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Abstract
This paper analyses, from a gender perspective, to what extent the UK Office for
National Statistics (ONS) approach to ‘measuring national well-being’ meets its aim. I
argue that the aims of the project are promising from a gender perspective, and that
the ONS programme does meet its aim of measuring national well-being as it defines
it. However, adopting a gender perspective enables an analysis of the
conceptualisation of well-being and methodology used in the programme that reveals
substantial limitations in the programme’s almost exclusive focus on existing
quantitative data. I argue that ONS creates a measurable conception of national wellbeing that is aggregative and individualistic. As a result, it does not capture the role of
care in creating well-being, mirroring a shortcoming of the economic indicators it seeks
to complement. Thus I argue that, despite its promise, the ONS approach is not a valid
measure of national well-being from a gender perspective, and that policymakers may
wish to reconsider the assumption that well-being can be measured through existing
quantitative data.
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1. Introduction
In the public engagement exercise that opened the Office for National Statistics (ONS)
programme Measuring National Well-being, respondents cited ‘music, kindness, a
government that listens to its people’ (ONS, 2011a:5) as key elements of national wellbeing. In the context of such intangible phenomena, the ambition of ONS to measure
national well-being is bold to say the least. This paper provides a gender analysis of
whether ONS meets this aim.
Policy attention to well-being1 has increased in Western nations, in part in response to
a recognition of the limitations of using gross domestic product (GDP), an indicator of
economic production, as an indicator of national well-being (European Parliament,
2011; Helliwell et al, 2012; OECD, 2007; Stiglitz et al, 2007). This policy attention
draws on substantial academic literature. The capability approach looks beyond the
economic to conceptualise well-being as a collection of capabilities and functionings, in
other words, what people can do and be (Sen, 1985, 1999; Nussbaum 2000, 2003,
2011). A second seam of literature, drawing on utilitarianism, debates whether creating
happiness should be the primary role of governments (Layard, 2005; Saint-Paul,
2011). Third, behavioural economics and behavioural psychology literatures set out

1

The terms well-being and happiness have been used variously across the literature.
Generally ‘well-being’ indicates a wider scope often including material conditions and
labour market activity. ‘Happiness’ is often used to refer to the emotional state or life
satisfaction of the respondent. In some places, happiness is used more or less
interchangeably with ‘subjective well-being’, although subjective well-being is also
used more specifically to refer to psychological data on people’s evaluations of their
own lives. In this paper I will use the term well-being to refer to broader conceptions of
quality of life, and subjective well-being to refer to the specific data of this type. I do not
refer to happiness, except when engaging with the work of others who use this term.
This broadly mirrors the ONS terminology.
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methods to measure people’s happiness or subjective well-being (Dolan et al, 2007,
2008; Diener et al 2000, 2012; Strack et al 1990).
Gender scholars share the distrust of GDP and economic indicators as primary
measures2 of well-being, but their work challenges the assumption that happiness and
well-being can be measured easily. Some gender scholars have focused their efforts
on critiquing economic measures and developing new indicators of well-being, often
including indicators of gender inequality (Dijkstra and Hanmer, 2000; Perrons, 2012;
Plantenga et al, 2009). Ahmed’s (2010:7) critique of happiness policy and happiness
as a cultural imperative draws on Foucault and phenomenology to argue that
happiness has a governmental function, orienting citizens to certain states and
behaviours. To my knowledge, however, there has not yet been a gender analysis of
the concepts and methodologies used to measure well-being in the policy literature.
Looking beyond the subject of well-being specifically, gender scholarship unsettles the
aim of measuring well-being in a context of liberal citizenship. Feminist political
theorists have explored the gendered character of liberal citizenship, excavating the
masculine terms of the liberal individual model (Pateman, 1988; Brown, 1995) and
questioning the assumption of autonomy as independence from other citizens
(Nedelsky, 1989, 2012). This opens the question of whether conceptions of well-being
are as neutral as the mainstream literature suggests. Feminist policy scholars and
feminist economists have explored how mainstream policy and economics take
inadequate account of care, (2005; Daly, 2002; Donath, 2000; Nelson, 1995), drawing
attention to what may be omitted by mainstream conceptions of well-being. Finally,
feminist epistemological work highlights and politicises the relationship between
methodology and the creation of knowledge (Griffin and Phoenix, 1994; Harding, 1995;
2

I also follow the ONS use of the term ’policy measure’ to refer to indicators and data
that measure the impact of policy. I do not use the term ‘policy measure’ to refer to a
course of policy action or a policy implementation.
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Jayaratne and Stewart, 1991; Letherby, 2004) and foregrounds subjective and located
knowledge rather than positivist assumptions of objectivity (Code, 1993; Haraway,
1988; Harding, 1995; Griffin and Phoenix, 1994). This opens the question of how
policy creates knowledge about well-being, rather than transparently recording it, and
what part the measurements themselves play in this process.
This paper addresses the question of whether, in light of this body of gender
knowledge, the ONS meets its aim of measuring national well-being. In answering this
question, I explore both to what extent the ONS methodology is adequate to meet its
stated aims, and to what extent taking a gender approach supports, shifts or
challenges the ONS approach to well-being. I argue that the ONS project meets its aim
of measuring national well-being, if one follows the programme’s own rather bounded
scope. From a gender perspective, the aims of the project have much promise,
including putting the experiences of citizens at the centre of national well-being and
focusing on the distribution of well-being across the population, but there are
limitations to the approach. The ONS place bounds around the type of data that can be
used which lead it to construct a conception of national well-being that is measurable,
but overlooks the complexity of the concept of well-being. I argue that the programme
conceptualises national well-being as measurable, aggregative and individualistic. This
ensures that the well-being of all citizens is incorporated in the programme, but
obscures interconnections and care, echoing the economic indicators the programme
places itself in opposition to. The programme’s inadequate acknowledgement of care
and relationships as intrinsic to well-being invalidates its conception of well-being from
a gender perspective. Furthermore, it is possible to challenge the programme’s
insistence that well-being must be measured quantitatively, relying as it does on the
assumption that individuals know and transparently express their emotional states. As
such, I argue that from a gender perspective, the programme cannot be said to meet
its aim of measuring national well-being.
6

The paper proceeds with a literature review in which I further explore the literature
outlined above and situate my paper within it. The methodology section provides an
overview of the ONS programme and my reasons for selecting it, and summarises how
I conducted my research. I present my analysis and the argument outlined in the
previous paragraphs in four parts, analysing the ONS concepts, measurements and
assumptions at progressively deeper levels. First I analyse the aims and scope of the
programme, then the conceptualisation of well-being, the absence of care, and the
positivist assumptions on which the programme is built. I conclude with my reflections
on the question and the implications of my analysis for measuring well-being.

2. Literature review
Recent years have seen a ‘happiness turn’ (Ahmed 2010) in international policy, led by
Western nations, in which national governments and international organisations have
paid increasing attention to the well-being of their populations. The Report by the
Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress, or
Stiglitiz Commission (Stiglitz et al, 2007), was foundational to this shift. It called for
politicians and policymakers to recognise the limits of GDP in measuring well-being
and recommended that policy measurement systems ‘shift emphasis from measuring
economic production to measuring people’s well-being’ (Stiglitz et al, 2007:paragraph
21). With Sen a co-author, the report drew on the capability approach to advocate for
measurement of well-being in the domains of material living standards (income,
consumption and wealth), health, education, personal activities including work, political
voice and governance, social connections and relationships, environment (present and
future conditions) and physical and economic insecurity (paragraph 28). In response,
the OECD (2007) and European Commission (2009) have requested that member
countries develop measures of well-being beyond the economic. The Stiglitz report
7

(paragraph 33) and the European Commission Communication (2011:18) both
specifically reference the need for measures of subjective well-being, in other words,
citizens’ self-reported views of their happiness and life satisfaction. The greatest focus
on measures of subjective well-being is found in the World Happiness Report (Helliwell
et al, 2012), commissioned for the 2012 United Nations Conference on Happiness. It
compares the subjective well-being of countries around the world and includes a case
study on the UK Office for National Statistics programme ‘Measuring National Wellbeing’ programme as an exemplar of the measurement of well-being (100-103).
Three impulses in the mainstream policy literature converge on the thesis that GDP is
not an adequate indicator of well-being, that well-being or happiness approaches are
preferable, and that the priorities of government should shift accordingly. First, the
capability approach (Sen 1985, 1999; Nussbaum, 2000, 2003, 2011) places what
people can do and be at the centre of its framework, with the implication that policy
has a role in creating these conditions. Second, the reconsideration of utilitarianism as
the preferred mode of government (Layard, 2005; Saint-Paul, 2011) places the
happiness of citizens at the centre of the role of government. This has much in
common with the third set of literature, behavioural economics and behavioural
psychology, which focuses on what drives subjective well-being and how to measure it
(Dolan et al, 2008; Dolan and White, 2009; Diener et al, 2000; Diener et al, 2012), and
how governments can intervene in the decision-making of citizens to increase their
supposed well-being (Bok, 2010; Greve, 2010; Halpern, 2009; Thayler and Sunstein,
2008; Thin, 2012).
It is outside the scope of this project to provide a sustained critical engagement with
the arguments and implications in this literature, however I would like to draw attention
to two points before I move to the gender literature. First, these literatures contain
critiques of the over-riding focus on economic production in mainstream economics
8

