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       CRANFIELD UNIVERSITY Haley Knox Using Wellbeing Indices to Achieve Sustainable Social Economic Development Cranfield University School of Management Management & Corporate Sustainability MSc Academic Year: 2019 - 2020 Supervisor: Rosina Watson September 2020 CRANFIELD UNIVERSITY Cranfield University School of Management Management & Corporate Sustainability MSc Academic Year 2019 - 2020 Haley Knox Using Wellbeing Indices to Achieve Sustainable Social Economic Development Supervisor: Rosina Watson September 2020 This thesis is submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of MSc in Management & Corporate Sustainability © Cranfield University 2020. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced without the written permission of the copyright owner. ABSTRACT From a comprehensive analysis of literature reviews, this report discusses how the United States can use wellbeing indices and measurement frameworks to achieve sustainable social economic development. By first defining wellbeing and identifying what contributes to human happiness, we then dissect how current cultural values and measurement paradigms in the United States are contributing to social injustices and environmental degradation. With economic growth and GDP measurements embodying the success of human development, we face a disconnect in cultural values and behaviours that prevent us from experiencing sustainable human progress. Instead, if we report on indicators central to human happiness and wellbeing, we then promote values and behaviours that exemplify morality and encourage social and ecological responsibility. Therefore, by linking human welfare with sustainability, this report finds that sustainable social economic development is possible upon implementing wellbeing indices and measurement frameworks into meaningful policy action Keywords: Behaviour Change, Cultural Values, Economic Growth, Happiness, Measurement Frameworks, Metrics, Paradigm Shift, Policy, Welfare i TABLE OF CONTENTS ABSTRACT ......................................................................................................... i LIST OF FIGURES ............................................................................................. iii LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ................................................................................ iv 1 Introduction...................................................................................................... 5 2 Methodology .................................................................................................... 7 3 Defining Happiness, Wellbeing, and Beyond GDP .......................................... 9 3.1 Defining Happiness and Wellbeing ........................................................... 9 3.1.1 What is Happiness? ........................................................................... 9 3.1.2 What is Wellbeing?........................................................................... 10 3.2 Measuring Happiness and Wellbeing...................................................... 11 4 Injustices and GDP Impacts .......................................................................... 15 4.1 GDP Impacts and Limitations ................................................................. 15 4.2 Economic Growth Limitations ................................................................. 16 4.3 GDP and Economic Growth is Embedded in United States’ Culture ...... 17 4.4 Social and Environmental Injustices Resulting from Economically Based Cultures ............................................................................................. 18 5 Paradigms with a Wellbeing Lens ................................................................. 21 5.1 Gross National Happiness (GNH) in Bhutan ........................................... 21 5.2 Thai Happiness Index (THaI) .................................................................. 23 5.3 Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) ........................................................... 24 5.4 Human Development Index (HDI) ........................................................... 25 5.5 Happy Planet Index (HPI) ....................................................................... 25 5.6 OECD’s Wellbeing Framework and Better Life Index (BLI) ..................... 26 5.7 Limitations and Concluding Remarks about Current Wellbeing Frameworks .................................................................................................. 26 6 Implementing a Wellbeing Framework into Policy in the United States ......... 29 6.1 Selecting Wellbeing Indicators ................................................................ 29 6.2 The Influence of Happiness and Wellbeing on Policymaking .................. 31 6.3 Implementing Wellbeing Policies ............................................................ 32 7 Measurement & Policy Impacts on Values & Behaviour ................................ 35 7.1 Theoretical Impact Analysis .................................................................... 35 7.2 What is Needed for Promoting Value & Behaviour Changes .................. 36 8 Sustainable Social Economic Development .................................................. 39 8.1 The Link Between Wellbeing & Sustainability ......................................... 39 8.2 Achieving Sustainable Social Economic Development ........................... 40 REFERENCES ................................................................................................. 43 ii LIST OF FIGURES Figure 2-1: Excel Example for Organising Nodes............................................... 8 Figure 3-1 Wellbeing Indicators that Influence Happiness. .............................. 12 Figure 4-1 The Factors that GDP Includes & Disregards. ................................ 16 Figure 4-2: Social & Environmental Injustices as a Result of an Economically Focused Culture. ....................................................................................... 18 Figure 5-1: GNH Index Goals & Domains. ....................................................... 21 Figure 5-2: GNH Indicators Sorted by Domain. ................................................ 22 Figure 5-3: Thai Happiness Index. ................................................................... 24 Figure 5-4: Summary of GPI Indicators. ........................................................... 24 Figure 5-5: Human Development Index Indicators. .......................................... 25 Figure 5-6: Happy Planet Index Indicators & Calculation. ................................ 25 Figure 5-7: OECD Wellbeing Framework. ........................................................ 26 Figure 6-1: Creating a Wellbeing Framework & Selecting Indicators. .............. 30 Figure 6-2: A Wellbeing Framework for Developmental Policy......................... 31 Figure 6-3: Guidelines for Implementing Policy from a Wellbeing Perspective. 33 Figure 7-1: Theoretical Impacts from a Shift in American Values. .................... 36 Figure 7-2: Experiencing Value Reform. .......................................................... 37 iii LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS BLI Better Life Index GDP Gross Domestic Product GNH Gross National Happiness GPI Genuine Progress Indicator HDI Human Development Index HPI Happy Planet Index OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development UN United Nations iv 1 Introduction This report aims to reveal the urgency needed from our world’s leaders in assessing and implementing alternatives to current measurement and policy frameworks for economic growth. New frameworks must encompass wellbeing components as the world faces mounting social inequalities as well as growing threats of ecological collapse, ecosystem loss, and depleted natural resources due to climate change (Prakesh and Joshi, 2019). The social and environmental injustices that our world faces are impeding on our daily lives, and how society currently measures and reports on wellbeing is further contributing to the detriment. We are experiencing a conflict in cultural values and behaviours that is leading to the misalignment of developmental frameworks and policies with what is needed for combatting injustices. To correct this, our indices and policies must report on and encourage wellbeing beyond the scope of economic growth. However, society cannot experience sustainable social economic development without first aligning wellbeing frameworks and policies to match the desire of eliminating injustices. The indicators that society uses to measure wellbeing both indirectly and directly shapes public policy, and in return, these policies are how society’s goals are communicated and engrained into culture. This culture then becomes further embedded into how we