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Abstract	
  
Relational	
  wellbeing	
  is	
  an	
  emergent	
  construct	
  grounded	
  in	
  the	
  interpretivist	
  tradition	
  in	
  
social	
  science.	
  It	
  approaches	
  people	
  as	
  subjects,	
  and	
  aims	
  to	
  understand	
  the	
  ways	
  they	
  
see	
   the	
   world	
   in	
   as	
   near	
   to	
   their	
   own	
   terms	
   as	
   possible.	
   	
   This	
   contrasts	
   with	
  
mainstream	
   approaches	
   to	
   subjective	
   dimensions	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   in	
   psychology	
   and	
  
economics,	
   which	
   take	
   a	
   positivist	
   approach,	
   positioning	
   people	
   as	
   objects,	
   whose	
  
variability	
   is	
   to	
  be	
   investigated	
   through	
  observation	
   rather	
   than	
   inter-­‐locution.	
   	
   Since	
  
the	
  recent	
  upsurge	
  in	
  interest	
  in	
  wellbeing	
  has	
  focused	
  on	
  its	
  subjective	
  dimensions,	
  or	
  
‘happiness’,	
   it	
   seems	
   paradoxical	
   that	
   the	
   social	
   science	
   traditions	
   that	
   emphasise	
  
subjectivity	
   should	
   thus	
   far	
   have	
   been	
  marginalised	
   in	
  wellbeing	
   debates.	
   This	
   paper	
  
draws	
   together	
   recent	
   contributions	
   which	
   take	
   a	
   more	
   relational,	
   qualitative	
  
approach,	
   as	
   a	
   step	
   towards	
   reversing	
   this	
   trend.	
   The	
   final	
   section	
   considers	
   how	
  
relational	
  wellbeing	
  may	
  be	
  operationalised	
  in	
  policy	
  and	
  practice.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

‘We	
  are	
  all	
  the	
  same,	
  that	
  is,	
  human,	
  in	
  such	
  a	
  way	
  that	
  nobody	
  is	
  ever	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  
anyone	
  else	
  who	
  ever	
  lived,	
  lives,	
  or	
  will	
  live.’	
  	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (Hannah	
  Arendt	
  1958:7-­‐8	
  in	
  Scott	
  2012:15)	
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1 Introduction	
  
	
  
A	
  recent	
  newspaper	
  interview	
  with	
  Daniel	
  Kahneman	
  gives	
  the	
  following	
  account	
  of	
  his	
  
current	
  project:	
  
	
  
‘The	
  next	
   problem	
  on	
  his	
   list	
   is	
   “noise”,	
   or	
   random	
  variability:	
   the	
   fact	
  that	
   different	
  
people	
   in	
   the	
   same	
   situation	
  make	
   very	
   different	
   judgments.	
   Random	
  error	
   is	
  a	
   very	
  
different	
   phenomenon	
   from	
   the	
   systematic	
   biases	
   he’s	
   been	
   studying	
   for	
   several	
  
decades.	
   It’s	
   the	
   kind	
   of	
   error	
   you	
   can’t	
   reliably	
   predict.	
   Noise,	
   he	
   says,	
   applies	
   to	
  
people	
   approving	
   loans,	
   to	
   underwriters,	
   to	
   radiologists.	
  One	
  worker	
  might	
   be	
  more	
  
optimistic	
   than	
  another,	
   say,	
   and	
   it	
  becomes	
  difficult	
   to	
  ensure	
  uniformity.	
   “Mood	
   is	
  
noxious.	
   Noise	
   is	
  costly	
   to	
   organisations,	
   which	
   are	
   essentially	
   factories	
   for	
   making	
  
decisions.	
  If	
  another	
  underwriter	
  had	
  seen	
  that	
  case	
  he	
  would	
  put	
  a	
  different	
  premium	
  
on	
  it	
  …”	
  	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Shariatmadari	
  (2015)	
  
	
  
This	
   is,	
   by	
   any	
   standards,	
   a	
   remarkably	
   ambitious	
   project.1	
   The	
   idea	
   that	
   one	
   should	
  
seek	
   to	
   eliminate	
   the	
   ‘noise’	
   of	
   individual	
  mood	
  and	
  personality	
   in	
  order	
   to	
   improve	
  
company	
  performance	
  is	
  understandable	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  an	
  industry	
  interest	
  in	
  delivering	
  a	
  
standard	
   product.	
   	
   At	
   another	
   level,	
   however,	
   the	
   desire	
   to	
   screen	
   out	
   what	
   is	
  
distinctively	
   human	
   seems	
  profoundly	
   disconcerting.	
   	
   The	
   fact	
   that	
   this	
   should	
   come	
  
from	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  renowned	
  contemporary	
  psychologists	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  gives	
  pause	
  
for	
  thought.	
  	
  Reading	
  against	
  the	
  grain,	
  however,	
  one	
  might	
  say	
  that	
  the	
  issue	
  of	
  ‘noise’	
  
provides	
  a	
  key	
  fault-­‐line	
  in	
  current	
  debates	
  about	
  wellbeing.	
  The	
  specificities	
  of	
  cultural	
  
or	
  personal	
  meanings	
  which	
  are	
  to	
  qualitative	
  researchers	
  the	
  stuff	
  of	
  wellbeing,	
  are	
  to	
  
quantitative	
  researchers	
  like	
  Kahnemann	
  unhelpful	
  noise	
  that	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  filtered	
  out,	
  
to	
   produce	
   ‘clean’	
   data	
   of	
   maximum	
   comparability.	
   	
   This	
   methodological	
   difference	
  
also	
  marks	
  a	
  difference	
  in	
  the	
  type	
  of	
  interest	
  in	
  wellbeing.	
  One	
  is	
  primarily	
  evaluative,	
  
seeking	
   to	
   use	
   levels	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   as	
   a	
   marker	
   for	
   example	
   of	
   national	
   progress	
   or	
  
programme	
   success.	
   The	
   other	
   is	
   more	
   substantive,	
   interested	
   in	
   the	
   experience	
   of	
  
wellbeing,	
  in	
  how	
  people	
  are	
  doing	
  when	
  they	
  say	
  they	
  are	
  doing	
  well.	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   puts	
   forward	
   the	
   concept	
   of	
   ‘relational	
   wellbeing’	
   (RWB),	
   an	
   emergent	
  
construct	
  that	
  seeks	
  to	
  offer	
  a	
  way	
  of	
   listening	
  to	
  the	
  ‘noise’	
  of	
  wellbeing.	
   	
  Relational	
  
wellbeing	
  is	
  grounded	
  in	
  the	
  interpretivist	
  tradition	
  in	
  social	
  science,	
  which	
  approaches	
  
people	
  as	
  subjects,	
  and	
  aims	
  to	
  understand	
  the	
  ways	
  they	
  see	
  the	
  world	
  in	
  as	
  near	
  to	
  
their	
   own	
   terms	
   as	
   possible.	
   	
   This	
   contrasts	
   with	
   the	
   positivism	
   of	
   the	
   mainstream	
  
approaches,	
  which	
  positions	
  people	
  as	
  objects,	
  whose	
  variability	
   is	
   to	
  be	
   investigated	
  
through	
  observation	
  rather	
  than	
  inter-­‐locution.	
  	
  Since	
  the	
  recent	
  upsurge	
  in	
  interest	
  in	
  
wellbeing	
  has	
  focused	
  on	
  its	
  subjective	
  dimensions,	
  or	
  ‘happiness’,	
  it	
  seems	
  paradoxical	
  
that	
  the	
  social	
  science	
  traditions	
  that	
  emphasise	
  subjectivity	
  should	
  thus	
  far	
  have	
  been	
  
marginalised	
   in	
   wellbeing	
   debates.	
   This	
   paper	
   draws	
   together	
   recent	
   contributions	
  
which	
  take	
  an	
  interpretivist	
  approach,	
  as	
  a	
  step	
  towards	
  reversing	
  this	
  trend.	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  The	
  interview	
  is	
  headed,	
  ‘What	
  would	
  I	
  eliminate	
  if	
  I	
  had	
  a	
  magic	
  wand?	
  Over-­‐confidence.’	
  	
  Whether	
  
this	
  was	
  intended	
  irony,	
  given	
  the	
  excessively	
  ambitious	
  character	
  of	
  Kahneman’s	
  current	
  project,	
  I	
  am	
  
not	
  sure.	
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While	
  this	
  paper	
  is	
  the	
  first	
  to	
  my	
  knowledge	
  to	
  seek	
  to	
  propose	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  
a	
  distinct	
  sub-­‐field,	
  the	
  approach	
  –	
  and	
  indeed	
  the	
  term	
  itself	
  -­‐	
  can	
  be	
  discerned	
  from	
  
the	
  convergence	
  of	
  work	
  of	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  scholars	
  working	
  quite	
  independently,	
  mainly,	
  
though	
   not	
   exclusively,	
   on	
   or	
   in	
   the	
   global	
   South.	
   The	
   result	
   is	
   a	
   set	
   of	
   approaches	
  
which	
   share	
   some	
   ‘family’	
   resemblances,	
   rather	
   than	
   a	
   single,	
   authorised	
   theory.	
  	
  
Challenging	
   the	
   dominance	
   of	
   psychology	
   and	
   economics	
   in	
   framing	
   contemporary	
  
conceptions	
   of	
   wellbeing,	
   these	
   perspectives	
   are	
   informed	
   by	
   development	
   studies,	
  
social	
  anthropology	
  or	
  human	
  geography.	
  	
  They	
  are	
  primarily	
  qualitative	
  in	
  orientation,	
  
though	
  also	
  include	
  mixed	
  methods.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  starting	
  point	
   is	
  to	
  approach	
  people	
  as	
  subjects	
  who	
  are	
  formed	
  within	
  a	
  specific	
  
social	
  and	
  cultural	
  context.	
  	
  This	
  leads	
  on	
  to	
  looking	
  beyond	
  thoughts	
  and	
  emotions	
  to	
  
emphasise	
   also	
   materiality,	
   which	
   in	
   turn	
   directs	
   attention	
   to	
   the	
   effects	
   of	
   social	
  
structure	
  and	
  of	
  place.	
  	
  Just	
  as	
  subjectivity	
  emerges	
  through	
  relationality,	
  so	
  wellbeing	
  
is	
  seen	
  as	
  social	
  or	
  collective,	
  going	
  beyond	
  the	
   individual.	
   	
  Relationships	
  thus	
  form	
  a	
  
central	
  focus,	
  as	
  both	
  the	
  means	
  through	
  which	
  (psychological	
  and	
  material)	
  goods	
  are	
  
distributed	
  and	
  needs	
  are	
  met,	
  and	
  as	
   intrinsic	
   to	
   the	
  constitution	
  and	
  experience	
  of	
  
wellbeing.	
   	
   For	
  Haidt	
   (2006:236-­‐7)	
   thus,	
   ‘Happiness	
   comes	
   from	
  between’,	
   emerging	
  
through	
   ‘right	
   relationships’	
  with	
  work,	
  with	
  others,	
   and	
  with	
   ‘something	
   larger	
   than	
  
yourself’.	
   Some	
   scholars	
   take	
   relationality	
   further,	
   to	
   see	
   wellbeing	
   as	
   active	
   and	
  
dynamic,	
   constituted	
   through	
   the	
   interplay	
   of	
   personal,	
   social	
   and	
   environmental	
  
processes.	
  	
  Finally,	
  scholars	
  of	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  are	
  leading	
  the	
  argument	
  for	
  more	
  
critical	
  analysis	
  of	
   the	
  activity	
  of	
  wellbeing	
   research,	
  viewing	
  different	
  disciplines	
  and	
  
their	
   epistemologies	
   and	
   methods	
   as	
   not	
   simply	
   reflecting,	
   but	
   also	
   helping	
   to	
  
constitute,	
  the	
  diverse	
  accounts	
  of	
  wellbeing.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Table	
   1	
   sets	
   out	
   some	
   of	
   the	
  main	
   differences	
   between	
   relational	
   and	
   psychological	
  
and	
  subjective	
  wellbeing	
  approaches.	
  	
  Such	
  a	
  device	
  necessarily	
  emphasises	
  difference	
  
and	
   suppresses	
   similarity.	
   	
   As	
   such	
   it	
   fails	
   to	
   capture	
   nuance,	
   or	
   the	
   ways	
   in	
   which	
  
approaches	
   blend	
   one	
   into	
   another.	
   	
   Nevertheless,	
   it	
   offers	
   a	
   convenient	
   shorthand	
  
way	
   to	
   capture	
   some	
   key	
   distinctions	
   of	
   basic	
   orientation	
   which	
   will	
   be	
   explored	
   in	
  
more	
  details	
  in	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  this	
  paper.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  

Relational	
  Wellbeing:	
  A	
  Theoretical	
  and	
  Operational	
  Approach	
  
White	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
   3	
  
	
   	
  
	
  

Table	
  1.	
  	
   Key	
  differences	
  between	
  subjective	
  or	
  psychological	
  and	
  
relational	
  wellbeing	
  approaches	
  
	
   SWB/PWB	
   RWB	
  

Core	
  disciplines	
   Psychology/economics	
   Anthropology/geography/sociolog
y	
  

Primary	
  location	
   Global	
  North	
   Global	
  South	
  
Epistemology	
   Positivist	
   Interpretivist	
  
Core	
  methodology	
   Quantitative	
   Qualitative	
  
Orientation	
   Universalist	
   Contextual	
  
Site	
  of	
  wellbeing	
   Individual	
   Relational	
  
WB	
  grounded	
  in	
   Science	
   Politics	
  
Core	
  interest	
   Evaluative	
   Substantive	
  
Relationship	
   of	
  
objective	
   to	
  
subjective	
  

External	
   (independent	
  
to	
  dependent	
  variable)	
  

Mutually	
   imbricated	
   /	
   co-­‐
constituting	
  

WB	
  imagined	
  as	
   State	
   Process	
  
	
  
The	
  paper	
  begins	
  with	
  a	
   summary	
   introduction	
   to	
   the	
  mainstream	
  approaches	
   in	
   the	
  
field	
  of	
  wellbeing.	
  It	
  then	
  describes	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  in	
  more	
  detail,	
  setting	
  out	
  how	
  
it	
  both	
  builds	
  on	
  and	
  provides	
  some	
  major	
  challenges	
  to	
  the	
  dominant	
  conceptions	
  and	
  
the	
   ways	
   these	
   have	
   been	
   mobilised	
   in	
   policy.	
   	
   The	
   final	
   section	
   considers	
   how	
  
relational	
  wellbeing	
  may	
  be	
  operationalised	
  in	
  policy	
  and	
  practice.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

2 Wellbeing:	
  the	
  mainstream	
  approaches	
  
	
  
Wellbeing	
  is	
  an	
  infamously	
  broad	
  term,	
  used	
  in	
  a	
  wide	
  variety	
  of	
  ways	
  across	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  
disciplines	
  (Gasper	
  2010,	
  Gough	
  and	
  McGregor	
  2007,	
  Haybron	
  2008,	
  Scott	
  2012,	
  Sointu	
  
2005).	
  	
  From	
  the	
  1960s	
  to	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  twentieth	
  century	
  its	
  measurement	
  in	
  public	
  
policy	
  was	
  dominated	
  by	
  ‘social’	
  or	
  ‘quality	
  of	
  life’	
  indicators,	
  which	
  were	
  developed	
  to	
  
counter-­‐balance	
   the	
   dominant	
   emphasis	
   on	
   income	
   in	
   national	
   statistics	
   (Noll	
   2002).	
  	
  
While	
   important	
   work	
   continues	
   to	
   be	
   done	
   on	
   social	
   indicators,	
   this	
   has	
   been	
  
somewhat	
  eclipsed	
  by	
  an	
  upsurge	
  of	
  interest	
  in	
  subjective	
  wellbeing	
  (SWB).	
  	
  SWB	
  was	
  
in	
  part	
  nurtured	
  by	
  research	
  on	
  social	
   indicators	
  and	
  quality	
  of	
   life	
  (e.g.	
  Andrews	
  and	
  
Withey	
  1976)	
  but	
  it	
  has	
  come	
  to	
  be	
  something	
  of	
  a	
  cuckoo	
  in	
  the	
  nest,	
  displacing	
  –	
  and	
  
often	
   failing	
   to	
   acknowledge	
   –	
   these	
   earlier	
   bodies	
   of	
  work	
   (Maggino	
   and	
   Raviglioni	
  
2011,	
  Michalos	
   2011).	
   	
   SWB	
   research	
   has	
   been	
   led	
   on	
   the	
   one	
   hand	
   by	
   economics,	
  
following	
  especially	
  Easterlin’s	
  (1974)	
  questioning	
  of	
  the	
  equation	
  between	
  income	
  and	
  
happiness	
  (see	
  e.g.	
  Graham	
  2011)	
  and	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  by	
  psychology,	
  following	
  especially	
  
the	
   launch	
   of	
   ‘positive	
   psychology’	
   in	
   the	
   USA,	
   1998	
   	
   (see	
   e.g.	
   Diener	
   2000).	
   	
   SWB	
  
constructs	
   consist	
   of	
   measures	
   of	
   life	
   satisfaction	
   and/or	
   measures	
   of	
   emotional	
  
experience	
  (‘affect’).	
   	
   Its	
  great	
  advantage	
  is	
  the	
  relative	
  absence	
  of	
  ‘noise’,	
  since	
  SWB	
  
seeks	
   to	
   provide	
   a	
  metric	
   simply	
   for	
   how	
  happy	
  or	
   satisfied	
   people	
   are	
   in	
   their	
   own	
  
terms,	
   leaving	
   aside	
   the	
   question	
   of	
   how	
   they	
   define	
   that	
   happiness	
   or	
   satisfaction.	
  	