(European Commission, 2009; Halpern, 2009; Helliwell et al, 2012; Layard, 2005,
OECD, 2007; Stiglitz et al, 2007, Thaler and Sunstein, 2008). As I will outline below,
this is not a ‘new’ piece of knowledge from a gender perspective. This opposition to
GDP is in part a rhetorical move that deflects attention from the other types of data
already held by governments on their citizens well-being, be it satisfaction with public
services (Department for Work and Pensions, 2012) or civic engagement (Department
for Communities and Local Government, 2011), to give just two examples. Second,
this literature has been composed almost entirely by advocates of the approach (Dolan
et al 2007, 2008; Helliwell et al, 2012, Layard, 2005; Stiglitz et al, 2007) or by policy
academics and policymakers who are concerned with applying the approach to
policymaking or evaluation (Bok, 2010; Greve, 2010; Thin, 2012). As a result, there is
an absence of critical engagement with the concepts and methodologies of this
literature and its application to policy.
The gender literature on well-being and indicators shares the mainstream concern with
the limitations of GDP as an indicator of well-being, but provides critiques and
alternatives that take greater account of gender inequality. At the macro level, feminist
literature on indicators has focused on quantifying gender inequality either alone or as
one variable in broader indicators (Dijkstra and Hanmer, 2000; Perrons, 2012;
Plantenga et al 2009). Other work has focused on the topic of well-being as a
gendered historical and institutional construction, but has not analysed the happiness
turn specifically (Addabbo et al, 2010; Addis et al, 2011; Harris et al, 2009; Woodward
et al, 2011). The capabilities approach (Sen, 1985, 1999, Nussbaum 2000, 2003,
2011) can also be read as a feminist approach to well-being because is founded on a
commitment to the well-being of each individual citizen, and so the well-being of
women is at its core. A shared concern in this work, not present in the mainstream
literature, is an awareness of the politics of measurement and a focus on what is
hidden or over-simplified by indicators.
9

This critical edge is pushed to the fore in gender scholarship that deals with matters
relating more broadly to the construction of knowledge about well-being in a liberal
context. Three veins of gender literature raise questions that are particularly relevant to
the matter of well-being as a policy measure, and which I will use to analyse whether
the ONS approach is adequate to ‘measure national well-being’ from a gender
perspective. The first provides gender critiques of liberal models of citizenship,
including the gendered terms of the liberal individual (Pateman, 1988; Brown, 1995),
and the assumption that autonomy means independence from other citizens
(Nedelsky, 1989, 2012). This draws our attention to how the very terms of participation
in a state are gendered, and raises the question of whether the approach to well-being
is as neutral as the mainstream literature may suggest. The second focuses on the
tension between care as central to social life, yet frequently absent from mainstream
economics, policymaking and policy scholarship (Daly, 2002; Donath, 2000; Nelson
1995). This raises the question of how care is conceptualised in the ONS programme,
and with what effect. The third is feminist epistemological work that politicises the
relationship between methodology and the creation of knowledge (Griffin and Phoenix,
1994; Harding, 1995; Jayaratne and Stewart, 1991; Letherby, 2004); foregrounds
subjective and located knowledge rather than positivist assumptions of objectivity
(Code, 1993; Haraway, 1988; Harding, 1995; Griffin and Phoenix, 1994); and argues
that knowledge is held within communities rather than by individuals (Harding, 1993;
Nelson, 1993; Potter, 1991). These works approach different questions and draw on
different epistemological traditions, but together the raise the challenges of whether
well-being can even be measured, and how the ONS definition of well-being and
approach to measuring it are inter-related.
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These three veins of gender literature3 have not been brought to the discussion of wellbeing before, to my knowledge. I believe that placing them in dialogue with the ONS
programme, alongside a critical approach to the ONS methodology, will fruitfully
enable analysis of the fundamentals of the programme’s approach to measuring
national well-being that the mainstream literature does not. My analysis will also draw
on Ahmed’s (2010) critique of the happiness turn, which includes some attention to
happiness policy (1-20) and provides a sustained critique of happiness policy from a
gender perspective. Ahmed develops her critique using a different set of analytical
tools to those I will use here, however. Taking a phenomenological approach and
drawing on Foucault’s concept of govermentality, Ahmed argues that the concept of
happiness has a conservative and regulatory function in society, reinscribing ‘what is
already evaluated as being good as good and directing us towards those things as
supposed sources of happiness (7). I take from her work the somewhat narrower
questions of how ONS conceptualises well-being on an individual and national level,
and the relationships between them.

3. Methodology and about the ONS Measuring National Well-being programme
I have selected the United Kingdom’s Office for National Statistics ‘Measuring National
Well-being’ programme as the focus of my analysis for several reasons. First, the
programme provides substantial material for analysis. The programme published just
3

Other gender literature on well-being enables different approaches to the ONS
programme that I do not pursue here. I do not focus on gender inequality in well-being
(Addabbo et al, 2011; Addis et al, 2010; Harris et al, 2009; Woodward et al, 2011), or
whether the responsibility for well-being work is gendered (Hochschild, 1983). Unlike
Ahmed and Ehrenreich (2010) I am not concerned with the broader social effects of the
happiness turn. Lastly, I do not delve into the gender-inflected literature on the politics
of affect (Panagia, 2009; Protevi, 2009; Tomlinson, 2010), thereby upholding an
analytical distinction between the well-being of a population and the affectual
experiences of citizens, which those theorists may question.
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under forty documents between November 2010 and July 2012, in my language,
English. Second, the programme presents well-being as a shared and contested
concept, which aligns with my understanding of it. The programme has published
documents relating to a public engagement exercise it held on happiness and has
published iterations of its framework, as well as advisory papers from academics on
measuring national well-being. Third, the programme is central to the ‘happiness turn’
in policy outlined above. ONS positions itself as in dialogue with the international policy
community working on happiness (ONS, 2011a:3-7, 2011c:4,22, 2011i:10), many of
the internationally influential thinkers on well-being and happiness are advising the
ONS4 (ONS, 2012), and it is featured as an exemplar country by Helliwell et al
(2012:160-163). Fourth, the UK is taking a textbook approach to fulfilling the
international requirements in collecting this data, by using domains that follow the
Stiglitz Commission (2007) recommendations almost exactly, and collecting subjective
well-being data as recommended by the European Commission (2009) and Helliwell et
al (2012). It is possible that other countries that adopt well-being as a policy measure
will follow these recommendations and take a similar approach to the UK, in which
case my analysis may have some applicability their work.
The documents published by the ONS programme are listed in the bibliography,
grouped into those which were core to my analysis (marked here with an asterisk) and
those which were not. Some documents record the public engagement exercise
entitled the ‘National Debate on Well-being’, in which the views of UK citizens on
national well-being were collected (ONS 2011b*, 2011i*, 2012f, 2012i, 2012p). Others
set out the overall approach ONS will use to record well-being (ONS 2011a*, 2011c*,
2012b*, 2012b1*, 2012d). Most provide discussion of the domains on which well-being

4

Professor Paul Dolan, Dr. David Halpern, Professor Daniel Kahneman, Lord Layard,
Professor Joseph Stiglitz, Professor Amartya Sen.
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data will be collected5, and provide existing data in these areas (ONS, 2011d, 2011e,
2011f, 2011g, 2011h, 2012a*, 2012c*, 2012e, 2012h, 2012j, 2012k, 2012m, 2012n,
2012o, 2012q, 2012r, 2012s, 2012t, 2012u, 2012v). The programme has also
published a small number of discussion papers on various existing and potential
aspects of the programme by specialists in theoe areas: subjective well-being (Dolan
for ONS, 2011; Dolan et al for ONS, 2011; ONS 2011h), time-use data (Gershuny for
ONS, 2012*) and longitudinal studies (Longview for ONS, 2012). I have also analysed
two documents that were published by the Prime Minister’s Office as part of the official
launch of the programme, a speech (Number 10 Downing Street, 2010a) and press
release (Number 10 Downing Street, 2010a), to provide political context to supplement
the rather technical ONS documents.6
I conducted a qualitative document analysis (Bowen, 2009; Prior et al, 2011; Wesley,
2010) of the core ONS documents, undertaking three readings of each document and
coding the themes as is standard for this methodology (Wesley 2010). I began my
analysis by reviewing all the published documents but focused the repeated readings
on the core documents that were most relevant to my research question. I selected
qualitative document analysis as my approach because it enables focus on both the
content and themes contained within the documents. During my first reading of the
documents, it became clear that my question could best be answered by focusing on
the aims, scope and methodology elements of the programme, than more discursive or
thematic discussion of the concept of well-being. Accordingly I kept the rigour of the
qualitative document analysis approach, but focused more on methodology. This was
5

The domains are individual well-being, our relationships, health, what we do, where
we live, personal finance, education and skills, the economy, governance, the natural
environment (ONS, 2012b:3-11).