identify wellbeing and perceive our quality of life. It is assumed in this study that the ultimate human desire is to achieve happiness. However, it is critical to first define the meaning of happiness as it relates to the wellbeing of society. The definition of happiness differs between individuals, and both perceived and realised wellbeing contain largely subjective components. In the country of Bhutan, happiness is described as “the pursuit of meaningful societal progress achieved by balancing physical with mental, and material with spiritual elements, with a safe and stable environment” (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). As a result, the Bhutanese established the Gross National Happiness (GNH) index, a framework that allows them to report on and endorse progress based on their values of happiness, which then influences policy action at all levels of government. In contrast, the United States’ consumer-oriented culture imposes ideas within society that material possessions and capital accumulation lead to happiness (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). These values are embedded in how we currently measure progress and wellbeing: through Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Americanised culture is largely driven by the idea that the purpose of life is in achieving great material wealth (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019), with excessive production and consumption being the epitome of the economic prosperity of the country. These ideas are then reinforced by GDP; a framework that only measures material and financial capital while ignoring natural and social capital (Prakesh and Joshi, 2019). This communicates that our goals should be guided by economic productivity with the purpose of government being to drive us towards boundless material wealth (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). Ironically, GDP is used predominantly to benchmark social as well as economic progress (Maital and Barzani, 2019) despite the measurement being unable to capture the social nor environmental externalities of economic growth. 5 Humans today need 1.7 planets to support our resource use and waste absorption (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). The United States exclusively is the second largest emitter of carbon dioxide and is the seventh largest holder of natural resources in the world (Zafar et al., 2019). We are also experiencing inequality on a global scale with 10% of households holding more than half of all the wealth, with the lower 40% owning less than 3% (Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019). Inequalities in the United States alone are drastic. The wealthiest 1% receives more than one fifth of the entire nation’s income while owning about 42% of all the wealth (Stiglitz, 2015), and almost 90% of the entire nation’s wealth is owned by less than 20% of the population, leaving 10% to the remaining 80% (Curran, 2016). This report will further exemplify that the environmental and social injustices we have imposed on our planet cannot be overcome by Americanised neoliberalist values that support free-market capitalism. Therefore, the aim of this research seeks to discuss how we may find a more sustainable and equitable way to measure wellbeing in the United States that will drive value and behaviour changes to combat these inequalities through paradigm shifts in policy. The scope of this study can be dissected into six parts: • We first identify and define the meaning of happiness as it relates to wellbeing, quality of life standards, and “Beyond GDP”, and attempt to measure them. • We then discuss current injustices and the impact that GDP has on American cultural values, society, and the environment. This section further examines the limitations of GDP and economic growth, as well as how they are impacting social and environmental detriment on a global scale. We then discuss the relationship between economics, social justice, the environment, and human wellbeing to further exemplify the injustices resulting from economically based cultures. • Once identifying the limitations of GDP, we examine current paradigms that have added a wellbeing lens to their measurement frameworks and policies. This section discusses how these frameworks measure social and environmental wellbeing alongside economic factors. • After discussing other frameworks with better wellbeing components than GDP, we propose a wellbeing framework that the United States should seek to adopt, as well as how it could be implemented into policy on a national scale. • Upon identifying how American metrics can adopt a wellbeing lens, this report discusses the potential impacts on values and behaviours that implementing them into policy could have in the United States. • We conclude by linking wellbeing measurements to sustainability, and discuss how this link can lead to sustainable social economic development in the United States upon implementing policy based on measurement frameworks for inclusive growth, and for social and environmental welfare. 6 2 Methodology This study is based on a comprehensive review of literature. The scope of the research includes academic journals, literature reviews, and scholarly web articles from Google Scholar and Business Source Complete from EBSCO Host. There were numerous determinants that contributed to the relevancy of an article and why it was included in this research. First, it was imperative to include research that discussed the limitations and impacts of GDP and economic growth measurements. Articles were also included that assessed these measurements’ effects on cultural values in the United States and on social and environmental injustices in general. It was also necessary to identify literature that highlighted the differences between the definitions of wellbeing, happiness, and quality of life standards. Critical to this research was then identifying other frameworks, indices, and paradigms with an aggregate composition of objective and subjective metrics relating to wellbeing. Hence, the articles and reports that fit this criteria have been included in this review. Any form of literature that was not from a reliable scholarly source, that appeared more opinionated than fact-based, or that did not fit the scope of relevancy previously identified, was not included in this report. Keywords and terms that were used to search for relevant articles are as follows: “wellbeing metrics and policy frameworks”, “limitations of GDP”, “GDP impacts”, “beyond GDP”, “sustainable social economic development” “Bhutan Gross National Happiness Index”, “Genuine Progress Indicator”, “Happy Planet Index”, “Human Development Index”, “happiness versus wellbeing”, “defining happiness”, “defining societal wellbeing”, “measuring wellbeing in society”, and “limitations of United States’ cultural values”. These terms were used in a multitude of variations. Other parameters that were set while searching in Google Scholar and EBSCO included articles published after 2005, and that were in the English language. NVivo software was utilised to conduct research by uploading PDF versions of the identified articles onto the platform. Relevant information was documented by adding direct quotes from the articles into meaningful nodes and sub-nodes (headings and subheadings) which assisted in organising the research. Once satisfied with the nodes, these groups were sorted into six topics within an excel spreadsheet for further editing and organisation. This topic structure shown in Figure 5-2 forms the foundation for this report. The first topic included research related to happiness and wellbeing definitions and indicators. The second topic featured relevant articles discussing the limitations of GDP and economic growth, and how they have impacted society in the United States and globally. The next topic included research about different paradigms and frameworks around the world that contain a wellbeing lens. The following topic incorporated research that extensively assessed a multitude of wellbeing indicators and measurements, as well as how they could be implemented into policymaking. Finally, the last two topics contained articles that discussed how wellbeing metrics and frameworks are related to value and 7 behaviour change, as well as how wellbeing paradigms are linked to sustainable development. Figure 2-1: Excel Example for Organising Nodes 8 3 Defining Happiness, Wellbeing, and Beyond GDP 3.1 Defining Happiness and Wellbeing Based on the literature, there does not appear to be a singular definition of happiness. There are no agreeable conclusions to the questions: What is happiness? Is happiness an emotion, an experience, or a skill? Is it embedded in our judgements and beliefs? Is it innate or can it be taught? However, the main consensus from the literature supports the