  
Recent	
  work,	
  however,	
  has	
  questioned	
  the	
  equivalence	
  of	
  measures	
  of	
  life	
  satisfaction	
  
and	
   affect,	
   showing	
   in	
   particular	
   that	
   the	
   former	
   tend	
   to	
   correlate	
   with	
   economic	
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status	
  while	
   the	
   latter	
  may	
  not	
   (e.g.	
  Diener	
  et	
  al.	
   2010,	
  Graham	
  and	
  Nikolova	
  2015).	
  	
  
Stone	
   and	
   Mackie	
   (2013)	
   therefore	
   suggest	
   a	
   new	
   term	
   of	
   ‘experienced	
   wellbeing’	
  
(ExWB)	
  to	
  distinguish	
  measures	
  of	
  affect	
  more	
  clearly	
  from	
  those	
  of	
  life	
  satisfaction,	
  or	
  
what	
  they	
  label	
  ‘evaluative	
  wellbeing’,	
  and	
  measures	
  of	
  a	
  sense	
  of	
  meaning,	
  purpose	
  or	
  
value	
  in	
  life,	
  which	
  they	
  term	
  ‘eudaemonic	
  wellbeing’.2	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Psychological	
   wellbeing	
   (PWB)	
   approaches	
   seek	
   to	
   go	
   beyond	
   measuring	
   levels	
   of	
  
‘feeling	
   good’	
   to	
   consider	
  more	
   substantively	
  what	
   is	
   good	
   for	
   people,	
   conceived	
   as	
  
optimal	
  psychological	
  functioning	
  (e.g.	
  Ryff	
  1989,	
  Ryff	
  and	
  Singer	
  2006)	
  or	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  
meet	
   core	
   psychological	
   needs	
   (Ryan	
   and	
   Deci	
   2001).	
   	
   In	
   doing	
   so	
   they	
   emphasise	
  
eudaemonic	
   understandings	
   of	
   wellbeing,	
   which	
   they	
   contrast	
   with	
   the	
   ‘hedonic’	
  
approach	
   of	
   SWB.	
   	
   This	
   distinction	
   is	
   traced	
   back	
   to	
   ancient	
   Greek	
   philosophy,	
  
identifying	
  eudaemonic	
  approaches	
  with	
  Aristotle’s	
  ideas	
  of	
  a	
  good	
  and	
  flourishing	
  life	
  
as	
  one	
  lived	
  according	
  to	
  virtue,	
  and	
  hedonic	
  approaches	
  with	
  Epicurus,	
  who	
  is	
  said	
  to	
  
have	
   placed	
   primary	
   value	
   on	
   pleasurable	
   experience.	
   	
   As	
   with	
   any	
   use	
   of	
   ancient	
  
philosophers	
   to	
   voice	
   contemporary	
   debates,	
   there	
   is	
   considerable	
   variability	
   in	
   the	
  
ways	
  that	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  Aristotle	
  and	
  Epicurus	
  are	
  presented,	
  and	
  I	
  am	
  not	
  competent	
  to	
  
judge	
  the	
  relative	
  accuracy	
  of	
  these.3	
  	
  However,	
  it	
  seems	
  to	
  me	
  wise	
  to	
  exercise	
  care	
  in	
  
mapping	
   philosophies	
   regarding	
   the	
   grounds	
   of	
   happiness	
   or	
   wellbeing	
   onto	
   either	
  
emotional	
   experience	
  or	
  means	
   of	
   assessment.	
   People	
  may	
   feel	
   happy,	
   for	
   example,	
  
due	
  to	
  the	
  sense	
  of	
  purpose	
  or	
  meaning	
   in	
  their	
   lives.	
   	
   It	
  would	
  seem	
  odd	
  to	
   identify	
  
this	
  as	
   reflecting	
  hedonism.	
  Conversely,	
   if	
   the	
  purpose	
   that	
  drives	
   them	
   is	
   to	
  achieve	
  
fame	
  and	
  fortune,	
   it	
  would	
  seem	
  mistaken	
  to	
  view	
  this	
  as	
  a	
  eudaemonic	
  approach	
  to	
  
wellbeing.	
  	
  The	
  abstraction	
  of	
  many	
  assessment	
  methods	
  means	
  that	
  we	
  simply	
  do	
  not	
  
know	
  how	
  people	
  understand	
  the	
  happiness	
  or	
  satisfaction	
  to	
  which	
  they	
  refer.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  more	
   substantive	
   orientation	
   of	
   psychological	
   wellbeing	
   approaches	
   results	
   in	
   a	
  
number	
   of	
   areas	
   of	
   overlap	
   with	
   relational	
   wellbeing.	
   	
   One	
   of	
   Ryff’s	
   six	
   domains	
   of	
  
psychological	
   wellbeing	
   is	
   ‘positive	
   relations	
   with	
   others’.	
   	
   One	
   of	
   the	
   three	
   basic	
  
psychological	
  needs	
  identified	
  by	
  Self-­‐Determination	
  Theory	
  (SDT)	
  is	
  relatedness.	
  	
  The	
  
two	
  other	
  needs,	
   for	
  autonomy	
  and	
  competence	
   (both	
  of	
  which	
  appear	
  also	
   in	
  Ryff’s	
  
domains4)	
   are	
   also	
   relationally	
   grounded,	
   concerning	
   relations	
   between	
   the	
   self	
   and	
  
others	
   on	
   the	
   one	
   hand,	
   and	
   between	
   the	
   self	
   and	
   its	
   environment	
   on	
   the	
   other.	
   I	
  
discuss	
  this	
  further	
  below.	
  
	
  
The	
  capability	
  approach	
  offers	
  a	
   further	
   influential	
   form	
   in	
  which	
  wellbeing	
  has	
  been	
  
conceptualised	
  in	
  contemporary	
  public	
  policy.	
  	
  The	
  primary	
  emphasis	
  is	
  material	
  rather	
  
than	
  psychological,	
  concerned	
  with	
  ‘the	
  alternative	
  combinations	
  of	
  things	
  a	
  person	
  is	
  
able	
   to	
  be	
  or	
  do’	
   (Sen	
  1993:	
  30)	
  or	
   the	
  scope	
   to	
  achieve	
   ‘valued	
   functionings’.	
  These	
  
range	
   from	
   meeting	
   basic	
   needs	
   such	
   as	
   being	
   adequately	
   nourished,	
   to	
   more	
  
psychological	
   and	
   relational	
   factors,	
   such	
   as	
   ‘achieving	
   self-­‐respect	
   or	
   being	
   socially	
  
integrated’	
   (Sen	
   1993:	
   31).	
   	
   The	
   scope	
   to	
   have	
   positive	
   relations	
   with	
   others	
   thus	
  
certainly	
   belongs	
   to	
   those	
   capabilities	
   that	
   people	
   ‘value	
   and	
   have	
   reason	
   to	
   value’.	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2	
  Stone	
  and	
  Mackie	
  (2013:	
  3)	
  identify	
  eudaemonic	
  dimensions	
  as	
  in	
  ‘some	
  ways	
  separate	
  but	
  also	
  
intertwined	
  with	
  the	
  evaluative	
  and	
  experienced	
  dimensions’	
  of	
  subjective	
  wellbeing.	
  
3	
  Haybron	
  (2008)	
  provides	
  an	
  extended,	
  stimulating	
  discussion	
  of	
  philosophies	
  of	
  wellbeing.	
  
4	
  As	
  autonomy	
  and	
  ‘environmental	
  mastery’	
  respectively	
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However,	
   perhaps	
   the	
   primary	
   form	
   in	
   which	
   relationality	
   appears	
   in	
   the	
   capability	
  
approach	
  is	
  more	
  parabolic,	
  as	
  the	
  implicit	
  shadow	
  to	
  its	
  stress	
  on	
  agency	
  and	
  freedom.	
  	
  
As	
   Sen	
   (1992:51)	
   states,	
   	
   ‘Acting	
   freely	
   and	
   being	
   able	
   to	
   choose	
   are,	
   in	
   this	
   view,	
  
directly	
   conducive	
   to	
  wellbeing’.	
   	
   The	
   value	
   of	
   agency	
   and	
   freedom	
   is,	
   for	
   Sen,	
   pre-­‐
eminent.	
   	
   Citing	
   the	
   example	
   of	
   Gandhi’s	
   hunger	
   strikes,	
   he	
   states,	
   ‘Agency	
  
encompasses	
   all	
   the	
   goals	
   that	
   a	
   person	
   has	
   reasons	
   to	
   adopt,	
   which	
   can	
   inter	
   alia	
  
include	
   goals	
   other	
   than	
   the	
   advancement	
   of	
   his	
   or	
   her	
   own	
  well-­‐being.’	
   (Sen	
   2009:	
  
287).	
  
	
  
Like	
  relational	
  wellbeing,	
  the	
  capability	
  approach	
  recognises	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  context.	
  
Sen	
   refuses	
   to	
   identify	
   any	
   universal	
   list	
   of	
   capabilities,	
   insisting	
   that	
   these	
  must	
   be	
  
defined	
  through	
  ‘public	
  reasoning’.	
   	
  This	
   is	
  very	
  far	
  from	
  cultural	
  relativism,	
  however,	
  
as	
   Sen	
   emphasises	
   that	
   capabilities	
   reflect	
   what	
   people	
   ‘have	
   reason	
   to	
   value’,	
   not	
  
simply	
  whatever	
  they	
  might	
  choose.	
  	
  His	
  colleague	
  Martha	
  Nussbaum	
  has	
  produced	
  a	
  
universal	
   list5,	
   but	
   deliberately	
   keeps	
   it	
   general,	
   to	
   allow	
   ‘the	
   possibility	
   of	
   multiple	
  
specifications	
  of	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  components’	
   (Nussbaum	
  2000:	
  93).6	
   	
  Both	
  authors	
  show	
  
considerable	
  faith	
  in	
  the	
  capacity	
  of	
  processes	
  of	
  argumentation	
  to	
  deliver	
  rational	
  and	
  
beneficial	
   outcomes.	
   While	
   relational	
   wellbeing	
   concurs	
   with	
   the	
   importance	
   of	
  
discussion,	
   it	
   lays	
  much	
  greater	
  stress	
  on	
  the	
  power	
  dimensions	
  of	
   this,	
  and	
  tends	
   to	
  
investigate	
  agenda-­‐setting	
  and	
  forms	
  of	
  social	
  bias	
  at	
  a	
  more	
  fundamental	
   level.	
   	
  The	
  
two	
  approaches	
  also	
  differ	
   in	
  disciplinary	
  and	
  methodological	
   terms,	
  as	
  the	
  capability	
  
approach	
   is	
   grounded	
   in	
   economic	
   philosophy,	
   while	
   relational	
   wellbeing	
   looks	
   to	
  
ethnography	
  and	
  the	
  qualitative	
  social	
   sciences.	
   	
  Perhaps	
   in	
  consequence,	
   they	
  differ	
  
most	
   fundamentally	
   in	
   their	
   view	
   of	
   the	
   human	
   subject.	
   The	
   capability	
   approach	
  
ultimately	
  relates	
  wellbeing	
  to	
  an	
  individualised	
  subject,	
  the	
  sovereign	
  rights-­‐holder	
  of	
  
liberal-­‐democratic	
  discourse.	
   	
   Relational	
  wellbeing,	
   as	
  discussed	
   further	
  below,	
   views	
  
wellbeing	
   (and	
   in	
   some	
   versions,	
   subjects	
   themselves)	
   as	
   emergent	
   through	
   the	
  
interplay	
  of	
  personal,	
  societal,	
  and	
  environmental	
  processes.	
  
	
  
	
  

3 Relational	
  Wellbeing	
  
	
  
Whereas	
   the	
   dominant	
   approaches	
   seek	
   to	
   abstract	
   from	
   context	
   (filter	
   out	
   the	
  
noise)	
  to	
  derive	
  an	
  approach	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  claimed	
  to	
  be	
  universal,	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  
holds	
   that	
   notions	
  of	
  wellbeing	
   are	
   socially	
   and	
   culturally	
   constructed,	
   rooted	
   in	
   a	
  
particular	
   time	
   and	
   place	
   (Atkinson	
   et	
   al.	
   2012).	
   Attention	
   thus	
   concentrates	
   on	
  
investigating	
  what	
  wellbeing	
  means	
  to	
  the	
  people	
  who	
  are	
  the	
  subjects	
  of	
  research	
  
(see	
  e.g.	
  Atkinson	
  et	
  al.	
  2012,	
  Calestani	
  2013,	
  Fischer	
  2014,	
   Jackson	
  2011,	
   Jimenez	
  
ed.	
   2008,	
   Mathews	
   and	
   Izquierdo	
   ed.	
   2008,	
   Thin	
   2012,	
   White	
   ed.	
   2015).	
   This	
  
sometimes	
   results	
   in	
   explicit	
   calls	
   for	
   inter-­‐cultural	
   dialogue	
   (e.g.	
   Rodríguez	
   2015).	
  
The	
  core	
  interest	
  of	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  is	
  thus	
  substantive,	
  rather	
  than	
  evaluative.	
  	
  
It	
  seeks	
  to	
  understand	
  a	
  particular	
  context	
  or	
  individual	
  in	
  its	
  own	
  terms,	
  rather	
  than	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5	
  In	
  fact	
  several,	
  as	
  she	
  recurrently	
  updates	
  it.	
  
6	
  A	
  caveat	
  must	
  be	
  noted,	
  however,	
  regarding	
  the	
  strong	
  terms	
  in	
  which	
  Nussbaum	
  denounces	
  ‘cultural	
  
relativism’,	
  and	
  her	
  identification	
  in	
  moral	
  terms	
  of	
  ‘the	
  relationship	
  between	
  culture	
  and	
  justice’	
  
(Nussbaum and Glover 1995:6). These suggest some doubt as to the range of ‘specifications’ 
that Nussbaum would deem to be legitimate.	
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rank	
   it	
   against	
   some	
   other.	
   	
   This	
   section	
   outlines	
   some	
   of	
   the	
   key	
   elements	
   that	
  
emerge	
  from	
  this	
  approach.	
  
	
  
Asked	
   to	
  describe	
  what	
  wellbeing	
  means,	
  people	
   rarely	
   refer	
   to	
   themselves	
   alone.	
  	
  
Rather,	
   their	
   answers	
   include	
  –	
   at	
   least	
   –	
   the	
  wellbeing	
  of	
   those	
  who	
  are	
   close	
   to	
  
them.	
   	
  Wellbeing,	
   that	
   is,	
   is	
  understood	
   in	
   collective	
   terms,	
  as	
  not	
   the	
  property	
  of	
  
individuals	
   but	
   something	
   that	
   belongs	
   to	
   and	
   emerges	
   through	
   relationships	
  with	
  
others	
  (Christopher	
  1999).	
   	
   	
  This	
   is	
  particularly	
  evident	
  in	
  studies	
  outside	
  the	
  West,	
  
where	
  people	
  tend	
  to	
  lay	
  greater	
  emphasis	
  on	
  collective	
  identities	
  and	
  relationships	
  
of	
  (often	
  unequal)	
  reciprocity,	
  but	
  the	
  sense	
  of	
  ‘being-­‐in-­‐relationship’	
  is	
  also	
  found	
  in	
  
everyday	
  ways	
  that	
  people	
  in	
  the	
  West	
  talk	
  about	
  wellbeing.	
  	
  Some	
  scholars	
  use	
  the	
  
term	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  to	
  highlight	
  the	
  significance	
  to	
  wellbeing	
  of	
  the	
  health	
  and	
  
quality	
   of	
   relationships	
   and	
   the	
   work	
   people	
   put	
   into	
   maintaining	
   them	
   (e.g.	
  
Huovinen	
   and	
   Blackmore	
   2015).	
   	
   McGregor	
   (2015)	
   identifies	
   relationships	
   as	
   ‘the	
  
stuff	
  that	
  makes	
  it	
  work	
  or	
  not’,	
  the	
  many	
  forms	
  of	
  association	
  through	
  which	
  goods	
  
are	
   distributed	
   and	
   needs	
   are	
  met	
   or	
   denied.	
   	
   Relationships	
   thus	
   appear	
   as	
   a	
   key	
  
resource	
  which	
  people	
  nurture,	
  invest	
  in	
  –	
  and	
  may	
  seek	
  to	
  escape	
  from,	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  
evade	
  the	
  claims	
  of	
  others	
  (Ferguson	
  1997).	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Seeing	
   wellbeing	
   in	
   collective	
   terms	
   raises	
   the	
   classic	
   moral	
   dilemma	
   of	
   whose	
  
wellbeing	
   matters	
   and	
   where	
   the	
   boundaries	
   are	
   to	
   be	
   drawn	
   (‘who	
   is	
   my	
  
neighbour?’).	
   	
   It	
   does,	
   however,	
   recover	
   the	
   main	
   tradition	
   in	
   political	
   economy,	
  
where	
  –	
   stretching	
  back	
   to	
  Aristotle’s	
  Politics	
   -­‐	
   the	
  wellbeing	
  of	
   the	
  polity	
  was	
   the	
  
primary	
  concern,	
  and	
  the	
  wellbeing	
  of	
  citizens	
  seen	
  to	
  derive	
  from	
  this	
  (Sointu	
  2005,	
  
Deneulin,	
   pers.comm.).	
   The	
   idea	
   of	
   collective	
   wellbeing	
   as	
   a	
   common	
   good	
  
comprising	
  social	
  cohesion,	
  shared	
  values,	
  safety	
  and	
  security	
  also	
  has	
  considerable	
  
political	
  traction	
  especially	
  in	
  urban	
  neighbourhoods.	
  	
