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Main idea

A problem: - [
Impact-evaluation of research REDA 89 REE (& YU
(particularly evaluation of societal |m|oact) THAEDHERA /80 b)) (&
IS problematic. MEZIESATNS,
Identifying the societal good or . HIROUEMELIRANLZEHN

fundamental aim of research is difficult. ’éfﬁm‘d‘é@liiﬁ LUy,

A new approach: FLLWZ TO—F

Using theories of epistemic virtues (EV) + #ZROILREIA N\T F7iEY .
and the capability approach (CA) to S 575 RANE (EV)
narrate and evaluate the societal impact £ &ERAT TR—F (CA)E

of research. WEES,




Plan of presentation

A. The nature of the problem: A.
. Societal impact of research

Il.  The tyranny of metrics

. The special case of the humanities v.

Iv. The state of play o

B. A possible solution in the Capability Approach i

. Societal capacities

ii.  Some cases involving EV and CA

MeREDEE

SRS &-: O (VAN
. FHMEEROER
CAXEZEDOHFHKRME
IR

BHERRAT TB—F : BROTHEM
HEDEEN

EV (RRXN#IE) &CA (BfEREN)

BIEREN &
FRDHLZHIA NI FEL

k.

i

FRDILZHIA /N

=

iii. Capabilities and/as societal impact of research TD &£ 6E S



Start with a 3 minute break!

Question: What is the societal impact of your research?

Answer: 2-3 sentences (just for your self but will use
later).



A.l. Societal impact of research

High on the agenda in European - A-O0 VOB ERKRICEVTEER
research policy. HE S
| - 451)
Examples: )
- ARD-HDOERMZHHFTE (FP)
European Framework Programs for - 1 ') R OBl
research. Research Excellence Framework
o REF
REF exercise in the UK. (REF)
Basic idea: - REICHDER

HARRHLRISH LTRSS T 1 TH

Research has to have a positive 2mEt SEDTHD (FTHbE.

effect on society —i.e. the society o R
outside academia. FATITDONHEHHR)




A.l. Societal impact of research

Traditional societal impacts:  REERI DDA 285 R

On economy. - RFE
- BURRY (Mg, [E

. a—n)L)

On policy (local, national, global). -
- REMN (HE~DOEEMN)
On praxis (i.e. directly on society).

Today: . 87
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS) - #mit Ly« /%4 + ZiBiE
iIncreasingly used to measure societal 21, BHiEaRe R RE
impact of research. (SDGs) MfEHLND LI IC
A way to identify the positive societal ~ * RPN YT 1 TEHRATKE

NREHET =D —FE

7
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A.ll. The tyranny of
metrics

Jerry Z. Muller, The Tyranny of
Metrics (2018), on goal
displacement:

When performance is judged by a
few measures and the stakes are
high (...) people will focus on
satisfying those measures... The
result is that metric means come
to replace the organizational ends
that those means ought to serve.

- EREAZ=ZOFKRTHIHIN, TNT

IARTHAREDELGDE (FEE) AlF
TOFEZmI-I ZEICERTT EH, ...
TR, ERELEVSFRIEZTOFE
MNERRT HEIT OMEBHIERETYUE
AbNTWLD,

TYRANN

of |l

METRICS

* % Kk kK
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A.ll. The tyranny of
metrics

Ismael Rafols, comment in Research
Europe (2017):

In summary, for the assessment of
societal impact, given that the effects of
research are uncertain and disputed,
bespoke Indicators have to be
developed and used in collaboration
with research users. At present
indicators are tools to close down
debate. They should instead become
part of a pluralistic exploration of
Impacts - and in the process foster
wider participation in research
assessment.

DFEY ., MEDOEZENTHEIN TE@EAE

FOTWEWCEEEZRDE. HERIA N
7 FOEED=-HIZIE,. AEOFEAEEE D
I2A—F—A—FDEEEXHAR L THEOIHE
Nhd, BEDEZ A, EEIFERZEALS

FHDIY—ILEESTWVNS, £2 TS,

HAREA VN FOETHERED—E E T D
NET, TOBETHRFE~ADKIYIENS
MZERIANETHD.

