’s and young people’s lives;

= personal characteristics (psychobiological): faxt@uch as permanent illness, physical
handicaps, distractibility, aggressiveness, apaihyesponsiveness, curiosity, or tendency to
engage in activities are determinant of childrewél-being.



Table 1: Main settings and types of variables inclded

Main Settings

Family Neighbourhood School Health ChaPrea:(?toerniZItics
. Context X X
S g
n 9
g Interaction X X X X
> a
>

Psychobiological
Factors

From this categorization, which allows us to s@tiables by their main features, and taking into
account insights from a literature survey on chilell-being indicators (Fernandes et al.,
forthcoming), we arrive at eight broad dimensiorischild well-being, where three of them
include context variables only, four include ontyeraction (with people or objects) factors and
one considers personal characteristics factors only

=  Contextual dimensions:

» Material well-being: related to family and childsaterial resources, such as income and
deprivation;

» Housing context: related to housing physical coods;

» Neighbourhood environment: related to neighbourremmoeconomic features;

= [nteraction dimensions:
= Health: includes children’s general health behargpu
» School/education: includes factors related to etimical engagement/ participation;

= |eisure and recreation: covers other children’sviaigts such as hobbies and extra-

curricular activities;

= Social relations: focuses mainly on children’s tielas with other people, such as family,
friends and peers from school and/or neighbourhood.

» Psychobiological Factors:

= Child’s personal characteristics: this dimensionlignately related to children’s physical
and psychological traits.

10



Three remarks should be made about this dimensioredkdown. Firstly, these dimensions

result directly from the previous categorizationoirsettings and main types of variables (cf.
Table 1). This new breakdown is, however, usefulth® purpose of structuring the summary
index that we are about to propose, since it esatitinguishing effects on children’s well-being

resulting from different types of factors, that is)pacts resulting from context factors, from

interaction factors and from children’s own perdarfaracteristics. It should be noted that some
dimensions cut across different settings since thelyde variables of the same type, namely the
leisure and recreation, and the social relationgedsions (Table 2).

Table 2: Settings, types of variables and dimensisn

Settings
Family  Neighbourhood  School Health Personal
Characteristics
Material i i i i
Well-being
Housing
. Context Context - - - -
2 ] Neighbourhood ) ) )
8 Environment
E Leisure and Recreation - - -
8 Social Relations - -
[}
S Interaction - . School/ . .
= Education
) ) ) Health i
(behaviours)
Psychobiological ) ) ) ) Physical and
Factors Psychological Traits

Secondly, the dimensions are all obviously intatesl. So it is actually quite difficult to establis

a clear distinction and boundary between them &ed tndividual impact on children’s well-
being. As Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998) acknolgke the main effects on children’s
outcomes are likely to be the result of interactitbetween factors - proximal processes, context
and person - and, also, between settings. Nevesghetlimensional breakdown is still a helpful
exercise since it allows for a comprehensive reprdion of children’s well-being and may
point out which dimensions represent challengesacial policy and deserve more attention
(Bradshaw et al., 2007).
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Thirdly, there are some family and child featutestt although not directly related to well-being,
represent additional potential risk factors, forample, family structure, age, ethnicity, and
gender (Land et al., 2001, 2007; Aber et al., 20@2adows et al., 2005), which are worth
analyzing to complement the assessment of childreintumstances, but cannot be included in
one single dimension of child well-being.

3. A child well-being index: a new methodological@proach
3.1. Implementing the distinct dimensions of childvell-being

In order to implement the distinct dimensions ofcthvell-being (cf. Table 2) and focus on the
measurement of objective items which are genecalhsidered to characterize child well-being,
we developed a questionndinghere the parents of the targeted children arerébpondents.

This questionnaire is, thus, intended to assesgnration on 41 indicators (cf. Table 3) that

cover the eight dimensions previously identified.

The indicators were chosen taking into accounttiegditerature on child well-being indicators
(e.g., Land et al., 2001, 2007; Aber et al., 2088elscher, 2004; Bradshaw et al., 2006, 2007;
Moore et al., 2007, 2008; UNICEF, 2007, Bastosl.et2804, 2008; Bastos and Machado, 2009;
Bradshaw and Richardson, 2009), and following &8smnfenbrenner and Morris’ (1998) model
of human development. Table 3 presents the comp#ttef indicators, sorted by dimensions,
but before proceeding, some considerations ontbee of the indicators are in order.

