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ABSTRACT

THIS PAPER AIMS TO FIND THE DETERMINANTS OF HAPPINE SS IN SEVEN
EASTERN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES AND TURKEY DURING THE PE RIOD
BETWEEN 1994-1999. IN THIS STuDY, TO OVERCOME THE
METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES, WE
CONSTRUCT A TWO LEVEL HLM MODEL WHICH ALLOWS US TO FIND
THE EFFECTS OF STATE-LEVEL AND INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL VAR IABLES ON
HAPPINESS LEVELS OF INDIVIDUALS SIMULTANEOUSLY, EMP LOYING A
REPRESENTATIVE SURVEY FROM WORLD VALUES SURVEY(WVS) . BY
ANALYZING STATE-LEVEL AND INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL VARIABLE S THAT
ARE LIKELY TO AFFECT THE HAPPINESS LEVEL OF AN INDI VIDUAL, THE
STUDY EXAMINES WHICH LEVEL OF FACTORS ARE MORE RESP ONSIBLE
IN THE VARIATION OF HAPPINESS. FURTHERMORE, THE STU DY
EXPLORES WHETHER THERE ARE DIFFERENCES IN THE FACTO RS
CONTRIBUTING THE HAPPINESS LEVELS ACROSS DIFFERENT
COUNTRIES.

OZET

BU MAKALE 1994-1999 YILLARI ARASINDA YED I DOGU AVRUPA
ULKESINDE VE TURKIYE'DE MUTLULU GUN DETERMINANTLARINI
CALI SMAYl AMACLAMAKTADIR. CALI SMADA, WORLD VALUES
SURVEY(WVS) 'DEN ALINAN SURVEYLER KULLANILARAK, DAH A ONCEKI
CALI SMALARDAK I METHODOLOJ iK KISITLAMALARI A SMAK ICIN, AYNI
ANDA K ISININ MUTLULUK DUZEY iNi ETKIiLEYEN ULUSAL DUZEYDE VE
KiSi BAZLI DE GISKENLERIN MUTLULUK UZER INDEKiI ETKISINi
OLCMEM izZE iziN VEREN 2 DUZEYLi HLM MODEL I OLUSTURULDU.
CALI SMA, K iSININ MUTLULUK DUZEY iNi ETKILEYEN ULUSAL DUZEYDE
VE KiSi BAZLI DE GiSKENLER iN INCELENMESIiYLE HANG i DUZEYDEK i
DEGISKENLER iN MUTLULUKTAK i DEGIiSiM UZERINDE DAHA ETKIiLi
OLDUGUNU iNCELEMEKTED iR. BUNUN YANI SIRA, CALI SMA FARKLI
ULKELERDE MUTLULU GA ETKi EDEN FAKTORLERDE DE GiSiKL iK OLUP
OLMADI GINI ARA STIRMAKTADIR.
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1. Introduction

In the modern societies, the concept of happirsessti only a scientific research area but
also a key topic for the public. In the last fewcades, research on the determinants of
happiness revealed the economic, sociological amidural factors influence the
happiness levels. However, there are still somélpnos in the literature some of which

we seek to adress with this study.

In previous studies, Eastern European countriemgluransition period are studied by
few. For instance, Easterlin (2009) examines lggsgaction in Eastern Europe in 1990s
and analyses who in the population gained andihobte satisfaction during transition

period. His findings indicate that less educatedppe over 30 years old has suffered
most during the transition period regardless ofrtgender. Lelkes (2006) studies the
impact of economic and political transition on hiay@gs for Hungary. Lelkes suggests
that the economic transition lowered happinesswarage but the impact of economic
transition varies for different groups of the sogieThe most of the previous studies,
focused only on the impact of individual-level date-level variables on happiness level
of individuals which caused a crucial limitation explaining the variation in happiness
levels. This paper, different than the relatedditere e.g. Hayo (2004), accounts for both
individual-level and state-level variables that bkely to affect happiness levels. With

this study, we will be able to adress the methagiokd limitations of earlier research on

Eastern Europe.

The literature in which developing countries othiean Eastern European have been a
focus are Namazie and Sanfey (2001), Hayo and rE€€03), Gruen and Klasen
(2005), Kousha and Mosheni (2000) and Selim (20B88pther study by Mcconatha,
Danner, Harmer, Hayta, Polé2004) compares life satisfaction of adults of Gamgn
Turkey and U.S. Their findings show that health @ewdnomic well-being influence
happiness. Among these Selim (2008) investigatggpihass and life satisfaction

amongst Turkish people across different years. Afingly, happiness is positively



correlated with health, and income, and among thetofs under investigation

employment has the most significant effect on haggs for Turkey.