  
	
  
To	
  see	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  a	
  collective	
  good	
  does	
  not	
  imply	
  the	
  denial	
  of	
  politics.	
   	
   In	
  Latin	
  
America,	
  where	
  indigenous	
  views	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  have	
  been	
  incorporated	
  into	
  political	
  
discourse,	
  ethnographic	
   studies	
  point	
  out	
  difference	
  and	
  disputes	
  within	
  even	
   ‘the	
  
same’	
   cultural	
   communities,	
   let	
   alone	
   between	
   different	
   people	
   groups	
   (e.g.	
  
Calestani	
   2013,	
   Loera-­‐González	
   2015,	
   Rodríguez	
   2015).	
   	
   These	
   are	
   not	
   simply	
   the	
  
inevitable	
   differences	
   of	
   personality,	
   but	
   also	
   reflect	
   places	
   of	
   residence	
   –	
   the	
  
countryside	
  or	
  the	
  city	
  –	
  and	
  positioning	
  by	
  social	
  structure,	
  of	
  age,	
  wealth,	
  gender,	
  
or	
  generation.	
   	
   	
  This	
   indicates	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  social	
  structure,	
  such	
  that	
  gender,	
  
age	
   or	
   occupation,	
   for	
   example,	
   constitute	
   clear	
   markers	
   of	
   difference	
   in	
   both	
  
ideologies	
  of	
  wellbeing	
   (what	
   it	
   is	
   to	
   live	
  a	
  good	
   life	
  as	
  a	
  man	
  or	
  as	
  a	
  woman	
  of	
  a	
  
certain	
   age)	
   and	
   in	
   the	
   achievement	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   in	
   material,	
   social,	
   and	
  
psychological	
  terms.	
  	
  
	
  
Relational	
  wellbeing	
  goes	
  beyond	
  psychology	
  to	
  stress	
  materiality,	
  that	
  how	
  people	
  
feel	
  about	
  their	
  lives	
  cannot	
  be	
  abstracted	
  from	
  how	
  they	
  are	
  doing	
  in	
  social,	
  political	
  
and	
   economic	
   terms.	
   	
   This	
   again	
   reflects	
   empirical	
   research,	
   as	
   asked	
   about	
   their	
  
experience	
  of	
  wellbeing,	
  people	
  persistently	
  mix	
  together	
  ‘objective’	
  and	
  ‘subjective’	
  
dimensions	
  which	
  are	
  treated	
  as	
  quite	
  distinct	
  in	
  the	
  literature	
  (e.g.	
  Woodcock	
  et	
  al.	
  
2009).	
   	
  Research	
   in	
  the	
  global	
  South	
   in	
  particular	
  has	
   found	
  that	
  people	
   frequently	
  
refer	
   first	
   to	
  economic	
   resources	
  when	
  asked	
  about	
  wellbeing.	
  However,	
   they	
  also	
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conceive	
  of	
  the	
  economic	
  in	
  fundamentally	
  social	
  terms.	
  	
  The	
  following	
  response	
  by	
  
a	
  Zambian	
  village	
  man	
  is	
  typical:	
  
	
  

“Most	
  essential	
  thing	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  say	
  is	
  that	
  one	
  must	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  have	
  sufficient	
  
food	
  for	
  him	
  and	
  also	
  his	
  family.”	
  	
   	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (White	
  and	
  Ramirez	
  2015:125).	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
People	
   also	
   commonly	
   respond	
   to	
   questions	
   about	
   subjective	
   experience	
   by	
  
referring	
   to	
   objective	
   circumstances.	
   	
   Thus	
   an	
   Indian	
   village	
   woman,	
   asked	
   about	
  
harmony	
   in	
   her	
   family,	
   explained	
   that	
   there	
   is	
   harmony	
   now	
   because	
   they	
   are	
  
economically	
   better	
   off,	
   which	
  makes	
   life	
   less	
   stressful	
   (White	
   and	
   Jha	
   2015:160).	
  	
  
Jackson	
   (2011)	
   amongst	
   many	
   others	
   emphasizes	
   the	
   importance	
   of	
   grounding	
  
cultural	
   representations	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   in	
   material	
   contexts	
   –	
   such	
   as	
   pervasive	
  
scarcity.	
   Brangan	
   (2015)	
   shows	
   how	
   this	
   is	
   policy-­‐relevant	
   as	
   she	
   contrasts	
  
professional	
  constructions	
  of	
  ‘health	
  behaviour’	
  with	
  the	
  meanings	
  and	
  practicalities	
  
of	
  physical	
  activity	
  in	
  a	
  South	
  African	
  township.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
This	
   indicates	
  another	
   important	
  dimension	
  of	
  materiality:	
  place.	
   	
  Running	
  through	
  
Haybron’s	
  (2008)	
  philosophical	
  discussion	
  of	
  ‘the	
  elusive	
  psychology	
  of	
  wellbeing’	
  is	
  
a	
   contrast	
   between	
   two	
   places,	
   with	
   differing	
   ways	
   of	
   life,	
   and	
   the	
   different	
  
groundings	
   for	
   happiness	
   these	
   provide.	
   	
   The	
   significance	
   of	
   place	
   is	
   also	
   a	
  major	
  
theme	
  amongst	
  geographers	
  of	
  wellbeing,	
  many	
  of	
  whom	
  take	
  a	
  relational	
  approach	
  
(e.g.	
  Atkinson	
  et	
  al.	
  2012;	
  Fleuret	
  and	
  Atkinson	
  2007).	
  Awareness	
  of	
  place	
  also	
  draws	
  
attention	
   to	
   the	
   interconnections	
  between	
  the	
  environment	
  and	
  human	
  wellbeing,	
  
as	
  discussed	
  further	
  below.	
  
	
  
Taken	
  together,	
   these	
  points	
  suggest	
  that	
   in	
  people’s	
  experience	
  at	
   least,	
  material,	
  
relational	
   and	
   subjective	
   dimensions	
   of	
  wellbeing	
   are	
  mutually	
   imbricated	
   and	
   co-­‐
constituting	
  (see	
  Gough	
  and	
  McGregor	
  2007).	
  	
  Thus	
  the	
  rice	
  which	
  is	
  emblematic	
  of	
  
Bangladeshi	
   conceptions	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   is	
   not	
   simply	
   a	
   source	
   of	
   calories,	
   but	
   is	
   a	
  
condensed	
   symbol	
   of	
   community	
   –	
   those	
   you	
   eat	
  with	
   and	
   those	
   you	
  do	
  not	
   –	
   of	
  
love,	
  identity,	
  nourishment,	
  entitlement	
  and	
  belonging	
  (White	
  2010).	
  When	
  seen	
  like	
  
this,	
   simple	
   oppositions	
   between	
   ‘objective’	
   and	
   ‘subjective’	
   wellbeing	
   begin	
   to	
  
dissolve.	
  	
  In	
  seeking	
  to	
  visualise	
  this,	
  the	
  initial	
  image	
  used	
  was	
  a	
  triangle,	
  as	
  in	
  Figure	
  
1,	
  to	
  emphasise	
  the	
  interdependence	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  dimensions	
  (White	
  2010:	
  161).	
  	
  As	
  
described	
  below,	
   this	
  has	
  been	
  superceded	
  by	
  an	
   image	
  which	
  captures	
  better	
   the	
  
dynamics	
  of	
  process	
  or	
  flow	
  between	
  the	
  different	
  elements.	
  
	
  
Figure	
  1.	
  The	
  Dimensions	
  of	
  Relational	
  wellbeing	
  (mark	
  1)	
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In	
  sketching	
  out	
  the	
  key	
  themes	
  within	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  approaches,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  
to	
   be	
   clear	
   about	
   how	
   they	
   differ	
   from	
   the	
   dominant	
   approaches	
   and	
   where	
   they	
  
overlap.	
  Scholars	
  of	
  subjective	
  and	
  psychological	
  wellbeing	
  and	
  the	
  capability	
  approach	
  
also	
   recognise	
   the	
   significance	
   of	
   culture,	
   material	
   sufficiency,	
   security	
   and	
   good	
  
relationships.	
   	
   The	
   differences	
   lie	
   in	
   the	
   way	
   they	
   envisage	
   the	
   relationship	
   to	
  
wellbeing.	
   	
   For	
   most	
   psychologists,	
   constructions	
   of	
   culture	
   follow	
   the	
   dominant	
  
framing	
  of	
  a	
  major	
  axis	
  of	
  difference	
  between	
   the	
   individualism	
  of	
   the	
  West	
  and	
   the	
  
collectivism	
  of	
  the	
  East.7	
  	
  The	
  following	
  is	
  a	
  classic	
  expression	
  of	
  this	
  view:	
  	
  
	
  

‘well-­‐being	
  for	
  collectivists	
  depends	
  on	
  fitting	
  in	
  and	
  having	
  good	
  relationships	
  
with	
  the	
  in-­‐group	
  which	
  requires	
  close	
  attention	
  to	
  the	
  norms	
  of	
  the	
  in-­‐group,	
  
while	
   for	
   individualists	
   it	
   depends	
   on	
   satisfaction	
   with	
   the	
   self,	
   and	
   the	
  
emotions	
  associated	
  with	
  self-­‐satisfaction.’	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  (Suh	
  et	
  al.	
  1998)	
  	
  
	
  
This	
  clearly	
  considers	
  culture	
  to	
  be	
  implicated	
  in	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  wellbeing,	
  but	
  sees	
  
culture	
  in	
  a	
  rather	
  limited	
  way,	
  as	
  a	
  linear	
  global	
  scale	
  against	
  which	
  particular	
  societies	
  
can	
  be	
  plotted	
  (Miller	
  2002).	
  	
  
	
  
On	
   the	
   face	
   of	
   it	
   the	
   individualism/collectivism	
  binary	
   is	
   not	
   a	
   particular	
   concern	
   for	
  
SWB,	
   since	
   its	
   slim	
  measures	
  of	
   self-­‐assessment	
  do	
  not	
   concern	
   themselves	
  with	
   the	
  
grounds	
  of	
   the	
   ratings.8	
   	
  Nevertheless,	
   cultural	
   differences	
   are	
   found	
   in	
   the	
   levels	
   of	
  
average	
   scores.	
   Thus	
  Diener	
  et	
   al.	
   (2000)	
   report	
   that	
   (white)	
  Americans	
   tend	
   to	
   give	
  
higher	
   average	
   scores	
   than	
  do	
   East	
  Asians,	
   particularly	
  when	
   it	
   comes	
   to	
   ‘global’	
   life	
  
satisfaction.	
  The	
  authors	
  suggest	
   this	
   reflects	
  a	
   ‘positivity	
  disposition’	
  which	
  varies	
  by	
  
culture.9	
   	
   What	
   is	
   important	
   for	
   the	
   present	
   purposes	
   is	
   to	
   note	
   that	
   subjective	
  
wellbeing	
   constructs	
   the	
   links	
   primarily	
   in	
   exterior	
   terms.	
   	
   The	
   term	
   ‘social	
  
determinant’	
  expresses	
   this	
  well.	
   Thus	
   income,	
   culture,	
  or	
   relationship	
   status	
  may	
  all	
  
be	
  constructed	
  as	
  ‘social	
  determinants’	
  whose	
  impact	
  on	
  wellbeing	
  should	
  be	
  assessed,	
  
with	
   wellbeing	
   itself	
   defined	
   in	
   standardised	
   cognitive	
   (satisfaction	
   with	
   life)	
   or	
  
affective	
  terms	
  (the	
  predominance	
  of	
  ‘positive’	
  emotions).	
  	
  For	
  psychological	
  wellbeing,	
  
Karasawa	
  et	
  al.’s	
  (2011)	
  paper	
  on	
  aging	
  and	
  wellbeing	
  suggests	
  a	
  potentially	
  different	
  
approach.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  that	
  emotions	
  themselves	
  may	
  be	
  constructed	
  differently	
  in	
  the	
  USA	
  
and	
  Japan,	
  such	
  that	
  in	
  Japan:	
  
	
  

‘there	
   is	
   no	
   cultural	
   prescription	
   for	
   feeling	
  mostly	
   positive	
   emotion	
   and	
   not	
  
feeling	
  much	
  negative.	
  If	
  anything,	
  there	
  is	
  socialization	
  to	
  feel	
  both,	
  as	
  strands	
  
of	
  a	
  rope	
  that	
  are	
  woven	
  together.’	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  (Ryff,	
  in	
  Frenkel	
  2012)	
  
	
  
In	
   general,	
   psychological	
   wellbeing	
   approaches	
   envisage	
   a	
   more	
   interior	
   connection	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
7	
  The	
  location	
  of	
  ‘West’	
  and	
  ‘East’	
  is	
  clearly	
  mythic.	
  The	
  most	
  common	
  actual	
  locations	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  
USA	
  and	
  ‘East	
  Asia’,	
  especially	
  Japan.	
  
8	
  Whether	
  the	
  measures	
  are	
  in	
  fact	
  entirely	
  culture-­‐free	
  may	
  be	
  disputed,	
  of	
  course,	
  since	
  even	
  the	
  
slimmest	
  reflects	
  a	
  particular	
  framing.	
  
9	
  Others	
  might	
  see	
  this	
  in	
  more	
  ideological	
  terms	
  –	
  see	
  e.g.	
  Held	
  (2002)	
  on	
  ‘the	
  tyranny	
  of	
  the	
  positive’	
  in	
  
the	
  USA,	
  Ehrenreich	
  (2009),	
  and	
  Ahmed	
  (2010).	
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with	
  wellbeing	
  than	
  does	
  SWB,	
  at	
  least	
  when	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  relatedness	
  and	
  culture.10	
  As	
  
noted	
  above,	
  relatedness	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  SDT’s	
  three	
  psychological	
  needs.	
  While	
  wellbeing	
  is	
  
still	
  seen	
  as	
  the	
  property	
  of	
  an	
  individual,	
  the	
  individual	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  construed	
  in	
  more	
  
relational	
  terms.	
  	
  Similarly,	
  while	
  Ryan	
  and	
  Deci	
  strongly	
  maintain	
  that	
  the	
  three	
  basic	
  
psychological	
  needs	
  are	
  universal,	
  they	
  admit	
  that	
  culture	
  may	
  shape	
  the	
  form	
  in	
  which	
  
they	
  are	
  expressed.	
  	
  Focusing	
  on	
  autonomy	
  in	
  particular,	
  as	
  the	
  most	
  culturally	
  loaded	
  
term,	
   they	
  assert	
   this	
   is	
  defined	
  as	
   the	
  opposite	
  of	
  heteronomy,	
  or	
  being	
  denied	
  any	
  
choice,	
  not	
  of	
  dependence.	
  	
  Someone	
  who	
  personally	
  identifies	
  with	
  the	
  values	
  of	
  his	
  
or	
   her	
   group	
   (as	
   in	
   a	
   so-­‐called	
   ‘collectivist	
   culture’)	
   and	
   therefore	
   chooses	
   to	
   follow	
  
them,	
  would	
   therefore	
  be	
  expressing	
   autonomy.	
  Miller	
  et	
  al.	
   (2011)	
  have	
   tested	
   this	
  
with	
   matching	
   sets	
   of	
   North	
   Americans	
   and	
   Hindus	
   in	
   India	
   and	
   confirm	
   both	
   that	
  
choice	
   or	
   autonomy	
   is	
   important	
   for	
   satisfaction	
   and	
   that	
   people	
   can	
   experience	
   a	
  
sense	
  of	
  choice	
  in	
  contexts	
  where	
  they	
  also	
  feel	
  a	
  sense	
  of	
  duty	
  –	
  doing	
  one’s	
  duty	
  can	
  
be	
   a	
   positive	
   experience.	
   Despite	
   this	
   theoretical	
   support,	
   however,	
   Miller	
   et	
   al.	
  
(2011:58)	
   state	
   that	
   coding	
   in	
  widely	
   used	
   SDT	
   questionnaires	
   is	
   problematic.	
   These	
  
interpret	
   references	
   to	
  duty	
   as	
   indicating	
   an	
  absence	
  of	
   choice	
  or	
   autonomy,	
   and	
   so	
  
implicitly	
   identify	
   autonomy	
   with	
   individualism,	
   despite	
   the	
   stated	
   views	
   of	
   SDT	
  
theorists.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
In	
   the	
   capability	
   approach	
   the	
  mix	
   is	
   different	
   again.	
   	
   Here	
   the	
  material	
   concerns	
   of	
  
being	
  able	
  to	
  support	
  oneself	
  and	
  one’s	
  family,	
  or	
  being	
  able	
  to	
  be	
  safe	
  from	
  crime	
  or	
  
violence,	
   do	
   constitute	
   core	
   capabilities	
   that	
   are	
   therefore	
   constituents	
  of	
  wellbeing.	
  
Scope	
   for	
   the	
  contextual	
  determination	
  of	
  what	
  wellbeing	
  means	
   is	
   also	
  given	
   in	
   the	
  
stress	
  on	
  ‘public	
  reasoning’	
  noted	
  above.	
  	
  At	
  the	
  same	
  time,	
  it	
  has	
  to	
  be	
  said	
  that	
  the	
  
approach	
  to	
  culture	
  in	
  the	
  capability	
  approach	
  is	
  generally	
  rather	
  negative.	
  While	
  Sen	
  
does	
  not	
  use	
  the	
  word	
   ‘culture’,	
   it	
   is	
  clearly	
   lurking	
  behind	
  his	
  analysis	
  of	
   ‘perception	
  
biases’	
  relating	
  to	
  the	
  perceived	
  contribution	
  to	
  the	
  household	
  of	
   Indian	
  women	
  (Sen	
  
1991).	
   	