There’s no silver bullet for
measuring societal impact

Across Europe, policymakers are placing more empha-
sis on the contributions of research to society. These
contributions are diverse—taking in improvements to
well-being, spurring innovation or creating meanings—
and their assessment is complex and subjective. This
Creates a pressure to develop indicators that can Justify
policy choices while saving time and resources.

But using general indicators as a silver bullet to meas-
ure societal impact is analytically wrong, unfair to some
types of research and harmful to science as a whole. The
contributions of science to society are so varied, and
mediated by so many different actors, that indicators
used in impact assessment cannot be universal metrics.
Instead, they need to be developed for given contexts
and used alongside qualitative assessment.

First, remember that science, technology and innova-
tion do not necessarily improve social well-being. They
have also caused much harm—sometimes purposefully,
as with nuclear weapons, sometimes accidentally, as with
asbestos or thalidomide. Often, there is uncertainty and
disagreement regarding what is desirable—some may
think, for example, that developing renewable energy is
more important than improving the combustion engine.

Therefore, we cannot assume that more impact is
necessarily better. It is crucial to assess the type of con-
tribution made. Improving weapons is not the same as
developing therapies. Impact is a vector, not a scalar—

its direction matters. Unidimensional indicators, such
as numbers of jobs created, cannot capture directions—
the value of the impact depends on the type of jobs.
Second, policy analysts such as Roger Pielke Jr have
argued that, for uncertain and disputed questions,
analysis cannot be separated from decision-making. This
applies to societal impact: what is valued is tightly entan-
gled with what is measured and how. Therefore, impact
indicators must be developed as part of the decision-
making process, and include diverse views and interests.
Developing indicators in this way would be a major
departure from current practices. Conventional science
indicators are mainly based on information from a few
data sources, for example publications, tweets or patents.
These indicators come with assumptions about the
data, such as the meaning of a citation, and the effect

Ismael Rafols is a science policy analyst at the Universitat
Politécnica de Valéncia, Spain. This article is based on
his keynote to the Science, Technology and Innovation
Indicators conference held in Paris between 6 and 8
September. For slides and references, see goo. gl/eLYhny

Research ang
Innovation

of measurement, for example that assessment wi!l foster
‘quality’. This type of research assessment analy51s.té'lkes
place in seclusion, away from the contexts and decisions
about research and policy.

To shift the way indicators are developed, I would
adopt two suggestions for pluralising science policy
advice, made by Andy Stirling and his colleagues in the
Science Policy Research Unit at the University of Sussex.

The first involves a broadening of inputs, from pub-
lication and patent databases to a wider set of data and
expertise. This could include information from social
media, as well as databases of news, healthcare, con-
sumption, social welfare and so on.

More data alone is not enough. Disparate forms of
expertise will be needed to bring in qualitative insights
to frame, interpret and contextualise these data. Such
interpretation is crucial because indicators mean differ-
ent things in different contexts.

The second move concerns how the outputs of
analysis are presented and used in decision-making.
Conventionally, indicators are presented to decision-
makers as tables, providing what seems to be a unique
and prescriptive ranking of the options or performers.

In cases such as societal impact, where there is uncer-
tainty and disagreement, evidence should instead be
presented in formats such as spider graphs, maps or draw-
ings, which allow different interpretations depending on
priorities, thus providing plural and conditional advice.

A science map, for example, can show the differences
between research that contributes to therapies or to pre-
vent?on. Different parties, each with their own valueg
al}d interests, can t.hen argue about the strategy that
will have a more desirable form of impact.