Turkey is also studied for our analyses of the rdetgants of happiness levels of
individuals. Although having lower GDP per capithan Eastern European countries
except Bulgaria and Romania, Turkey reports mugfndr average national happiness
level than the seven Eastern European countrigagltine period of 1994-1999. The
findings of the previous studies suggest that hidgaeels of GDP per capita contribute to
higher levels of happiness. We explore if the reédy higher happiness levels of Turkey
during the period of 1994-1999 is a country-spegifiuation or a result of the individual-

level effects.

This paper investigates both individual-level amateslevel variables that might affect
happiness levels of individuals. For this reasanpleying World Values Survey(WVS)
data, a Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) is usedour analysis which allows us to find
the effects of state-level and individual-levelighles on happiness levels of individuals
simultaneously. Moreover, HLM provides us to cohfay the individual effects while
finding the effects of state-level variables. (Bafd Raudenbush, 1992). The aim of this
study is to find the determinants of happinessHastern Europe and Turkey during

transition period.
2.Literature Review

In this section, the individual-level and macrodedeterminants of happiness reported in

previous studies are reviewed.
2.1 State-level Variables

Since the seminal study of Easterlin (1974) whietlidated economic growth did not
lead to an increase in average happiness levélsSnbetween 1946-1974, there is a vast
literature that empirically studies the potentights-level determinants of happiness

within or between different countries.

! Based on the Worldbank 1999 GDP per capita data



For instance, using British Household Panel Stuatg €lark and Oswald (1994) showed
negative impact of unemployment on happirfesgey and Stutzer (2000), using
Switzerland survey year-year period data, concliid¢ the developed institutions of
direct democracy leads to happier people. Howesteffen and Vatter (2011) show that
democracy does not have a substantive effect opimegs. Moreover, Veenhoven (2000)
finds a significant positive effect between ecomgnpolitical, personal freedom and
happiness. Gropper, Lawson, Thorne (2011) also fired higher economic freedom

makes people happier.

One of the mostly used state-level variable in pilagss Economics research is Human
Development Index (HDI) which simply characterizegvelopment with health,
education and income. This index is not only a gemace for the happiness research but
also a powerful indicator which shows that develeptis much more than the economic
growth. In previous studies, HDI is found to havstng positive effect on happiness
level. The findings indicate that the more unedhal society is the lower the happiness

levels are. (Muffels, Skugor and Dingemans, 2012)

2.2 Individual-level Variables

Many studies explored how socio-demographic factes associated with happiness
levels. Overall, wowen report higher happiness Ievkean men (Hayo’'s paper, 2004,
Frey and Stutzer, 2002) and married people areiapmn others. (Clark and Oswald
,1994 ; Clark 1997; McBride, 2001; Alesina et aDP4). However, recent studies show
that there is no increase in the level of happiméssdividuals after marriage. Lucas and
Clark (2006) suggest that people adapt to marresy¢hey adapt a positive life-event.
Happy individuals may be more likely to get andystaarried, whereas less happy
individuals may be more likely to stay single orget divorced (Johnson and Wu, 2002;
Hope et al., 1999).

2 Similar to these studies are Winkelmann, LiliaRajner, 1995;Frey and Stutzer, 2000; Clark e28i01;
Gardner and Oswald, 2002; Frey and Stutzer, 20R2iddflower and Oswald, 2004.



Several studies report that happiness is approglgndt)-shaped through the life
course.(Blanchflower and Oswald, 2007; Yang, 2008Another important socio-
demographic factor is educational attainment. Mastydies reported that higher
educational attainment is associated with higheelseof happiness.( Blanchflower and
Oswald 2004; Easterlin 2001; Yang 2008). Howevez, skould also take the indirect
effects of education on happiness into consideratibough income level and labor
status. (Cufiado and Gracia,2010).

Studies using data from various countries show pleaiple with higher income levels

report higher levels of happiness. (Di Tella, Mdlmmh and Oswald,2001; Albert and

Davia, 2005; Becchetti, Castriota and Londofio, 2006 has been argued that the
positive effect of income on happiness is mainlg tluthe comparison between self and
others (Easterlin 1974), both absolute and relatie@eme is found to have a positive

effect on happiness levels. Furthermore, accortbngrevious findings in the Happines

Literature, being religious is found to have a pesieffect on the happiness levels of
individuals.(Swinyard et al.,2000; Hayo ,2004).

On the contrary, Lelkes (2006) suggests that wiidgias a negative impact on happiness
during transition period. She relates her findihgttreligious people did not become

happier as a result of increasing ideological fopedluring transition process.

Several studies made about the effects of commasizgyon happiness level, suggest that
people living in rural areas are happier than thepte living in big cities. (Hayo, 2004;
Dale, 1980) Hayo relates his finding to differenaepurchasing power suggesting that
people can afford more goods in rural areas.

Employment status is an important socio-demograghitor in modern socities.