idea that happiness is subjective to every individual. Therefore, if no single experience of happiness is the same, then how can we objectively measure or even define it? The perception of happiness is often culture related (Senasu, 2020), meaning it is critical to distinguish between how differing cultures characterise and experience happiness. By identifying happiness ideologies in Eastern cultures, Western cultures, and in psychological theories unrelated to culture, this provides a broad context of the definition of happiness, which we can then apply to defining individual and societal wellbeing. The wellbeing factors currently measured in the United States are derived from our cultural understanding of happiness; and therefore learning from other cultures is the first step in experiencing a paradigm shift that can combat injustices and improve quality of life. 3.1.1 What is Happiness? In this report, we define happiness as an individual state of being that goes beyond feeling an innate psychological or physiological experience (emotion), where we also attune our feelings, beliefs, and judgements to the subjective experience of what we believe happiness to be. By assuming that the meaning of happiness is different per person on philosophical, psychological, and innate physiological levels, it is important to look abroad at understanding how people across cultures view and understand happiness. For example, Americans may experience an emotional state of happiness and equate it to a feeling of excitement, while the Japanese are more likely to equate their emotional state of happiness with a having a sense of peace and calm (Sachs, 2019). In this instance, happiness is expressed using two different emotions and feelings. However, by assuming that happiness is more than an emotion, we must also consider that the perceptions and beliefs one may have will also contribute to a happiness experience. Eastern concepts of happiness perceptions are primarily different than those of the West. Many happiness definitions of the East, such as in Bhutan, are characterised by an intangible and intrinsic experience. The term intrinsic is used to define an experience that can satisfy an instinctive psychological desire alone. Such ideas often originate from Buddhist principles, which epitomise achieving higher levels of innate happiness (Senasu, Sakworawich, and Russ-Eft, 2019). In contrast, studies from Western cultures, such as in the United States and Latin America, often distinguish happiness in terms of seeking out tangible and extrinsic experiences. The term extrinsic can be understood in this regard as 9 obtaining a reward or positive affirmation from the experience. For example, good health is often viewed as being the most important contributor to happiness in the United States, followed by other factors such as income and work life (Senasu, Sakworawich, and Russ-Eft, 2019). Many psychological theories further discuss happiness as being part of a subjective experience. For example, one psychological theory poses the idea that happiness can be defined by evaluating one’s own preferential quality of life, therefore assuming that happiness is an attitude derived from an individual’s own sentiments and beliefs (Senasu, Sakworawich, and Russ-Eft, 2019). Other theories analyse the emotions and cognitive functioning of individuals in an attempt to interpret happiness concepts. For example, theorist Nussbaum proposes that subjective emotions are central to cognitive functioning, and hence if emotions are a source of our beliefs and evaluative judgements, then the concept of happiness is extrinsic in nature (Hirai, Comim, and Ikemoto, 2016). Other theorists, Sen and Rawls, also view happiness as a product of achievement of one’s objectives and goals, further supporting the idea that happiness is subjective, but extrinsic and not an innate experience alone (Hirai, Comim, and Ikemoto, 2016). Other theories worth mentioning that support the concept of happiness being a subjective extrinsic experience are the Hedonism Theory, Desire Theory, and Objective List Theory. Hedonism Theory views happiness as maximising pleasure to minimise pain. Desire Theory positions happiness as being linked to the fulfilment of personal desires. Lastly, Objective List Theory assumes that happiness comes from fulfilling life objectives such as material needs, freedom, health, and education (Rahayu, 2016). With this general understanding of what happiness can mean to different people, the next step is understanding how this is related to wellbeing concepts. 3.1.2 What is Wellbeing? Sangasumana (2019) proposes that happiness is generated from wellbeing, hence making happiness a “state of wellbeing and contentment”. Yet, in this report we distinguish between happiness and wellbeing and argue that these terms should not be used interchangeably. Also, as previously discussed, happiness is more than simply the presence of emotions, rather emotions are influenced by our values and beliefs which can lead to meaningful human action and flourishing (Hirai, Comim, and Ikemoto, 2016) Therefore, we determine that happiness is a function of life that is influenced by wellbeing as opposed to it being equated to wellbeing. Based on our research, this report defines wellbeing as the fulfilment of needs, whether they are material or non-material, intrapersonal or interpersonal (Helne and Hirvilammi, 2015). This means wellbeing contains largely subjective components as the needs of individuals (and the perceptions of those needs having been met) differ within and across cultures. With this understanding, we determine that wellbeing extends beyond economic factors, such as income and materiality, to also include aspects of mentality, physicality, social equity, and spirituality. Therefore, we define different types of wellbeing, many being derived 10 from the Buddhist perspective, such as material wellbeing (satisfaction with the environment and available resources), mental wellbeing (satisfaction with expressive and emotional freedoms), social wellbeing (satisfaction with relationships), and spiritual wellbeing (satisfaction with spiritual or religious practices) (Sangasumana, 2019). Governments and policymakers must allow citizens environments where they can realise these fundamental wellbeing dimensions, and this means retaining a happy and healthy society where individuals can flourish. Moving “Beyond GDP” means adding these other dimensions of welfare to metric and policy frameworks, while also ensuring that wellbeing measurements better assess the true impacts on humans and the environment that are imposed by current economic policies (Berik, 2020). Therefore, we also identify those measurable indicators that can be used to accurately report on and assess the welfare of society. 3.2 Measuring Happiness and Wellbeing The happiest countries are not those with the highest income per capita, but rather are those that have high social capital, with inclusive and equitable economies, that implement policies to protect and promote local natural environments (Sachs, 2019). Hence, when we look to measure happiness and wellbeing, the indicators that we pull data from must also include the health and social factors of a society and its surrounding environment. The two broad domains that we use as an umbrella to encompass the desired wellbeing indicators should then include material living conditions such as income and wealth, jobs, and housing; as well as quality of life components such as health status, work-life balance, education and skills, social connections, civic engagement and good governance, environmental quality, personal security, and spiritual expression (Durand, 2014). By incorporating these broad domains into the wellbeing dimensions previously discussed, we provide a breakdown of wellbeing indicators that are capable of being measured both objectively and subjectively, as shown in Figure 3-1. Upon realising that happiness and wellbeing are interconnected, we propose that happiness indicators are synonymous with indicators of wellbeing. The distinction between them is that the level of happiness associated with an individual as it pertains to an indicator may differ and will be subjective. Therefore, as we discuss wellbeing indicators, we can assume that an attainment of the indicators will lead to a subjective experience of happiness. Happiness is often viewed as being ambivalent and difficult to measure because of the uncertainty of its subjective experience. Yet, society is complex; meaning it is not enough to consider only objective indicators when reporting and implementing policy, and in doing so discredit the value of measuring the subjectivity of people’s perceptions. With wellbeing dimensions and happiness containing largely subjective components, many question how we can accurately measure societal welfare through