This way of presenting evidence acknowledges that

societal impact assessment is inevitahl

- assess] y value-laden.
Rather than using indicators that hide thege values—
and their politics—the

i aim should be to reveal

assumptions behind quantitative evidence for irnpacihe
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A.il. The tyranny of

metrics SPEAKING OF

UNIVERSITIES

Stefan Collini, Speaking of
Universities (2017):

The entirely legitimate demand M
that universities be accountable

to society has, in conjunction with

Certaln Other featt_’”:es Of the ‘A STRONG. PERSUASIVE VOICE. AND WE
contemporary political climate, NEED TO HEAR IT° MARINA WARNER
resulted in the growth of a
particular kind of audit culture that
IS having very damaging
unintended conseguences.

RENHZITH L THATEZE S

EWS. LIKE-HHRERIEG, H

ROBURRHEED H AR E L DI,

ETCHLRELERILGVEERAZ STEFAN
2. CF#EO)%’;EI%O)BZE%%T_

L1z COLLINI
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A.lli. The special case of the humanities

|-

Impacts of research in the humanities: . A=tz 51+ 3HEDA 235 + -

Multiple “standard” impacts. D TIEER | A i$H b
. Technology - A%l
- BUR
Policy - R

Praxis

Impacts can be local or global in nature. O .
A N REARE, g E L <KD

. But: Societal impact of humanities badly ~F—/%b
understood and very limited literature on - L& L. AXZDHREHIA /37 I

the subject. +RICEREINTELT. Ronhi:
SR L DNV LY, "




A.lli. The special case of the humanities

Pathways of impact in the
humanities: Multiple “normal”
pathways.

Education.
Co-creation.
Knowledge transfer.
Formal partnerships.

. But: More informal contacts In

humanities than other disciplines.

* AXRIZEIT A V/NT FDfER

BEHO EE0] B

- BEH
- 25
- FEBDIEE

CERBA— b F—Y v T

- LD L. EADDDHFICHEANAXFETIE

FUA D THA—IINEaRZT MR
%Ly,
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A.lll. The special case of the humanities

Palgrave Communication (2017): Zoe
Bulaitis

“Work within SSH evidences that
humanities scholars themselves
recognise alternative values, beyond the

economic and commercial, in the work
they do.” (7)

"This article calls for humanities scholars -

to build upon such evidence, in providing
an alternative approach that engages
vvitrz p)olicymaking as opposed to avoiding
it.” (7

Worries about the impact of “impact” on
research. (5)

[AXFHREEBSEN. BoD
BISTICIRER. ExmlEZ®
AREBWGZMEZZRDH TS
CEEANHRRDOBEMGEBAL T
LD, 1 (7)

[ZDwmXIE. AXFEHEEIC
tL. 2 LI=5EZBEZ.
BRI EE T ADTIEAE L,
TNEEDHAIREBNGT J0—
FERHETHEOHFEUMNT S
(7)

[ T4 2D R OBE~ADA
INYg FADEE (D)
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A.Iv. The state of playIRik

- “the circulation of - REMENLA

research in networks to WJEEE LT
users with identifiable ~ &WHRZED
interactions creating b P EEDHFE
things that make a good PIREZFHHE{FA
society as public benefits & # L\ BAZE D
from private assets’ 7

- "Good society” isthe . B \#te2AaAX
ultimate aim of research =szaoe nyooim o

In the humanities. =kG

L . BRI, &
- Good society is realised SR 1 A

through societal Y
capacities. % LTRESn

. Criterion: Internal - BEE Ry b

change in networks. 1?:_7 DHEBE

Paul Benneworth, Magnus Gulbrandsen
and Ellen Hazelkorn

The Impact and
Future of Arts
and Humanities

Research




A.iv. The state of play IRik

>

FICEEMNGERED
fEiEgSN T TRULVE

E XS0 D1t
SHIEENZIEY . T
IND—F A

WEFED
AR

& A

FifE

E472"

D OLGMNY A NMiiEl EROMSHWREA  EEREOTOEX

Process Knowledge Conceptual framework forValue  determination
scale process understanding “value” process

Indi- Co-creation The societal analogue for scien- Are researchers making
vidual of new tific excellence, directly related their findings as accessi-

knowledge to individual research projects  ble as possible?
AT TG H DA —measures of “goodness”

Micro Knowledge Users taking knowledge and Is there evidence that
exploita- research from researchers and users are engaging/ex-
tion/transfer embedding it in their own prod- ploiting findings?