  His	
   later	
  work	
  on	
  cultural	
   liberty	
  constitutes	
  an	
  unashamedly	
  robust	
  assertion	
  
of	
  liberalism:	
  
	
  

‘Individuals	
  have	
   to	
   shed	
   rigid	
   identities	
   if	
   they	
  are	
   to	
  become	
  part	
  of	
  diverse	
  
societies	
  and	
  uphold	
  cosmopolitan	
  values	
  of	
   tolerance	
  and	
  respect	
   for	
  human	
  
rights’	
  	
  

(UNDP	
  2004:	
  23)	
  
	
  
Reflecting	
  across	
  the	
  different	
  approaches,	
  the	
  main	
  variability	
  lies	
  not	
  so	
  much	
  in	
  the	
  
factors	
  that	
  are	
  seen	
  to	
  be	
  important,	
  but	
  in	
  the	
  ways	
  that	
  the	
  relations	
  between	
  those	
  
factors	
  are	
  construed.	
   	
  A	
  continuum	
  can	
  be	
  discerned	
   from	
  the	
  more	
   linear,	
  external	
  
relationships	
  envisaged	
  by	
  SWB,	
  through	
  progressively	
  more	
  interior,	
  constitutive	
  inter-­‐
relations	
   in	
   psychological	
   wellbeing,	
   the	
   capability	
   approach,	
   to	
   relational	
   wellbeing.	
  	
  
These	
  conceptual	
  differences	
  are	
  of	
  course	
  intimately	
  connected	
  to	
  research	
  methods.	
  	
  
While	
   qualitative	
   narratives	
   can	
   handle	
   flow,	
   ambivalence	
   and	
   polyvocal	
   meanings,	
  
quantitative	
  methods	
  seek	
  to	
  demonstrate	
  in	
  a	
  more	
  mechanical	
  way	
  the	
  presence	
  (or	
  
absence)	
   of	
   a	
   causal	
   relationship	
   between	
   independently	
   derived	
   variables.	
   	
   The	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
10	
  Neither	
  Ryff,	
  nor	
  Ryan	
  and	
  Deci,	
  include	
  in	
  their	
  frameworks	
  more	
  material	
  considerations,	
  such	
  as	
  
income	
  or	
  security,	
  though	
  they	
  could	
  perhaps	
  be	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  domain	
  of	
  ‘environmental	
  mastery’	
  and	
  
the	
  psychological	
  need	
  of	
  ‘competence’,	
  respectively.	
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significance	
   of	
   methods	
   in	
   producing	
   different	
   accounts	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   is	
   discussed	
  
further	
  below.	
  
	
  
The	
  importance	
  of	
  process	
  to	
  notions	
  of	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  caused	
  re-­‐consideration	
  of	
  
the	
  triangle	
  image	
  given	
  in	
  Figure	
  1.	
  On	
  reflection	
  this	
  seemed	
  too	
  structural,	
  and	
  too	
  
static.	
   	
   An	
   updated	
   version	
   thus	
   retains	
   the	
   sense	
   of	
   co-­‐construction	
   and	
   inter-­‐
relationship,	
   but	
   captures	
   in	
   addition	
   a	
   sense	
  of	
  movement	
   or	
   flow.	
   	
   This	
   is	
   given	
   in	
  
Figure	
  2,	
  below.	
  
	
  
Figure	
  2	
  The	
  Dimensions	
  of	
  Relational	
  Wellbeing	
  (mark	
  2)	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

4 Wellbeing	
  as	
  Process	
  
	
  
A	
   further	
   characteristic	
   of	
   relational	
   wellbeing	
   –	
   which	
   some,	
   but	
   not	
   all	
   relational	
  
wellbeing	
   scholars	
   share	
   -­‐	
   is	
   to	
   view	
   wellbeing	
   as	
   process	
   or	
   flow,	
   something	
   that	
  
happens,	
   rather	
   than	
   a	
   state	
   to	
   be	
   achieved.	
   	
   A	
   first	
   move	
   in	
   this	
   direction	
   is	
   to	
  
conceive	
  wellbeing	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  activity.	
  	
  The	
  Psycho-­‐social	
  Assessment	
  of	
  Development	
  
and	
   Humanitarian	
   Interventions	
   project	
   (PADHI)	
   identified	
   domains	
   of	
   wellbeing	
  
through	
  ethnographic	
  enquiry	
  in	
  Sri	
  Lanka.	
  	
  They	
  characterize	
  these	
  domains	
  in	
  active	
  
terms:	
  accessing	
  valued	
  resources;	
  experiencing	
  competence	
  and	
  self-­‐worth;	
  exercising	
  
participation;	
   building	
   social	
   connections;	
   enhancing	
   physical	
   and	
   psychological	
  
wellness	
   (Abeyasekera	
   2014:42-­‐44).	
   	
   Izquierdo	
   (2009:84)	
   similarly	
   presents	
  wellbeing	
  
amongst	
  the	
  Matsigenka	
  people	
  in	
  Peru	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  strength	
  to	
  do	
  valued	
  activities	
  
(‘work,	
  hunt,	
  and	
  fish;	
  care	
  for	
   family	
  members;	
  keep	
  good	
  social	
   relations;	
  and	
  keep	
  
malevolent	
  spirits	
  at	
  bay’).	
  	
  Thapan	
  (2003)	
  stresses	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  work	
  to	
  women’s	
  
sense	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  in	
  Delhi	
  slums.	
  Jha	
  and	
  White	
  (2015)	
  designate	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  
wellbeing	
   itself	
  as	
  a	
  kind	
  of	
  work,	
  as	
   they	
  reflect	
  on	
  the	
  attention,	
  activities	
  and	
  self-­‐
restraint	
   through	
  which	
  women	
   in	
   their	
   Indian	
   research	
  promote	
   and	
  maintain	
   good	
  
relations	
  in	
  the	
  family.	
  
	
  
Viewing	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  process	
  also	
  appears	
  in	
  attention	
  to	
  life-­‐course	
  and	
  the	
  way	
  that	
  
current	
   understandings	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   incorporate	
   reflections	
   on	
   the	
   past	
   and	
  
expectations	
  of	
  the	
  future,	
  both	
  for	
  individuals	
  (Lloyd-­‐Sherlock	
  and	
  Locke	
  2008,	
  White	
  
2002,	
  Huovinen	
  and	
  Blackmore	
  2015)	
  and	
  for	
  communities	
  (Loera-­‐González	
  2015	
  and	
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Rodríguez	
   2015).	
   	
   A	
   further	
   example	
   is	
   to	
   emphasise	
   the	
   dynamic	
   inter-­‐relations	
  
between	
   different	
   components	
   of	
   wellbeing.	
   McGregor	
   (2007:	
   337)	
   for	
   example	
  
characterises	
   wellbeing	
   processes	
   as	
   ‘involving	
   the	
   interplay	
   over	
   time	
   of:	
   goals	
  
formulated,	
  resources	
  deployed,	
  goals	
  and	
  needs	
  met,	
  and	
  the	
  degree	
  of	
  satisfaction	
  in	
  
their	
   achievement’.	
   Davies	
   (2015)	
   stresses	
   the	
   iterative	
   and	
   systemic	
   character	
   of	
  
relations	
  between	
  people	
  and	
  the	
  environment	
  in	
  her	
  notion	
  of	
  ‘wellbeing	
  ecology’.	
  In	
  
addition,	
   as	
   discussed	
   further	
   below,	
   seeing	
  wellbeing	
   as	
   process	
   helps	
   to	
   recognise	
  
how	
  (personal)	
  wellbeing	
  is	
   increasingly	
   invoked	
  in	
  self-­‐management,	
  or	
   implicated	
  in	
  
the	
  performance	
  of	
  self	
  (Ahmed	
  2010,	
  Atkinson	
  2013:	
  140–141).	
  Perhaps	
  most	
  radical	
  
is	
   to	
   frame	
   wellbeing	
   as	
   something	
   that	
   happens	
   rather	
   than	
   as	
   a	
   set	
   state.	
   One	
  
inspiration	
  here	
  is	
  Thompson	
  (1968:939)’s	
  discussion	
  of	
  class:	
  	
  
	
  

'Sociologists	
   who	
   have	
   stopped	
   the	
   time-­‐machine	
   and,	
   with	
   a	
   good	
   deal	
   of	
  
conceptual	
   huffing	
   and	
   puffing,	
   have	
   gone	
   down	
   to	
   the	
   engine-­‐room	
   to	
   look,	
  
tell	
   us	
   that	
   nowhere	
   at	
   all	
   have	
   they	
   been	
   able	
   to	
   locate	
   and	
   classify	
   a	
   class.	
  	
  
They	
   can	
  only	
   find	
   a	
  multitude	
  of	
   people	
   and	
  different	
  occupations,	
   incomes,	
  
status-­‐hierarchies,	
  and	
  the	
  rest.	
  	
  Of	
  course	
  they	
  are	
  right,	
  since	
  class	
  is	
  not	
  this	
  
or	
   that	
   part	
   of	
   the	
  machine,	
   but	
   the	
  way	
   the	
  machine	
  works	
   once	
   it	
   is	
   set	
   in	
  
motion	
   -­‐	
  not	
   this	
   and	
   that	
   interest,	
  but	
   the	
   friction	
   of	
   interests,	
   the	
  heat,	
   the	
  
thundering	
  noise…	
  Class	
  itself	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  thing,	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  happening.'	
  

	
  
The	
   industrial,	
   machine-­‐based	
   imagery	
   is	
   at	
   odds	
   with	
   the	
   harmonious	
   and	
   organic	
  
symbolism	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   to	
   which	
   we	
   are	
   accustomed.	
   	
   	
   An	
   alternative	
   might	
   be	
   to	
  
substitute	
   the	
   image	
   of	
   dancers	
  with	
   long	
   broad	
   sashes,	
  which	
   they	
   use	
   to	
   reel	
   one	
  
another	
  together	
  or	
   fling	
  each	
  other	
  apart.	
  The	
  point	
  would	
  be	
  the	
  same	
  –	
  wellbeing	
  
inheres	
  in	
  the	
  dance,	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  property	
  of	
  individual	
  dancers.	
  
	
  
Atkinson	
   (2013)	
   approaches	
   the	
   ‘happening’	
   of	
   wellbeing	
   through	
   a	
   rather	
   different	
  
language	
   and	
   imagery.	
   	
   For	
   her,	
   wellbeing	
   is	
   radically	
   detached	
   from	
   individualised	
  
subjects	
  as	
   it	
   inheres	
   in	
  assemblages	
  of	
   relationships	
  amongst	
  people	
  and	
  places	
  and	
  
material	
  objects	
  and	
  intangible	
  aspects	
  of	
  places	
  (such	
  as	
  atmosphere).	
  Wellbeing	
  thus	
  
becomes	
  profoundly	
  situated	
  and	
  relational,	
  located	
  in	
  ‘the	
  movement	
  and	
  clusterings	
  
of	
   affect’	
   that	
   emerge	
   at	
   particular	
   conjunctions	
   of	
   time	
   and	
   place	
   (Atkinson	
   2013:	
  
142).	
  	
  
	
  
Figure	
  3	
  presents	
  a	
  diagram	
  which	
  seeks	
  to	
  capture	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  process.	
  	
  It	
  
begins	
  with	
  the	
  same	
  basic	
   image	
  as	
   in	
  Figure	
  2	
  above.	
   	
   Instead	
  of	
   labelling	
  this	
  with	
  
the	
   three	
   dimensions	
   of	
   wellbeing,	
   however,	
   it	
   draws	
   the	
   argument	
   up	
   to	
   the	
   next	
  
level,	
   to	
   consider	
   the	
   processes	
   involved	
   in	
   constituting	
   wellbeing.	
   Three	
   kinds	
   of	
  
processes	
   are	
   identified.	
   	
   The	
   first	
   is	
   personal.	
   	
   This	
   recognises	
   that	
   wellbeing	
   is	
  
intimately	
   connected	
   with	
   intra-­‐	
   and	
   inter-­‐personal	
   processes,	
   one’s	
   psychological	
  
make-­‐up,	
  response	
  to	
  circumstances,	
  personal	
  history,	
  material	
  context,	
  personal	
  and	
  
social	
   relationships.	
   	
  This	
   is	
  most	
  easily	
   thought	
  about	
   in	
   immediate	
  terms,	
  but	
  could	
  
include	
   one’s	
   sense	
   of	
   identity	
   and	
   responsibility	
   as	
   a	
   national	
   or	
   global	
   citizen.	
   The	
  
second,	
   societal,	
   recognises	
   that	
   all	
   of	
   this	
   has	
   a	
   broader	
   context,	
   well	
   beyond	
   the	
  
individual	
   or	
   community.	
   This	
   includes	
   underlying	
   social,	
   governmental,	
   political	
   and	
  
cultural	
  structures	
  and	
  processes,	
  which	
  again	
  can	
  be	
  considered	
  at	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  scales,	
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from	
   local	
   to	
   global.	
   	
   The	
   third,	
   environmental,	
   recognises	
   that	
   human	
   wellbeing	
   is	
  
intimately	
   tied	
   up	
   with	
   planetary	
   wellbeing,	
   and	
   that	
   the	
   natural	
   world	
   has	
   its	
   own	
  
processes,	
  flows	
  and	
  constraints,	
  checks	
  and	
  balances	
  which	
  respond	
  to	
  human	
  action	
  
but	
  are	
  also	
  significantly	
  beyond	
  human	
  control.	
  
	
  

Figure	
  3.	
  The	
  Constitution	
  of	
  Relational	
  Wellbeing	
  as	
  process	
  

	
  
	
  

The	
  key	
  feature	
  of	
  Figure	
  3	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  line	
  is	
  continuous	
  –	
  the	
  ‘wings’	
  are	
  constituted	
  in	
  
relation	
  to	
  each	
  other.	
  	
  This	
  means	
  they	
  are	
  interdependent	
  and	
  mutually	
  supportive,	
  
but	
  also	
  potentially	
  in	
  tension	
  with	
  each	
  other.	
  There	
  are	
  two	
  ways	
  to	
  read	
  this	
  image.	
  	
  
The	
   simpler	
   reading	
   is	
   to	
   see	
   personal	
  wellbeing	
   as	
   intimately	
   linked	
  with	
   collective,	
  
societal	
   wellbeing,	
   which	
   is	
   in	
   turn	
   linked	
   to	
   environmental	
   wellbeing.	
   	
   More	
  
ambitiously,	
   one	
   might	
   see	
   wellbeing	
   as	
   represented	
   by	
   the	
   image	
   as	
   a	
   whole,	
  
constituted	
   through	
   inter-­‐linked	
   personal,	
   social	
   and	
   environmental	
   processes.	
   	
   In	
  
either	
   case,	
   the	
   image	
   is	
   intended	
   to	
   suggest	
   motion	
   or	
   flow,	
   an	
   always	
   unstable	
  
settlement	
  being	
  made	
  and	
  re-­‐made	
  continuously.	
  Figure	
  4	
  thus	
  suggests	
  how	
  the	
  size	
  
and	
   relationship	
   between	
   the	
   ‘wings’	
   may	
   vary	
   as	
   conditions	
   in	
   one	
   cause	
   stress	
   in	
  
another.	
  While	
  this	
  image	
  emphasises	
  fluidity,	
  the	
  movement	
  is	
  not	
  of	
  course	
  free,	
  but	
  
both	
  enabled	
  and	
  constrained	
  to	
  particular	
  directions	
  by	
  material	
  and	
  social	
  structures,	
  
as	
  described	
  above.	
  
	
  

Figure	
  4.	
  Relational	
  Wellbeing	
  as	
  multiple	
  processes	
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5 Methods	
  and	
  politics	
  
	
  
As	
  mentioned	
  above,	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  approaches	
  are	
  developing	
  a	
  more	
  critical	
  
consciousness	
  of	
  research	
  as	
  a	
  social	
  process.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  again	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  interpretivist	
  
tradition,	
   which	
   lends	
   itself	
   to	
   post-­‐positivist,	
   critical	
   approaches	
   to	
   research.	
   It	
  
means	
  locating	
  accounts	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  the	
  identities	
  of	
  researchers,	
  the	
  
disciplines	
  and	
  the	
  methods	
  used	
  to	
  produce	
  them	
  (e.g.	
  White	
  with	
  Blackmore	
  2015).	
  	
  
This	
   draws	
   attention	
   to	
   the	
   politics	
   of	
   wellbeing,	
   swimming	
   against	
   the	
   tide	
   of	
   a	
  
prevalent	
  tendency	
  to	
  claim	
  that	
  studies	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  now	
  constitute	
  a	
  ‘science’	
  (e.g.	
  
Diener	
  2000,	
  Layard	
  2005,	
  Graham	
  2011).	
  	
  	
  
	
  
An	
   important	
   starting	
   point	
   is	
   to	
   question	
   the	
   distinction	
   between	
   ‘objective’	
   and	
  
‘subjective’,	
   which	
   is	
   foundational	
   to	
   much	
   of	
   contemporary	
   wellbeing	
   discourse.	
  	
  
Both	
   qualitative	
   and	
   quantitative	
   approaches	
   require	
   a	
  material	
   transformation	
   of	
  
their	
   data,	
   but	
   in	
   opposite	
   directions.	
   	
