Report - (approx. 1000 words). 
 
The examiners are recommending the thesis to pass, subject to a number of significant changes that will help improve the work. We felt the candidate showed a very good understanding of their topic in the oral examination. The idea of looking at wellbeing in the context of social policy is also relatively novel and there were sufficient new contributions to justify the award of a PhD. The work was presented in a very professional way and frequent use of summaries helped to maintain consistency between the chapters. 
 
We request, and in some cases suggest, that the candidate makes the following changes. 
 
Chapter 1 and subsequently: 
 
1. The thesis starts by asserting that wellbeing has become the dominant objective of social policy in the UK and beyond, and this claim is backed up by highlighting legislation and policies that refer to wellbeing. This argument neglects other drivers and objectives behind social policies and appears to use the rhetoric regarding a limited range of policy areas to support universal claims about social policy. For example, neither the economic or social control functions of social policy nor its potentially negative impacts on wellbeing are given appropriate attention, while the (potential) role of evidence in social policy-making seems to be overstated. It will hence be necessary to a) acknowledge and briefly discuss such other drivers, as discussed in the viva, to offer a more realistic definition of social policy and to b) situate the idealistic focus on wellbeing within the more complex reality of social policy-making.  
 
2. The WAF, which is developed in this work, should be given a clear and succinct description early on in the thesis, as it is a major innovation. 
 
3. The term ‘measurement’ is used, where others might use ‘understanding’. We suggest that the author either justifies a little more the use of ‘measurement’ in a qualitative/mixed methods empirical study, or thinks about other terms such as ‘understanding’. The use of ‘measurement’ is fine but it should be acknowledged that a rich understanding of functionings and capabilities that matter for wellbeing is what the WAF seems to deliver. 
 
Methods: 
 
4. It would be helpful to know briefly what approaches other than pragmatism were considered and why they were rejected. 
 
5. Ethics approval should be mentioned in the text itself, not just in an appendix. 
 
Results:  
 
6. The qualitative material in the results will benefit from editing so that the reader can know more clearly what specific points are being made. At present, the length of the direct quotes from interviews lets the key insights stand out less than they should.  
 
7. Some of the results in the appendix would benefit from being brought into the thesis, where the reader can better appreciate them and the author discuss them. 
 
8. The variables analysed and their construction could be clarified/reiterated so the reader can fully understand the figures. 
 
9. Negative responses to the WAF may have been given too much attention, while a little more attention should be given to how such reactions could be avoided in the future. 
 
10. The results suggest that freedom, social connection and development/interest are important to wellbeing. This should perhaps be reflected more clearly in the discussion of results, which for now highlight only freedom.  
 
11. The thesis offers highly relevant insights into wellbeing within work contexts, notably within a Higher Education setting. It would strengthen the discussion of these findings if the focus were more firmly on the question of wellbeing at work, for example by drawing more explicitly and more widely on the literature on job satisfaction. This should be used to validate findings and reorient the thesis away from sweeping generalisations about social policy. 
 

