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Who is Happy ?
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Money and Happiness(1)
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Money and Happiness (2)

e American Paradox
— A0ERBTWAF2HEBIZLG-T . YMEWLGEENSEEZRTE
BEITEo=h . TG ERRIT LR L TULVEL
(Fig38.1)
o« SEMNSDT=HIZHE NET D AlFwell-beingHMELY,
NIEBXXEIZEULNTE A5 (Ryan; quoted in Kohn
1999)

+ A AEDDLGNYPEANDEEK, 2Z2=FT4~D
BrIZR AT B AIFE . well-beingHhF L V(Kasser
2000)

MERIIZENZGY =W EREDIANIEXZ AN, FEHL
T/ HRFLTWNTE ST S ? (materialism~D it H])



The Need to Belong(1)
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The Need to Belong(2)
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The Need to Belong(3)
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Maintaining Relationship
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Close Relationship and Happiness

* Friendship&Well-being
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Close Relationship and Health(1)
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Close Relations
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Does Radical Individualism subvert
our need to belong ?
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A Vision of A More Connected Future
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The Communitarian Movement

— Liberals: moral individualist, economic collectivist

— Conservatives: economic individualist, moral

collectivist
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The Marriage Movement
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Conclusion

* Social ecology movement:

— Communitarian initiative&marriage movement®
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