Previous studies showed that being unemployed Ba®@ag negative effect on happiness
level. (Clark and Oswald,1994; Winkelmann, LiliarRainer, 1995; Frey and Stutzer,
2000; Frey and Stutzer, 2002 ) Unemployment, festegher rates of depression and
suicide (A. Kposow in Diener and Seligman 200413). There is another discussion that

happiness and work has a bidirectional relationshigppy employees have a better



performance at work, they are more productive, nporectual and more cooperative, and

they show less absenteeism (Diener and Seligmad, @0 10-12).

3. Data

This study draws mainly on data from th& 8vave of World Values Survey that
corresponds to period between 1994-1999. The Wa&fldues Survey includes
representative surveys of basic values of publicgnany societies for all inhabited
continents. The World Values Survey consists oé fivaves (1981-1984, 1989-1993,
1994-1999, 1999-2004, 2005-2008); this study wilizhe third one. The'®wave of

World Values Survey was chosen because the moeatréaurth and fifth wave do not

include both the Eastern European countries anklejur

Based on the The World Values Survey (WVS) datadhe socio-economic and
demographic variables for Turkey and seven Easiaropean countries, that namely are
Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia, Hung@rjgaria, Romania, were selected
for the period between 1994-1999. The sample cont@269 individuals from 8 different
countries. The distribution of the sample is: Bulgg1997) ,1072 respondents; Czech
Republic (1998), 1147 respondents; Hungary (19%9K) &spondents, Poland (1997)
1153 respondents, Romania (1998) 1239 respond&oiskia (1998) 1095 respondents,
Slovenia(1995) 1007 respondents, Turkey (1996Y ¥86pondents.

In this study, country-level variables are takeonfrthe Heritage Foundation and
Worldbank. The Index of Economic Freedom data ef ¢éight countries for the year
1999 are drawn from the Heritage Foundation whilenidn Development Index 1999

data of the same countries was extracted from Warlk Database.
3.1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable of this study is the hagsitevel which indicates how happy an

individual with his/her life.



The dependent variable is based on the answers twuée following question:
“Taking all things together, would you say yare:
1. Very happy 2. Quite happy 3. Not very happy @t at all happy”

The possible answers to these question range frorery happy) to 4 (Not at all happy)
but in order to get an ordering analogous to otevey questions, answers were recoded
as 1 (Not at all happy) to 4 (Very happy) .

3.2 Independent Variables

Age, gender, marital status, educational level, leympent status, community size,
income level of the individual were included intaramodel as they are the potential
socio-economic and demographic determinants of ihnapp known from the previous
studies. (Hayo, 2004 and Selim, 2008) Besidesgioeisity was included in this study to
find whether being religious has a significant effen happiness during the transition
period in accordance with Hayo’s(2004) paper. Ftbm variable gender only female
was included into model since being female is kndenhave a positive effect on
happiness level ( Frey and Stutzer, 2002) Whiletadastatus had six different categories
(single, married, divorced, living together, sepedaand widowed) this study takes two
categories into account: married and divorced. e Mariable educational level
corresponds to the answers of the question “ higdiscational level attained” has eight
different categories: Inadequately completed efegarg education, Completed
elementary education, Incomplete secondary schoaé&chnical/vocational school,
Complete secondary school: technical/vocationahosl; Incomplete secondary:
university-preparation type, Complete secondaryosthuniversity-preparation type,
Some university without degree/higher education,ivehsity with degree/higher
education. The income level of the individual isided into eight different categories.
The employment status of the individual is categgti as full-time, part-time, retired,

housewife, self-employed, students and unemployed.



In this study, we only use the category unemployedfind the effects of being
unemployed in the happiness level. The variableroomty size is seperated into eight
different categories: 2,000 and less, 2,000-5,80000-10,000, 10,000-20,000/ 10,000-
25,000, 20,000-50,000, 50,000-100,000, 100,0006&@0and 500,000 and more.

Country-level variables used in this study are indéeconomic freedom and HDI. The
Index of economic freedom is the measurement ofesegf economic freedom by 10
broad factors: Business Freedom, Labor Freedonmeléoy Freedom, Government Size
/ Spending, Fiscal Freedom, Property Rights, ltment freedom, Financial Freedom,
Freedom from corruption, Labor Freedom. The 10ofsctre averaged equally to a total
score. This variable was included into our studynigestigate if increasing economic
freedom during the economic transition period afdcthe happiness levels of the
individuals or not. The variable, HDI is the weigtit sum of the indexes: Life

Expectancy Index, Education Index, Adult Literacgléx, Gross Enrolment Index and
GDP according to the UNDP’s calculation method ptao2011. By including HDI into

analysis, we aim to find the impact of country-leM®I| values on the happiness levels

of the individual.