   Qualitative	
  methods	
   tend	
   to	
   subjectify	
   the	
  
objective.	
   	
   They	
   resist	
   the	
  notion	
   that	
  data	
   is	
   simply	
   ‘gathered’,	
   and	
   stress	
   instead	
  
that	
  they	
  are	
  generated	
  or	
  constructed,	
  produced	
  through	
  the	
  labour	
  of	
  research.	
  At	
  
its	
  simplest,	
  this	
  draws	
  attention	
  to	
  the	
  necessity	
  of	
  codification:	
  even	
  something	
  as	
  
tangible	
   as	
   housing,	
   for	
   example,	
   becomes	
  data	
  only	
   through	
   a	
   series	
   of	
   decisions	
  
about	
   what	
   will	
   be	
   recorded	
   -­‐	
   quality	
   of	
   roof,	
   of	
   floor,	
   material	
   of	
   construction,	
  
number	
  of	
  rooms,	
  presence	
  of	
  outdoor	
  space,	
  tenure	
  status	
  …?	
  	
  Taking	
  this	
  further,	
  
the	
   standards	
   of	
   what	
   counts	
   as	
   good	
   housing	
   or	
   poor	
   are	
   shown	
   as	
   socially	
  
constructed,	
   reflecting	
   not	
   just	
   local	
   weather	
   and	
   materials	
   available,	
   but	
   also	
  
cultural	
  expectations	
  and	
  economic	
  standards	
  of	
  living.	
  	
  Which	
  in	
  turn	
  leads	
  into	
  the	
  
more	
   qualitative	
   concerns	
   of	
   what	
   housing	
   means	
   to	
   people,	
   as	
   shelter,	
   security,	
  
social	
  status,	
  home,	
  or	
  investment.	
  	
  
	
  
By	
  contrast,	
  quantitative	
  methods	
  tend	
  to	
  objectify	
  the	
  subjective,	
  stripping	
  away	
  its	
  
context	
  (as	
  ‘noise’)	
  and	
  reifying	
  it	
  as	
  a	
  stand-­‐alone	
  item.	
  	
  The	
  oft-­‐performed	
  analyses	
  
testing	
  for	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
   income	
  as	
   independent	
  variable	
  on	
  subjective	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  
dependent	
  variable	
  are	
  made	
  possible	
  only	
  by	
   such	
  a	
   transformation.	
   	
   The	
   subject	
  
whose	
  perceptions	
  are	
  recorded	
  becomes	
   invisible,	
  as	
  does	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  thinking	
  and	
  
the	
  situation	
  which	
  the	
  perception	
  reflects.	
  The	
  perception	
  is	
  fixed	
  and	
  objectified	
  by	
  
being	
  rendered	
  in	
  numerical	
  terms,	
  an	
  independent	
  integer	
  which	
  can	
  be	
  tested	
  for	
  
its	
  degree	
  of	
  correlation	
  with	
  others.	
   	
  While	
  on	
  the	
  one	
  hand	
  this	
  objectification	
   is	
  
required	
  by	
  the	
  structure	
  of	
  statistical	
  tests,	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  it	
  may	
  also	
  offer	
  a	
  way	
  of	
  
resolving	
   an	
   existential	
   anxiety	
   which	
   is	
   generated	
   for	
   quantitative	
   researchers	
  
working	
  with	
  a	
  positivist	
  epistemology	
  on	
  subjective	
  data.	
  	
  This	
  anxiety	
  is	
  expressed	
  
in	
   the	
   search	
   for	
   ‘objective	
   correlates’	
   to	
   substantiate	
   subjective	
   claims:	
   the	
  
identification	
  of	
  	
  ‘experience	
  sampling’	
  which	
  seeks	
  to	
  capture	
  immediate	
  ratings	
  of	
  
emotions	
   as	
   they	
   happen	
   (e.g.	
   Larson	
   and	
   Csikszentmihalyi	
   1983)	
   as	
   the	
   ‘gold	
  
standard’	
  in	
  measuring	
  emotional	
  experience	
  (Stiglitz	
  et	
  al.	
  2009:	
  147);	
  testing	
  claims	
  
of	
  happiness	
  with	
  frequency	
  of	
  smiling	
  (Nettle	
  2005)	
  or	
  brain	
  imaging	
  (e.g.	
  Berridge	
  
and	
  Kringelbach	
  2011).	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Each	
  epistemology,	
   and	
   the	
   research	
  method	
   to	
  which	
   it	
   is	
   attached,	
   re-­‐works	
   the	
  
data	
   in	
   its	
   own	
   image.	
   	
   Interpretivist,	
   qualitative	
   approaches	
   tend	
   to	
   subjectify,	
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positivist,	
   quantitative	
   approaches	
   to	
   objectify.	
   	
   This	
   reinforces	
   the	
   claim	
   that	
   all	
  
accounts	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  are	
   intrinsically	
   related	
   to	
   the	
  methods	
  and	
   the	
   instruments	
  
through	
  which	
  the	
  data	
  are	
  generated	
  and	
  analysed	
  (see	
  White	
  with	
  Blackmore	
  ed.	
  
2015).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
   constitutive	
   role	
   of	
   approaches	
   to	
   research	
   in	
   shaping	
   accounts	
   of	
   wellbeing	
  
suggests	
   that	
  politics,	
  not	
   simply	
   ‘science’,	
   governs	
   the	
   construction,	
   adoption	
  and	
  
use	
  of	
  measures	
  of	
  wellbeing.	
   	
   The	
   significance	
  of	
   politics	
   is	
  widely	
   noted.	
   	
   Sointu	
  
(2005)	
   describes	
   how	
   changing	
   definitions	
   of	
  wellbeing	
   signal	
   changes	
   in	
   forms	
   of	
  
responsibility	
   and	
  entitlement	
  between	
   citizen	
  and	
   state.	
   	
  Ahmed	
   (2010)	
  discusses	
  
how	
  normative	
   ideologies	
  of	
  happiness	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  exclude	
  and	
  disenfranchise.	
  	
  
Oman	
  (2015)	
  analyses	
  the	
  politics	
  of	
  the	
  dominance	
  of	
  quantitative	
  methods	
  in	
  the	
  
UK	
   Office	
   for	
   National	
   Statistics’	
   ‘Measuring	
   National	
   Wellbeing’	
   exercise.	
   While	
  
qualitative	
   contributions	
  were	
   invited	
   in	
   the	
   form	
   of	
   ‘free	
   text’	
   boxes,	
   these	
  were	
  
barely	
   analysed,	
   resulting	
   in	
   the	
   exclusion	
   of	
   any	
   perspectives	
   that	
   challenged	
   the	
  
norm.	
   	
   Loera-­‐González	
   (2015)	
   and	
   Rodríguez	
   (2015)	
   describe	
   political	
   struggles	
  
within	
  and	
  between	
  communities	
   in	
  Latin	
  America	
  over	
  what	
   it	
  means	
  to	
   live	
  well.	
  
Scott’s	
   (2012)	
   reflection	
   on	
   the	
   experience	
   of	
   working	
   with	
   a	
   local	
   authority	
   in	
  
northern	
   England	
   to	
   develop	
   sustainability	
   and	
   wellbeing	
   indicators	
   presents	
   a	
  
consistent	
   and	
   compelling	
   reflection	
   on	
   the	
   political	
   nature	
   of	
   wellbeing.	
   Her	
  
discussion	
  ranges	
  from	
  the	
  changing	
  complexions	
  of	
  national	
  politics	
  and	
  the	
  impact	
  
these	
   had	
   at	
   local	
   level,	
   through	
   the	
   complexities	
   of	
   local	
   engagement	
   and	
  
participation,	
   to	
   the	
   way	
   agendas	
   are	
   shaped	
   through	
   the	
  micro-­‐politics	
   between	
  
officers	
  and	
  councillors,	
  to	
  what	
  constitutes	
  a	
  ‘successful’	
  indicator,	
  to	
  the	
  underlying	
  
assumptions	
  about	
  human	
  nature	
  and	
  the	
  policy	
  process	
  in	
  different	
  formulations	
  of	
  
wellbeing.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

‘Wellbeing	
   studies	
   should	
   therefore	
   consider	
   the	
   context	
   within	
   which	
  
discussions	
  about	
  measurement	
  and	
  policy	
  occur,	
  and	
  which	
  beliefs	
  and	
  values	
  
they	
  privilege,	
  exclude	
  or	
  undermine.’	
  	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  (Scott	
  2012:16)	
  
	
  
Scott	
   notes	
   a	
   recurring	
   tendency	
   to	
   frame	
   the	
   process	
   of	
   generating	
   indicators	
   in	
  
technical	
   terms	
   and	
   to	
   deny	
   the	
   need	
   for	
   political	
   debate,	
   not	
   least	
   with	
   repeated	
  
requests	
   that	
   Scott,	
   as	
   the	
   officer	
   concerned,	
   should	
   come	
   up	
   with	
   the	
   indicators	
  
herself.	
  	
  She	
  also	
  notes	
  the	
  danger	
  that	
  consultations	
  are	
  framed	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  exclude	
  
discussion	
   of	
   the	
   ways	
   national	
   policies	
   or	
   global	
   re-­‐structuring	
   might	
   undermine	
  
wellbeing	
  or	
  sustainability:	
  
	
  

‘At	
  worst,	
  over-­‐emphasis	
  on	
  local	
  wellbeing	
  projects	
  may	
  distract	
  from	
  debates	
  
about	
   wider	
   and	
   deeper	
   issues	
   by	
   making	
   local	
   residents	
   responsible	
   for	
  
delivering	
  their	
  own	
  wellbeing.’	
  	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  (Scott	
  2012:79)	
  
	
  Scott	
  (2012:169)	
  summarises	
  her	
  main	
  contention	
  as	
  follows:	
  

	
  
‘wellbeing	
  and	
  sustainability	
  are,	
  above	
  all,	
  political	
  projects,	
  and	
  what	
  needs	
  
to	
  underpin	
  all	
  sets	
  of	
  indicators	
  is	
  political	
  debate	
  about	
  social	
  values,	
  where	
  
political	
  participation	
   is	
  a	
  social	
  value,	
  entrenched	
   in	
  the	
  way	
  we	
  conceive	
  of	
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ourselves	
  in	
  the	
  world	
  and	
  how	
  we	
  act	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  ourselves	
  and	
  others.’	
  
	
  
	
  
6 Operationalising	
  Relational	
  Wellbeing	
  

	
  
Its	
  awareness	
  of	
   complexity	
  and	
  emphasis	
  on	
   the	
   social	
   context	
  may	
  make	
   relational	
  
wellbeing	
   seem	
   less	
   ‘policy-­‐ready’	
   than	
   some	
   other	
   formulations.	
   In	
   fact,	
   however,	
  
there	
  	
  are	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  is	
  well-­‐suited	
  as	
  a	
  policy	
  and	
  
practice	
  tool.	
  
	
  
The	
  first	
  of	
  these	
  is	
  in	
  facilitating	
  a	
  process	
  of	
  discussion.	
  	
  Scott	
  (2012:9)	
  remarks:	
  	
  
	
  

‘The	
   fact	
   that	
   it	
   means	
   different	
   things	
   to	
   different	
   people	
   is	
   often	
   seen	
   as	
  
problematic	
  in	
  defining	
  and	
  measuring	
  wellbeing	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  often	
  neglected	
  that,	
  
crucially	
  for	
  democracy,	
  it	
  also	
  means	
  something	
  to	
  everyone.’	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  value	
  of	
  generating	
  broad-­‐based	
  discussions	
  about	
  aspirations	
  and	
  constraints	
  and	
  
how	
   to	
  address	
   them	
   is	
   the	
  most	
  widely	
   remarked	
  benefit	
  of	
  bringing	
  wellbeing	
   into	
  
policy	
  and	
  programme	
  discussions	
  (e.g.	
  Atkinson	
  2013,	
  Scott	
  2012,	
  Spencer	
  et	
  al.	
  2014,	
  
Thomas	
  2014).	
  While	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  hunger	
  for	
  indicators	
  and	
  quantitative	
  evidence,	
  policy	
  
processes	
  are	
  also	
  littered	
  with	
  an	
  elephants’	
  graveyard	
  of	
  indicators	
  which	
  are	
  never	
  
used	
   or	
   referred	
   to,	
   and	
   considerable	
   disappointment	
   amongst	
   their	
   advocates	
   that	
  
even	
  large	
  amounts	
  of	
  data	
  may	
  have	
  minimal	
  impact	
  on	
  policy	
  change	
  (Scott	
  2012:19).	
  	
  
As	
  James	
  Purnell,	
  then	
  Work	
  and	
  Pensions	
  Secretary	
  in	
  the	
  UK	
  Government,	
  remarked,	
  
it	
   is	
   a	
   ‘political	
   truth’	
   that	
   ‘data	
   doesn’t	
   trump	
   choice’.11	
   A	
   simple	
   tool,	
   like	
   that	
   in	
  
Figure	
   1,	
   which	
   anyone	
   could	
   draw,	
   can	
   serve	
   as	
   the	
   basis	
   for	
   quite	
   complex,	
   yet	
  
inclusive	
   discussions.	
   What	
   should	
   the	
   relative	
   size	
   of	
   the	
   wings	
   be	
   in	
   a	
   particular	
  
context?	
  What	
  would	
  go	
  in	
  them?	
  	
  Where	
  can	
  we	
  act,	
  and	
  how?	
  What	
  takes	
  priority?	
  
There	
  are,	
  obviously,	
  no	
  ‘right’	
  answers	
  to	
  these	
  questions,	
  but	
  they	
  provide	
  a	
  means	
  
to	
   come	
   to	
   a	
   common	
   mind,	
   or	
   at	
   least	
   to	
   identify	
   key	
   lines	
   of	
   difference.	
   	
   Its	
  
fundamental	
  value	
   is	
   that,	
  even	
   if	
   it	
   is	
  used	
   to	
  assess	
   individual	
  wellbeing,	
   the	
   image	
  
encourages	
  people	
  to	
  think	
  relationally	
  –	
  what	
   is	
  going	
  on	
  within	
  themselves,	
  what	
   is	
  
affecting	
   them	
   and	
   why,	
   what	
   and	
   who	
   are	
   they	
   in	
   turn	
   affecting	
   –	
   rather	
   than	
   to	
  
assume	
   all	
   responsibility	
   for	
   ‘their’	
  wellbeing	
   belongs	
   at	
   the	
   individual	
   level.	
   	
   It	
  may	
  
even	
   spawn	
   some	
   indicators	
   and	
   the	
   energy	
   that	
   gets	
   people	
   behind	
   them	
   and	
   so	
  
makes	
  them	
  work.	
  
	
  
A	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  perspective	
  also	
  provides	
  the	
  grounds	
  for	
  policy	
  critique.	
  While	
  
there	
  is	
  much	
  to	
  be	
  said	
  for	
  a	
  wellbeing	
  approach	
  in	
  policy,	
  there	
  is	
  clearly	
  the	
  danger	
  
that	
   it	
   becomes	
   simply	
   the	
   performance	
   of	
   a	
   public	
   relations	
   exercise	
   aimed	
   at	
  
galvanising	
   support	
   through	
   its	
   ‘people-­‐friendly’	
   form	
   for	
   established	
   agendas	
   and	
  
routines	
   of	
   policy	
   practice	
   or	
   as	
   a	
   smoke-­‐screen	
   for	
   policies	
   of	
   austerity.	
   At	
   an	
  
individual	
   level	
   similarly,	
  wellbeing	
  narratives	
  may	
  be	
  co-­‐opted	
   for	
  very	
  personal	
  and	
  
invasive	
  disciplining	
  of	
   the	
  self.	
   	
  Ehrenreich	
   (2009)	
  provides	
  an	
   instance	
  of	
   this	
   in	
  her	
  
account	
   of	
   her	
   diagnosis	
   of	
   breast	
   cancer,	
   and	
   how	
   the	
   injunction	
   to	
   ‘think	
   positive’	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11	
  Purnell	
  was	
  speaking	
  at	
  the	
  Local	
  Wellbeing	
  Conference,	
  organised	
  by	
  the	
  Young	
  Foundation.	
  London.	
  
9	
  September	
  2008.	
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was	
   used	
   to	
   police	
   her	
   emotional	
   responses.	
   Her	
   expression	
   of	
   anger	
   on	
   a	
   website	
  
brought	
  rebuke	
  from	
  other	
  women	
  living	
  with	
  breast	
  cancer.	
  The	
  ‘healthy’	
  response	
  to	
  
cancer,	
  and	
  the	
  only	
  acceptable	
  response,	
  was	
  to	
   look	
   for	
   the	
  positives,	
   ‘for	
  her	
  own	
  
sake’,	
  and	
  with	
  the	
  (sometimes	
  explicit)	
  implication	
  that	
  negative	
  thinking	
  could	
  inhibit	
  
a	
   cure,	
   or	
   even	
   be	
   responsible	
   for	
   the	
   cancer	
   having	
   developed	
   in	
   the	
   first	
   place.	
  
Addressing	
   such	
   issues	
   is	
   a	
  political	
   task	
  and	
  cannot	
  be	
  achieved	
   through	
  conceptual	
  
means	
   alone.	
  Nevertheless,	
   the	
   social	
   and	
  material	
   grounding	
  of	
   relational	
  wellbeing	
  
approaches	
   and	
   the	
   way	
   they	
   direct	
   attention	
   to	
   connections	
   and	
   underlying	
  
associations,	
   provide	
   them	
   with	
   better	
   means	
   to	
   critique	
   and	
   resist.	
   The	
   primary	
  
technical	
   and	
   empiricist	
   orientation	
   of	
   psychological	
   and	
   subjective	
   wellbeing	
   make	
  
them	
  much	
  more	
  vulnerable	
  to	
  capture.	
  