Concerning the material well-being dimension, ihav more than established that the family’s
income level strongly influences children’s wellitoge A vast majority of studies on indicators of
child well-being include at least one indicatortlois kind (e.g., Land et al., 2001, 2007; Aber et
al., 2002; Hoelscher, 2004; Bradshaw et al., 20@@pre et al., 2007, 2008; Bradshaw and
Richardson, 2009), reason by which it has also beelnded on our list. With regard to the
deprivation level indicators on Table 3 (having bfesh or equivalent vegetarian meals, having
new shoes/clothes, celebrating special occasion,having holidays away from home), they
provide complementary and more direct informationcbildren’s material situation (Bradshaw
et al., 2007). Following the work of Gordon et@O000), and the recommendations of Hoelscher

(2004), we included indicators related to childeenéeds, namely, having meat/fish or equivalent

“ Questionnaire is available upon request to theesponding author.
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vegetarian meals and having new shoes/clotheselisasy “soft indicators” (Hoelscher, 2004),

which encompass celebrating special occasions aviddholidays away from home.

Table 3: Elementary indicators

Dimensions

Indicators

Material well-being

Household income;
Number of times:
= a week the household provides the child with misht/{or vegetarian
equivalent) meals;
= every year the household:
=  Buys new shoes/clothes for the child;
= Celebrates special occasions (e.qg., birthday party)
= Has a vacation away from home.

Housing context

Total number of rooms in the house;
Child has his/her own bedroom;
Child has his/her own bed;
House has:
=  rotten windows, doors and/or floors;
= damp ceilings and/or walls;
= aflushing toilet;
=  ashower/bathtub.

Neighbourhood environment

Access to public transports;

Access to stores/markets/supermarkets;

Public spaces where the child can play (e.g., tstrearks, playgrounds, etc.);
Streets are safe for children to walk around alone;

Number of times the child plays in the street withadult supervision.

Health (behaviours)

Child eats fruit and/or vegetables at least ondaya

Child has three meals a day;

Number of times in a day child brushes teeth;

Number of times in a year ild has doctor appointments (excluding when s

School/education

Child has repeated a grade;

Child has been suspended/expelled from school;
Child's relationship with teacher(s);

Child has help with homewol

Leisure and recreation

Child has extra-curricular activities (e.g., sponsisic, etc.);

Child has leisure activities at home (e.g., readwatching TV, playing computer
games, etc.);

Child has leisure activities outside the house.(eging to the movies, to the
theatre, to the circus, etc.).

Social relations

Child plays/spends time with parents/caregivers;

Child plays/spends time with brother(s)/sistertgo children living in the
household;

Child talks about him/herself to parents/caregivers

Child talks about him/herself to brother(s)/sigt@dther children living in the
household;

Number of close friends the child has;

Average number of days the child spends playing Wiends;

Child’s relationship with other children, besidegds.

Physical and psychological traits

Child has physical and /or metal limitations/haagis;

Child is physically underdeveloped;

Child has chronicle/long-term disease (e.g., astltidetes, etc.);
Child has concentration problems;

Child has aggressive behaviours;

Child reveals lack of interest in his/her surrounugi.

The housing context dimension is intended to capthildren’s living conditions. Research has

shown that housing conditions affect children’sivbeling (see e.g., Aber et al., 2002; Hoelscher,

13



2004; Bradshaw et al., 2007), so indicators relavephysical housing problems, such as rotten
windows, having a flushing toilet and a shower/bath(Bradshaw et al., 2007; Bradshaw and
Richardson, 2009), as well as indicators relatedvercrowding and specifically to the child

having or not his/her own private space in the bditoelscher, 2004; Bastos et al., 2004, 2008;
Bradshaw et al., 2007; Bastos and Machado, 200&jdBiaw and Richardson, 2009), emerge as

relevant.

The neighbourhood dimension can constrain childrevell-being for several reasons, such as
whether they have public spaces in which to plad/@whether the neighbourhood is safe or not
(see e.g., Hoelscher, 2004; Bradshaw et al., 2Mdare et al., 2008); or the neighbourhood
lacks important public services and amenities, sua® public transportation and

markets/supermarkets which are relevant to me&trehis daily needs (Aber et al, 2002).