wellbeing metrics. However, happiness and wellbeing are capable of being measured with validity and reliability through structured questioning and coding, and can therefore be incorporated into human development indices and policy frameworks. There are different ways to measure 11 happiness, such as through reflective assessments of circumstances and life satisfaction, a person’s feelings and emotional state, and their sense of meaning and purpose in life (Iriarte and Musikanski, 2019). Furthermore, psychologists and neuroscientists have successfully created appropriate methods and tools for assessing individual happiness and wellbeing that look at a person’s emotional state and other quality of life components. These methods include administering self-report surveys, utilising behavioural instruments, and conducting magnetic resonance imaging and electro-encephalograms of the brain, with artificial intelligence (AI), machine learning, and big data easing the collection, coding, and display of both objective and subjective metrics (Sachs, 2019). Figure 3-1 Wellbeing Indicators that Influence Happiness. Inspired by Authors: Allgood et al., 2019; Dashkov et al., 2019; Durand, 2014; Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019; Pacek, Radcliff, and Brockway, 2018; Sachs, 2019; Sangasumana, 2019. Engaging citizens at the grassroots level in reporting on their happiness and wellbeing not only provides individuals with a direct means to participate in gathering subjective data (Iriarte and Musikanski, 2019), but it is also critical to building public reasoning and fostering autonomy (Hirai, Comim, and Ikemoto, 12 2016). Evaluating society using wellbeing standards is the first step in shifting our focus from economic progress to human and environmental flourishing. The goal from this change is to do more than simply track progress, but also to determine any necessary interventions in policy or civic engagement that will assist in maintaining a strong welfare state. However, before discussing any further how we can implement such wellbeing indicators in reporting and policymaking, it is important to understand the context of our current situation and how existing reporting frameworks and guidelines are contributing to societal and environmental detriment. 13 4 Injustices and GDP Impacts In 1944, an agreement among nations was made during the Bretton Woods conference at the end of the second world war to make GDP the reigning indicator for measuring and guiding progress (Iriarte and Musikanski, 2019). Since then, all socio-economic development models have evolved as an embodiment of GDP (Pillay, 2020), which in return have guided our policy and decision-making for human development. To this day, GDP remains the superseding global measure of progress (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019), where it has developed to indicate economic performance as well as assess national welfare (Berik, 2020). Despite a continuously evolving world, the metrics we use to assess human progress have remained stagnant. As a result, we assume that economic growth and rising GDP means increased human welfare, in spite of acknowledging that wellbeing factors embody more than simply economic measures. 4.1 GDP Impacts and Limitations To understand the impacts and limitations of GDP, we must first define it. GDP is a measure of the market value of goods and services produced in a nation’s economy within a given period of time (Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016). In essence, it accounts for all market transactions, with personal consumption being the largest component that contributes to GDP (Fox and Erickson, 2020). Once determining what GDP broadly measures, it is also essential to acknowledge what it leaves out. First, the human and environmental wellbeing components previously identified, such as health, education, good governance, social connections and relationships, social equity, environmental quality, work- life balance, volunteerism, and spirituality, are not captured by GDP. GDP also fails to acknowledge the depletion of natural resources used for production and economic gain, nor does it report on the negative externalities of economic activity that affect human and environmental wellbeing (Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016). Instead of recognising negative externalities, factors such as increasing crime rates and pollution may actually improve GDP. For example, when there are natural disasters, money and resources are spent on rebuilding communities and re-supplying medical centres, hence causing GDP to increase (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). If this is supposed to measure human and societal welfare, then how can an increase in GDP in the event of a natural disaster accurately represent human or environmental wellbeing? This example showcases that the more money spent, the higher GDP, regardless of how or why that money is used. This is concerning considering that policymakers and many others have come to view GDP as a measure of not only economic growth, but also of human wellbeing and social progress in general (Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016). Further exemplifying how GDP fails to capture the environmental and social externalities of economic growth, Adler (2009) reminds us that GDP is an average, meaning that even if majority of a nation’s citizens are worse off from 15 one year to the next, this measurement could still increase if the top few wealthy continue to do well. An example of this was highlighted by Adler’s study done from 1999 to 2007 when GDP failed to capture the unequal distribution of wealth and income in the United States. The indicator rose steadily even though standards of living for the general population gradually decreased during this time frame (Adler, 2009). There are endless examples of negative externalities that lead to in an increase in GDP. Figure 4-1 presents a visual comparison of this to provide a broader context of such consequences, as well as highlight the critical wellbeing factors that GDP ignores. From the factors identified, we exemplify that GDP growth is not built sustainably and is not intended to accurately represent the social and environmental wellbeing aspects of human development and progress. Figure 4-1 The Factors that GDP Includes & Disregards. Inspired by Authors: Adler, 2009; Berik, 2020; Ji et al., 2019; Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019; Li and Lin, 2019; Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016; Pillay, 2020; Rahayu, 2016; Sangasumana, 2019; Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019; Vikash, 2019. 4.2 Economic Growth Limitations It is clear how GDP is limited to solely reporting on economic activity and progress, while neglecting other crucial factors that emphasise human and environmental wellbeing. It is also important to understand in a similar context how economic growth in general has its limitations and should be carefully monitored. Historically, economic growth has been associated with increasing 16 consumption levels, which consequently leads to pressures on the environment and its available natural resources (Lupan and Cozorici, 2015). Also, economic as well as social policy is largely based on GDP analyses (Maital and Barzani, 2019). While using GDP to guide social policy and assume social welfare, the paradox is that beyond a certain point, wealth and income do not increase happiness or wellbeing. An increase in income results in only a temporary increase in happiness, and then as society adjusts to the new living standards, happiness will gradually return to its previous levels (Dashkov et al., 2019). Kroll (2015) calls this the marginal utility of income, where the additional level of happiness associated will decrease for each time income increases. Other researches call this a marginal utility of wealth, or a marginal return in the pursuit of happiness, but regardless, studies have confirmed that happiness levels in many nations remain stagnant regardless of their significant strides in economic growth (Dashkov et al., 2019). Economic growth can embody wellbeing concepts when its efforts are focused on improving a nation or a community’s quality of life standards, such as through creating and retaining jobs and supporting the growth of incomes (Vikash, 2019). However, the subjectivity of wellbeing has been neglected by economic policies thus far, and this is evident in the lack of social and environmental focus in GDP measurements and other developmental paradigms. 