6

The ONS is an executive office of the UK Statistics Authority, an independent body
operating at arm's length from government. Through the UK Statistics Authority, the
ONS is directly accountable to Parliament rather than a government minister and as
such its publications reflect a degree of independence from the government of the day.
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a fruitful approach because it led me to find disjunctures between the discussion of
well-being and the measures used by ONS. Qualitative document analysis aside, my
approach has been very much influenced by the gender literature I use to discuss the
ONS programme, in particular in my focus on the assumptions underpinning the ONS
methodology and my focus on what is omitted by ONS.
A limitation of my methodology is that the ONS programme is still evolving and I am
analysing it before its completion. However there have already been iterations of
framework and initial results, so it is my judgement that the documents I have analysed
have made a substantive contribution to measuring well-being in the UK and my
conclusions hold for the programme at the time of writing. There is an opportunity for
further analysis of future publications in the series, as well as the approaches of other
nations to measuring well-being.
A consideration in selecting my research question and methodology has been that I
have studied part-time at the London School of Economics, alongside employment as
a civil servant, currently as a policy team leader in the Cabinet Office. Accordingly I
have sought to manage the tension between my professional and academic activities,
not least the convention that that civil servants refrain from publicly7 offering their views
of the policy of the government they serve. Qualitative document analysis seemed a
very suitable methodology to manage this tension, requiring me to stick close to policy
documents and substantiate my points with direct quotations. These requirements had
a further productive effect in ensuring that I produced a gender and social policy
analysis of the ONS approach to well-being, rather than a policymaker’s professional

7

Although this document is not public in the sense that it has been written in a
personal capacity for a limited audience, it is public to the extent that it has been written
in expectation that others will read, respond and potentially circulate it.
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critique focusing on how I would have approached the programme differently had I
been leading it8.

4. Promise and tensions in the aims and scope of the programme
I will begin by exploring the ambitious aims of the programme. I find much promise in
these aims from a gender perspective, in particular the move beyond GDP as a
primary indicator of citizen’s well-being and the implicit acknowledgements that the
government and national statistics do not know everything about life in the UK, and
that citizens have their own understandings of well-being. However the aims of the
programme are very bounded by the requirements of national statistics, bounds that sit
in tension with the ambitious aims. Although the programme does seem to meet its
aims within in these narrow bounds, the disjuncture between the aims and scope begs
the question of whether the narrowness of the approach enables ONS to adequately
measure national well-being.
The ONS documents do not contain a universal statement of the aims of the project. The
most definitive statements of aims are made in the first discussion paper of the proposed
domains and measures of well-being (ONS, 2011c:1):
The aim of the programme is to develop and publish an accepted and
trusted set of National Statistics that helps people to understand and
monitor national well-being
And in a modified version of that statement which is used as standard text in
subsequent documents (ONS, 2012b:13, 2012c:38, 2012i:6, 2012h:38, 2012n:20,
2012o:19):
8

An impulse I have had to avoid indulging in my analysis!
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The programme aims to produce accepted and trusted measures of the
well-being of the nation - how the UK as a whole is doing. It is about looking
at 'GDP and beyond'
From a gender perspective, there is considerable promise in the commitment to look
beyond GDP, particularly when read alongside the centrality of public engagement to
the programme (ONS, 2011b, 2011i, 2012i). This acknowledges that the government
does not currently have an adequate grasp of the well-being UK citizens, and that
existing data such as GDP do not capture everything. The statement that the measures
will only be adequate if they are ‘accepted and trusted’ by an unspecified audience,
presumably one outside policy circles seen as the ONS are engaging the public in the
development of the approach, implies that well-being is a contested concept on which
government and citizens need to develop mutual understanding.
The aims statements are accompanied by what I will term a scope statement that sets
out how the project will be undertaken, which also contain much promise from a gender
perspective. The National Statistician provides this scope statement in reflecting on the
public engagement exercise (2011i:8):
A framework to understand national well-being should reflect the following:
•

individual well-being is central to an understanding of national wellbeing. It includes objective circumstance, for example an individual’s
employment status; and subjective well-being which includes the
individual’s experiences and feelings

•

national well-being is affected by how these circumstances,
experiences and feelings are distributed across society, and how
well current levels of well-being can be sustained into the future or
between generations
16

•

a set of domains, such as health, and education will need to be
established to help capture the individual measures which together
determine national well-being

•

local factors are also relevant to well-being, e.g. access to green
spaces and strength of community involvement

The commitment to analysing the distribution of well-being across the population
chimes with a gender focus on inequality. The commitment to collecting data across
domains correlates with the capability approach (Sen 1985, 1999; Nussbaum 2000,
2003, 2011) in seeing a person’s well-being in the round. It reflects that well-being is
experienced across different spheres and that multiple factors affect whether a person
experiences well-being. Further, the domains chosen later in the programme9 take
account of the things people in the public engagement exercise said were important to
them.
The inclusion of ‘subjective’ as well as ‘objective’ data recognises that the everyday
experiences and feelings of citizens are important to national well-being and that
people’s perspectives on life in the UK differ. The use of subjective well-being data
places citizens’ evaluations of their own lives, the worth of the things they do, and their
levels of happiness and anxiety at the centre of national well-being (ONS 2012b:3). It
brings to mind the calls of feminist epistemologists for subjective and located
knowledge rather than claims of objectivity (Code, 1993; Haraway,1988; Harding,
1993). Haraway (1998:589) agues that

9

The domains are individual well-being, our relationships, health, what we do, where
we live, personal finance, education and skills, the economy, governance, the natural
environment (ONS, 2012b:3-11).
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I am arguing for politics and epistemologies of location, positioning and
situating, where partiality and not universality is the condition of being
heard to make rational knowledge claims … I am arguing for the view
from a body, always a complex, contradictory, structuring, and structured
body, versus the view from above, from nowhere, from simplicity.
Although Haraway’s object of critique is the false assumption of objectivity in
philosophical and scientific knowledge, there is a parallel with the shift from economic
indicators to the views of citizens on the value they place on their lives and activities.
These views are acknowledged by ONS as both partial (‘subjective’) and central to
national well-being. The programme thus places the partial and located views of
citizens at its core.
However, this breadth of the programme’s aims and scope is in tension with its
requirements for the data that will be used to measure national well-being. Much less
emphasis is placed on these requirements than on the aims but they are central to the
construction of the measurement framework (ONS, 2011c:7):
ONS would prefer to use measures which are:
•

Available for the UK

•

Policy relevant

•

Internationally comparable

•

Have a time series and are likely to be available in the future

•

Can be shown and compared for countries in the UK, regions of
England, and smaller geographic units where required

18

•

Can be analysed in ways which show distribution of outcomes for
individuals or households, e.g. analysis for poorest and richest
households or by age group or employment status

It is understandable that stringent quality requirements must be fulfilled for data to be
used by the ONS, and data restrictions are a frequent difficulty for indicator projects
(Sigle-Rushton, 2009). It is also understandable that policymakers place boundaries on
the scope of their projects in order to make them manageable. But that said, these
requirements effectively limit the programme to existing quantitative data10. Subjective
well-being is the exception as new questions will be added to the Annual Population
Survey to gather these data (2011c:4, 2012b:3).
To put this tension aside for a moment, this approach does enable ONS to meet its
own aims, within this narrowed conception of measuring national well-being. ONS has
assembled and published a series of measures across domains of life outside the
economic (2012b), which reflect their record of what citizens expressed as important to
well-being in the public consultation (ONS, 2011b, 2011i, 2012f, 2012i, 2012p). The
data meets the criteria of national statistics outlined above, so in that sense it can be
said to be ‘accepted and trusted’. Taken at face value, then, the ONS programme can
be said to meet its aims. However from a gender perspective, the conceptualisation of
well-being and the effects of the measurement approach require further analysis. To
begin this analysis, I turn to the conceptualisation of well-being used by ONS.

10

It is possible to speculate that constraints of time and budget play a part in limiting
the scope, though this is not stated in the documents. Either way, the effect on the
measurement approach is the same.
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5. Well-being as measurable, aggregative and individualistic
The measurement framework and criteria for data contained in the programme’s
statements of aims and scope are firmly intertwined with the programme’s
conceptualisation of well-being. Following Ahmed’s (2010) exploration of happiness, I
argue that the concept of well-being used in the ONS programme is performative. I
depart from Ahmed’s analysis in arguing that the crux of this performative moment in
ONS is not just about simultaneously finding well-being in places, denoting them as
good and promoting them as goods, but also about locating well-being in places that
can be measured by the methods the ONS deems appropriate. Rather than measuring
national well-being in its complexity, then, the ONS creates measurable national wellbeing. Intrinsic to this is the conceptualisation of national well-being as aggregative,
both in the counting methodology used by ONS to build national well-being from data
on individual well-being, and in the structure of the domains of data from which national
well-being is composed. The use of domains creates disjuncture as much as unity, and
the methodology rests on the assumption that national well-being is the aggregate of
individual well-being, with separate acknowledgement of distribution and sustainability.
As such, the ‘national’ in ‘national well-being’ carries little weight. I argue that the wellbeing of the nation is composed by aggregating the well-being of liberal individuals,
conceptualised as independent from other rather than embedded in social
relationships.