Health is obviously of the utmost importance asnaetision of child well-being and its inclusion

in a child well-being index is unquestionably fouimda vast majority of studies on the matter
(e.g., Land et al., 2001, 2007; Bastos et al., 2@008; Bradshaw et al., 2007; Moore et al.,
2007, 2008; Bastos and Machado, 2009; BradshavRathrdson, 2009). For reasons explained
earlier, we opted to only consider health-relatetdviours in this dimension, whereas physical
and psychological traits are treated as a sepdmatension. Nutrition and having healthy food

(Aber et al., 2002; Hoelscher, 2004; Bradshaw gt24107; Bradshaw and Richardson, 2009),
visits to the doctor (Aber, 2002; Hoelscher, 20@4fl brushing teeth habits (Bradshaw et al.,
2007; Bradshaw and Richardson, 2009) are all censitirelevant health behaviours that impact

on children’s well-being.

Children spend a large part of their time at sch@dder et al., 2002; Hoelscher, 2004). Their
enrolment in education represents an importantcatdr of participation in society, which has
impact on children’s well-being not only in the peat but also in their future lives (Aber et al.,
2002; Hoelscher, 2004; Bradshaw et al., 2007). Thedscational achievement, here measured
through “repeating a grade”, becomes an importadicator (Moore et al., 2008). Children’s
behaviours towards school have impact on their &itutal achievement (Aber et al., 2002;
Hoelscher, 2004), hence it is important to obsdaators such as school suspension/expulsion

(Moore et al., 2007). Teacher-student relationshipd having support from parents, caregivers

14



or others also impact on school attainment (Abealgt2002; Hoelscher, 2004; Bastos et al.,
2004, 2008; Bastos and Machado, 2009).

Leisure and recreation activities are importantdbildren’s development (Bronfenbrenner and
Morris, 1998) and participating in such activitiseessential to children’s well-being (Hoelscher,
2004). These include all kinds of activities deysld at home, like watching TV, reading, or
playing games, having private lessons, such agsspod music, and also activities developed
outside the house, such as going to the movieajrther circus (Hoelsher, 2004; Bastos et al.,
2004, 2008; Bastos and Machado, 2009).

The quality and quantity of social relations aratca to children’s well-being (Hoelscher, 2004),
including relations with children’s significant @is, namely their parents, siblings and friends
(Aber et al., 2002; Hoelscher, 2004; Bastos et26l04, 2008; Bradshaw et al., 2007; Moore et
al., 2007, 2008; Bastos and Machado, 2009; BradsimaRichardson, 2009).

Children’s personal resources, specifically phyisical psychological traits, have a direct impact
on their development, and therefore on their welkh, and can also influence how children
interact with other important dimensions of theres (Bronfenbrenner and Morris, 1998). Thus,
overall physical and psychological healths are ég@yponents of children’s well-being (Moore

et al, 2007, 2008). Specifically, physical and/oental handicaps, underdevelopment and
chronic/long-term diseases, as well as behavioprablems like aggressiveness, lack of
concentration and lack of interest in the surrongdenvironment, can be considered relevant

indicators for this dimension (Bronfenbrenner anoriVgé, 1998; Moore et al., 2008).

Other information, such as composition of the hbot& nationality and ethnic origins of the
household members, parents’ or caregivers’ employnstuation and education level, is
addressed on the questionnaire. All these represetrttial risk factors (see e.g., Land et al.,
2001, 2007; Aber et al., 2002; Meadows et al., 206feaning that each of these elements in
themselves do not directly influence children’s aeling but can place them at a higher risk of
restraints to their well-being, and are thus worthly analysis. It should be noted that
parents/caregivers’ level of education and employnsguation are often considered indicators
of child well-being (e.g., Land et al., 2001, 200%per et al., 2002; Bradshaw et al, 2007;
Bradshaw and Richardson, 2009). These can indeeteteeminant to the household’s income
poverty and, therefore, to deprivation levels (Aberl., 2002; Bradshaw et al., 2007; UNICEF,
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2007), but we consider them as not exerting dingfthience on children’s well-being. Hence,
they are included in the category of risk factorsl @hould be analyzed separately from the

composite child well-being index.