The variables included in this study and their mearments are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 Summary description of variables

Type of Variable Variables Measurement Source dhDa

Dependent variab  Happines 1: Very happy : Quite happy WS
3:Not very happ 4:Not at all happ
Independent variable

Individual-level

Age(years) 18-93 WS
Educatiol WS
l:lnadequately complet 2:completed (compulsor

elementary education elementary education

3:incomplete secondary schc 4:complete secondary schc

technical/vocational schc technical/vocational schc

5:incomplete secondary: 6:complete secondary:

university-preparatio university-preparatio

7:some university witho 8:university with degre

degree/higher education /higher education



Income Leve WS

1: first stey 5: fifth stef

2: second step 6: sixth step

3: third ste 7: seventh ste

4: fourth ste| 8: eighth ste

Community Siz WS
1:2,000 and let 2:2,00(-5,00(

3:5,000-10,000 4:10,000-20,000/10,000-25,000

5:20,00(-50,00( 6:50,00(-100,00(

7:100,001-500,00( 8:500.000 and mo

Female 1: Female 0: Male WS
Married 1: Married 0: Not married WS
Unemployed 1: Unemployed  O:Employed WS
Age Squared 324-8649 WS

3:Areligious person
2: Not a religious person

Religiousity 1:A convinced Atheist WS
State-level Economic Freedo Index of Economic Freedc HF
Human Development Index(HDI) Human Development Index(HDI) WB

4. Statistical M ethods

HLM, also called as multilevel analyses modelsamdom coefficients models, are used
to estimate cross-sectional linear models. The Hibldel allows us to conduct
regressions at two levels which provides us to fthe effects of state-level and

individual variables simultaneously.

Our aim is to find the effects of both individuavel and state-level variables on
happiness because the happiness level of an individ likely to be affected by both
individual-level and state-level variables. In artie estimate the impact of country-level

variables on happiness level, it is necessary tirabfor variations of socio-economic



and demographic variables at individual level. HidVa statistical procedure that enables
us an estimation of country-level effects while troling for variations in individual-
level characteristics (Bryk and Raudenbush, 1982,&8so Cohen and Huffman 2003).

In traditional regression models such as OLS reagpas a single level of analysis is
selected for the individual and the state whilelyaniag this type of multilevel data. This
leads to a violation in the assumption upon whiod model’'s efficient estimation and
hypothesis testing is based- independence of ttee ®rms with constant variance. (
Kim, Lee and Lee, 2010). The HLM prevents this laytioning the error structure into
components at the individual level and at the cguigvel. (Bryk and Raudenbush,
2002). For all these reasons and the advantagéH Mif over the alternative models,

HLM was used throughout our analysis.

5. Results

Descriptive statistics of the variables for East&urope and Turkey are reported
seperately in Table 2 and Tabl Bleans of the variables given in the first colunafis

Table 2 and Table 3 correspond to percentagesofahable in that category.

The average of happiness for Eastern Europe ankeyugiven in the first columns of
Table 2 and Table 3, indicate that the average ihapp of Turkey (3.36) is relatively
larger than the average happiness of Eastern E(2ope).

The last columns of Table 2 and Table 3 presentgssBa’s correlation coeficients of
socio-economic and demographic variables. Our te$udlicate that married people are
happier than divorced people both for Eastern Eeirapd Turkey. According to our
results, for Eastern European countries, the hapgmup of people are from married,
well-educated, middle-class, Catholic people. V® &und that people from the groups
unemployed, retired, inadequately educated, lowasscand Ortodox are the least

happiest group for Eastern European countries.

% See Appendix for Table 2 and Table 3



Our results indicate that, for Turkey, people whe anemployed, lower class and non-
church goers are the less happier than housewifagjed people, upper middle class
people, people with religion practice only on halgys and those who completed
compulsory education. On the other hand, Turkistpfgewith religion practice of more
than once a week are happier than Eastern Eurguegie of the same category.There is
a negative correlation between happiness and agelddkey in contrast with the

correlation results of Eastern Europe.

As a result, people from the groups married, uppétdle class, well-educated are
happier than the people who are divorced, widowaemployed and those who belong
to lower class for Eastern Europe and Turkey. Asospd to Eastern European education
results in Turkey, people completed compulsory atlan are happier than university
graduates. Our results indicate that, females #tet people are happier in Turkey than
Eastern Europe. Our Eastern Europe results areistems with Hayo’'s correlation
findings for Eastern Europe. In Table 4, we compaagonal happiness levels of each
country. The results are computed by calculatintpraetic mean of happiness variable

(dependent variable) for each country in our sample

Table 4: Happiness across countries

Mean % SM
Turkey 3.36 78.7
Poland 3.00 67
Czech Republig 2.87 62.3
Hungary 2.85 61.7
Sloveni: 2.8¢ 61
Slovakia 2.73 57.7
Bulgarie 2.5C 50
Romania 251 50.3

Note: Mean is the arithmetic mean of answers? $Ms the percentage of scale maximum

The happiness averages (means) are ordered frdrashitp lowest for the 8 countries in
our sample. According to country averages, Turleaks the highest followed by Poland

and Czech Republic. The lowest happiness leveleepa@ted by Bulgaria and Romania.