Measurable well-being

For Ahmed, proximity to certain objects or states is central to the functioning of
happiness. Her object of critique is ‘happiness’, a term she uses variously to refer to
some or all of the following: subjective well-being; the happiness turn in policy; positive
20

psychology; and the social and cultural effects of viewing happiness as an ideal state.
Although this is a wider referent than well-being as defined by ONS, much of Ahmed’s
critique is relevant here, not least because she is in part writing response to Prime
Minister Cameron’s plans to measure happiness while he was in opposition (2010:3).
Drawing on Butler (1990), and through Butler drawing on Austin (1975), Ahmed (2010:
6-7) traces the performative mechanism in happiness:
The science of happiness could be described as performative: by finding
happiness in certain places, it generates those places as being good, as
being what should be promoted as goods … The science of happiness
hence redescribes what is already evaluated as being good as good.
Through this process, citizens are directed to certain associations (2) and attending to
those associations becomes a duty (6). Ahmed’s analysis has a strong resonance with
how the ONS conceptualises well-being through domains and measures of physical
and mental health, what we do (i.e. work and leisure), personal finance, education and
skills, our relationships, where we live (ONS, 2011c:2). It is implicit that certain states
and behaviours are linked to well-being. To give just two examples, expressing the
view that it is not difficult ‘to get by financially’ is read as well-being in personal finance
(2012b:8), and volunteering is read as well-being in ‘what we do’ (6), with the
implication that being financially comfortable and volunteering are states of well-being.
The ONS programme puts these states on the official national record as states of wellbeing, against which people will judge their own well-being and orient their own
activities.
But if we depart from Ahmed’s discursive analysis and focus on the ONS methodology
itself, a different performative movement comes into view. In the previous section, I
noted the disjuncture between the aims of the programme and its requirements for
data. Accordingly, if the programme can only record what is measurable in a way that
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meets its criteria for data, then the programme constitutes states of well-being through
their very measurability. In other words, only things that can be measured appear in
the programme, and only those things are recorded as states of well-being. Rather
than simply ‘measuring national well-being’ in its complexity, then, the programme
creates national well-being as measurable.

Aggregative well-being

Central to this creation of a measurable notion of well-being is aggregation,
demonstrated in three exemplars of the relationship between individual and national
well-being. These explanations of the development of the measurement approach
focus on the process of aggregation through which national well-being is developed
(2011a:7):
ONS regard national well-being as being centred around the well-being of
individuals, however, it is more than the sum of individual well-being. It also
encompasses the equality with which this well-being is distributed across
society and the sustainability of this level of well-being into the future on
between generations.
And later (10):
ONS will develop a national well-being measurement framework which will
reflect the following underlying key concepts
•

Individual well-being is central to understanding of national wellbeing

•

National well-being is affected by how these circumstances,
experiences and feelings are distributed across society
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In diagrammatic form, ONS shows how the well-being of individuals is plotted through
the domains and contextual elements. The factors are grouped by type and are in
proximity to each other, but exist alongside each other rather than being inter-related.

Figure 1: National well-being framework (ONS, 2011c:2)
This aggregative model is displayed most boldly in the measures that compose the
domains themselves. To give one domain as an example (ONS, 2012b1:5-6), the
measures for the domain of ‘What we do’11 are:
• Unemployment rate
• Percentage who were somewhat, mostly or completely satisfied with their
job
11

I focus on the domain ‘What we do’ because it includes what the ONS terms
‘subjective’ data (satisfaction), it includes an existing quantitative measure
(unemployment rate) and, as I will discuss later, it excludes anything that is not already
measured quantitatively as either work or leisure.
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• Percentage who were somewhat, mostly or completely satisfied with their
amount of leisure time
• Percentage who were somewhat, mostly or completely satisfied with their
use of leisure time
• Percentage who volunteered in the last 12 months
There are three forms of aggregation at work here. There is the aggregation of the
expressed views and experiences of individual respondents, which create the data
themselves. There is the aggregation of information within domains, as unemployment,
use of time, satisfaction with time and volunteering come together to represent ‘what
we do’. There is also aggregation across the domains, as they are brought together
under the banner of national well-being.
It could be argued that aggregation is the only way to create a bottom-up measure of
national well-being which avoids putting measures like GDP at the centre, and ONS
implicitly takes that position. I do not content that aggregation is invalid as a way to
produce measures of national well-being, as of course the national and the individual
are linked. Equally, I do not contend that issues of distribution and sustainability are
peripheral to understanding the well-being of a nation, and I welcome that these
concepts are integral to the ONS approach. My contention is that a plainly aggregative
model does not show the relationships between domains of well-being or people. The
domains may have been created with the intention of encompassing the breadth of
factors related to well-being, and they do perform this function to the extent that they
capture the concepts they seek to represent (I will return to this in the case of care
below). They also and follow the approach recommended internationally by the Stiglitz
Commission and OECD, and make the task of measuring well-being more
manageable. However, they have the consequence of focusing on the different
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elements on well-being, rather than the interconnections. For example, there are no
links between the domain of ‘health’ and ‘what we do’, even though a persons health
has a dramatic impact on what they are able to do, and what they do may have an
impact on their health.
Core in this aggregation is a very straightforward view of the ‘national’ in ‘national wellbeing’. The nation is not a body greater than the sum of its (citizen) parts, but only the
aggregation, distribution and sustainability of their individual well-being. The national is
aggregated from the people who are represented in the data, and receives attention in
the examples of aggregation quoted above, as concern with distribution of this wellbeing across the population. In the first two statements, distribution and sustainability
constitute the ‘national’ element of ‘national well-being’. In Figure 1, the axes of
‘equality/fairness’ and ‘sustainability issues over time’ are superimposed on the
domains, though without challenging the aggregative model. The statistics that make
up ‘What we do’ can be disaggregated by demographic characteristics. From a gender
perspective, this focus on equality is welcome and there are advantages to using a thin
concept of nation. Yuval-Davis (1997) has argued that nationalism and nation-building
projects are linked to inegalitarian gender regimes, with women’s primary role located
in the reproduction of the nation. But in the context of the ONS programme, the thin
conceptualisation of nation enables the ONS to neglect the interconnectedness of
people’s experiences of well-being.

Individualistic well-being

If the well-being of the nation is composed of the well-being of individuals, what
characteristics do these individuals have? The programme’s conceptualisation of wellbeing as aggregative relies on the model of the liberal individual, which is an
ambivalent move from a gender perspective. On the one hand, individualism
incorporates the well-being of each woman in the nation as an end (Nussbaum,
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2000:56-67). On the other hand, it stresses isolation rather than interdependence
(Nedelsky 1989, 2012), which has an impact on what the ONS measures as well-being.
Liberal individualism is at the centre of feminist defences of liberalism. Nussbaum
(2000:58) sums this up as the ‘intuition’ that ‘all, just by being human, are of equal
dignity and worth, no matter where they are situated in society’. Rather than the wellbeing of women potentially being sacrificed for the well-being of the family or nation
(63), the well-being of each woman is an end in itself. In the ONS programme, this
results in the well-being of women and men carrying equate weight in both the
aggregating of national well-being and the analysis of the distribution of well-being.12
This model has been challenged as upholding masculine norms from multiple
perspectives, and I will engage with two core critiques here. The first critique is that it
upholds a masculine model of citizenship. Pateman (1988) argues that the liberal
citizen is based on a sexual contract in which women are pushed to the private sphere
and men the public. Brown (1995:135-165) argues that the very terms of liberalism are
gendered. However, there is little room to manoeuvre around this model in a
programme of research into well-being of sovereign, individual citizens in a liberal
nation, especially in light of the favourable focus on the distribution of well-being. As
such, I put this critique aside.
The second is Nedelsky’s critique of the assumption that autonomy for liberal
individuals means separation and isolation from other citizens (1989, 2012). Nedelsky’s
conceptualisation of relational autonomy has appeal in light of the ONS programme’s
lack of focus on the interconnections of national well-being, because Nedelsky stresses