Following the main trend in the literature on pdyeand deprivation measurement (e.g., Gordon
et al., 2000; Rodrigues and Andrade, 2010), imtlagerial well-being dimension, along with the

questions on the number of times the householdigeevthe child with meat/fish (or vegetarian

equivalent) meals, new shoes/clothes, celebrabarspecial occasions and vacations away from
home, a question is added to obtain informatiombather the household would provide more of
these items if they had a higher income. The rat®behind this question is to try to assess if the
household can afford, or not, those items andytéotisolate situations where the household can

actually afford the items but simply chooses ndiuyg them.

An additional question about the parents’/caregivgrerceptions of their child’s overall

happiness is also included. This question is adldedder to compare these perceptions with the
results of the overall child well-being index. Argiar question will also be considered in the
children’s questionnaire. This will additionallyl@ah us to compare parents’ and children’s
perceptions of their well-being and draw some aasiohs about the adequacy of considering

parents as respondents when trying to assess Bubjictors pertaining to children’s lives.

3.2. Aggregating the dimensions of child well-being

With regard to the aggregation of the child weliAge dimensions into a single composite
indicator, a major issue needs to be addressedheatotitset: the relative importance each
dimension should have on overall well-being (and ittmportance each indicator should have

within each dimension), that is, the weighting sobke
3.2.1. Review of the current weighting scheme propals

Composite well-being indexes for the total popolati

The construction of composite summary indexes espthoosing a method to aggregate the
elementary indicators, a matter that generatde Hijreement among social scientists (Hagerty

and Land, 2007). For this reason, social indicatoes often aggregated considering that each

®> Moore et al. (2007, 2008) also refer to these ammepts as ‘risk factors’ and analyze them togettigr contextual
variables instead of within the group of individuatll-being variables.
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particular indicator has the same importance anéx¢ one, that is, equal weights are assumed,
both for the indicators within dimensions and famensions in relation to the overall indicator
(Hagerty and Land, 2007).

Hagerty and Land (2007) have demonstrated thdtdrabsence of estimates of the importance a
population places on certain life aspects, the lequeighting system becomes the most
appropriate when aggregating information into aglgincomposite index, since it allows for
greater agreement among individuals about the itapoe that each indicator should have.
However, the authors have also established thatiéhrhigher level of agreement arises when
using true weights, derived from surveys done fa purpose of estimating the importance
placed by individuals on each indicator. By comparihe attitudes of a group of people with
regard to the results of two composite well-beimdeixes, one using equal weights and the other
using weights derived from the group members’ apigj Hagerty and Land (2007: 486)
concluded “[a]greement is maximized by using therage weights from a survey of individuals’

importance”.

In an attempt to measure and compare social ercud immigrants and Germans in Germany
and, Haisken-DeNew and Sinning (2007) followed milar approach. In line with the life
satisfaction literature, the authors propose afeteights based on an analysis of the extent to
which the dimensions of a social inclusion indextdbute to the individual's general life
satisfaction (Haisken-DeNew and Sinning, 2007). Twaclusions they reached are quite
revealing. Using a weighting scheme based on tb&iduals’ (immigrants versus Germans)
subjective evaluations about the contribution otheanclusion dimension to overall life
satisfaction allows for a different picture on hawmigrants are fairing in Germany. With this
type of weights, “on the whole immigrants are asiafly ‘deprived’ (or not) as Germans”
(Haisken-DeNew and Sinning, 2007: 18).

Another recent study on material deprivation, caneld by Rodrigues and Andrade (2010),
analyzes the impact of considering different waightsystems when assessing material
deprivation through a composite indicator. The arghcompare the results of material
deprivation when using an equal weighting systeiti \the results obtained using a weighting
system derived from a survey that reflects theadqmerception of the importance of the items

considered in the material deprivation indicatoheTweights of this second approach were
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derived from the Eurobarometer survey of 2007 oov#?ty and Social Exclusion”. The authors
concluded that when applying these different weidgbt the material deprivation indicator the

number of deprived households was reduced significéRodrigues and Andrade, 2010).