* The %SM is computed as (Likert score — 1) / (Nundgooints on Likert scale —1)*100.

10



One way of comparing country averages across diffestudies with differences in the
scale of the happiness variable is via the pergentd scale maximum (%SM) (Hayo,
2004) The representative scale maximum value fosté¥e Europe is found as 75 %
with a standard deviation of 2.5 % by Cummins (2QCEBf).

None of our Eastern Europe scale maximum resuksjisl or higher than the reference
value of Cummins for Western Europe (75 %). Thisuleshows that the happiness

levels of Western Europe is relatively larger ti@astern Europe.

Freeman and Blanchflower's (1997) finding that Igatisfaction is lower in Eastern
Europe than the West supports our results. THe staximum results in our analysis are
different for Czech Republic and Slovakia. He finds SM of Czechs and Slovaks
significantly above the reference value. Accordiagur findings, Czechs and Slovaks

are less happier than Western Europe.

Furthermore, the scale maximum result of Turkegtisve the reference scale maximum
value of Cummins for Western Europe. This resuhiat surprising since Turkey reports

higher happiness average values (3.36) than tive &astern Europe (2. 75).

5.1 Results of the Marginal Effects

While calculating the marginal effects, individuaiariables chosen as potential
determinants of happiness from the original datasgd, age squared, sex, marital status,
education level, employment status, religion, rehgpractice and community size and

country dummies are included.

In Table 5, marginal effects of the socio — economic and dgmaqghic variables for the
individual level variables are reported. For dumwayiables, the marginal effects are the

discrete change between 0 and 1.

® See Appendix for Table 5
11



Turkey has a higher average happiness level thdaan&ocorrespondingly, marginal
effects for country dummies shows that transfornariplish into a Turkish person raises
the probability of being “very happy” by 18 % armers the probability of being “not at
all happy” by 2 %.

All other country dummies except Turkey is negafimethe category “very happy” and
“quite happy” which corresponds to a decrease ipplmess when we change the
nationality of the respondent. For instance, tramsing a Polish into a Bulgarian lowers
the probability of being “very happy” by 9.2 % araises the probability of being “not at
all happy” by 3.5 %.

The change in probability of being “not very hapgé&comes relatively large (21.5 %)
while transforming a Polish into Romanian. Apadnfr country dummies, the results for
individual level variables of the first categoryshthe opposite sign of the last two
categories. National differences are more importiaan the changes for the individual
level variables parallel to Hayo's (2004) finding®r instance, to keep the probability of
being “very happy” constant after transforming digPointo Romanian, he needs to have

a religous practice of more than once a week.

In the interpretation of marginal effects of indiual variables, age has a non-linear
relationship with happiness. Getting one year oldereases the probability of being “not
at all happy” by 0.08 % and lowers the probabibfybeing “very happy”’ by 0.4 %.
Furthermore, being married has a positive effecthappiness. Being married (living
together) increases the probability of being “vBappy” at a great rate 7.67 % (8 %).
Other socio—economic and demographic variables asahinemployment decreases the
probability of being “not very happy” by 7.2 % afrbt at all happy” by 2.4 %. Being in
the upper class has a smaller marginal effect amgb®ot at all happy” than we could

expect.

12



Being in upper class (upper middle) decreases ithieapility of being “very happy” by
12 % (17 %) while increasing the probability of togi“not at all happy” by 1.3 % (1.7
%).

5.2 Results of the Cross- country Regression

In Table &, ordered logistic regression results for the coesit Czech Republic, Poland,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania &ndkey are reported. For Bulgaria,
age, age squared, educational level, unemployedg bearried and being divorced is
found to be significantly related with happinesgels. For Slovakia, age, age squared,
being married, educational level, income level Grthg unemployed has a statistically
significant relationship with happiness. Furthergjofor Slovenia, being married,
community size, being unemployed and educationall lis significantly associated with
happiness. In the results of Czech Republic, beiagied, being divorced, educational
level and being unemployed has a significant metesthip with happiness. And for
Turkey, being female, being married and religiousg significantly associated with
happiness levels. For Poland, educational levet, age squared, female and being
divorced has a statistically significant relatiopshvith happiness. For Romania, the
variables age, age squared, educational level, ecomtynsize, religiousity and income
level is highly significant. For Hungary, the vdries age, age squared, educational level,

married, unemployed are significantly related widlppiness.