12

I follow ONS in the use of a binary gender framework here. This terminology points
us to something else that disappears in the ONS framework – the well-being of UK
citizens who do not define or record their gender as male or female.
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the interconnectedness of citizens rather than their separation.13 Uses childrearing as
the metaphor for autonomy, she argues that (1989:12):
If we ask ourselves what actually enables people to be autonomous, the
answer is not isolation, but relationships-with parents, teachers, friends,
loved ones-that provide the support and guidance necessary for the
development and experience of autonomy.
Nedelsky places the individual in a web of productive social relationships (2012:19):
In my view, each individual is in basic ways constituted by networks of
relationships of which they are a part—networks that range from intimate
relations with parents, friends, or lovers to relations between student and
teacher, welfare recipient and caseworker, citizen and state, to being
participants in a global economy, migrants in a world of gross economic
inequality, inhabitants of a world shaped by global warming.
Nedelsky’s analysis of course focuses on the autonomy of the individual, not wellbeing. However her critique of liberal conceptions of autonomy as placing too much
emphasis on the independence of the citizen enable a similar argument about the
conception of well-being in the ONS programme. If people achieve autonomy through
their relationships with other poeple who guide and support them to achieve that
autonomy, surely well-being is achieved in a similar manner, and the personal, state
and economic ‘networks’ which support autonomy also support well-being. This
relational view of well-being is in start contrast to the ONS conception of well-being, in
which a person’s well-being is recorded in isolation from others. The only relationship
an individual’s well-being has with the well-being of another is being added to it to
13

For these reasons, I focus on Nedelsky’s conception of autonomy specifically, rather
than the broader gender debate on autonomy (Friedman, 2003; Mackenzie and Stoljar,
2000).
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create national well-being, or compared with it to assess distribution. In a
conceptualisation of well-being as measurable and aggregative, this has particular
implications for how care is (not) incorporated into well-being by ONS.

6. Well-being without care
Together, these conceptual and methodological choices mean some things disappear
from well-being, notably from a gender perspective, care. I now trace the path of care
through the documents, focusing on where care might have been as much as where it
is. In essence I take the opposite approach to Ahmed (2010:14), who traces happiness
wherever it goes. I find that care disappears because it cannot be easily measured in
the manner required by ONS, although it could be captured by different means. This is
illustrated by a comparison with the methodologies of time-use surveys as set out in a
paper commissioned by ONS as part of the programme. In light of the disappearance
of care, measuring well-being as ONS conceives it does not seem as far from
measuring GDP as it aimed to be.
Nedelsky has drawn our attention to relationships in producing citizens. Using different
tools, feminist social policy scholars and economists have drawn attention to care as a
productive area of social life in which well-being, the state and the economic sphere
are embedded. Daly (2002:252) defines care as ‘looking after those who cannot take
care of themselves.’ I follow this definition but emphasise that this does not purely
mean people who are incapacitated. To a greater or lesser extent, none of us can take
care of ourselves without others helping by providing care, whether it is caring for us as
children, when we are ill, or in later life. Daly argues that care is ‘an inherently social
activity … one of the key activities connecting state and society’ through various
models of provision. Donath (2000:115) argues that care is a productive ‘other’
economy concerned with the ‘direct production and maintenance of human beings’ and
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Nelson (1995) notes that this informal, unpaid activity is excluded from mainstream
economic models, including gross domestic product. A detailed examination of the care
literature is outside the scope of this paper, but collectively these works raise an
important question for the analysis at hand. If care contributes to each person’s wellbeing, where is care in the ONS programme?
Care is very present in the public engagement activity conducted by ONS at the start of
the programme. Interestingly, it features in the ONS list of suggested responses to the
question ‘What things in life matter to you?’ in the wide response ‘personal and cultural
activities, including caring and volunteering’ (ONS, 2011b:8), but is represented
separately in the results, presumably because 41% of respondents said that ‘unpaid
caring, such as for children or other family members’ was something in life that
mattered to them (10). I will not dwell on whether the other 59% had not received any
care in their lives to date, or whether they saw they care they did receive as
unimportant.
Care appears in the discussion papers on two domains: ‘What we do’ (ONS, 2012c)
and ‘Households and families’ (ONS, 2012a). In both cases, the conception of care is
narrow and the evidence is mainly quantitative data about the carers and the duration
of the care they provide. There is little focus on sizing or valuing care as a contributor
to or result of well-being. Care is incorporated into ‘What we do’ as ‘informal care
giving’. It is noted that ‘there has been little research conducted into the effect that
providing care has on the carers well-being’ (ONS, 2012c:15). The possibility that care
could be productive of well-being in the person receiving the care is not considered. It
is also noted that ‘it is difficult to identify carers as a sub-group of the population’ (16)
and that the amount of care provided varies by the number of hours per week. The
possibility that a majority of people provide informal care to family and friends is not
considered, and neither is the possibility that care could vary in type and intensity.
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Care is incorporated into ‘Households and families’ (ONS 2012a) as ‘carers and
caring’. The paper provides a breakdown of carers by their employment status, gender
and whether they care for people inside or outside their own households (29-30), but
does not consider what proportion of the total population cares or what they care
involves. Through this focus on quantitative understandings of care as a person’s
primary activity, care shrinks from something that a substantial portion of the population
value as part of well-being, to something performed by specialist groups of people on
which ONS holds little knowledge.
The narrowing continues in the domains and measures of well-being (ONS, 2012b:34), in which care is not specifically represented. The question closest to care is
‘Average rating with satisfaction with family life’, acknowledged as an ‘interim measure
in response to consultation responses that a wider measure of relationships with family
and friends should be used’. A related measure, also an interim measure, is the
‘percentage who said they had someone they could really count on in a crisis’, although
this is framed as about trust in the neighbourhood rather than care. These questions
follow the model of an isolated individual citizen because they conceptualise the role of
family and friends as people who provide satisfaction and assistance. There is no
sense that the well-being of the family and friends may be linked with the well-being of
the respondent, or that they have sustained and productive caring relationships.
It is possible that time-use data provides a way to flesh out how care is recorded by the
programme (Bittman et al 2005), and the programme includes a paper on the
contribution of time-use surveys to understanding well-being that sets out the benefits
of time-use surveys (Gershuny for ONS, 2012). Contrasting this approach with the
ONS domain of ‘What we do’ (ONS, 2012c) highlights two shortcomings of the ONS
approach as it currently stands. First, ‘What we do’ is focused around a binary of work
and leisure time, with the effect that there is no space for activities that are a mixture of
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work and leisure, or that could be either work or leisure. Paid care would be recorded
as work, but informal care giving drops out of the picture because of a lack of data and
because it is neither work nor leisure, but could be both. Second, ‘What we do’
focuses on what people do, not who they do it with or what context they do it in. This
reinforces the individualistic conception of well-being, in which ‘what someone does’ is
something they ‘own’ or a state they inhabit, and is not related to the wider context or
relationships that enable this to occur. In contrast, time use data records secondary
information to the main activity and time, including whom else was there (Gershuny for
ONS, 15). From this we develop a sense of context about what people do, where,
when and how.
Although the advantages of time use data in measuring care are substantial, it still
cannot quantitatively capture all of the facets of caring relationships. This tension
means it could be included within the ONS quantitative framework, but it would still
loose much of the complexity. Here I am not criticising quantitative data in general. But
in light of the gender literature’s focus on the links between methodology and
knowledge, the mandation of quantitative data poses substantial limitations to the
content validity of the ONS framework (Trochim and Donnelley, 2007). I contend that
the measures do not adequately reflect the concept of well-being because they fail to
capture the interpersonal relationships and care that are crucial to well-being and core
to how we experience the social world. Looking beyond care, this also points to the
difficulty of capturing the more abstract concepts that people in the public engagement
exercise related to well-being, not least ‘music, kindness, a government that listens to
its people’ (ONS, 2011a:5).
Reflecting back on the literature discussed at the start of this section, it is striking that
the exclusion of care and other nonmarket activities is a core feminist critique of
mainstream policy and economics (Donath, 2000; Nelson, 1995). Yet ONS and the
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body of well-being policy it draws on aim to make a definitive shift from economic
indicators to well-being indicators, in order to capture the richness of life outside
measures of production. The omission of care suggests that the ONS programme does
not meet this aim. Examining the assumptions about knowledge and citizens that
underpin the ONS programme sheds further light on these limitations.