	
  
Table	
   2	
   sets	
   out	
   some	
   differences	
   between	
   epistemological	
   and	
   methodological	
  
approaches,	
   when	
   it	
   comes	
   to	
   practical	
   application.	
   Since	
   the	
   contrast	
   is	
   greatest	
  
between	
   relational	
  wellbeing	
   and	
   subjective	
  wellbeing,	
   it	
   concentrates	
   on	
   just	
   these	
  
two.	
  	
  
	
  
Table	
  2.	
  Practical	
  applications	
  of	
  different	
  approaches	
  to	
  wellbeing12	
  	
  
	
   SWB	
   RWB	
  

Orientation	
   Evaluative	
  
Concrete	
  to	
  abstract	
  

Substantive	
  
Abstract	
  to	
  concrete	
  

Strengths	
   Simplifying	
  complexity	
  
Testing	
  for	
  (causal)	
  relationships	
  	
  
Establish	
  ranking	
  between	
  
people/contexts	
  
Standard	
  tool	
  with	
  minimum	
  needs	
  
for	
  adaptation	
  to	
  context	
  

Revealing	
  complexity	
  
Exploring	
  process	
  &	
  inter-­‐
relationships	
  
Indicate	
  variability	
  of	
  
people/contexts	
  
Localised	
  tool	
  better	
  able	
  
to	
  reflect	
  particularities	
  of	
  
specific	
  context	
  

Limitations	
   Requires	
  data	
  from	
  large	
  numbers	
  
of	
  individuals	
  	
  
Requires	
  sampling	
  to	
  ensure	
  
appropriate	
  range	
  of	
  respondents	
  
of	
  different	
  types	
  
For	
  analysis	
  need	
  significant	
  
technical	
  expertise	
  
Standardised	
  form	
  may	
  make	
  for	
  
bland,	
  trivial	
  or	
  uninterpretable	
  
findings	
  

Requires	
  sensitively	
  
guided	
  participatory	
  
process	
  
Requires	
  groups	
  organised	
  
to	
  give	
  range	
  of	
  
respondents	
  of	
  different	
  
types	
  
For	
  analysis	
  need	
  skills	
  in	
  
critical	
  reflection	
  and	
  local	
  
knowledge	
  
Localised	
  form	
  may	
  limit	
  
comparability	
  across	
  
contexts	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
12	
  Table	
  adapted	
  from	
  White	
  and	
  Jha	
  (2014).	
  



	
  
	
  

Relational	
  Wellbeing:	
  A	
  Theoretical	
  and	
  Operational	
  Approach	
  
White	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
   17	
  
	
   	
  
	
  

A	
  stated	
  in	
  the	
  introduction,	
  the	
  critical	
  difference	
  between	
  SWB	
  and	
  RWB	
  is	
  in	
  their	
  
attitude	
   to	
   ‘noise’.	
   	
   SWB	
   seeks	
   to	
   abstract	
   as	
   ‘pure’	
   an	
   indicator	
   as	
   possible	
   for	
  
comparative	
  evaluation.	
  The	
  particularities	
  of	
  context	
  are	
  thus	
  rendered	
  distraction.	
  
RWB	
  may	
  use	
  a	
  simplified	
  model	
  –	
  such	
  as	
  that	
  presented	
  in	
  Figures	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  –	
  but	
  as	
  
a	
  way	
  of	
  exploring	
  a	
  setting	
  more	
  closely.	
  	
  This	
  difference	
  is	
  critical,	
  because	
  when	
  it	
  
comes	
  to	
  programme	
  design	
  and	
  evaluation,	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  particularities	
  of	
  a	
  context	
  that	
  
matter.	
   It	
   is	
  not	
  enough	
  to	
  know	
  simply	
  ‘how	
  happy’	
  people	
  are,	
  or	
  even	
  how	
  they	
  
are	
   doing	
   on	
   a	
   longer	
   list	
   of	
   psychological	
   variables.13	
   To	
   plan	
   for	
   or	
   assess	
  
programme	
   effectiveness,	
   it	
   is	
   required	
   to	
   know	
   more	
   precisely	
   how	
   people	
   are	
  
doing,	
  and	
  why.	
  	
  
	
  
As	
   Table	
   2	
   suggests,	
   both	
   approaches	
   are	
   demanding	
   to	
   apply	
   in	
   practice.	
   The	
  
abstraction	
  of	
  SWB	
  means	
   large	
  numbers	
  of	
  respondents	
  are	
  required	
   if	
  significant	
  
differences	
   are	
   to	
   be	
   observed.	
   	
   SWB	
   indicators	
   are	
   also	
   sensitive	
   to	
   ‘framing	
  
effects’,	
  showing	
  variability,	
  for	
  example,	
  according	
  to	
  which	
  questions	
  immediately	
  
precede	
   them	
   (Deaton	
   2012,	
   Schwarz	
   1999).	
   RWB,	
   on	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   requires	
  
considerable	
  skills	
  of	
  facilitation	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  bring	
  out	
  and	
  manage	
  various,	
  possibly	
  
conflicting	
   perspectives	
   within	
   a	
   situation,	
   and	
   of	
   judgement,	
   to	
   decide	
  when	
   the	
  
limits	
   have	
   been	
   reached	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   levels	
   of	
   complexity	
   that	
   can	
   be	
   handled	
  
productively.	
   	
  Both	
  approaches	
  also	
  require	
  considerable	
  skills	
   if	
  the	
  data	
  are	
  to	
  be	
  
analysed	
  effectively.	
  
	
  
In	
  her	
  study	
  of	
  ‘staying	
  well’	
  in	
  a	
  South	
  African	
  township,	
  Brangan	
  (2015:115)	
  states	
  
as	
  follows	
  the	
  main	
  policy	
  message	
  that	
  arises	
  from	
  her	
  research:	
  
	
  

Those	
  interested	
  in	
  promoting	
  health	
  and	
  preventing	
  non-­‐communicable	
  
diseases	
  need	
  to	
  look	
  upstream	
  and	
  beyond	
  the	
  sphere	
  of	
  health	
  to	
  consider	
  
how	
  to	
  create	
  conditions	
  conducive	
  to	
  the	
  broader	
  wellbeing	
  within	
  which	
  
health	
  will	
  more	
  easily	
  flourish.	
  

	
  
While	
  this	
  reflects	
  the	
  immediate	
  focus	
  of	
  her	
  work	
  in	
  health,	
  its	
  general	
  message	
  of	
  
the	
   need	
   to	
   look	
   ‘upstream’	
   and	
   beyond	
   the	
   specific	
   policy	
   focus	
   again	
   directs	
  
towards	
   connections	
   and	
   unearthing	
   hidden	
   relationships.	
   This	
   illustrates	
   how	
   the	
  
division	
   between	
   ‘substantive’	
   and	
   ‘evaluative’	
   eventually	
   breaks	
   down:	
   an	
  
evaluative	
   tool	
   that	
   will	
   result	
   in	
   improvements	
   in	
   policy	
   and	
   practice	
   must	
  
ultimately	
   be	
   based	
   in	
   substantive	
   understanding	
   of	
   the	
   lives	
   of	
   the	
   target	
  
population.	
  	
  Atkinson	
  (2013:	
  142)	
  sets	
  in	
  a	
  broader	
  context	
  the	
  ultimate	
  implication	
  
for	
  policy	
  of	
  relational	
  wellbeing:	
  
	
  

‘A	
  shift	
   is	
  demanded	
  away	
  from	
  how	
  to	
  enhance	
  the	
  resources	
   for	
  wellbeing	
  
centred	
  on	
  individual	
  acquisition	
  and	
  towards	
  attending	
  to	
  the	
  social,	
  material	
  
and	
   spatially	
   situated	
   relationships	
   through	
   which	
   individual	
   and	
   collective	
  
wellbeing	
  are	
  effected.’	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
13	
  A	
  widely	
  used	
  example	
  is	
  the	
  Warwick	
  Edinburgh	
  Mental	
  Wellbeing	
  Scale	
  (WEMWBS)	
  (Tennant	
  et	
  al.	
  
2007).	
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   7	
   Conclusion	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  draws	
  attention	
  to	
  the	
  dominance	
  of	
  positivist	
  epistemologies	
  in	
  the	
  recent	
  
upsurge	
  of	
  interest	
  in	
  subjective	
  dimensions	
  of	
  wellbeing,	
  and	
  seeks	
  to	
  redress	
  this	
  by	
  
introducing	
   an	
   emergent	
   construct,	
   relational	
   wellbeing,	
   which	
   draws	
   on	
   the	
  
interpretivist	
   tradition	
   in	
   social	
   science.	
   	
   The	
   key	
   characteristic	
   of	
   interpretivist	
  
approaches	
  is	
  their	
  attention	
  to	
  people	
  as	
  subjects,	
  and	
  concern	
  to	
  understand	
  their	
  
worlds	
  and	
  worldviews	
   in	
  as	
  near	
  to	
  their	
  own	
  terms	
  as	
  possible.	
   	
  The	
  paper	
  argues	
  
that	
   such	
   a	
   perspective,	
   drawing	
   primarily	
   on	
   qualitative	
   methods,	
   is	
   vital	
   to	
   the	
  
current	
   explosion	
   of	
   interest	
   in	
   subjective	
   dimensions	
   of	
   wellbeing.	
   It	
   provides	
   a	
  
critical	
   complement	
   to	
   the	
   tendency	
   of	
   positivist	
   approaches	
   to	
   position	
   people	
   as	
  
objects	
   whose	
   characteristics	
   are	
   to	
   be	
   observed	
   from	
   outside,	
   through	
  
predominantly	
  quantitative	
  methods.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  paper	
  begins	
  by	
  outlining	
  the	
  major	
  approaches	
  to	
  wellbeing	
  in	
  psychology	
  and	
  
economics.	
  It	
  then	
  sets	
  out	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  key	
  characteristics	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  that	
  emerge	
  
from	
  asking	
  people	
  what	
   it	
  means	
  to	
  them,	
  through	
  research	
  predominantly	
   in	
  the	
  
global	
  South.	
  	
  These	
  are:	
  differences	
  by	
  culture;	
  the	
  sense	
  of	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  something	
  
social	
  and	
  collective;	
  a	
  strong	
  emphasis	
  on	
  relationships;	
  awareness	
  of	
  politics,	
  and	
  
difference	
   by	
   social	
   structure	
   and	
   position;	
   a	
   stress	
   on	
   materiality;	
   and	
   the	
  
importance	
   of	
   place.	
   The	
   section	
   closes	
   by	
   considering	
   how	
   subjective	
   and	
  
psychological	
   wellbeing	
   and	
   the	
   capability	
   approach	
   consider	
   issues	
   of	
   culture,	
  
relationships	
  and	
  materiality.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  argued	
  that	
  what	
  differs	
  between	
  the	
  approaches	
  
is	
  not	
  so	
  much	
  the	
  elements	
  they	
  identify,	
  as	
  the	
  way	
  they	
  put	
  them	
  together.	
  
	
  
The	
  next	
  section	
  considers	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  process.	
  It	
  begins	
  by	
  looking	
  at	
  wellbeing	
  as	
  
activity	
  and	
  across	
  the	
   life-­‐cycle.	
   	
  Relational	
  wellbeing	
   is	
  then	
  suggested	
  to	
  emerge	
  
through	
  the	
  interplay	
  of	
  personal,	
  societal,	
  and	
  environmental	
  processes,	
  interacting	
  
at	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  scales,	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  are	
  both	
  re-­‐inforcing	
  and	
  in	
  tension.	
  	
  The	
  following	
  
section	
  considers	
  methods	
  and	
  politics.	
  	
  It	
  argues	
  in	
  particular	
  against	
  a	
  strict	
  division	
  
between	
   ‘subjective’	
   and	
   ‘objective’,	
   maintaining	
   that	
   these	
   are	
   in	
   part	
   at	
   least	
  
constructed	
  through	
  different	
  methodological	
  approaches,	
  with	
  qualitative	
  methods	
  
tending	
   to	
   subjectify,	
   and	
   quantitative	
   to	
   objectify,	
   the	
   data.	
   The	
   final	
   section	
  
considers	
  applications	
  to	
  policy,	
  arguing	
  that	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  facilitates	
  a	
  much	
  
needed	
  dialogic	
  approach,	
  and	
  recognising	
  the	
  differing	
  strengths	
  and	
  challenges	
  of	
  
seeking	
  to	
  apply	
  subjective	
  wellbeing	
  and	
  relational	
  wellbeing	
  in	
  practice.	
  
	
  
Relational	
  wellbeing,	
  like	
  subjective	
  wellbeing	
  or	
  psychological	
  wellbeing,	
  comprises	
  
a	
   range	
   of	
   practices,	
   rather	
   than	
   a	
   single	
   theoretical	
   or	
  methodological	
   approach.	
  	
  
Some	
   of	
   these	
   are	
   more	
   descriptive,	
   some	
   more	
   analytical.	
   	
   While	
   relational	
  
wellbeing	
   is	
  still	
  emergent	
  as	
  a	
  construct,	
   it	
  has	
  sufficient	
   internal	
  consistency,	
  and	
  
sufficient	
   distinctiveness	
   from	
   other	
   approaches,	
   to	
   warrant	
   much	
   more	
   serious	
  
attention.	
  The	
  notion	
  of	
  ‘noise’	
  provides	
  a	
  critical	
  indicator	
  of	
  this	
  difference.	
  	
  What	
  
is	
  ‘noise’	
  to	
  Kahneman,	
  the	
  ‘random	
  variability’,	
  or	
  ‘error	
  you	
  can’t	
  reliably	
  predict’	
  is	
  
to	
   Arendt	
   the	
   human	
   condition.	
   If	
   we	
   are	
   serious	
   about	
   subjective	
   dimensions	
   of	
  
wellbeing,	
  it	
  is	
  time	
  we	
  got	
  better	
  at	
  listening	
  to	
  the	
  noise.	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  

References	
  
	
  
Ahmed,	
  S.	
  (2010)	
  The	
  Promise	
  of	
  Happiness.	
  Durham	
  and	
  London:	
  Duke	
  University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Andrews,	
  F.M.	
  and	
  Withey,	
  S.B.	
  (1976)	
  Social	
  Indicators	
  of	
  Well-­‐being:	
  Americans'	
  Perceptions	
  
of	
  Life	
  Quality.	
  New	
  York:	
  Plenum	
  Press.	
  	
  
	
  
Arendt,	
  H.	
  (1958)	
  The	
  Human	
  Condition.	
  Chicago:	
  University	
  of	
  Chicago	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Atkinson,	
   S.	
  (2013)	
   Beyond	
   components	
   of	
   wellbeing:	
   the	
   effects	
   of	
   relational	
   and	
   situated	
  
assemblage.	
  Topoi.	
  32:	
  137-­‐144.	
  
	
  
Atkinson,	
  S.,	
  Fuller,	
  S.,	
  and	
  Painter,	
  J.	
  (eds)	
  (2012)	
  Wellbeing	
  and	
  Place.	
  London:	
  Ashgate.	
  
	
  
Berridge,	
  K.	
  and	
  Kringelbach,	
  M.	
   (2011)	
  Building	
  a	
  Neuroscience	
  of	
  Pleasure	
  and	
  Well-­‐Being.	
  
Psychology	
  of	
  Wellbeing:	
  Theory,	
  Research	
  and	
  Practice	
  1(3):	
  1–26.	
  
	
  
Brangan,	
   E.	
   (2015)	
   ‘Staying	
  well	
   in	
   a	
   South	
  African	
   township:	
   stories	
   from	
  public	
   health	
   and	
  
sociology.’	
   Pp	
   95-­‐117	
   in	
   S.C.	
  White	
   with	
   C.	
   Blackmore	
   (ed.)	
   Cultures	
   of	
  Wellbeing:	
  Method,	
  
Place,	
  Policy.	
  Basingstoke:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  
Calestani,	
   M.	
   (2013)	
   An	
   Anthropological	
   Journey	
   into	
   Well-­‐Being.	
   Insights	
   from	
   Bolivia.	
  
Springer.	
  
Christopher,	
   J.	
   (1999)	
   Situating	
   psychological	
   well-­‐being:	
   exploring	
   the	
   cultural	
   roots	
   of	
   its	
  
theory	
  and	
  research.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Counseling	
  and	
  Development,	
  77:141-­‐54.	
  
	
  
Davies,	
  G.	
  (2015)	
   ‘Picture	
  This:	
  Visual	
  Explorations	
  of	
  Wellbeing	
   in	
  a	
  Landmine-­‐Contaminated	
  
Landscape	
   in	
   Cambodia.’	
   Pp	
   219-­‐239	
   in	
   S.C.	
   White	
   with	
   C.	
   Blackmore	
   (ed.)	
   Cultures	
   of	
  
Wellbeing:	
  Method,	
  Place,	
  Policy.	
  Basingstoke:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  
Deaton,	
   A.	
   (2012)	
   The	
   Financial	
   Crisis	
   and	
   the	
   Well-­‐Being	
   of	
   Americans.	
   Oxford	
   Economic	
  
Papers	
  64(1):	
  1–26.	
  
	
  
Diener,	
   E.	
   (2000)	
   ‘The	
   Science	
   of	
   Happiness	
   and	
   a	
   Proposal	
   for	
   a	
   National	
   Index.’	
  American	
  
Psychologist	
  55(1):	
  34-­‐43.	
  