D HIH.~#285ucts, processes and techniques

Meso Embodiment Maximising incentives for creat- Are the findings dissem-
in network  ing public benefits from private inating and exploited via
behaviour  activities, via autonomy and networks?

* v hO— 178

%3
Macro Becd e’sq Are networks changing
knowled etal capacities to live a “good ways that promote a
commons life”, particularly outside direct jbetter” society?

\, economic sphere

MEEFISIZTORE
ZIL< AL TL
HM?

FAENEDORE
[ZBES5 LFALT
WBEHDH S
M

BERIFERL.
SN Y Es] fal <
UEHNTLVS
A\

LYkt dd
AHf=bxy kJ—
J1FZEIE LTS
A
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A.lv. The state of play IRiIX

- Benneworth et al.:

“Our research has traced .

through a concrete series
of examples the ways In
which humanities research
becomes codified and
embedded in intermediate
artefacts that create new
forms of societal
capacity—that is, social
iINnnovation.”

- Benneworth et al.:

(2 DOMEIL. AXNFEHE
MNMRZRIEESN, FTILULVEDOH
SHRX YN\ T4, TEDHB,

HEWA / R— a3 0 F5EH
I--I_d_1|: E’]fék——q:%‘ iEa&)J_
\h%$DE~EWME JE
D Z 1888 L 1= ]
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3.i. Societal capacities ft=RIEE ST

UNESCO on Social Transformations.

“The world is undergoing important °
social transformations driven by the
impact of globalization, global
environmental change and economic
and financial crises, resulting in
growing mequalltles extreme poverty,
exclusion and the denial of basic
human rights. These transformations
demonstrate the urge for innovative

solutions conducive to universal values |y o -

of peace, human dignity, gender
equality and non-violence and non-
discrimination. Young women and
men, who are the most affected by

key-actors of social transformations.”

UNESCO : tEHZEEICEAL T

MRS O—/NY+E— 3 .

HIKIRERZE L, &F - ERGEHEO

BEIZX Y.
ERL TLVA,
ﬂ%xd)ﬁ

IImI

ES j(@*ixg-—’&%:t
TNIZKY .. ESF,

. BHthF ., EABIA

EDBEL tb\?ff\j(o COLEE

these changes, are hence the principal [t &

Eli SEF.
<) 0)—'%

ANEDER, YTV
ERAN. RERIE

BRI EIZ DA BE
%ﬁ' E’] f&ﬁ#/ﬁ%

RzWELE LTS,

b 2%,

& LB

NTH5BH, |

ZOLZEREIZE -

Z+AHEVLEE - Bk
EEDHLHOELEELEA
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B.l. Societal capacities
L =BIRE S

- “The humanities are crucial In
fostering understanding of
cultures and shedding light on
social transformations. They
offer key input on such MOST
priorities as social inclusion and
sustainable development.”

- “Managing social
transformations is not only

18

a
a
a

hout technical solutions: it Is
sO about Imagining creative

ternatives. In this work of

Imagination, the disciplines of
the humanities have a key role
to play.”