7. Positivist assumptions
Thus far I have analysed the ONS programme at progressively deeper levels – the
aims, the conceptualisation of well-being, and an element of well-being that is hidden.
The final aspect of the programme I will examine is the deepest-held assumption: that
well-being can be measured quantitatively. I argue that the programme relies on
positivist assumptions that well-being both measurable and known by subjects, which
do not hold up to scrutiny from a gender perspective. This reinforces my questioning of
the validity of the measures in meeting the aims of the programme in anything but its
own, narrow scope, and forms a sister argument to my contention that ONS creates a
concept of well-being that is measurable.
The ONS programme is embedded in an epistemic community (Nelson, 1993) that
assumes well-being is measurable. The documents situate the programme exclusively
among policy-makers, economists and social scientists that take this assumption as
foundational to their work. References are made to the Stiglitz report (ONS,
2011c:4,22) and OECD commitment on measuring well-being (ONS 2011a:7; 2011h:7;
2011i:10). The academic literature cited in the ONS documents is based on the
assumption that well-being is measurable, notably Dolan’s work on measuring
subjective well-being (ONS 2011a:3 2011c:22; 2011h:3; 2012h:5) with dissent only
around the most appropriate way to measure it (Dolan et al for ONS, 2011, Dolan for
ONS, 2011).
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This assumption provides intellectual context for the programme’s binary schema of
‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ knowledge that, in my view, over-emphasises the similarities
at the expense of the differences. In the programme’s definitions, ‘objective knowledge’
is based on physical or economic phenomena (ONS, 2011i2). ‘Subjective knowledge’ is
people’s views of their general well-being or their satisfaction with the objective
phenomena (2). Both are collected through quantitative survey methods, with the
‘subjective’ questions based on a scale of one to ten or from dissatisfied to very
satisfied (ONS, 2011b:2). This methodology reflects Ahmed’s (2010:5) argument that
happiness research is based primarily on self-reporting: studies measure
how happy people say they are, presuming that if people say they are
happy, they are happy. This model both presumes the transparency of selffeeling (that we can say and know how we feel), as well as the unmotivated
and uncomplicated nature of self-reporting.
Ahmed here raises the possibility that people may not always know or say what they
feel. Further, proponents of measuring subjective well-being from within behavioural
psychology have argued that there are effects in play that shape responses to
questions about well-being, including whether the respondent has a generally positive
outlook on life (Strack et al, 2000), views of what levels of satisfaction are socially
acceptable (Diener et al, 2012:19), and whether the judgement is private or public
(Diener et al, 2011).
Both of these contentions are highly plausible in light of an understanding of well-being
as relational. The ONS questions that are most focused on ‘subjective knowledge’,
those on individual well-being or subjective well-being (ONS, 2012b:3), do not
accommodate these complexities. The questions ask respondents to rate, on a scale of
one to ten, their satisfaction with their life overall, how worthwhile the things they do
are, and how happy and anxious they felt yesterday. These questions presume that the
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respondents know how they felt, choose to express it transparently, and take these
judgements as quantitative expressions of well-being. Here, again, the conception of
well-being is measurable (one a scale of one to ten), aggregative (across areas of wellbeing and across people) and individualistic (known to the respondent alone).
Feminist epistemology enables two further challenges of the assumptions held by ONS
on ‘subjective’ knowledge. The first challenge is that knowledge may be held by
communities rather than individuals:14
My claim is that the knowing we do as individuals is derivative, that your
knowing or mine depends on our knowing, for some “we.” (Nelson,
1993:124)
And further,
Communities and not primarily individuals produce knowledge. For one
thing, what I believe that I thought through all by myself (in my mind), which
I know, only gets transformed from my personal belief to knowledge when it
is socially legitimated. (Harding, 1993:65)
Although this work is focused on the construction of knowledge rather than well-being,
it is in keeping with the acknowledgement of relationships and embeddedness that I
have argued is missing from the ONS programme so far. If we follow it, then our
knowledge about well-being is relational as our well-being itself. We recognise our level
of well-being through comparison and discussion with others. The ONS does not
acknowledge this way of knowing about well-being, but it is central to its approach. The
ONS measures validate our experiences as well-being by measuring them, turning

14

Although drawing on different intellectual traditions, this can be linked to sociological
analysis of emotions as social (Tiedens and Leach, 2004).
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experiences into ‘well-being’. To return to earlier examples, expressing the view that it
is not difficult ‘to get by financially’ is recorded as a lack of well-being in the domain of
‘personal finance’ (2012b:8), and volunteering is read as well-being in the domain of
‘what we do’ (6). ONS is providing the social legitimation of personal reports of
respondents’ views and behaviours, and turning them into records of well-being. This
national knowledge of well-being then allows individuals to situate their own
experiences in the formalised schema of well-being, and as such represents a cycle of
shared knowledge, not a transparent record of independent experiences of well-being.
The second is the challenge that perhaps some things are best measured qualitatively,
or through a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods. Gender scholars have argued
for the use of appropriate methods to match the topic at hand (Letherby, 2004;
Jayaratne and Stewart, 1991), be they quantitative, qualitative or mixed methods. I
have traced the impact of the decision to primarily use existing quantitative data and an
aggregative conceptualisation of well-being through the ONS programme, arguing that
this approach does not take account of the relational creation of well-being and
knowledge about well-being. I have argued that as a result, the programme fails to
reflect how well-being is created across domains and through caring relationships. Due
to the complexity of the concept of well-being from a gender perspective, perhaps
qualitative methods may in some cases be more appropriate to deal with the theoretical
content of national well-being, or at least a consideration of whether new quantitative
data is required, other than subjective well-being data. In this light, I conclude that, if
well-being is assumed to encompass interpersonal relationships and care (as from a
gender perspective it must), the approach taken by ONS lacks content validity (Trochim
and Donnelley, 2007). Whereas the ONS programme meets its aim of measuring
national well-being within its own narrow scope and conceptualisation of well-being, it
cannot be said to adequately measure national well-being from a gender perspective.
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8. Conclusion
With this paper I set out to ascertain, from a gender perspective, to what extent the UK
Office for National Statistics approach to ‘measuring national well-being’ meets its aim.
In summary, the ONS programme can be said to meet its aim of ‘measuring national
well-being’ to the extent that one adheres to its own scope and conceptualisation of
well-being. The ONS has produced a set of measures that are largely drawn from
existing national statistics, so likely to be trusted and accepted, and are robust by its
own standards for quantitative data. The programme encompasses realms of life in the
UK beyond GDP and includes citizen’s own evaluations of their lives, as the aims and
scope require. In this light, ONS has met its objective of measuring national well-being.
From a gender perspective, I found much promise in the programme. The programme
puts the experiences of citizens at the heart of national well-being, acknowledges that
citizens may have different views of well-being than the government, includes the
distribution of well-being as well as the aggregate, and contains domains that look
outside economic production. But despite this promise, the programme does not
provide an adequate approach to ‘measuring national well-being’ from a gender
perspective. The approach is underpinned by the need to create a model of well-being
that is quantifiable in standards used by national statistics, which prompts the
programme to create measurable national well-being rather than measure national
well-being in its complexity. The focus on individualism has the advantage of ensuring
the well-being of all respondents is considered, but is tied to an aggregative approach
that looses any sense of interconnection between the well-being of people in the UK or
across the domains of life. The focus on existing quantitative data and the experience
of well-being by individuals results in care being absent from the measures of national
well-being. In light of this relational understanding of well-being, the programme’s
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measures lack validity. Further, I question the programme’s assumption that well-being
is transparently known to individuals and can be adequately measured with quantitative
data. From a gender perspective, then, the programme does not meet the aim of
measuring national well-being and is in some ways closer to GDP than it claims to be.
The ONS approach to well-being follows the recommendations of the international
policy community closely, and so the implications that fall out of my analysis may be
relevant to other countries adopting the approach set out by the Stiglitz Commission
(2007) and OECD (2007). Policymakers may wish to reflect on the effects of heavy
reliance on quantitative data and existing national statistics in measuring well-being. If
they aim to capture well-being in the round, it may be that a mix of methods may
enable them to capture a richer account of well-being. This raises tensions with the
requirements of national statistics, but if national statistics are not able to produce valid
data for the entirely of well-being, then the implication is that either the ambition or the
methods must be reconsidered. To be clear, I am not arguing that quantitative methods
cannot be used to measure well-being, but in light of the conceptual and empirical
complexity of well-being and the limitations of the ONS approach in capturing this, it is
likely that existing statistics alone are inadequte. Second, policymakers may wish to
consider afresh the role of domains in measuring national well-being. The domains
have advantages in bringing together data from multiple areas of well-being and
providing structure to the ambitious task of measuring national well-being. However,
they also create a structure of separation between elements of well-being that are
interrelated in real life. A careful balance has to be struck if domains are to be used,
and it is my judgement that the ONS programme currently emphasises the
disconnections over the connections.
My analysis has focused very much on the conceptualisation of well-being by ONS, yet
the ONS programme itself is firmly empirical. To bridge this gap, I would like to point to
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two contemporary manifestations of the relationality of well-being that crystallise the
need to conceptualise well-being as relational, especially where the distribution of wellbeing is a concern. First, the sexual division of labour divides well-being work along
gender lines, with, to a greater or lesser extent, men specialising in participating in the
labour force and women specialising in domestic and caring labour. Second, in the
contemporary UK context of neoliberalism and economic inequality, the well-being of
those in elite, professional employment is reliant upon the well-being of those who do
the low-paid caring labour, service provision and maintenance that enable the highlypaid to perform their jobs and consume goods and services. I have spelt out these
phenomena baldly for emphasis, but more nuanced accounts would carry a similar
message. The well-being of each person in the nation is dependent on the well-being
of others, and any one person’s overall well-being is dependent on the interplay
between their well-being in different areas of life.
I criticised ONS for an approach in which care and relationship fall into the background,
but my focus on their methodology and assumptions means some concerns drop into
background in my analysis. Particular issues that I did not focus on, and which may
merit further research, are the ethics of a government asking people to evaluate their
well-being and lives, and the distribution of well-being between nations. Although I
included some discussion of whether the self knows its own state, I did not consider
what becomes of the task of measuring well-being in light of post-structuralist and
psychoanalytic challenges to the sovereign, unitary subject. Perhaps most importantly,
my preference for an approach to measuring national well-being that takes account of
the relationships between domains and people raises methodological challenges that I
have not addressed here.
Although I have been critical of the ONS approach, I would like to end by reiterating my
support of their ambition of measuring national well-being (although I prefer the aims of
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‘measuring population well-being’ or ‘measuring people’s well-being’ which do not link
the concepts of well-being and nation). In the face of the feminist challenges to
liberalism and knowledge production I have brought to the ONS programme, my view
that there is value in measuring well-being has not shifted. It may not be possible to
create measures of ‘music, kindness and a government that listens to its people’, but I
retain the hope it is possible to measure well-being in a manner which captures its
complex nature to a satisfactory degree.