Albeit in the latter case weights are ‘aggregatai not individually considered, the evidence
from the abovementioned studies suggests thatgakio account the subjective perceptions of
individuals (Haisken-DeNew and Sinning, 2007) ocougs of individuals (Hagerty and Land,

2007; Rodrigues and Andrade, 2010) of the relatiygortance of the dimensions (and indicators
in each of those dimensions) in their own well-igemay lead to substantially different results,
compared to the case where an equal weightingraysteised to construct a composite index.
Thus, people’s subjective perceptions about theim bves, together with objective indicators —

which have proven to be useful but are often cared narrow-focused (Diener, 1994; Diener
and Seligman, 2004; Land et al., 2007) -, shoulgd¢ of the construction of indexes measuring

people’s well-being.
Composite indexes of child well-being

Literature on composite measures of child well-gdias tended to adopt the uniform weighting
scheme. This is the case, for example, of the wofkisand et al. (2001, 2007), Bastos et al.
(2004, 2008), Bradshaw et al. (2007), Moore e{2007, 2008) and Bradshaw and Richardson
(2009) (Fernandes et al., forthcoming). An excepi® the research developed by Bastos and
Machado (2009). Here the authors opted to placesmmoportance on the indicators in which
deprivation was not widespread and, consequently;possession of certain items, the authors
argue, will translate into a strong feeling of deation (Bastos and Machado, 2009). However,
although different from uniform weights, the weiglgt scheme adopted by Bastos and Machado
far from represents the real weights of the iteoiss@ered in the construction of their composite
deprivation index, since they do not take into actochildren’s perceptions of those items’
relative importance (Fernandes et al., forthcoming)

Hence, considering the recommendations and reBolts the literature on composite indexes
and weighting schemes on the one hand, and whaamésas not been done by the main
research works on composite measures of child belg on the other, we put forward a new
proposal for weighting indicators when constructicgmposite indexes of child well-being:

weights should be derived from inquiries to theldrlen themselves. This opens space for the
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participation of children in what can be considesedeterminant stage in the measurement of
their well-being process: the importance they placeach ‘objective’ elementary indicator.

3.2.2. Proposing a new weighting scheme based orcroi (individual children’s) perceptions

Subjective well-being has come to be considereduaia aspect that needs to be taken into
account when analyzing child well-being (Aber et 2002; Bradshaw et al., 2007; UNICEF,
2007; Fernandes et al., forthcoming). Several studin child well-being indicators do take
subjective well-being into consideration in one wayanother: by including a dimension of
subjective well-being in the indicator of overalelvbeing (see, for example, Bradshaw et al,
2006, 2007; UNICEF, 2007); or by considering enggirresearch on subjective well-being when
identifying the relevant domains of well-being (skend et al., 2001, 2007). But what is

subjective well-being exactly?

Some authors consider subjective well-being tothe tlegree to which an individual judges the
overall quality of her or his life as a whole infavourable way” (Diener, 1994: 106). Others
define subjective well-being as “both a cognitivealeation and some degree of positive or
negative feelings, i.e., affect” (Andrews and WHjt&976: 18)° The implicit theory in these and
similar definitions is that individuals are capablieevaluating life events and circumstances in
terms of cognitive considerations and/or in terrhsafbect (Diener, 1994). This definition of

subjective well-being is very close to that of drestconcept: the concept of attitude.

According to Ajzen (2001), an “attitude represeatsummary evaluation of a psychological
object captured in such attribute dimensions asdggam, harmful-beneficial, and likable-
dislikeable” (Ajzen, 2001: 28). Hence, attitudes && conceived as predispositions to respond to
certain objects with certain classes of responBeshijein and Ajzen, 1974; Greenwald, 1989;
Cross, 2005) or characterized as evaluations ddt@éinde object “on a pro to con continuum”
(Ostrom, 1969: 16). Consequently, it is possiblednclude that measuring subjective well-being

is basically measuring attitudes (Andrews and Mai&n1980).

In Section 2 we defined the dimensions of well-geibased on the ecological human
development model (Bronfenbrenner and Morris, 1998 did not base our choice of

dimensions on empirical research on subjective-taathg, nor did we distinguish a dimension of

® For some more definitions see, for example, Di¢h294).
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subjective well-being. But, if perceived or subjeetwell-being is relevant to the overall well-
being of individuals, how can we introduce thisckiof considerations into our framework? The
answer to this question is implicit in our weiglgtischeme proposal for the summary child well-
being index. With regard to this aspect, a quickdaan child agency is in order.