Education | Natural Sciences Soclal and Human Sciences  Culture

us QBLEUEEE Worldwide Events Resources

It LEARNING TO LIVE TOGETHER

United Nations .
Educational, Scientific and -
Cultural Organization *

UNESCO » Social and Human Sciences » MOST Programme » Humanities and Philosophy

Social Transformations
and Intercultural
Dialogue

Culture of Peace

Humanities and Philosophy

General and Regional
Histories

General History of Africa

Intercultural Dialogue
Intemational Migration
Silk Road

Social Transformations

[AXEIE EXEDEBEH TR R (TS

CAULZRTDICHBOTEETHH, FIEH]
BECFBR ARG E BAREICER

BT AT 7RI 5, |

(M EEBZALEITHICTIE, BRIMTAIEEEIRS

ax
N

FITTIEEL BlEMLGREBREZE BT S L

-—G%J%éo :O)ﬁg{%tb\avﬁﬁlzﬁb\—cs Aii

[IEEGRENER=T ]



B.1. Societal capacities #H&RIEEN

The World Humanities Conference,
Liege, August 2017

“To recognize the irreplaceable
capacity of the humanities in helping .
contemporary societies to meet
critical challenges in achieving the
Sustainable Development Goals as
well as other global agendas such as
the Paris agreement on climate
change, the Sendai Framework for
disaster risk reduction, the New
Urban Agenda, and the 2063 Agenda
for Africa, with related meanings,
values, understandings and long-term
trends”

HAFEANFREE, Liege,
August 2017

[l gE72 FAFEBIE (SDGs) PRix
ZTHEHIZET S/ NJIRE. BFK) RV B
D= DIWEHFKZREHE, —o2— -
T—IN\ TR, 7I2)HhDi1=
DT OTR2003EDT O—NIL
HBEZ., EET L0, (fifE. HE
ERHIM ML REEDICERT B E
WS ERGEBBEICIIBRAMNZADES.
BRHESZFEITI 2KBELAIGELTA
XEDRENFEDH & ]
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3.1l. Some cases involving EV and CA

European Network of Research . AXHERFIZB T AFEEEMD

Evaluation in the Social Sciences A - |
and Humanities (ENRESSH: BRI 2w BT —% (ENRESSH:
enressh.eu). enressh.eu).

Collection of 65 impact cases from « =E65MDA /N FT—XZEH.

around Europe to analyze [ I8 FADIRIR | 40
,pathways to impact”.

Side-product: - BIE®

Analysis of the concept of
societal impact in 19 cases from

AXFOMREEFDHMEIC K
H519DT—RIZHEWNT, #t=

the hu.manmes; l.e. from the self- A 187 ~ORES % 43
reporting of the scholars.

20
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3.1l. Some cases involving EV and CA

- Approach #1: Epistemic justice -
M Fricken. o 7 7A—F1: BAWES
(M. Fricker).

1. Testimonial injustice.
1. SEEMAIERE

2. Hermeneutical injustice.

2. BRRHAIER

- When individuals and

communities do not
have conceptual and ' @Abi - HT’f )
linguistic resources to =3 S DEREER L
understand and EZ 5= ,.,\El’J
communicate their own EiEMERZE-TL
experiences. L& =

- Doresearchers havea . EEICOAREEAETES

bility to correct this .
ooty ' BB BN

21



B.1l. Some cases involving

-\ and CA

Approach #1: Epistemic justice (M.
Fricker).

At least 11 cases in the
humanities “claim” epistemic
justice as the most important
societal impact.

E.g.: Cases concerning sign-
language users, women in
particular contexts, children and
other marginalised
communities.

Usually research resulting in
different forms of empowerment
through testimonial and / or
hermeneutical justice.

7 7O0—F 1: BEIMIES (M.

Fricker).

L EBAXEDID
T—AN, RVERGHER
A i85 R &L TR
FEZFELE.

Bl . FEREEE . FFEDIRE
TOXRE, REPHERIE
%i;: SAZTA4DT—RIE
=W TWLME, GEEHM™ DS
F1- (FRIRFMEZEF:E L
TSESELREDI N
T—A D ARSI HE
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B.1l. Some cases involving

-\ and CA

Approach #2:-

Central
capabilities:

1. Life.

2. Bodily
Health.

3. Bodily
Integrity.

4. Senses,
lmagination,

and Thought.