39

Bibliography

ONS Measuring National Well-being Programme
Core documents
Gershuny, J. for Office for National Statistics. (2012) Time-Use surveys and the
measurement of national well-being. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online]
[Accessed on 27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/environmental/time-usesurveys-and-the-measurement-of-national-well-being/article-by-jonathangershuny/timeUseSurveysAndWellBeing.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011a) Developing a framework for understanding and
measuring national well-being. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed
on 27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/developing-a-framework-for-understanding-and-measuring-nationalwell-being.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011b) Findings from the National Well-being Debate.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/findings-from-the-national-well-being-debate.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011c) Measuring national well-being - discussion paper
on domains and measures. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on
27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_240726.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011i) Measuring what matters – The National
Statistician’s reflections on the national debate on measuring national well-being.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on
27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/measuring-what-matters--national-statistician-s-reflections-on-thenational-debate-on-measuring-national-well-being.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012a) Measuring national well-being: households and
families, 2012. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August
2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_259965.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012b) Measuring National Well-being: Summary
of proposed domains and measures. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online]
[Accessed on 27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_272242.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012b1) Measuring National Well-being: Summary
of proposed domains and measures. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online]
[Accessed on 27th August 2012] Spreadsheet embedded in ONS, 2012b or available
from: http://www.ons.gov.uk:80/ons/rel/wellbeing/measuring-national-wellbeing/summary-of-proposed-domains-and-measures/rft--all-domains-and-measures.xls

40

Office for National Statistics. (2012c) Measuring national well-being: what we do, 2012.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_258996.pdf
Other documents
Dolan, P. for Office for National Statistics. (2011) Comparing measures of subjective
wellbeing and views about the role they should play in policy. Cardiff: Office for
National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/comparing-measures-of-subjective-well-being-and-the-views-aboutthe-role-they-should-play-in-policy.pdf
Dolan, P., Layard, R. and R. Metcalfe for Office for National Statistics. (2011)
Measuring subjective well-being for public policy. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics.
[Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guidemethod/user-guidance/well-being/publications/measuring-subjective-well-being-forpublic-policy.pdf
Longview for Office for National Statistics. (2012) The contribution of longitudinal
studies to measuring national well-being. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online]
[Accessed on 27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/userguidance/well-being/publications/the-contribution-of-longitudinal-studies.pdf
Number 10 Downing Street. (2010a) PM speech on well-being. [Online] [Accessed on
27th August 2012] http://www.number10.gov.uk/news/pm-speech-on-well-being/
Number 10 Downing Street. (2010b) Press release: Britain’s wellbeing to be measured.
[Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012] http://www.number10.gov.uk/news/britain’swellbeing-to-be-measured/
Office for National Statistics. (2010) Measuring national well-being advisory forum
members list. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August
2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/well-being/measuringnational-well-being-advisory-forum/advisory-forum-members.doc
Office for National Statistics. (2011d) Human capital estimates. Cardiff: Office for
National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_248886.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011e). Initial investigation into Subjective Well-being
from the Opinions Survey. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on
27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171776_244488.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011f) Measuring children's and young people's wellbeing. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/measuring-children-s-and-young-people-s-well-being.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011g) Measuring economic well-being. Cardiff: Office
for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
41

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/measuring-economic-well-being.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2011h) Measuring subjective well-being. Cardiff: Office
for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/user-guidance/wellbeing/publications/measuring-subjective-well-being.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012d) Analysis of experimental subjective wellbeing
data from the Annual Population Survey, April to September 2011. Cardiff: Office for
National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171776_257882.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012e) Comparison of UK and EU at-risk-of poverty rates
2005-2010. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August
2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171776_266844.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012f) Consultation on proposed domains and measures
of national well-being: responses received. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics.
[Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/about-ons/userengagement/consultations-and-surveys/open-consultations/measuring-national-wellbeing-domains/consultation-on-proposed-domains-and-measures-of-national-wellbeing--responses-received.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012g) Developments in Environmental Protection
Expenditure Accounts. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th
August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_251491.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012h) First ONS Annual Experimental Subjective
Well-being Results. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th
August 2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_272294.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012i) Initial findings from the consultation on
proposed domains and measures of national well-being. Cardiff: Office for National
Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_257206.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012j) Measuring national well-being: Education and
skills. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_268091.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012k) Measuring National Well-being - Health – 2012.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_271762.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012l) Measuring national well-being - Interactive map.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/HTMLDocs/dvc34/well-being.html
Office for National Statistics. (2012m) Measuring national well-being - Interactive tool.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/HTMLDocs/dvc34/well-being.html
42

Office for National Statistics. (2012n) Measuring national well-being – our relationships
2012. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_257045.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012o) Measuring national well-being - population.
Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_224403.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012p) Measuring National Well-being: Report on
consultation responses on proposed domains and measures. Cardiff: Office for
National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/about-ons/user-engagement/consultations-andsurveys/open-consultations/measuring-national-well-being-domains/report-onconsultation-responses-on-proposed-domains-and-measures.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012q) Measuring national well-being – where we live
2012. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_270690.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012r) Quarterly Household Release - Q4 2011. Cardiff:
Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_262574.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012s) Statistical bulletin: UK Environmental Accounts
2012. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171778_267211.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012t) Statistical bulletin: The Effects of Taxes and
Benefits on Household Income, 2010/2011. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics.
[Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171778_267839.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012u) Subjective Well-being Survey User Guide: 12
Month Dataset. Cardiff: Office for National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August
2012] http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/specific/social-andwelfare-methodology/subjective-wellbeing-survey-user-guide/subjective-well-beingsurvey-user-guide--12-month-dataset---download-version.pdf
Office for National Statistics. (2012v) World Environment Day 2012. Cardiff: Office for
National Statistics. [Online] [Accessed on 27th August 2012]
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171766_265814.pdf

Literature
Addabbo, T., Arrizabalaga, M-P., Borderias, C., and Owens, A. (eds.) (2010) Gender
inequalities, households and the production of well-being in modern Europe. Farnham:
Ashgate.

43

Addis, E., de Villota, P., Degavre, F., and Eriksen, J. (eds.) (2011) Gender and wellbeing: the role of institutions. Farnham: Ashgate.
Ahmed, S. (2010) The promise of happiness. Duke University Press: Durham and
London.
Ahmed, S. (2006) Queer phenomenology. Duke University Press: Durham and London.
Ahmed, S. (2004) The cultural politics of emotion. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press.
Alcoff, L. and Potter, E. (eds.) (1993) Feminist Epistemologies. New York and London:
Routledge.
Austin, J. L. (1962) How to do things with words. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Bittman, M., Fischer, K., Hill, P., and Thomson, C. (2005) ‘The Time Cost of Care.’
International Journal of Time Use Research. 2(1) pp.54-66.
Bok, D. (2010) The politics of happiness: what government can learn from the new
research on well-being. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Bowen, G. A. (2009) ‘Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method.’
Qualitative Research Journal. 9(2) pp.27–40.
Brown, W. (1995) States of injury. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Butler, J. (1991) Gender trouble. New York and Abingdon: Routledge.
Code, L. (1993) ‘Taking subjectivity into account.’ In Alcoff, L. and Potter, E. (eds.)
Feminist Epistemologies. London and New York: Routledge, pp.15-48.
Daly, M. (2002) ‘Care as a Good for Social Policy.’ Journal of Social Policy. 31(2)
pp.251-270.
Department for Communities and Local Government (2011). Citizenship Survey: April
2010 - March 2011, England. [Online] [Accessed on 28th August 2012]
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/statistics/pdf/1992885.pdf
Department for Work and Pensions. (2012) Jobcentreplus Customer Satisfaction
Survey 2011. [Online] [Accessed on 28th August 2012]
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/rports2011-2012/rrep775.pdf
Diener, E., Napa-Scollon, C. K., Oishi, S., Dzokoto, V., and Suh, E.M. (2000) ‘Positivity
and the Construction of Life Satisfaction Judgments.’ Journal of Happiness. 1(2)
pp.159-176.
Diener, E., Inglehart, R., and Tay, L. (2012) ‘Theory and Validity of Life Satisfaction
Scales.’ Social Indicators Research. In press. [Online] [Accessed on 28th August 2012]
www.springerlink.com/index/54p078u3377041hj.pdf