Child agency is an important issue that researchave paid greater attention to (Ben-Arieh,
2005; Sutton et al., 2007, Redmond, 2008, 2009rflis a growing number of studies (e.g.,
Ben-Arieh, 2000, 2006, 2008; Land et al., 2001, 220@ber et al., 2002; Hoelscher, 2004;
Bradshaw et al., 2006, 2007; Moore et al., 200082WNICEF, 2007; Bastos et al., 2004, 2008;
Bastos and Machado, 2009; Bradshaw and Richard@09) where the child is the unit of
analysis, not considered simply as a passive resealject, but rather as an agent whose
perceptions and attitudes have to be expressethked into account, when his/her well-being is
at stake.

A particular way of involving children in the stuay their own well-being is to try to capture

their views in the measurement of their life ciratamces. Using data resulting from surveys
where children are asked about several, mostlycobage aspects of their live has been the
solution presented by several studies (e.g., Landl.e 2001, 2007; Bradshaw et al., 2007,
Bradshaw and Richardson, 2009).

Another course of action, and the one proposed, rrelves asking children about subjective
aspects of their lives, which has to some exteahl#®ne by some of the previously mentioned
studies (e.g., Bradshaw et al., 2006, 2007; Bragdsirad Richardson, 2009; Bastos et al, 2004,
2008; Bastos and Machado, 2009). In our case, henytvs information is treated differently: it

is used to generate weights for the composite baltg index.

Specifically, within each dimension, children asked to organize the several items included in
the parents’ questionnaire (cf. Table 3) accordmtheir importance, that is, to order the items
from the most to least important. Ordering dimensiaccording to their importance must also be
requested. This means that besides a parents’igueaite, a children’s questionnaire also had to
be built’ Following this procedure solves two issues ususgdiged in the child well-being

literature: children are more adequately involvedhe measurement of their well-being and,

moreover, the weights of the indicators and dinemsiconsidered in building a child well-being

" Questionnaire is available upon request to theesppnding author.
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index correspond to their ‘true’ relative importansince they result from children’s perceptions

of several aspects of their lives.

Thus, we argue, the weights of the index’s indiaEnd dimensions have to be obtained from
guestionnaires that focus on children’s perceptminthe relative importance of those items for
their well-being. These perceptions are no diffefieom attitudes, so the questionnaires are
essentially measuring children’s attitudes towdhese different aspects of their lives. According
to previous conclusions about the existing relaiom between the concept of attitudes and that
of subjective well-being, this means that subjextiell-being is in fact being introduced in our
framework. Indeed, our proposed child well-beindeix can be conceived as a ‘subjective’
measure of well-being, which combines objectivengewith children’s subjective perceptions

about them.

3.3 The new composite well-being index: implementn the dimensions and weighting

scheme

Following the rationale and procedures put forwiargrevious sections, we can now define the
well-being indicators for each dimension (mateviall-being, housing context, neighbourhood
environment, health (behaviours), school/educatieisure and recreation, social relations and
finally, psychobiological traits). However, befordoing so, an additional methodological

procedure needs to be included.

In the children’s questionnaire that we propose hleesides being asked to organize items within
dimensions according to their importance, childeee also required to classify each item
according to a degree of importance scale that doma “Not important” to “Extremely
important”® This procedure allows us to distinguish the déférdegrees of impact having or not
having a certain item may have on children’s wellRly, and this according to their own
perceptions on the importance of the items. Tmsead of having to define thresholds of well-
being for each item, we have degrees of well-b&ngach of these items. Most research works
have adopted a different methodology. In partigularesearch works using microdata, such as
in Bastos et al. (2004, 2008) and Moore et al. (2@0D08), thresholds are defined by the

researchers themselves and indicators are takem bmary, assuming the values 0 or 1.