5. Emotions.

0. Practical
Reason.

7. Affiliation.

3. Other
Species.

9. Play.

10. Control
over one's

Environment.

7J7A—F2: -
BE .

(Nussbaum).

FID BT

1. &£ fn

2. B KRR

R

3. FFIRE

4. R

jj - IEE
5. &
6. EERIEH

7 E

- 1R

Lix
1l

8. BAREDH

9. BV
10. IREOa >V +

O0—JL (BRI,
s N=R:0))
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B.1l. Some cases involving

-\ and CA

Approach #2: Central
capabilities (Nussbaum).

Most important impact often
described in terms of:

life (5), bodily health (7),
bodily integrity (3),
senses, imagination,
thought (7), emotions (4),
practical reason (5),
affiliation (7), control over
one’s environment (6).

In many cases epistemic
justice Is In play.

—F2: R BT EE

ussbaum).

Lo EBEELA NT MIRL
TIZDULVT

I—I

(5) SERDORERE (7), BIK
E ""‘ *E{%jj

), 5% /75 18

VRIBIZXT S

<®%Alauf AN ED
MELEERIT L,tL\é
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3.1l. Some cases involving EV and CA

Comments: . aOAY R
Not committed to Nussbaum’s . . -
approach (just to test the . RZ/\F?AG)T? I:I—%_l‘_t 5
approach). PNEWN (7 T7Aa—FEHITD
7)o

More theoretical work needed on
the nature of societal impacts of

research from the perspective of . BHEBRIDOHAMHREDHUE
capabilities (e.g. as done by Forbat A4 /N7 FOMEEIZEI L T,
and Vargas concerning technology). £ Y% < DBHFAE ALE(

| | | {5 : Forbat and VargasD & fiT&f).
s it possible to map different types
of research to different levels

(nodes) in the capability model as . FEDWRRITE A,
Do o Py Robeyns {2005 anc Robeyns(2005, 2017) A2 L 1=
| BHERENETIVIZE 1T 2847
g (81) IcwvyEVYT5HC
EXRIEETZ A 2 A
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B.11l. Capabllities and/as societal impact of research
MREDHEHA N R/ ELTOEBHEREN

Figure 2.1 A stylised visualisation of the core concepts of capability theories

Structural constraints: ™\ Preference formation

Social institutions mechanisms - Earlier experiences in life; one’s character, including the cognitive and

emotions internal resources one has

» Social influences on
decision making

Social and legal norms

Other people’s behaviour
and characteristics

Environmental factors

(and many more...)

>,

Income from § - ) ) , ,
lab Capability set satisfaction with one’s
wealth, tion ’ — #» functionings unctionings
St - persons Capabilities choice 8 |—

1 set of >
and profits. , (opportunity set

A of achievable
Non-market factors : .
production unctionings)
Etc.
resources freedom to achievement

achieve

Source: Based on Robeyns (2005b), updated and expanded.



EDOHESIA N REELTO

B.11l. Capabllities and/as societal impact of research

B TEHE

7]

Case |: Research on the nation
state In lceland.

Spanning a whole research
career; multiple projects,

students, societal interaction, ...

Can be convincingly argued
that it has changed the public
perception and the public
debate on the nation state.

A positive capability?

Contra: Nationalistic research into
the middle ages ...

Case I: 74}(7/ FIZHBITHAERER

I—

ICET 5

j‘b

EHAEXFY)T7ERBLT. EHDOT
Aoy b, F4E. EMITHE. ..

FRERICEYT SHH

LERTEAR

-ERBHEEL-2TE RS,

RET 4 T1HIEREN 2

— ==

2 Ki&S

C R

5

=

S HRHA
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8.111. Capabillities and/as societal impact of research

Case ll: Sign language research in
Iceland.

In 2011 a new law on the status of
spoken Icelandic and Icelandic sign
language was adopted, giving Icelandic
sign language an equal status to spoken
Icelandic.