	
  
Diener,	
  E.,	
  Scollon,	
  C.,	
  Oishi,	
  S.,	
  Dzokoto,	
  V.,	
  and	
  Suh,	
  M.	
  (2000)	
  Positivity	
  and	
  the	
  Construction	
  
of	
   Life	
   Satisfaction	
   Judgments:	
   Global	
   Happiness	
   Is	
   Not	
   the	
   Sum	
   of	
   Its	
   Parts.	
   Journal	
   of	
  
Happiness	
  Studies	
  1(2):	
  159-­‐176.	
  
	
  
Diener,	
   E.,	
   Ng,	
   W.,	
   Harter,	
   J.,	
   Arora,	
   R.	
   (2010)	
   Wealth	
   and	
   Happiness	
   across	
   the	
   World:	
  
Material	
  Prosperity	
  Predicts	
  Life	
  Evaluation,	
  whereas	
  Psychosocial	
  Prosperity	
  Predicts	
  Positive	
  
Feeling.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Personality	
  and	
  Social	
  Psychology,	
  99(1):	
  52-­‐61.	
  
	
  
Easterlin,	
  R.	
  A.	
   (1974)	
  Does	
  Economic	
  Growth	
   Improve	
  the	
  Human	
  Lot?	
  Pp	
  88-­‐125	
   in	
  Paul	
  A.	
  
David	
   and	
   Melvin	
   W.	
   Reder,	
   eds.,	
  Nations	
   and	
   Households	
   in	
   Economic	
   Growth:	
   Essays	
   in	
  
Honor	
  of	
  Moses	
  Abramovitz,	
  New	
  York:	
  Academic	
  Press,	
  Inc.	
  
	
  
Ehrenreich,	
   B.	
   (2009)	
   Smile	
   or	
   Die.	
   How	
   Positive	
   Thinking	
   Fooled	
   America	
   and	
   the	
   World.	
  
London:	
  Granta	
  Publications.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  

	
  

Ferguson,	
   J.	
   (1997)	
   ‘The	
   country	
   and	
   the	
   city	
   on	
   the	
   Copperbelt’.	
   Pp	
   ??	
   in	
   A.	
   Gupta	
   and	
   j.	
  
ferguson	
  (eds.)	
  Culture,	
  Power,	
  Place:	
  Explorations	
  in	
  Critical	
  Anthropology.	
  Durham	
  N.C.:	
  Duke	
  
University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Frey,	
  B.	
  S.	
  and	
  Gallus,	
  J.	
  (2013)	
  Subjective	
  Well-­‐Being	
  and	
  Policy.	
  Topoi	
  32(2)	
  207–212.	
  
	
  
Gasper,	
  D.	
   (2010)	
  Understanding	
   the	
  Diversity	
  of	
  Conceptions	
  of	
  Well-­‐Being	
  and	
  Quality	
  of	
  
Life.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Socio-­‐Economics	
  39(3):	
  351-­‐360.	
  
	
  
Gough,	
   I.	
   R.	
   and	
   McGregor,	
   J.A.	
   (eds.).	
   (2007)	
   Wellbeing	
   in	
   Developing	
   Countries:	
   New	
  
Approaches	
  and	
  Research	
  Strategies.	
  Cambridge:	
  Cambridge	
  University	
  Press.	
  	
  
	
  
Graham,	
   C.	
   (2011)	
   The	
   Pursuit	
   of	
   Happiness.	
   An	
   Economy	
   of	
   Wellbeing.	
   Washington	
   D.C.	
  
Brookings	
  Institution	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Graham,	
   C.	
   and	
  Nikolova,	
  M.	
   (2015)	
   ‘Bentham	
  or	
   Aristotle	
   in	
   the	
   development	
   process?	
   An	
  
empirical	
  investigation	
  of	
  capabilities	
  and	
  subjective	
  well-­‐being.’	
  	
  World	
  Development	
  68:	
  163-­‐
179.	
  
	
  
Haybron,	
  D.	
  (2008)	
  The	
  Pursuit	
  of	
  Unhappiness:	
  The	
  Elusive	
  Psychology	
  of	
  Well-­‐Being.	
  Oxford:	
  
Oxford	
  University	
  Press	
  
	
  
Jackson,	
   M.	
   (2011)	
   Life	
   within	
   Limits:	
   Wellbeing	
   in	
   a	
   World	
   of	
   Want.	
   Durham,	
   USA:	
   Duke	
  
University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Jha,	
   S.	
   and	
   White	
   S.C.	
   (2015)	
   ‘The	
   Weight	
   Falls	
   on	
   My	
   Shoulders’:	
   Close	
   Relationships	
  
and	
  Women’s	
  Wellbeing	
  in	
  India.’	
  Pp	
  144-­‐171	
  in	
  S.C.	
  White	
  with	
  C.	
  Blackmore	
  (ed.)	
  Cultures	
  of	
  
Wellbeing:	
  Method,	
  Place,	
  Policy.	
  Basingstoke:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  
Jimenez,	
  A.	
  (ed.)	
  (2008)	
  Culture	
  and	
  Well-­‐Being:	
  Anthropological	
  Approaches	
  to	
  Freedom	
  and	
  
Political	
  Ethics.	
  London:	
  Pluto	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Karasawa,	
  M.,	
  Curhan,	
  K.	
  B.,	
  Markus,	
  H.	
  R.,	
  Kitayama,	
  S.	
  S.,	
  Love,	
  G.	
  D.,	
  Radler,	
  B.	
  T.,	
  &	
  Ryff,	
  C.	
  
D.	
   (2011).	
   Cultural	
   perspectives	
   on	
   aging	
   and	
   well-­‐being:	
   A	
   comparison	
   of	
   Japan	
   and	
   the	
  
United	
  States.	
  International	
  Journal	
  of	
  Aging	
  and	
  Human	
  Development,	
  73	
  (1),	
  73–98.	
  	
  
	
  
Lloyd-­‐Sherlock,	
  P.	
  and	
  Locke,	
  C.	
  (2008)	
  Vulnerable	
  Relations:	
  Lifecourse,	
  Wellbeing	
  and	
  Social	
  
Exclusion	
  in	
  Buenos	
  Aires.	
  Ageing	
  and	
  Society	
  28(8)	
  1117–1201.	
  
	
  
Loera-­‐González,	
   J.	
   (2015)	
   ‘Authorised	
   Voices	
   in	
   the	
   Construction	
   of	
   Wellbeing	
  
Discourses:	
   A	
   Reflective	
   Ethnographic	
   Experience	
   in	
   Northern	
   Mexico.’	
   Pp	
   240-­‐259	
   in	
   S.C.	
  
White	
   with	
   C.	
   Blackmore	
   (ed.)	
   Cultures	
   of	
   Wellbeing:	
   Method,	
   Place,	
   Policy.	
   Basingstoke:	
  
Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  
Mathews,	
   G.	
   and	
   Izquierdo,	
   C.	
   (2008)	
   Pursuits	
   of	
   Happiness:	
   Well-­‐Being	
   in	
   Anthropological	
  
Perspective.	
  New	
  York/Oxford:	
  Berghahn	
  books.	
  
	
  
McGregor,	
  J.	
  A.	
  (2007)	
  Researching	
  Wellbeing:	
  From	
  Concepts	
  to	
  Methodology.	
  pp.	
  316–350	
  in	
  
I.	
  R.	
  Gough	
  and	
  J.	
  A.	
  McGregor	
  (eds.)	
  Wellbeing	
  in	
  Developing	
  Countries:	
  New	
  Approaches	
  and	
  
Research	
  Strategies.	
  Cambridge:	
  Cambridge	
  University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
McGregor,	
  J.A.(2015)	
  ‘Relational	
  wellbeing.	
  The	
  stuff	
  that	
  makes	
  it	
  work	
  or	
  not.’	
  Paper	
  to	
  the	
  
Development	
  Studies	
  Association	
  conference,	
  Bath,	
  September	
  2015.	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  

Maggino,	
   F.	
   and	
   Ruviglioni,	
   E.	
   (2011)	
   ‘Preaching	
   to	
   the	
   Choir:	
   Are	
   the	
   Commission’s	
  
recommendations	
  already	
  applied?’	
  Social	
  Indicators	
  Research	
  102:131-­‐156.	
  
	
  
Michalos,	
   A.C.	
   (2011)	
   ‘What	
   did	
   Stiglitz,	
   Sen	
   and	
   Fitoussi	
   get	
   right	
   and	
   what	
   did	
   they	
   get	
  
wrong?’	
  Social	
  Indicators	
  Research	
  102:	
  17-­‐129.	
  
	
  
	
  
Miller,	
  J.	
  G.	
  (2002).	
  ‘Bringing	
  culture	
  to	
  basic	
  psychological	
  theory:	
  	
  Beyond	
  individualism	
  and	
  
collectivism:	
  	
  Comment	
  on	
  Oyserman	
  et	
  al.	
  (2002).’	
  Psychological	
  Bulletin,	
  128(1),	
  97-­‐109.	
  
	
  
Miller,	
  Joan	
  G.;	
  Das,	
  Rekha;	
  Chakravarthy,	
  Sharmista,	
  (2011)	
  Culture	
  and	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  choice	
  in	
  
agency.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Personality	
  and	
  Social	
  Psychology,	
  101(1):	
  46-­‐61.	
  
	
  
Nettle,	
  D.	
  (2005)	
  Happiness:	
  The	
  Science	
  behind	
  Your	
  Smile.	
  Oxford:	
  Oxford	
  University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Noll,	
  H.	
   (2002)	
   ‘Social	
   indicators	
   and	
  quality	
   of	
   life	
   research:	
   background,	
   achievements	
   and	
  
current	
  trends.’	
  Pp	
  151-­‐181	
  in	
  N.	
  Genov,	
  	
  Ed.	
  (2002)	
  Advances	
  in	
  Sociological	
  Knowledge	
  over	
  
Half	
  a	
  Century.	
  Paris:	
  International	
  Social	
  Science	
  Council.	
  
	
  
Nussbaum,	
   M.	
   (2000)	
   Women	
   and	
   Human	
   Development,	
   Cambridge	
   University	
   Press,	
  
Cambridge	
  
Nussbaum,	
  M.	
  and	
  Glover,	
  J.	
  (eds.)	
  (1995)	
  Women,	
  Culture	
  and	
  Human	
  Development.	
  A	
  Study	
  
of	
  Human	
  Capabilities.	
  Oxford:	
  Clarendon	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Oman,	
   S.	
   (2015)	
   ‘Measuring	
   National	
   Wellbeing:	
   What	
   Matters	
   to	
   You?	
   What	
   Matters	
   to	
  
Whom?’	
  Pp	
  66-­‐94	
  in	
  S.C.	
  White	
  with	
  C.	
  Blackmore	
  (ed.)	
  Cultures	
  of	
  Wellbeing:	
  Method,	
  Place,	
  
Policy.	
  Basingstoke:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  
Rodríguez,	
  I.	
  (2015)	
  Historical	
  Reconstruction	
  and	
  Cultural	
  Identity	
  Building	
  as	
  a	
  Local	
  Pathway	
  
to	
  ‘Living	
  Well’	
  amongst	
  the	
  Pemon	
  of	
  Venezuela.	
  Pp	
  260-­‐280	
  in	
  S.C.	
  White	
  with	
  C.	
  Blackmore	
  
(ed.)	
  Cultures	
  of	
  Wellbeing:	
  Method,	
  Place,	
  Policy.	
  Basingstoke:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  
Ryan,	
  R.M.	
  and	
  Deci,	
  E.	
   (2001)	
   'On	
  happiness	
  and	
  human	
  potentials:	
  a	
  review	
  of	
  research	
  on	
  
hedonic	
  and	
  eudaimonic	
  well	
  being.'	
  Annual	
  Review	
  of	
  Psychology	
  52:141-­‐166.	
  
	
  
Ryff,	
   C.	
   D.	
   (1989)	
   Happiness	
   Is	
   Everything,	
   or	
   Is	
   It?	
   Explorations	
   on	
   the	
   Meaning	
   of	
  
Psychological	
  Well-­‐Being.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Personality	
  and	
  Social	
  Psychology	
  57:	
  1069–1081.	
  
	
  
Schwarz,	
  N.	
  (1999)	
  Self-­‐Reports.	
  How	
  the	
  Questions	
  Shape	
  the	
  Answers.	
  American	
  Psychologist	
  
54(2):	
  93–105.	
  
	
  
Scott,	
   K.	
   (2012)	
   Measuring	
   Wellbeing.	
   Towards	
   Sustainability?	
   Oxford	
   and	
   New	
   York:	
  
Routledge.	
  
	
  
Sen,	
  A.	
  (1991)	
   'Gender	
  and	
  Co-­‐operative	
  Conflicts'	
   in	
  Irene	
  Tinker	
  (ed)	
  Persistent	
  Inequalities.	
  
Oxford:	
  Oxford	
  University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Sen,	
  A.	
  (1992)	
  Inequality	
  Re-­‐examined.	
  Oxford:	
  Clarendon	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Sen,	
   A.	
   (1993)	
   Capability	
   and	
  Wellbeing.	
   pp.	
   30–53	
   in	
   A.	
   Sen	
   and	
  M.	
   Nussbaum	
   (eds.)	
   The	
  
Quality	
  of	
  Life.	
  Oxford:	
  Oxford	
  University	
  Press.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  

	
  

Sen,	
  A.	
  (2009)	
  The	
  Idea	
  of	
  Justice.	
  London:	
  Allen	
  Lane.	
  
	
  
Shariatmadari,	
   D.	
   (2015)	
   ‘What	
  would	
   I	
   eliminate	
   if	
   I	
   had	
   a	
  magic	
   wand?	
   Over-­‐confidence.’	
  
Interview	
  with	
  Daniel	
  Kahneman.	
  The	
  Guardian,	
  18	
  July	
  2015,	
  
	
   http://www.theguardian.com/books/2015/jul/18/daniel-­‐kahneman-­‐books-­‐interview	
  
	
  
Sointu,	
   E.	
   (2005)	
   The	
   Rise	
   of	
   an	
   Ideal:	
   Tracing	
   Changing	
   Discourses	
   of	
   Wellbeing.	
   The	
  
Sociological	
  Review	
  53(2):	
  255–274.	
  
	
  
Spencer,	
   E.,	
  Williams,	
  G.	
   and	
   Stevens,	
   L.	
   (2014)	
   ‘Traidcraft:	
  Assessing	
  human	
   flourishing.’	
   Pp	
  
77-­‐98	
   in	
   S.	
   C.	
  White	
  with	
   A.	
   Abeyasekera	
   (ed.)	
  Wellbeing	
   and	
  Quality	
   of	
   Life	
   Assessment:	
   A	
  
Practical	
  Guide.	
  Rugby:	
  Practical	
  Action	
  Publishing.	
  
	
  
Stone,	
  A.	
  and	
  Mackie,	
  C.	
  (eds.)	
  (2013)	
  Subjective	
  Well-­‐Being.	
  Measuring	
  Happiness,	
  Suffering,	
  
and	
  Other	
  Dimensions	
  of	
  Experience.	
  Washington	
  D.C.:	
  the	
  National	
  Academies	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Suh,	
   E.,	
   Diener,	
   E.,	
   Oishi,	
   S.,	
   Triandis,	
   H.	
   (1988)	
   ‘The	
   shifting	
   basis	
   of	
   life	
   satisfaction	
  
judgements	
  across	
  cultures.	
  Emotions	
  vs	
  norms.’	
  Journal	
  of	
  Personality	
  and	
  Social	
  Psychology,	
  
Vol	
  74(2):	
  482-­‐493.	
  
	
  
Tennant,	
  R.;	
  Hiller,	
  L.;	
  Fishwick,	
  R.,	
  Platt,	
  S.,	
  Joseph,	
  S.,	
  Welch,	
  S.,	
  Parkinson,	
  J.,	
  Secker,	
  J.,	
  and	
  
Stewart-­‐Brown,	
   S.	
   (2007)	
   ‘The	
   Warwick-­‐Edinburgh	
   Mental	
   Well-­‐being	
   Scale	
   (WEMWBS):	
  
development	
  and	
  UK	
  validation.’	
  Health	
  and	
  Quality	
  of	
  Life	
  Outcomes,	
  5	
  (63).	
  
	
  
Thapan,	
  Meenakshi.	
   2003.	
   ‘Marriage,	
  Well-­‐Being,	
   and	
   Agency	
   among	
  Women,’	
  Gender	
   and	
  
Development,	
  11	
  (2):	
  77-­‐84	
  
	
  
Thin,	
  N.	
  (2012)	
  Social	
  Happiness:	
  Theory	
  into	
  Policy	
  and	
  Practice.	
  Bristol:	
  The	
  Policy	
  Press.	
  
	
  
Thomas,	
  D.	
  (2014)	
  Wellbeing	
  Wales:	
  The	
  Sustainable	
  Wellbeing	
  Framework.	
  pp	
  161–169	
  in	
  S.	
  
C.	
   White	
   with	
   A.	
   Abeyasekera	
   (ed.)	
  Wellbeing	
   and	
   Quality	
   of	
   Life	
   Assessment:	
   A	
   Practical	
  
Guide.	
  Rugby:	
  Practical	
  Action	
  Publishing.	
  
	
  
Thompson,	
  E.P.	
  (1968)	
  The	
  Making	
  of	
  the	
  English	
  Working	
  Class.	
  London:	
  Penguin.	
  
	
  
White,	
  S.	
  C.	
  (2002)	
  Being,	
  Becoming	
  and	
  Relationship:	
  Conceptual	
  Challenges	
  of	
  a	
  Child	
  Rights	
  
Approach	
  in	
  Development.	
  Journal	
  of	
  International	
  Development	
  14(8):	
  1095–1104.	
  