The negative influence of older age, being divoraed being unemployed on happiness
levels exists for all the countries. Moreover, tpesitive effect of being married,

educational level, income level on happiness leielsue for all the countries except
Turkey. For Turkey, educational level has a sigaifit negative effect on happiness

level.

® See Appendix for Table 6
13



5.3 Resultsof theHLM

Table 7 shows the results of HLM model that inckibeth individual-level and country-
level variables to explain the variation in hapgmdevel. Among these state-level
variables, HDIis found to have a significant pagteffect to the happiness level. Other
state-level variable Index of Economic Freedom dlas a positive relationship with
happiness. With regard to individual-level variahlall the variables included has a
significant relationship with happiness. Among #eage is negatively associated with
the happiness levels. This result is not surpriging consistent with the previous studies.
Furthermore, being female and being married ine=aise level of happindswhereas
being divorced and unemployed decreases the haspieeels at an important rat@he
variable religiousity, income level and the comntyrsize has a positive effect on the
happiness levels.

Spesifically, at individual level variables, theuedtional level variable has a negative
effect on the happiness level when we interactitih whe education variable. However,
HDI continues to have a significant positive effect the happiness level. This result
clearly demonstrates us that educational levelahassitive effect on the happiness level
because of the high levels of HDI in the more depetl countries.

’ Similar studies are Clark and Oswald (1994), C[a997), McBride (2001), Alesina et al.(2004),
Blanchflower and Oswald (2004), Brereton et al.0&0and Caporale et al. (2009), Diener, Gohm, Swh a
Oishi (undated)

8 Similar studies are Winkelmann, Liliana, Rainedq%), Hayo (2004), Clark et al. (2001) and
Blanchflower and Oswald (2004)
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Table 7: Resultsof theHLM analysis of factorsrelating to happinesslevels of individual

Fixed Effects

Coefficients SE Odds-ratipratio

Intercept
State-level Variables

Economic Freedom

Human Devolopment Index (HDI}11.732951** 2.335.404 0.000008

Individual-level Variables
Age
Educational level

Economic Freedom

-4.522.251* 1.588.550.010865 -2.847
0.133413** 0.021475 1.142.722218.
-5.024
-0.047575*** 0.007830 0.953539 -6.076
-0.319836*  0.123763 0.726268 82.5

0.006040** 0.001678 0.993979 99.5

Human Devolopment Index (HDI.047110** 0.185121 2.849.405 5.656

Income Level
Community Size
Female

Married

Divorced

Unemployed

Age Squared
Religiousity

Variance Components

Intercept
Level-1 error
N(individual)

N (country)

0.186360 0.120101 1.204.856 1.552
0.052933** 0.011164 1.054.359 4.741
0.127558**  0.044613 1.136.051 2.859
0.738177** 0.055291 2.092.118 13.351
-0.488910** 0.115723 0.613295 -4.225
-0.496623***0.092699 0.608582 -5.357

0.000332*** 0.000081 1.000.332 4.089

0.087547** 0.025197 1.091.494 3.475

0.11762%+*

1.00

9269

8

*p<.05; **p<.01;*** p<.001
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, using HLM both individual-level amdacro-level factors related with
happiness are taken into account simultaneouslth B@ state-level variables, HDI and
Index of Economic Freedom is found to have a siggiftt positive effect on the
happiness level. All the individual-level variabléscluding age, gender, marital status,
educational level, employment status, communitye sand religiousity are found
significantly associated with happiness. Accordmgle can say that happiness levels is
both related to individual-level and macro-leveaittas. A multilevel approach should be

used while exploring the potential determinantbabpiness.

Based on our findings in this study, the happiriessls of individuals has significant
relationship with socio-economic and demographidis. More spesifically, younger
age, being female, being married, being religibigher income level, higher educational
level and living in cities contribute to higher #&ds of happiness whereas being
unemployed and being divorced cause lower levelappiness. However, as we interact
HDI with education variable, we can see that thsitpe effect of educational level
transforms into a negative effect. This result @aties us that the positive effect of
educational variable on happiness is caused bitgter HDI values of more developed
countries. This is a new result that proves higeeels of happiness is not associated

with higher educational levels but higher HDI vaue

This study has some restrictions that should bentakto account. For instance, all state-
level variables that are likely to affect happindesels such as GDP per capita,
democracy, political stability, government effeetiess and other institutional factors are
not included in this study. Moreover, due to lirtitas of the data set, Western European
countries, Mediterranean countries could not béuded into our analysis. Also, some
characteristics of the individuals might be asdedawith happiness levels such as

expectations, interpersonal trust are not takemastount in this study.
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7. APPENDIX

Table2: Summary statistics for Eastern Europe data used in ordered logit model ( 7362 cases)