Other impacts:

1) a different and more robust
debate about sign language as a
language;

2) better self-understanding of sign
language users with less risk of
abuse;

3) more self-confident deaf students
proud of their own language;

4) sign language more obvious in the
public space and more accepted.

Casell: P4 RS2 RIZB I+ A FEHE

20115, 74 RS> FOOEDMIZET
6%&#%%3% TAARSY FDOFEEIC
Oz ERCHEENEZ T,

ZTDMDA N |

1) EEE& L TOFEEIS F'aEIL'C NETHE
MNoT-EmNERRFE SN

2) _E"Fﬁo) ) Zg 75\{1/\7:% < 7‘-d~ L) %nﬁn%%

DECEBNEE S 1=;

3) BANEEICEY 2 OBREREED
EMNMEZ T

4) FENAEEFTELLYHALNRY
FUZIFANLONPT (EoT=,
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8.111. Capabillities and/as societal impact of research

Question 1:

s it possible to identify capabilities
and/or functionings for which your
research is important?

Question 2:

Can CA serve to develop a new
vocabulary for societal impact of
reserach and develop a new
narrative approach?

Question 3:

Can this potentially have an effect
on research policy and impact
evaluations (liberation from the
tyranny of metrics)?

Question 1:
HIET=-D '3'%75“%@7‘:&;(:23%7“
BEREHE (Ff=F) HeEXEE
ITH_EIFTEFETH,

Question 2:
BERRA7 TO—FIIHMEDHS
A4 2 D= DF L LGEE
#RFE L. ILWEYD 7 JO—
FEBEAFETHADICEILDERIE
9 H,

Question 3:
CNIEBERICHATERERLA /N
7 LEHBICEEESASHENT
=5HTL&EOID GEEEDERERMD

DEER)
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Appendix: Nussbaums 10 capabilities (1)

Being able to live a life worth living of 1.

normal length.

Being able to have good health,
nourishment and shelter.

Being able to move freely and have
sovereignty over your body.

Being able to use your senses,
Imagination and thought in a truly
human way.

Being able to have emotional
attachment to people and things
outside yourself (to love, grieve, to
feel anger ...)

Ly =1
[rrfri
LiYy

RUCl;
»
)i

E%étﬁﬁék

;

NS

ZHEIMTESETHAH

AL
S‘-”

>N
[k
St ek ook

ISREITE., BFDHRAED
I;&E*’Eh\ 6:to
RE, B5H, BELHEICAR
étmﬁ%fﬁjltﬁfﬁé
TUNDAPLYIZEFZEFHFT
Do (BIHo e, BESCC
E.BRBHIERE)



Appendix: Nussbaums 10 capabillities (2)

10.

Being able to reflect in a critical way
about the planning of your life.

Being able to live with and show
concern for others; having the social
basis of self respect and non-
humiliation.

Being able to show concern for other
Species.

fBeing able to laugh, play and have
un.

Being able to make political choices
concerning your life; being able to
hold property and seek employment.

6.

/.

3.

9.

10.
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Appendix: Fricker’'s epistemic contribution

Central human capability #11: - fulDBIABIOEIERESN #11:

Epistemic contribution. S K1 B B A

“The general idea that human . T ARIDEFIAZRENA9{EI T
well-being has an epistemic RO ELNS —EIGE R
dimension depends on the HlE. ROEBZAICTEKFL
idea that functioning not only TWd, 9305, B
as a receiver but also a giver RBMDZITFELTEITT
of epistemic materials is an H<BEEL L TH#EET S
aspect of human subjectivity Z &N, B D RBRRIRFE
that craves social expression 12X SHIERAEFERIZER
through the capability to T574/\E) T4 (B
contribute beliefs and BEN) Z@E L I-ft=pIRIE
interpretations to the local zE2LT HDARIDOERMED
epistemic economy.” (Fricker —HETHAEVNDFBAA
2015) |[Z{&k7E L T LS (Fricker

N
=)
—_\

9
0]
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