Who Are the Worst-Off? Objective, Subjective, and Preference-Based Approaches to Measure Older Adults’ Well-Being
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Table I. Sample characteristics and comparison with population characteristics (Flanders, 50+)
	[bookmark: _Hlk201937363]
	Census 2021
(N=2,762,572)
	Full sample (n=813)
	
	Reduced sample (n=771)

	Age (avg.)
	/
	64.6 (SD=7.6) 
	
	64.5 (SD=7.6)

	· 50-59
	34.2%
	28.2%
	
	28.8%

	· 60-69
	29.8%
	45.6%
	
	45.4%

	· 70+
	36.0%
	26.2%
	
	25.8%

	· 80+
	14.9%
	2.7%
	
	2.6%

	Male
	47.9%
	53.1%
	
	52.9%

	Single
	/
	25.7%
	
	26.3%

	Childless
	/
	17.7%
	
	18.2%

	Household size (avg.)
	/
	2.0 (SD=0.9)
	
	2.0 (SD=0.9)

	Migration background
	
	
	
	

	· Born in Belgium
	89.6%
	97.3%
	
	97.3%

	· Born abroad
	10.4%
	2.7%
	
	2.7%

	Education
	
	
	
	

	· None or primary 
	17.7%
	5.0%
	
	4.9%

	· Secondary
	52.6%
	43.1%
	
	42.7%

	· Tertiary
	24.2%
	51.2%
	
	52.4%

	· Unknown
	5.4%
	0.7%
	
	/

	Employment status
	
	
	
	

	· Employed
	35.6%
	25.3%
	
	26.1%

	· Retired 
	54.6%
	63.7%
	
	62.9%

	· Non-employed
	9.8%
	10.8%
	
	11.0%

	· Unknown
	0.0%
	0.1%
	
	/

	Disability
	
	
	
	

	· Yes
	/
	30.3%
	
	30.0%

	· No
	/
	69.6%
	
	70.0%

	· Unknown
	/
	0.1%
	
	/

	Depression score (avg.)
	/
	2.1 (SD=2.0)
	
	2.1 (SD=2.0)

	· Unknown  
	/
	1.0%
	
	/

	Financial difficulties 
	
	
	
	

	· Yes 
	/
	16.7%
	
	17.4%

	· No 
	/
	79.6%
	
	82.6%

	· Unknown 
	/
	3.7%
	
	/


Note: Migration background was defined by country of birth (foreign-born). Depression was measured using the 10-item CES-D scale. Disability reflects limitations in daily activities due to physical or mental health. Population data come from the 2021 Census (Statbel), restricted to individuals aged 50+ in Flanders. 
Table II. Importance weights from the factorial survey experiment
	
	b
	
	se

	Physical or mental health problems (ref. severe)

	     Moderately severe 
	0.665
	***
	(0.059)

	     Non-severe
	1.959
	***
	(0.077)

	     No
	2.523
	***
	(0.078)

	Having contact with family or friends (ref. never)

	    < 1 per week
	0.779
	***
	(0.062)

	    1 per week
	1.312
	***
	(0.069)

	    > 1 time per week
	1.800
	***
	(0.073)

	Household income (ref. €1,500.00)

	    €2,700.00
	1.128
	***
	(0.067)

	    €3,900.00
	1.338
	***
	(0.072)

	    €5,000.00
	1.511
	***
	(0.077)

	Doing hobbies or leisure activities (ref. never)

	    < 1 per week
	0.276
	***
	(0.064)

	    1 per week
	0.583
	***
	(0.068)

	    > 1 time per week
	0.856
	***
	(0.069)

	Doing useful or meaningful activities (ref. never)

	    < 1 per week
	0.303
	***
	(0.061)

	    1 per week
	0.539
	***
	(0.064)

	    > 1 time per week
	0.670
	***
	(0.064)

	Spending time on religion or spirituality (ref. never)

	    < 1 per week
	-0.079
	
	(0.067)

	    1 per week
	-0.084
	
	(0.073)

	    > 1 time per week
	-0.180
	*
	(0.072)

	Constant
	0.238
	
	(0.389)

	Sigma_u
	1.28
	
	

	Sigma_e
	1.73
	
	

	Wald chi²
	2,998.45
	***
	

	R² 
	32.4%
	
	

	Respondents
	813
	
	

	Vignettes
	5,691
	
	


Note: Based on a multilevel regression (GLS) with robust standard errors. The model included controls for vignette position and vignette set. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001


Table III. Sensitivity of Spearman rank correlations to random tie-breaking (Monte Carlo simulation)
	Comparison
	Mean
	SD
	95% interval

	Objective vs. subjective
	0.285
	0.007
	[0.271-0.300]

	Objective vs. preference-based
	0.851
	0.002
	[0.847-0.855]

	Subjective vs. preference-based
	0.346
	0.007
	[0.332-0.360]


Note: Results are based on 1,000 Monte Carlo replications. In each replication, individuals with identical well-being scores were randomly ordered before computing percentile ranks. The table reports mean Spearman rank correlations and corresponding 95% intervals (2.5th and 97.5th percentiles), capturing the sensitivity of the results to random tie-breaking.


Table IV. Items depression score 
	 
	N
	Mean
	SD

	1. Bothered by things that usually do not bother me
	813
	0.571
	0.029

	1. Had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing
	812
	0.392
	0.025

	1. Felt depressed
	812
	0.367
	0.025

	1. Felt hopeful about the future
	809
	1.541
	0.037

	1. Felt fearful
	812
	0.430
	0.027

	1. Sleep was restless
	813
	0.699
	0.033

	1. Felt lonely
	813
	0.415
	0.029

	1. Enjoyed life
	811
	1.909
	0.035

	1. Felt sad
	813
	0.431
	0.026

	1. Could not get going
	813
	0.560
	0.030


Note: Items were rated on a scale from ‘rarely or never’ (0) to ‘very often’ (3). 



Fig. I Distribution of raw well-being scores (n = 813)[image: ]
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