4.3 GDP and Economic Growth is Embedded in United States’ Culture The United States has the highest-ranking GDP when compared to 189 other countries (Zafar et al., 2019), and uncoincidentally has the highest levels of inequality out of all economically advanced nations (Stiglitz, 2015). The oxymoron in American democracy is that it has become wealth-based, where our wealth and income inequalities are influencing political agendas. The disproportionate distribution of wealth and income threatens democracy because policymaking is largely dominated by powerful organisations and a select few of affluent individuals, despite the occurrence of regular elections (Curran, 2016). The American consumer-capitalistic oriented culture encourages continuous wealth and material accumulation. This leads to a misplaced view that increasing consumption and material desires leads to happiness. This is then further reinforced by GDP, which tells us that greater wealth means higher quality of life and wellbeing. Neoliberal capitalism in the United States assumes that a self-regulating, privatised market will lead to optimal economic and social outcomes (Baldwin et al., 2019). However, optimal economic outcomes implies maximising profit, and this is often done at the expense of social and environmental conditions. Neoliberalism in practice has favoured economic outcomes over social and environmental ones (Baldwin et al., 2019), where the profitability of a few privileged and wealthy have shifted the risks and burdens of economic consequences specifically to marginalized communities and ecosystems. To make matters worse, the United States’ focus on globalisation has accelerated 17 economic growth, and at the cost of worsening environmental degradation and widening social inequalities (Sachs, 2019). A consumer-oriented, profit-maximising, economic-based culture in the United States leads to displaced values that lack a sense of community, solidarity and connectivity, conservationism, and spirituality (Curran, 2016). Furthermore, when this culture is then reinforced by GDP and other developmental paradigms, we experience social and environmental injustices like never before. This report seeks to understand the injustices we face and how they are all interconnected in order to develop appropriate paradigms that will help us to better assess, report on, and combat social and environmental inequalities. 4.4 Social and Environmental Injustices Resulting from Economically Based Cultures Figure 4-2: Social & Environmental Injustices as a Result of an Economically Focused Culture. Inspired by Authors: Helne and Hirvilammi, 2015; Llena-Nozal, Martin, and Murtin, 2019; Patrick et al., 2019. 18 We have discussed the limitations of GDP and economic growth, as well as how they have contributed to social and environmental detriments. To provide greater context of this, we examine a few examples of the connectivity between these limitations and current injustices, as illustrated in Figure 4-2. The inequalities and injustices shown in this diagram must be addressed by paradigm shifts in measurement frameworks and policies so we may experience and communicate developmental progress that embodies the holistic nature of human welfare. 19 5 Paradigms with a Wellbeing Lens From entire nations to local communities, the way in which happiness and wellbeing is measured varies, with there being no ultimately agreed upon framework or set of indicators being used across differing or even similar cultures. We have discussed the nature and limitations of GDP and how it fails to encompass meaningful wellbeing indicators. In response, this report aims to identify indices and frameworks that address social and environmental welfare, of which could theoretically be applied to the United States. In this report, we use the term ‘index’ to describe an aggregate measurement that is composed of domains with corresponding indicators (Iriarte and Musikanski, 2019). The term ‘framework’ is used holistically to describe an index’s broad ideals. The frameworks that have been researched and that are highlighted in this report include Gross National Happiness (GNH) in Bhutan, Thai Happiness Index (ThaI), Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI), Human Development Index (HDI), Happy Planet Index (HPI), and the OECD’s wellbeing framework and Better Life Index (BLI). 5.1 Gross National Happiness (GNH) in Bhutan Figure 5-1: GNH Index Goals & Domains. Inspired by Authors: Adler, 2009; Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019; Vikash, 2019. 21 Derived from Buddhist principles, achieving happiness is the ultimate goal & purpose of live in Bhutan. GNH assumes that the responsibility of the Bhutanese government is to provide the necessary and desirable conditions that enable citizens to achieve their individual definitions of happiness (Vikash, 2019). With the responsibility of the state being to create these equitable conditions, GNH exemplifies an integrated philosophy that combines the performance of national progress (economic growth) with a greater purpose in life (social and environmental wellbeing) (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). This idea alone creates a framework that is holistic and human centred. GNH is comprised of nine domains which are aligned with four main philosophies: promoting sustainable economic development, preserving and promoting cultural values, conserving the natural environment, and establishing good governance (Vikash, 2019). Figure 5-1 describes these nine measurable domains in greater detail. Within the nine domains of GNH lies a multitude of measurable indicators for economic, social, and environmental progress and wellbeing, as visualised in Figure 5.2. The nine domains are weighted equally, symbolising an equivalent importance to each domain, whereas the indicators within the domains are weighted differently. For example, subjective indicators are measured more lightly than objective ones (Adler, 2009). When Bhutan measures the GNH indicators, it is done similarly to how a poverty line is used to measure poverty levels, where a ‘sufficiency cut-off’ is applied to assess an individual’s happiness level (Adler, 2009). There are two main thresholds for this cut-off. The first threshold determines whether basic needs are met and sufficient to the standard of living in society, while the second threshold assesses subjective happiness beyond the levels of basic sufficiency (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). Figure 5-2: GNH Indicators Sorted by Domain. Inspired by Authors: Adler, 2009; Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019; Vikash, 2019. 22 When Bhutan reports on the measurements from these indicators, the population is divided into four groups: the ‘unhappy’, the ‘narrowly happy’, the ‘extensively happy’, and the ‘deeply happy’ (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). To determine which group an individual falls into, the thresholds previously mentioned are applied. To ensure that Bhutan’s citizens are happy, when a collective of people fall into the ‘unhappy’ or ‘narrowly happy’ categories, a GNH Screening Tool system reviews the developmental policies of the state to evaluate, monitor, and ultimately set new goals for alleviating any conditions that could be hindering the wellbeing and happiness those most in need (Prakesh and Joshi, 2019). When policy is implemented in Bhutan based on GNH measurements, a ‘policy lens’ ensures that the policies being promoted are in alignment with the values and goals of GNH (Adler, 2009). This is critical for making certain that the wellbeing aspects of society and the environment are being upheld as the nation continues to develop, change, and grow. The implementation processes of GNH are also extremely democratic (Adler, 2009). This is evident in that the subjective experiences of the Bhutanese are carefully considered during decision-making and policy implementation, making the voices of the community self-governing. Therefore, policy implementation is done on a national scale based on the GNH index, but with a focus on the groups of people needing the most help. There are also a few critical components that lead to the successful creation of a GNH society. The first is ensuring that GNH encompasses a holistic view of development that goes beyond economic growth and material satisfaction, and that the associated indicators guide this holistic development. A GNH society must also allocate the appropriate resources for measuring the targets that are associated with the indicators, and provide the necessary tools and means for growth to individuals in society that are deemed the ‘least happy’. Lastly, the state must measure this progress over time to ensure that the desired targets are being consistently met (Pillay, 2020). 