44

Dijkstra, A.G. and Hanmer, L.C. (2000) ‘Measuring Socio-Economic Gender Inequality:
Toward an Alternative to the UNDP Gender-Related Development Index.’ Feminist
Economics. 6(2) pp.41-75.
Dolan P., Peasgood, T., and White, M. (2008) ‘Do we really know what makes us
happy? A review of the economic literature on the factors associated with subjective
well-being.’ Journal of Economic Psychology. 29 pp.94-122.
Dolan, P., and White, M., (2007) 'How can measures of subjective well-being be used
to inform public policy?' Perspectives on psychological science. 2 pp.71-86.
Donath, S. (2000) ‘The Other Economy: A Suggestion for a Distinctively Feminist
Economics.’ Feminist Economics. 6(1) pp.115-123.
Ehrenreich, B. (2009) Bright-sided. New York: Picador.
European Commission. (2009) Communication from the Commission to the Council
and the European Parliament. GDP and beyond: Measuring progress in a changing
world. [Online] [Accessed on 28th August 2012] http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2009:0433:FIN:EN:PDF
Fonow, M. and Cook, J. A. (eds.) (1991) Beyond Methodology: Feminist Scholarship as
Lived Research. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.
Friedman, M. (2003) Autonomy, Gender, Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Gallardo, R., and McThomas, M. (2012) ‘A political caring index.’ Cambridge Journal of
Regions, Economy and Society. 5(1) pp.115-128.
Greve, B. (ed.) (2010) Happiness and social policy in Europe. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar.
Gray, M., Lobaob, L. and Martina, R. (2012) ‘Making space for well-being.’ Cambridge
Journal of Regions, Economy and Society. 5(2) pp.115-128.
Griffin, C., and Phoenix, A. (1994) ‘The Relationship between Qualitative and
Quantitative Research: Lessons from Feminist Psychology.’ Journal of Community and
Applied Psychology. 4(4) pp.287-298.
Halpern, D. (2009) The hidden wealth of nations. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Haraway, D. (1988) ‘Situated Knowledges; the Science Question in Feminism and the
Privilege of Partial Perspective.’ Feminist Studies. 14(3) pp.581-607.
Harding, S. (1991) Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Buckingham: Open University
Press.
Harding, S. (1993) ‘Rethinking standpoint epistemology: “What is strong objectivity?”’ In
Alcoff, L. and Potter, E. (eds.) Feminist Epistemologies. London and New York:
Routledge, pp.49-82.
Harding, S. (1995) ‘Can Feminist Thought Make Economics More Objective?’ Feminist
Economics. 1(1) pp. 7-32.

45

Harris, B., Galvez, L., and Machado, H. (eds.) (2009) Gender and well-being in Europe:
Historical and contemporary perspectives. Farnham: Ashgate.
Helliwell J., Layard, R., Sachs J. (eds.) (2012) World Happiness Report. [Online]
[Accessed on 28th August 2012]
http://earth.columbia.edu/sitefiles/file/Sachs%20Writing/2012/World%20Happiness%20
Report.pdf
Hochschild, A. (1983) The managed heart. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Jayaratne, T. E. and Stewart, A. J. (1991) ‘Quantitative and qualitative methods in the
social sciences: current feminist issues and practical strategies’. In Fonow, M. M. and
Cook, J. A. (eds.) Beyond methodology: feminist scholarship as lived research.
Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, pp.85-106.
Layard, R. (2005) Happiness: lessons from a new science. London: Penguin.
Letherby, G. (2004) ‘Quoting and Counting: an Autobiographical Response to Oakley.’
Sociology. 38(1) pp.175-191.
Lewis, J. (1992) ‘Gender and the development of European welfare regimes.’ Journal
of European Social Policy. 2(3) pp.159-173.
Mackenzie, C. and Stoljar, N. (eds.) (2000) Relational Autonomy. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Nedelsky, J. (1989) ‘Reconceiving Autonomy: Sources, Thoughts and Possibilities.’
Yale Journal of Law and Feminism. 1(7) pp.7-36.
Nedelsky, J. (2012) Law’s relations: a relational theory of self, autonomy and law.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Nelson, J. A. (1995) ‘Feminism and Economics.’ Journal of Economic Perspectives. 9
(2) pp.131-148.
Nelson, J. A. (2010) ‘Getting past “rational man/emotional woman”: comments on
research programs in happiness economics and interpersonal relations’. International
Review of Economics. 57(2) pp.233-253.
Nelson, L. H. (1993) ‘Epistemological communities.’ In Alcoff, L. and Potter, E. (eds.)
Feminist Epistemologies. London and New York: Routledge, pp.121-160.
Nussbaum, M. C. (1999) Sex and Social Justice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Nussbaum, M. C. (2000) Women and Human Development: The Capabilities
Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nussbaum, M. C. (2003) ‘Capabilities as Fundamental Entitlements: Sen and Social
Justice.’ Feminist Economics. 9(2-3) pp.33-59.
Nussbaum, M. C. (2011) Creating Capabilities: The Human Development Approach.
Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.
46

Oakley, A. (2000) Experiments in Knowing: Gender and Method in the Social Sciences.
Cambridge: Polity Press.
OECD (2007) Istanbul World Forum Declaration. Paris: OECD. [Online] [Accessed on
28th August 2012] Available from: http://www.oecd.org/site/worldforum/49130123.pdf
Panagia, D. (2009) The political life of sensation. Durham: Duke University Press.
Pateman, C. (1988) The Sexual Contract. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Perrons, D. (2012) ‘Regional performance and inequality: linking economic and social
development through a capabilities approach.’ Cambridge Journal of Regions,
Economy and Society. 5(2) pp.15-29.
Potter, E. (1993) ‘Gender and epistemic negotiation.’ In Alcoff, L. and Potter, E. (eds.)
Feminist Epistemologies. London and New York: Routledge, pp.161-186.
Protevi, J. (2009) Political affect: connecting the social and the somatic. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.
Plantenga, J., Remery, C., Figueiredo, H., and Smith, M. (2009) ‘Towards a European
Union Gender Equality Index.’ Journal of European Social Policy. 19(1) pp.19-33.
Reeves, R. (2003) The politics of happiness. Oxford: New Economics Foundation
[Online] [Accessed on 28th August 2012]. Available from: www.richardreeves.com/assets/downloads/politics-of-happiness.pdf
Saint-Paul, G. (2011) The tyranny of utility: behavioural social science and the rise of
paternalism. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Sen, A. K. (1985). Commodities and Capabilities. Amsterdam: North-Holland.
Sen, A. K. (1989) ‘Cooperation, Inequality and the Family.’ Population and
Development Review. 15(Issue Supplement: Rural Development) pp.61-76.
Sen, A. K. (1999) Development as Freedom, Oxford, Oxford University Press.
Sigle-Rushton, W. (2009) ‘Comparative methods in research on gender and welfare
states.’ 21st Century Society. 4(2) pp.137-148.
Sirgy, M. J. (2011) ‘Theoretical Perspectives Guiding QOL Indicator Projects.’ Social
Indicators Research. 103(2) pp.1-22.
Strack, F., Schwarz, N., Chassein, B., Kern, D. and Wagner, D. (1990) ‘Salience of
comparison standards and the activation of social norms: Consequences for
judgements of happiness and their communication.’ British Journal of Social
Psychology. 29(4) pp.303–314.
Stiglitz, J. E., Sen, A, Fitoussi, J-P. (2007) Report by the Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress. Paris: publisher
unknown. [Online] [Accessed on 28th August 2012] Available from: http://www.stiglitzsen-fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf

47

Tiedens, L. Z., and Leach, C. W. (eds.) (2004) The social life of emotions. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Thayler, R. and Sunstein C. (2008) Nudge: Improving Decisions About Health, Wealth,
and Happiness. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Thin, N. (2012) Social happiness: theory into policy and practice. Bristol: Policy.
Tomlinson, B. (2010) Feminism and affect at the scene of the argument. Philadelphia:
Temple University Press.
Trochim, W. M. K. and Donnelley, J. P. (2007) Research methods knowledge base. 3rd
ed., Mason, Ohio: Atomic Dog/Cengage Learning.
Wesley, J. J. (2010) ‘Qualitative Document Analysis in Political Science.’ T2PP
workshop, 9-10 April 2010, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. [Online] [Accessed on 28th
August 2012] Available from: www2.let.vu.nl/oz/cltl/t2pp/docs/ws2010/papers/P2Wesley.pdf
Woodward, A. E., Bovin, J-M., and Renom, M. (eds.) (2011) Transforming gendered
well-being in Europe: the impact of social movements. Farnham: Ashgate.
Yuval-Davis, N., (1997) Gender and Nation. London: Sage.

48