8 Questionnaire is available upon request to theesppnding author.

21



Bastos and Machado (2009) employ a different metlogy. Recognizing that deprivation
cannot be conceived as a binary variable (Bastddviacthado, 2009), the authors opt for a fuzzy
conceptualization of deprivation, considering itaagraded variable. Accordingly, Bastos and
Machado (2009) define a membership function thaiesabetween 0 and 1, where 0 means no
deprivation, 1 means total deprivation and valugtsvben 0 and 1 mean partial deprivation. This
approach, the authors argue, avoids establishsigghe dichotomous classification (Bastos and
Machado, 2009). Our approach also has this advan#@&gdditionally, in our formulation, the
degree of well-being is not externally imposed lo@ individual child; it results instead from the
children’s own perceptions. This can be considarsather advantage to our methodology, since

it allows children to further participate in the asearement of their own well-being.

Summing up, in our proposal, the indicators forheakild and each dimension are defined as
follows.

Material well-being indicator (MWI)

MW= Wy (Kyun Grawn) * W [Whario vz Oai) + Whans (ks Graws) + Whawa Ooawa Grans) + Whaws s G )|

Where x,,,,; refers to the elementary indicatars 1...5 of dimensionMW (material well-being)
for the individual child;w,,,, refers to the weight attributed by the individahlld to indicators
i=1..5; g, refers to the degree of importance given by tidividual child to indicator

i=1..5.

In this particular case, the sum  dfw,,,Xuw> ¥ WuwsXuws T WawaXmwa T WawsXuws) 1S
attributed a particular weight,,, by the individual child, since it constitutes esundicator

translating the level of deprivation.

Housing context indicator (HCI)

HCI =Wy (Xuc1Iner) + Whico (Xica Ghica) + Whics (XcaOhcs) + Wiica (XhcaTrica) + Whies (XicsGries) + Whics (Xics Ghcs) + Wiier (Xucr Gncr)

Where x,,, refers to indicators = 1...,7 of dimensionHC (housing context) for the individual

child; w,. refers to the weight attributed by the individlild to indicatorsi =1...,7 of
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dimensionHC; g, refers to the degree of importance given by tlévidual child to indicator

i=1..7.
Neighbourhood environment indicator (NI)

NI =Wy, (Xy19n) + Wyo (X2 Gn2) + Waia(XnzOna) + Waia (XyaOna) + Wais(XusOnis)

Where x,, refers to indicators = 1...5 of dimension NC(neighbourhood context) for the
individual child; w, refers to the weight attributed by the individudlild to indicators
i =1...5 of dimensionNC; g,, refers to the degree of importance given by tlevidual child

to indicatori = 1...5.
Health (behaviours) indicator (HI)

HIE =Wy (X1901) + Wio (Xp2902) + Wiz (X3043) + Wia (X42904)

Where x,; refers to indicators = 1...4 of dimensionH (health) for the individual childw,,
refers to the weight attributed by the individuaild to indicatorsi = 1...4 of dimensionH ;

g,; refers to the degree of importance given by tliévidual child to indicatori =1,...4.
School indicator (SI)

SI = WSl(XﬂgS]_) + WSZ (XSZQSZ) + WSB(XSBQS3) + WS4 (XS4gS4)

Where xg, refers to indicators =1,...4 of dimensionS(school) for the individual childwg;
refers to the weight attributed by the individuhild to indicatorsi =1,...4 of dimensionS; g

refers to the importance given by the individualcto indicatori =1,...4.
Leisure and recreation indicator (LRI)
LRI = WLR’l(XLR’lgLR’l) + WLR2 (XLRZQLRZ) + WL% (XLRSQLRS)

Where x ., refers to indicatorsi =1,...3 of dimension LR (leisure and recreation) for the

individual child; w,,, refers to the weight attributed by the individuzlild to indicators
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i =1...3 of dimensionLR; g, refers to the degree of importance given by tlévidual child

to indicatori =1,... 3.