5.2 Thai Happiness Index (THaI) The THaI is a framework that also looks to measure wellbeing in a holistic manner, with an emphasis on balancing economic and social development, with natural resource and environmental conservation (Senasu, 2020). The index is comprised of five domains that encompass 17 indicators. Similar to GNH, THaI indicators are assigned different weightings, but the main difference is that each domain within THaI is not equally weighted like the domains in GNH. Figure 5-3 identifies these domains and indicators, along with the respective weightings associated with each. THaI also uses sufficiency and happiness thresholds to measure indicators. The sufficiency threshold determines if the basic needs of individuals are met as it relates to each indicator, while the happiness threshold measures the level of happiness associated with each individual once sufficiency is met (Senasu, 2020). Due to the subjectivity of some of the indicators, the Thai government works to improve the happiness of its citizens through indirect means by reducing the amount of people who report measuring below basic sufficiency levels. 23 Figure 5-3: Thai Happiness Index. Inspired by Authors: Senasu, 2020; Senasu, Sakworawich, and Russ-Eft, 2019. The overall goal of the THaI is to provide holistic insights on the level of happiness, (or unhappiness), of the Thai population (Senasu, 2020). It is also intended to support national policymaking so individuals and their collective communities can achieve happiness and wellbeing in ways that are sustainable (Senasu, 2020). This is made evident by the efforts taken to gather subjective data from the population directly, as well as through the indicators that emphasise measuring and reporting on the quality of personal life, communities, and living environments of Thai people. 5.3 Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) Figure 5-4: Summary of GPI Indicators. Inspired by Authors: Discussed by Berik, 2020; Fox and Erickson, 2020; Maital and Barzani, 2019 The goal of the GPI is to provide a comprehensive framework that encompasses economic, social, and environmental components so to assess the sustainability and shared prosperity of society (Berik, 2020). It was first developed to measure levels of inequality in the United States (Fox and Erickson, 2020), and has since then been used to assess the cost and benefit trade-offs of economic growth in 24 an attempt to correct the externalities left out by GDP (Berik, 2020). By making distinctions between the market and non-market activities that affect wellbeing, GPI makes inequality adjustments to enhance the sustainable economic welfare of society (Berik, 2020). Figure 5-4 provides a breakdown that summarises the most important elements of GPI. 5.4 Human Development Index (HDI) HDI is a framework that has been used to measure a nation’s progress in terms of social and economic development (Vikash, 2019). Originally used in the United Nation’s (UN) as a way to objectively measure welfare, it has since been used in shaping policy and highlighting any shortcomings in achieving good health and educational outcomes within the UN (Berik, 2020). The HDI indicators, related to human longevity, knowledge, and living standards, are all objectively measured, can be further highlighted in Figure 5-5. Figure 5-5: Human Development Index Indicators. Inspired by Authors: Castells- Quintana, Royuela, and Thiel, 2018; Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019; Vikash, 2019. 5.5 Happy Planet Index (HPI) Figure 5-6: Happy Planet Index Indicators & Calculation. Inspired Authors: Berik, 2020; Index, 2016; Patrick et al., 2019; Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019. 25 The main objective of HPI is to link human health with the health of the environment, where one is not deemed as more important than the other (Patrick et al., 2019). Similarly to GPI, HPI makes inequality adjustments by using mean scores to modify the varying distribution of subjectivity and health within a given population (Index, 2016). Discussed further in Figure 5-6 are the three main components that contribute to calculating a nation’s HPI score, which are life expectancy, life satisfaction gauged from subjective wellbeing, and ecological impact based on personal consumption. 5.6 OECD’s Wellbeing Framework and Better Life Index (BLI) The OECD wellbeing framework was established to be a continuously evolving guideline for nations, so to reflect on the wellbeing of varying populations more effectively (Durand, 2014). There are four main features of the framework that add a wellbeing lens to its dimensions: 1. Being human-centred rather than economy-focused, 2. Concentrating on outcome orientations as opposed to looking mainly at inputs versus outputs, 3. Considering the inequalities and distributions of outcomes across varying demographic backgrounds, and 4. Looking at both objective and subjective indicators in assessing wellbeing and life circumstances (Durand, 2014) (Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019). Figure 5-7 further highlights this framework. Figure 5-7: OECD Wellbeing Framework. Inspired by Authors: Greco et al., 2020; Llena- Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019; Senasu, 2020; Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019. The eleven dimensions of the OECD’s wellbeing framework are also proposed within the OECD’s Better Life Index (BLI). The BLI is measured through a survey on the OECD’s dedicated website, where users can choose to partake and contribute to the data (Greco et al., 2020). It is described as an “interactive tool” where users set their own weightings of the eleven dimensions (Durand, 2014). Prioritizing the dimensions this way provides insights on which aspects of wellbeing are deemed as most important across different populations. 5.7 Limitations and Concluding Remarks about Current Wellbeing Frameworks As important as it is to discuss the positive indicators and wellbeing impacts of these frameworks, it is also imperative to identify any limitations they may have. 26 Hence, this report poses the question, how can we learn from these additional frameworks that encompass wellbeing ideals, and do better, not only by relating to what they do well, but also to what they do not? Beginning with GNH, despite it being the most detailed and widely researched of all the wellbeing frameworks, there are limitations of it that should be addressed. First, GNH is strongly dependent on subjective data surrounding happiness and wellbeing concepts, which many criticise and believe are not scientifically rigorous enough to develop and implement policies around (Thinley and Hartz- Karp, 2019). The time it takes to conduct surveys and collect the subjective data is also consuming and difficult to engage citizens in unless they are properly educated on the purpose of participating in the surveys (Prakesh and Joshi, 2019). Finally, many question how a framework like GNH could be implemented in highly populated nations, where varying demographics, resource costs, and time would make it difficult to come to fruition (Thinley and Hartz-Karp, 2019). If other nations want to model GNH, they will therefore have to do so at scale, with the help of the media and policymakers in distributing surveys and engaging local communities to participate. Regardless of these critiques, it is evident that GNH has been successfully developed and implemented in Bhutan, and that the only way to truly understand, measure, and support the wellbeing and happiness of individuals in society is to listen directly to the people, communicate effectively, and engage all citizens in policy and decision-making processes. ThaI has its limitations as well, mainly stemming from the broadness of the framework. Even with strong efforts to measure the economic, social, and environmental wellbeing of Thai people and their communities, there is criticism that the components of THaI are too macro-focused (Senasu, 2020). This is profound in that the index broadly covers the basic elements of human and environmental wellbeing, but seldom does it provide a micro-focus to account for differences in cultural values. Also, THaI fails to measure in depth the factors that would contribute to environmental wellbeing, such as biodiversity, strength of ecosystems, and water and air quality. Addressing cultural differences, as well as encompassing more social and environmental measurements would strengthen this framework. Regarding the limitations of GPI, there is no definitive selection criteria for its current measurements (Fox and Erickson, 2020). This means that despite being able to adapt to fit the wellbeing and developmental metrics of different societies, it fails to provide solid guidelines that would assist in implementing it into policy. Taking this framework to that next level by adding more conclusive measurement standards could encourage its adoption in nations seeking to add wellbeing components to their measurement and policy frameworks. While HDI has done well with incorporating wellbeing components into economic and social indicators, it completely lacks environmental elements (Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016). Hence, similarly to GDP, when a nation has a higher HDI score, the trade-off often involves a greater environmental expense (Berik, 2020). Also, despite measuring life expectancy, factors such as subjective wellbeing and quality of life components are not included in HDI measurements (Adler, 2009). Therefore, this would be a framework that would benefit from being 27 used alongside another, of which should encompass subjective human wellbeing and environmental welfare components. The limitations of HPI are mainly due to a lack in measuring economic factors and objectivity. This is an index that focuses solely on subjective human wellbeing and environmental welfare, while disregarding the direct influence of economic progress in contributing to human and environmental wellbeing. Also, only subjective measures are used in assessing human welfare for this index, stemming from the assumption that objective measures require researchers to make their own judgements about quality of life variables (Patrick et al., 2019). Hence, HPI denies the credibility of objective wellbeing indicators, of which other frameworks contrarily tend to weight higher than subjective components. Therefore, instead of using HPI as an umbrella for measuring all human development and progress, this would be a useful framework to use in accordance with another, of which should contain objective and economic factors. The subjectivity of the OECD’s wellbeing framework and BLI is crucial in gauging the wellbeing levels and standards across nations. However, there are still limitations about the framework that should be addressed. To start, the wellbeing framework and BLI fail to encompass sustainability efforts and indicators related to environmental quality, nor do they include equity indicators related to social welfare (Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016). Therefore, the current dimensions are too broad for pinpointing where lapses may be occurring in environmental and social wellbeing. Also, the opinions of the BLI may not be accurately representative of populations since the survey is only accessible through the dedicated OECD website (Greco et al., 2020). This means those without internet access are unable to participate, leading to potential biases in the samples. Regardless, the wellbeing framework and BLI still pose a unique source of information that allows us to assess the differences in priorities between populations (Greco et al., 2020). This chapter was intended to identify and discuss current frameworks out there that incorporate wellbeing lenses and encompass indicators that go beyond measuring economic growth. Upon doing so, this report also recognises the limitations posed by these frameworks. Therefore, we acknowledge their imperfections and highlight the need to continuously evolve our metrics and policies, as well as adapt them to changing wellbeing needs in society. Our next step is applying this knowledge to the United States, where we will address how wellbeing can be better measured and supported in society through policymaking, so to alleviate the inequalities and injustices imposed by our current paradigms. 28 6 Implementing a Wellbeing Framework into Policy in the United States As previously discussed in this report, the cultural values in the United States relating to wealth, materiality, and economic growth are contributing to current social and environmental injustices. Such values are then further reinforced by neoliberal capitalist paradigms that use GDP to communicate human development. Now that we have discussed other paradigms and frameworks that encompass a wellbeing lens, this report attempts to identify meaningful wellbeing indicators from these paradigms that would lead to enhanced human progress and welfare in the United States. Furthermore, we will also discuss potential ways in which such indicators can be measured and implemented into policy so to promote sustainable and inclusive growth. Inclusive growth means supporting comprehensive labour markets to include women and other minority groups, rebuilding trust in efficient and responsive governments to strengthen democratic processes, and investing in the people and the places that have been left behind so that none are excluded from social and economic development (Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019). The most effective way to gauge the inclusivity of growth is in using a multidimensional approach that measures subjective and non-market related activities, such as life satisfaction, volunteering, and household work, (Berik, 2020) as well as other social and environmental factors that contribute to human wellbeing. Therefore, the wellbeing indicators that this report highlights will be relevant to policy in the attempt to turn discussion into action through meaningful policy implementation. 6.1 Selecting Wellbeing Indicators As already mentioned, the indicators that society uses to measure human development and wellbeing shape public policy and communicate societal goals. Furthermore, the political agenda of a nation should be to reinforce the indicators that society cares about and that contribute to wellbeing (Adler, 2009). Otherwise, if current indicators do not accurately depict human and environmental welfare, then as the political structure of a nation seeks to maximise the value of such indicators, we may see the indicators increase, while actual societal and environmental wellbeing may not be improved in correspondence (Adler, 2009). Therefore, when creating a framework that is intended to measure wellbeing and human development, it must reflect the way a nation views progress and welfare (Sachs, 2019). Figure 6-1 exemplifies the guidelines that this report then followed to determine important indicators that would be meaningful to the United States, which were aggregated into a proposed wellbeing framework. After using the guide in Figure 6-1 to assist in selecting indicators for sustainable human progress and welfare, there were other critical factors that this report also used to create a wellbeing framework for developmental policy. To begin, we recognised the importance of individual perceptions and subjectivity when measuring human wellbeing. The complexity of society cannot be conceptualised through only objective measures (Senasu, 2020), hence our framework is broken down into objective and subjective categories. We dissected the indicators this 29 way by acknowledging that majority of economic indicators are measured objectively, while wellbeing indicators contain mainly subjective components (Maital and Barzani, 2019). Figure 6-2 provides a breakdown of the objective and subjective indicators that this report finds would positively contribute to inclusive growth and sustainable economic progress, as well as to the social and environmental wellbeing of the United States’ population. Figure 6-1: Creating a Wellbeing Framework & Selecting Indicators. Inspired by Authors: Fox and Erickson, 2020; Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016. The indicators chosen in Figure 6-2 represent a synthesis of the best examples of wellbeing markers that could be measured, assessed, and implemented into policymaking. These were aggregated from the frameworks and indices as examined in Chapter 5. The indicators also draw on the ideas related to happiness and wellbeing as discussed in Chapter 3. Not every example of indicators previously discussed were used in the proposed wellbeing framework since it is intended solely for being applied to the United States. For example, religious practices and beliefs from the GNH index that are important to Bhutan’s culture were left out of the United States’ proposed wellbeing framework. With the American value of separation of church and state, any religious affiliation to indicators would be inappropriate to apply to policy. Hence, the proposed indicators relating to culture and community are assumed to therefore embody any religious principles if they were to align with an individual’s personal identity or values. 30 Figure 6-2: A Wellbeing Framework for Developmental Policy. Inspired by Authors: Adler, 2009; Durand, 2014; Llena-Nozal, Martin, and Murtin, 2019; Maital and Barzani, 2019; Sachs, 2019. 