Eastern Europe Mean | St. Dev.| Min value| Max value| Correlation
Age 45.285 | 17.169 0 93 -0.153
Age squared 2345491 1645825 8649 015
Life satisfaction (happiness) 2-747 | 0.751 0 4 1
Gender effect
Female 0.53 | 0.499 | 0 1 0.008
Marital status:

Married 0.636 | 0.481 0 1 0.097
Divorced 0.045 0.208 0 1 -0.083
Widowed 0.101 0.302 0 1 -0.146

Single 0.17 0.375 0 1 0.032
Seperated 0.01 0.1 0 1 -0.052
Living together 0.036 0.186 0 1 0.039
Education:
Inadequately completed | 0.075 | 0.263 0 1 -0.122
elementary education
completed (compulsory) | 0-185 | 0.388 0 1 -0.098
elementary education
incomplete secondary schogl: 0-131 | 0.338 0 1 0.056
technical/vocational schoo
complete secondary schoo|: 0-214 0.41 0 1 0.02
technical/vocational schoo
incomplete secondary: | 0.087 | 0.282 0 1 0.032
university-preparation
complete secondary: 0.146 | 0.353 0 1 -0.009
university-preparation
some university without | 0.035 | 0.183 0.039
) : 0 1
degree/higher education
university with degree | 0.114 | 0.317 0.099
) - 0 1
/higher education
Type of employment

Full time 0.388 0.487 0 1 0.025

Part time 0.028 0.164 0 1 0.007
Self employed 0.032 | 0.175 0 1 0.012
Retired 0.232 0.422 0 1 -0.143
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Table 2 (continued)
Housewife 0.047 0.211 0 1 0.008
Students 0.033 0.178 0 1 0.065
Unemployed 0.065 0.246 0 1 -0.085
Other 0.016 0.126 0 1 0.005
Social status
Upper class 0.009 0.094 0 1 0.034
Upper middle class 0.115 0.319 0 1 0.107
Lower middle class 0.379 0.485 0 1 0.128
Working class 0.345 0.475 0 1 -0.056
Lower class 0.102 0.303 0 1 -0.213
Size of community
2.000 and less 0.22 0.414 0 1 -0.054
2.000-5.000 0.12 0.325 0 1 -0.041
5.000-10.000 0.069 0.254 0 1 -0.011
10.000-20.000/10.000-25.000 0.088 0.284 0 1 -0.015
20.000-50.000 0.081 0.272 0 1 -0.004
50.000-100.000 0.068 | 0.252 0 1 -0.012
100.000-500.000 0.109 0.311 0 1 0.045
500.000 and more 0.087 0.282 0 1 0.026
Church/mosque attendance
More than once a week | 0.051 0.22 0 1 0.024
Once a week 0.19 0.392 0.059
Once a month 0.115 0.319 1 0.002
Only on special holy days 0.206 0.405 0 1 -0.019
/Christmas/Easter days
Never practically never | 0.237 0.425 1 0.003
Once a year 0.057 0.231 -0.004
Less often 0.143 0.35 0 1 -0.064
Religion
Buddhist 0 0.016 0 1 0.006
Greek Catholic 0.004 0.063 0 1 0.007
Jew 0.002 0.04 0 1 0.013
Muslim 0.019 | 0.136 0 1 -0.089
Orthodox 0.23 0.421 0 1 -0.161
Protestant 0.056 0.229 0 1 0.003
Roman Catholic 0.614 0.487 0 1 0.197
Hindu 0 0.02 0 1 0.025
Hussite 0.001 0.033 0 1 -0.011
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Table 3: Summary statisticsfor Turkey data used in ordered logit model ( 1907 cases)

Turkey Mean | St Dev.| Min value| Max value| Correlation
Age 35991 [14.159 [g 84 0.057
Age squared 1495.733 1176.283 7056 0.047
Life satisfaction (happiness) 3.36 0733 |0 4 1
Gender effect
Female 0.498 | 0.5 | 0 ‘ 1 0.111
Marital status:
Married 0.717 0.45 0 1 0.205
Divorced 0.009 0.094 |g 1 20.123
Widowed 0.034 0.18 0 1 -0.015
Single 0.221 0415 |g 1 -0.168
Seperated 0.003 0.056 | 1 -0.092
Living together 0.003 0.056 |0 1 0.036
Education:
Inadequately completed 0.1 03 0 1 0.011
elementary education
completed (compulsory) | 0.374 0.484 0 1 0.068
elementary education
incomplete secondary schoplR.094 0.292 0.01
) - 0 1
technical/vocational school
complete secondary school] 0.019 0.136 -0.003
. . 0 1
technical/vocational school
incomplete secondary: 0.246 0.431 0 1 -0.066
university-preparation
complete secondary: 0.004 0.06 0 1 0.02
university-preparation
some university without 0.016 0.124 -0.013
- - 0 1
degree/higher education
university with degree 0.126 0.332 -0.041
; . 0 1
/higher education
Type of employment
Full time 0.282 0.45 0 1 -0.046
Part time 0.021 0.145 | 1 0.057
Self employed 0.142 0349 |g 1 20.026
Retired 0.091 0.288 | 1 -0.046
Housewife 0.316 0465 | 1 0.169
Students 0.069 0.253 | 1 0.052
Unemployed 0.039 0.194 | 1 20.08
Other 0022 |[0147 |, 1 0.005
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Table 3 (continued)