Social relations indicator (SRI)

SRI=Weq (Xsr Gsr) + W (Xsro Osre) + Wsrs (Xsrs Osra) + Wsri (Xsru Isru) + Wors (Xsm Osrs) + Wors (Xsrs Osrs) + Warr (Xswr Isrr)
Where xg, refers to indicators = 1...8 of dimension SR(social relations) for the individual
child; wgg, refers to the weight attributed by the individwddild to indicatorsi = 1...8 of
dimensionSR; g, refers to the degree of importance given by tligvidual child to indicator

i=1..8.
Psychobiological characteristics indicator (PCI)

PCI = WPCIXPC:I. + WPCZ XPCZ +WPC3XPCS + WPC4 XPC4 + WPCSXPCS +WPCG XPCG
Where x,.,; refers to indicators = 1...6 of dimension PC(psychobiological characteristics);
W, refers to the weight attributed by the individehild to indicatorsi =1,....6 of dimension

PC; g, refers to the degree of importance given by tlévidual child to indicatoi =1,...,6.

Thus, theoverall child well-being indicato(OCWI) for each child comes as follows:

OCWI =W,y MWI +W, . HCI + W, NI +W,, HI +WSI +W, LRI +Wg.SRI+W,.PClI
Where W, refers to the weight attributed by the individwdild to each of the dimensions

i = MW,...,PC in overall well-being.

Consequently, we are proposing here an individonédrp) overall well-being indicator, built as
detailed above, that is intended to assess thebeg#ily of each individual child. To obtain an
overall/aggregate well-being index, that is, arewdbr the total child population or for a given
sub-set (e.g., region), a bottom (micro)-up (mastogtegy is employed by averaging individual
observations.
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4. Concluding remarks

The present paper constitutes an attempt to makethodological contribution to overcome
three important limitations of past studies on theasurement of child well-being through
summary indexes. It offers a concrete solution ow ko involve children in the measurement of
their own well-being, which, in turn, yields theateweights for the selected indicators and

dimensions of well-being, giving relevancy to tree wf microdata instead of aggregated data.

We grounded our proposal on two distinct foundati¢ef. Section 2): a normative one, framed
by the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRI®89), and a positive one, based on

Bronfenbrenner and Morris’ (1998) ecological moadiehuman development.

The choice of well-being dimensions derives from liter. Focusing on the microsystem level,
dimensions were divided into interaction dimensighsalth behaviour, school, leisure and
recreation, and social relations), context dimemsiqmaterial well-being, housing and
neighbourhood), and a personal characteristics iBior. Detailed definitions were provided of
the indicators included in each dimension (Sec8hras well as the manner in which they were
implemented. Structuring these elementary objedtidecators involves the gathering of primary

information from children’s parents, by means o&di questionnaires.

To settle on a formulation for the proposed childlivibeing index, the major literature trends

were reviewed regarding weighting schemes and iddal indicator aggregation methods for

composite indexes of well-being. This led us toatode that the most suitable weighting scheme
would have to consider ‘real weights’ for each bé tindividual indicators, that is, weights

derived from the relative importance given to eatthe indicators by each individual child. We

thus proposed an additional questionnaire to berasi®@red to children themselves. To the best
of our knowledge, this methodology has not yet bessted for composite indicators of child

well-being.

Another point was made with regard to the definitad well-being thresholds for each indicator.
In most cases, the researchers themselves haveddfie cut-off points for indicators. Diverging
from this methodological option, we have insteadsem to involve children and ask them to
evaluate each indicator on a five-point Likert ecg&from “Not important” to “Extremely

important”). Combining this information with thatt@ined from the parents’ questionnaires

enables us to define degrees of well-being for @adicator.
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The formulation of our proposed composite index sthhesults from all of the above
considerations. Accordingly, indicators can be &g and summed for each dimension of well-
being and dimensions weighted and summed to olkenoverall well-being index for each
individual child.

Bronfenbrenner and Morris’ (1998) model of humawmadepment identifies the existence of what
the authors call “synergistic interdependenciesbagncertain aspects of children’s lives. More
precisely, they state that personal characterisiickcontext, although having a direct impact on
development outcomes, also exert an indirect imphotugh the influence they have on
interactions between the individual and other peaplobjects. This implies that dimensions of
well-being are interrelated and, thus, when bugdincomposite index to assess the well-being of
children, a simple additive formula can reveal sdim&ations. This is in fact an acknowledged
limitation to our proposed composite indicator. Hwer, as mentioned earlier, the aim of this
methodological proposal was to account for threthefother main methodological limitations in
current studies: the short account for childreréscpptions on their own well-being, the use of
aggregated data, and the use of uniform or othehtieg schemes that do not translate the real

weights of individual indicators.
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