	
  
White,	
   S.	
   C.	
   (2010)	
  Analysing	
  Wellbeing:	
  A	
   Framework	
   for	
  Development	
  Policy	
   and	
  Practice.	
  
Development	
  in	
  Practice	
  20(2):	
  158–172.	
  
	
  
White,	
   S.	
   C.	
   with	
   Abeyasekera,	
   A.	
   (ed.)	
   (2014)	
  Wellbeing	
   and	
   Quality	
   of	
   Life	
   Assessment:	
   A	
  
Practical	
  Guide.	
  Rugby:	
  Practical	
  Action	
  Publishing.	
  
	
  
White,	
  S.C.	
  and	
  Jha,	
  S.	
  (2014)	
  ‘Inner	
  wellbeing.	
  The	
  wellbeing	
  and	
  poverty	
  pathways	
  approach.’	
  
Pp	
  55-­‐76	
  in	
  S.C.	
  White	
  with	
  A.	
  Abeyasekera	
  (ed.)	
  Wellbeing	
  and	
  Quality	
  of	
  Life	
  Assessment:	
  A	
  
Practical	
  Guide.	
  Rugby:	
  Practical	
  Action	
  Publishing.	
  
	
  
White,	
  S.C.	
  and	
  Ramirez,	
  V.	
  (2015)	
  ‘Economics	
  and	
  Subjectivities	
  of	
  Wellbeing	
  in	
  Rural	
  Zambia.’	
  
Pp	
  118-­‐143	
  in	
  S.C.	
  White	
  with	
  C.	
  Blackmore	
  (ed.)	
  Cultures	
  of	
  Wellbeing:	
  Method,	
  Place,	
  Policy.	
  
Basingstoke:	
  Palgrave	
  Macmillan.	
  
	
  	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  
The	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies	
  (CDS),	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  
The	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies	
   aims	
   to	
   contribute	
   to	
   combating	
   global	
   poverty	
   and	
  
inequality	
  through	
  primary	
  research	
  into	
  the	
  practical	
  realities	
  of	
  global	
  poverty;	
  and,	
  critical	
  
engagement	
   with	
   development	
   practice	
   and	
   policy	
   making.	
   In	
   December	
   2011,	
   the	
   Bath	
  
Papers	
   in	
   International	
   Development	
   (BPD)	
   working	
   paper	
   series	
   was	
   merged	
   with	
   the	
  
Wellbeing	
   in	
   Developing	
   Countries	
   (WeD)	
   Working	
   Paper	
   Series,	
   which	
   has	
   now	
   been	
  
discontinued.	
   The	
   new	
   series,	
   Bath	
   Papers	
   in	
   International	
   Development	
   and	
   Well-­‐Being	
  
continues	
  the	
  numbering	
  of	
  the	
  BPD	
  series.	
  

	
  

Bath	
  Papers	
  in	
  International	
  Development	
  and	
  Well-­‐Being	
  (BPIDW)	
  
Bath	
   Papers	
   in	
   International	
   Development	
   and	
   Well-­‐Being	
   publishes	
   research	
   and	
   policy	
  
analysis	
   by	
   scholars	
   and	
   development	
   practitioners	
   in	
   the	
   CDS	
   and	
   its	
   wider	
   network.	
  	
  
Submissions	
   to	
   the	
   series	
   are	
   encouraged;	
   submissions	
   should	
   be	
   directed	
   to	
   the	
   Series	
  
Editor,	
  and	
  will	
  be	
  subject	
  to	
  a	
  blind	
  peer	
  review	
  process	
  prior	
  to	
  acceptance.	
  
	
  
Series	
  Editors:	
  Susan	
  Johnson	
  and	
  Althea-­‐Maria	
  Rivas	
  

Website:	
   http://www.bath.ac.uk/cds/publications	
  

Email:	
  s.z.johnson@bath.ac.uk	
  or	
  a.rivas@bath.ac.uk	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

2015	
  
No.42.	
  	
  	
  Humanitarian	
  NGOs:	
  Dealing	
  with	
  authoritarian	
  regimes	
  
	
   Author(s):	
  Oliver	
  Walton	
  
	
  
No.	
   41.	
   	
   ‘Upliftment’,	
   friends	
   and	
   finance:	
   Everyday	
   concepts	
   and	
   practices	
   of	
   resource	
  
exchange	
  

	
  	
  	
  Underpinning	
  mobile	
  money	
  adoption	
  in	
  Kenya	
  
	
  	
  	
   	
  Author(s):	
  Susan	
  Johnson	
  and	
  Froukje	
  Krijtenburg	
  	
  
	
  
No.40.	
  	
  Towards	
  a	
  plural	
  history	
  of	
  microfinance	
  

Author(s):	
  James	
  Copestake,	
  Mateo	
  Cabello,	
  Ruth	
  Goodwin-­‐Groen,	
  
Robin	
  Gravesteijn,	
  Julie	
  Humberstone,	
  Susan	
  Johnson,	
  Max	
  Nino-­‐Zarazua,	
  Matthew	
  

Titus	
  
	
  
No.	
   39.	
   Theological	
   resources	
   and	
   the	
   transformation	
   of	
   unjust	
   structures:	
   The	
   case	
   of	
  

Argentine	
  informal	
  economy	
  workers	
  
Author(s):	
  Séverine	
  Deneulin,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  38.	
  Coloniality	
  and	
  Indigenous	
  Territorial	
  Rights	
  in	
  the	
  Peruvian	
  Amazon:	
  A	
  Critique	
  of	
  

the	
  Prior	
  Consultation	
  Law	
  
Author(s):	
  Roger	
  Merino	
  Acuña,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  37.	
  Micro-­‐foundations	
  of	
  producer	
  power	
  in	
  Colombia	
  and	
  the	
  Philippines:	
  

towards	
  a	
  political	
  understanding	
  of	
  rents	
  
Author(s):	
  Charmaine	
  G.	
  Ramos,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  

	
  

2014	
  
No.36.	
  “Whither	
  development	
  studies?”	
  Reflections	
  on	
  its	
  relationship	
  with	
  social	
  

policy	
   Author(s):	
   James	
   Copestake,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.35.	
   Assessing	
   Rural	
   Transformations:	
   Piloting	
   a	
   Qualitative	
   Impact	
   Protocol	
   in	
  

Malawi	
  and	
  Ethiopia	
  
Author(s):	
   James	
  Copestake	
  and	
  Fiona	
  Remnant,	
  Centre	
   for	
  Development	
  
Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  34.	
  “We	
  don’t	
  have	
  this	
  is	
  mine	
  and	
  this	
  is	
  his”:	
  Managing	
  money	
  and	
  the	
  character	
  of	
  

conjugality	
  in	
  Kenya	
  
Author(s):	
  Susan	
  Johnson,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  33.	
  Can	
   civil	
   society	
  be	
   free	
  of	
   the	
  natural	
   state?	
  Applying	
  North	
   to	
  Bangladesh	
  

Author(s):	
  Geof	
  Wood,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  
	
  
No.	
   32.	
   Creating	
  more	
   just	
   cities:	
   The	
   right	
   to	
   the	
   city	
   and	
   the	
   capability	
   approach	
  

combined	
   Author(s):	
   Séverine	
   Deneulin,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.31.	
   Engaging	
   with	
   children	
   living	
   amidst	
   political	
   violence:	
   Towards	
   an	
   integrated	
  

approach	
  to	
  protection	
  
Author(s):	
  Jason	
  Hart,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  30.	
  Competing	
  visions	
  of	
  financial	
   inclusion	
  in	
  Kenya:	
  The	
  rift	
  revealed	
  by	
  mobile	
  

money	
  transfer	
  
Author(s):	
  Susan	
  Johnson,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   29.	
   Can’t	
   buy	
   me	
   happiness:	
   How	
   voluntary	
   simplicity	
   contributes	
   to	
   subjective	
  

wellbeing	
   Author(s):	
   Nadine	
   van	
   Dijk,	
   United	
   Nations	
   Research	
   Institute	
   for	
  
Social	
  Development,	
  Switzerland	
  

	
  

2013	
  
No.	
  28.	
  Challenge	
  funds	
  in	
  international	
  development	
  

Author(s):	
  Anne-­‐Marie	
  O’Riordan,	
  James	
  Copestake,	
  Juliette	
  Seibold	
  &	
  David	
  
Smith,	
  Triple	
  line	
  Consulting	
  and	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   27.	
   From	
   the	
   Idea	
   of	
   Justice	
   to	
   the	
   Idea	
   of	
   Injustice:	
   Mixing	
   the	
   Ideal,	
   Non-­‐ideal	
   and	
  

Dynamic	
  Conceptions	
  of	
  Injustice	
  
Author(s):	
  Oscar	
  Garza,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  26.	
  Understanding	
  Policy	
  and	
  Programming	
  on	
  Sex-­‐Selection	
  in	
  Tamil	
  Nadu:	
  Ethnographic	
  

and	
  Sociological	
  Reflections	
  
Author(s):	
  Shahid	
  Perwez,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   25.	
   Beyond	
   the	
   grumpy	
   rich	
   man	
   and	
   the	
   happy	
   peasant:	
   Subjective	
   perspectives	
   on	
  

wellbeing	
  and	
  food	
  security	
  in	
  rural	
  India	
  
Author(s):	
  Sarah	
  C.	
  White,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   24.	
   Behind	
   the	
   aid	
   brand:	
   Distinguishing	
   between	
   development	
   finance	
   and	
  

assistance	
   Author(s):	
   James	
   Copestake,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  

No.	
  23.	
  The	
  political	
  economy	
  of	
  financial	
  inclusion:	
  Tailoring	
  policy	
  to	
  fit	
  amid	
  the	
  tensions	
  of	
  
market	
  development	
  
Author(s):	
   Susan	
   Johnson,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
   University	
   of	
  
Bath;	
  and	
  Richard	
  Williams,	
  Oxford	
  Policy	
  Management,	
  Oxford	
  
	
  
	
  

No.	
  22.	
  ‘Everything	
  is	
  Politics’:	
  Understanding	
  the	
  political	
  dimensions	
  of	
  NGO	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  legitimacy	
  in	
  conflict-­‐affected	
  and	
  transitional	
  contexts	
  

Author(s):	
  Oliver	
  Walton,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  
	
  
No.	
  21.	
  	
  Informality	
  and	
  Corruption	
  

Author(s):	
   Ajit	
   Mishra,	
   University	
   of	
   Bath;	
   and	
   Ranjan	
   Ray,	
   Monash	
   University,	
  
Australia	
  

	
  
No.	
  20.	
   The	
   speed	
  of	
   the	
   snail:	
   The	
  Zapatistas’	
   autonomy	
  de	
   facto	
  and	
   the	
  Mexican	
  

State	
   Author(s):	
   Ana	
   C.	
   Dinerstein,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

No.	
  19.	
  Patriarchal	
  investments:	
  Marriage,	
  dowry	
  and	
  economic	
  change	
  in	
  rural	
  Bangladesh	
  
Author(s):	
  Sarah	
  C	
  White,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  

2012	
  
No.	
   18.	
   Political	
   economy	
   analysis,	
   aid	
   effectiveness	
   and	
   the	
   art	
   of	
   development	
  

management	
   Author(s):	
   James	
   Copestake	
   and	
   Richard	
   Williams,	
   Centre	
   for	
  
Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  17.	
  Justice	
  and	
  deliberation	
  about	
  the	
  good	
  life:	
  The	
  contribution	
  of	
  Latin	
  American	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  buen	
  vivir	
  social	
  movements	
  to	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  justice	
  

Author(s):	
  Séverine	
  Deneulin,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  
	
  
No.	
   16.	
   Limits	
   of	
   participatory	
   democracy:	
   Social	
   movements	
   and	
   the	
   displacement	
   of	
  

disagreement	
  in	
  South	
  America	
  
Author(s):	
  Juan	
  Pablo	
  Ferrero,	
  Department	
  of	
  Social	
  and	
  Policy	
  Sciences,	
  University	
  	
  
of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  15.	
  Human	
  rights	
  trade-­‐offs	
  in	
  a	
  context	
  of	
  systemic	
  unfreedom:	
  The	
  case	
  of	
  the	
  smelter	
  

town	
  of	
  La	
  Oroya,	
  Peru	
  
Author(s):	
  Areli	
  Valencia,	
  University	
  of	
  Victoria,	
  Canada	
  

	
  
No.	
  14.	
  Inclusive	
  financial	
  markets:	
  Is	
  transformation	
  under	
  way	
  in	
  Kenya?	
  

Author(s):	
   Susan	
   Johnson,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
   University	
   of	
  
Bath;	
  and	
  Steven	
  Arnold,	
  Department	
  of	
  Economics,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   13.	
   Beyond	
   subjective	
   well-­‐being:	
   A	
   critical	
   review	
   of	
   the	
   Stiglitz	
   Report	
   approach	
   to	
  

subjective	
  perspectives	
  on	
  quality	
  of	
  life	
  
Author(s):	
  Sarah	
  C.	
  White,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath,	
  
Stanley	
   O.	
   Gaines,	
   Department	
   of	
   Psychology,	
   Brunel	
   University;	
   and	
   Shreya	
   Jha,	
  
Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  

2011	
  
No.	
   12.	
   The	
   role	
   of	
   social	
   resources	
   in	
   securing	
   life	
   and	
   livelihood	
   in	
   rural	
  

Afghanistan	
   Author(s):	
   Paula	
   Kantor,	
   International	
   Centre	
   for	
   Research	
  
on	
  Women;	
  and	
  Adam	
  Pain,	
  Afghanistan	
  Research	
  and	
  Evaluation	
  Unit	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  



	
  

	
  

2010	
  
No.	
  11.	
  	
  Côte	
  d’Ivoire’s	
  elusive	
  quest	
  for	
  peace	
  

Author(s):	
   Arnim	
   Langer,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Peace	
   Research	
   and	
   Strategic	
   Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Leuven	
  

	
  
No.	
   10.	
   Does	
   modernity	
   still	
   matter?	
   Evaluating	
   the	
   concept	
   of	
   multiple	
  

modernities	
  and	
  its	
  alternatives	
  
Author(s):	
  Elsje	
  Fourie,	
  University	
  of	
  Trento	
  
	
  

No.	
  9.	
  	
   	
   	
  The	
  political	
  economy	
  of	
  secessionism:	
  Inequality,	
  identity	
  and	
  the	
  state	
  
Author(s):	
  Graham	
  K.	
  Brown,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  
of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  8.	
  	
  	
  	
  Hope	
  movements:	
  Social	
  movements	
  in	
  the	
  pursuit	
  of	
  development	
  

Author(s):	
   Séverine	
   Deneulin,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
   University	
   of	
  
Bath;	
  and	
  Ana	
  C.	
  Dinerstein,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  7.	
   	
  The	
  role	
  of	
   informal	
  groups	
   in	
   financial	
  markets:	
  Evidence	
   from	
  Kenya	
  

Author(s):	
  Susan	
   Johnson,	
  Centre	
   for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  
of	
  Bath,	
  
Markku	
  Malkamäki,	
  Decentralised	
  Financial	
  Services	
  Project,	
  Kenya;	
  and	
  Max	
  Niño-­‐
Zarazua,	
  Independent	
  Consultant,	
  Mexico	
  City	
  

	
  

2009	
  
No.	
  6.	
  ‘Get	
  to	
  the	
  bridge	
  and	
  I	
  will	
  help	
  you	
  cross’:	
  Merit,	
  personal	
  connections,	
  and	
  money	
  

as	
  routes	
  to	
  success	
  in	
  Nigerian	
  higher	
  education	
  
Author(s):	
  Chris	
  Willott,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  
Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   5.	
   The	
   politics	
   of	
   financial	
   policy	
   making	
   in	
   a	
   developing	
   country:	
   The	
   Financial	
  

Institutions	
  Act	
  in	
  Thailand	
  
Author(s):	
  Arissara	
  Painmanakul,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  4.	
  	
  	
  	
  Contesting	
  the	
  boundaries	
  of	
  religion	
  in	
  social	
  mobilization	
  

Graham	
  K.	
  Brown,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath,	
  
Author(s):	
  Séverine	
  Deneulin	
  and	
  Joseph	
  Devine,	
  Centre	
   for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   3.	
   Legible	
   pluralism:	
   The	
   politics	
   of	
   ethnic	
   and	
   religious	
   identification	
   in	
  

Malaysia	
   Author(s):	
   Graham	
   K.	
   Brown,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
  
University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
   2.	
   Financial	
   inclusion,	
   vulnerability,	
   and	
   mental	
   models:	
   From	
   physical	
   access	
   to	
  

effective	
  use	
  of	
  financial	
  services	
  in	
  a	
  low-­‐income	
  area	
  of	
  Mexico	
  City	
  
Author(s):	
  Max	
   Niño-­‐Zarazua,	
   Independent	
   Consultant,	
  Mexico	
   City;	
   and	
  
James	
  G.	
  Copestake,	
  Centre	
  for	
  Development	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Bath	
  

	
  
No.	
  1.	
  	
  	
  	
  Financial	
  access	
  and	
  exclusion	
  in	
  Kenya	
  and	
  Uganda	
  

Author(s):	
   Susan	
   Johnson,	
   Centre	
   for	
   Development	
   Studies,	
   University	
   of	
  
Bath;	
  and	
  Max	
  Niño-­‐Zarazua,	
  Independent	
  Consultant,	
  Mexico	
  City	
  
	
  