6.2 The Influence of Happiness and Wellbeing on Policymaking After identifying the critical wellbeing components that are important to measure and track in the United States, the next step in this report is discussing how they can influence developmental policy. How wellbeing is defined by society, and therefore the perceptions related to whether proper systems are in place to support that wellbeing, are influential to policymaking where the role of government is to provide an infrastructure that enhances human progress and quality of life (Helne and Hirvilammi, 2015). Referring to this report’s definition of wellbeing, when establishing indicators, policymakers must properly identify the specific needs, wants, and goals of individuals in a population (Kroll, 2015) for ensuring that relevant empirical data is being measured and analysed for future policymaking. This also means taking seriously the perceptions and emotions of 31 the public when formulating public policy (Hirai, Comim, and Ikemoto, 2016), especially since wellbeing factors are largely subjective and experiences differ between individuals. If happiness is an ultimate goal in society and in life, then this must also be reflected in wellbeing indicators and policymaking. Empirical data relating to happiness and life satisfaction can provide powerful welfare measurements, as well as deliver insightful analyses into the sources and equitable distribution of wellbeing (Sachs, 2019). Upon defining happiness as a goal, a wellbeing focus then provides administrators with a holistic view of the state of their nation by determining how the economy is performing for its citizens (Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019). This will also assist in directing proper resources and aid for boosting the happiness and wellbeing of those most in need (Sachs, 2019). Including wellbeing elements into metrics and quality assessments will also communicate and bring an awareness that optimal wellbeing and quality of life standards are high-level goals that policy should help to achieve (Senasu, Sakworawich, and Russ-Eft, 2019). Furthermore, wellbeing indicators that promote social and environmental welfare will influence decision making for promoting a sustainable political agenda (Rodriguez, Gallego, and Galindo, 2019). It is no longer relevant to assume that we can experience human wellbeing and happiness without environmental strength and climate resilience. Hence, introducing environmental governance into policymaking will stimulate a “green” economy (Montes, 2019) where sustainability indicators are to be central for encouraging the regeneration and preservation of earth’s natural resources within a growing nation. Additionally, a wellbeing focus will bring attention to the delivery and impact of policy implementation where we can investigate how system outcomes affect individual, community, and environmental welfare (Sachs, 2019). A mismatch between desired and realised wellbeing and happiness outcomes from policy will then inform us of any disconnect between public needs and policymaking (Greco et al., 2020). 6.3 Implementing Wellbeing Policies Centring human and environmental wellbeing within policymaking requires evidence-based empirical data relating to the inputs, outputs, and system outcomes of society, proper tools and capable personnel for conducting analyses and interpreting findings, as well as political leaders who demand a greater use of wellbeing evidence for all decision making processes (Sachs, 2019). Policy will not be implemented without meaningful measurements related to the economic, social, and environmental goals and wellbeing of a nation, hence the importance of indicators being measurable and easily understood. With clear and valid metrics that communicate what is important in society and that point to where improvement efforts should be made, this will provide targeted evidence and robust guidelines for administrators to devise and furthermore implement policies and services that contribute to human progress and welfare (Nahman, Mahumani, and de Lang, 2016). It is at the discretion of policymakers and other influential stakeholders to promote and initiate wellbeing interventions (Sachs, 2019). Therefore, this means that 32 political leaders must be committed to implementing long-term sustainable solutions that support the social and environmental welfare of a nation regardless of difficult setbacks and unforeseen outcomes. Figure 6-3 provides a comprehensive guideline that the United States can then follow if it is to successfully implement sustainable policy interventions for encouraging equitable and just systems, as well as contribute to improved welfare on a national scale. Figure 6-3: Guidelines for Implementing Policy from a Wellbeing Perspective. Inspired by Authors: Patrick et al., 2019; Sachs, 2019. 33 7 Measurement & Policy Impacts on Values & Behaviour If the United States is to implement wellbeing measurement and policy frameworks for promoting the inclusive growth of the nation while also contributing to the economic, social, and environmental welfare of its communities, this report then aims to speculate the potential cultural impacts as a result. To start, we will discuss the desired effects on American society as well as on cultural attitudes and values upon adopting and implementing wellbeing measurement and policy frameworks. Then, this report will further dissect these impacts to determine potential behavioural changes that this could theoretically lead to. 7.1 Theoretical Impact Analysis Since through policy we communicate cultural values and desired behaviours, then a consumer-oriented, profit-maximising, and economic-based culture being reinforced by GDP tells us that our values in the United States are placed in monetary and wealth-driven activities. As already discussed in Chapter 4, this contributes to a plethora of inequalities and seldom leads to wellbeing and happiness. What is needed in response is a shift in values and attitudes that would minimise and ideally eliminate the toxic behaviours that contribute to social injustices and environmental degradation. Such toxic behaviours include overconsumption, chasing false hopes of achieving limitless wealth, and displacing happiness with material things. Instead, by prioritising values related to environmental health and resilience, equality in opportunities, community engagement and collaboration, education, and human rights and health, then theoretically our behaviours would reflect these principles and help us to achieve greater standards of wellbeing. Through research, this report argues that we can improve wellbeing and shift our current cultural values and behaviours when we promote equal opportunities and outcomes, as well as inclusive social and ecological protection systems through our measurement and policy frameworks (Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019). By acknowledging that policymaking is based on the analyses of our economic, social, and environmental metrics, when we neglect wellbeing measurements, or fail to measure and report on the factors that contribute to human and environmental welfare, then we risk the systemic undermining of such welfare in our cultural views and related behaviours (Senasu, 2020). Referring to Figure 4- 2, this reiterates the unjust impacts that have stemmed from systemic thinking and behaviours that prioritise economic prosperity over human and environmental wellbeing. In response to the previously discussed injustices, Figure 7-1 provides a theoretical context of the ideal social and ecological impacts that could result from focusing measurement and policy frameworks on human and environmental welfare instead of on economic growth. In this visual we further emphasise that the values embedded in a wellbeing perspective, such as good governance, 35 conservation, inclusivity, and sustainability, would positively contribute to more equal opportunities and outcomes, as well as reconcile for current injustices. Figure 7-1: Theoretical Impacts from a Shift in American Values. Inspired by Authors: Adler, 2009; Helne and Hirvilammi, 2015; Iriarte and Musikanski, 2019; Llena-Nozal, Martin and Murtin, 2019; Sach, 2019. 7.2 What is Needed for Promoting Value & Behaviour Changes The attitudes and behaviours in the United States that are encouraged by neoliberal capitalism, material consumption, and wealth accumulation lead to the neglection of social and environmental perspectives in measurement and policy. This inhibits optimal happiness and wellbeing potential and creates an ignorance of important values such as community, collaboration, solidarity, and conservation (Curran, 2016). By adopting a measurement framework that connects human wellbeing with the health of the environment, we can instead promote inclusive and sustainable values upon facilitating the development and implementation of policies that integrate social and environmental perspectives with economic ones (Patrick et al., 2019). Adding these perspectives to metrics and policy will also assist in making wellbeing central to decision-making while furthermore strategizing how to minimise the negative externalities of current economic and developmental behaviours (Sachs, 2019). This report has so far examined that a change is needed for promoting the inclusive growth of human development while also encouraging the happiness 36 
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