Social status

Upper class 0.017 0.13 0 1 0.001
Upper middle class 0.239 0426 |q 1 0.062
Lower middle class 0.256 0437 |o 1 0.019
Working class 0.365 0482 |g 1 -0.043
Lower class 0.057 0232 |o 1 -0.081
Size of community

2.000 and less N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A
2.000-5.000 N/A N/A'| N/A N/A N/A
5.000-10.000 N/A N/A'| N/A N/A N/A
10.000-20.000/10.000-25.000  N/A N/A'| N/A N/A N/A
20.000-50.000 N/A N/A'| N/A N/A N/A
50.000-100.000 N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A
100.000-500.000 N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A
500.000 and more N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Mosque attendance

More than once a week 0.168 0374 |o 1 0.088
Once a week 0.146 0.354 | 1 -0.009
Once a month 0.019 0.136 |o 1 20.03
Only on special holy days |0.105 0.306 0 1 0.064
/Christmas/Easter da

Once a year 0.049 0.215 0 1 -0.03
Less often 0.017 |0.128 |q 1 -0.002
Never practically never 0.329 |047 0 1 -0.094
Religion

Buddhist 0 0 0 0 0
Gregorian 0.002 0.04 0 1 -0.002
Jehovah witnesses 0 0 0 0 0

Jew 0.001 0.023 0 1 0.023
Muslim 0.753 0.431 0 1 0.028
Orthodox 0002 [004 |, 1 -0.002
Protestant 0.003 0.059 |g 1 -0.079
Roman Catholic 0.002 0.045 |o 1 0.007
Other 0.002 | 0045 |g 1 0.019
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Table5: Marginal effects of ordered logit model

Very happy| Quite happy Not very happy Not at appiwa
Country dummies
Bulgaria -0.092** | -0.108* 0.157** 0.035*
Czech -0.02 -0.009 0.023 0.004
Hungary 0.007 0.002 -0.007 -0.001
Romania -0.123** | -0.157** 0.215%* 0.052**
Slovenia -0.032 -0.017 0.039 0.007
Slovakia -0.055* -0.038 0.075* 0.014
Turkey 0.181** -0.025 -0.129%* -0.021%*
Age -0.004** -0.001** 0.005** 0.001**
Age squared 0* 0* 0* 0*
Gender effect
Female 0.019** 0.006** -0.021* -0.004**
Marital status:
Married 0.077* 0.041%* -0.096*** -0.018**
Divorced -0.049** | -0.036* 0.069** 0.013*
Widowed -0.03* -0.016 0.038* 0.007
Seperated -0.084** | -0.116 0.155** 0.036*
Living together 0.08** -0.005 -0.063*** -0.01%**
Education:
Inadequately completed 0.035% | -0.019 0.044* 0.008*
elementary education
Completed(compulsory)
elementary education -0.034 -0.015* 0.04** 0.007**
Incomplete secondary school:
technical/vocational school -0.01 -0.004 0.011 0.002
Complete secondary school:
technical/vocational school -0.013 -0.005 0.015 0.003
Incomplete secondary:
university-preparation -0.021 -0.009 0.025 0.004
Some university without degree
/higher education 0.012 0.003 -0.012 -0.002
University with degree
/higher education 0.019 0.004* -0.019 -0.003
Type of employment
Eull time -0.046 -0.02 0.054 0.01
Part time -0.051* -0.039 0.072 0.014
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Table 5 (continued)

Self employed -0.045 -0.03 0.061 0.012
Retired -0.053* -0.031 0.068 0.013
Housewife 0.023 0.005 -0.023 -0.004
Students -0.016 -0.007 0.018 0.003
Unemployed -0.072** | -0.072* 0.114** 0.024*
Social status

Upper class 0.124* -0.025 -0.083*** -0.013***
Upper middle class 0.166*** -0.033** -0.121%* -0.018***
Lower middle class 0.12%* 0.011* -0.109%** -0.018***
Working class 0.076*** 0.014%** -0.074** -0.013***
Size of community

2.000 and less -0.043** | -0.023** 0.053*** 0.01*
2.000-5.000 -0.04%** -0.023* 0.052** 0.01*
5.000-10.000 -0.026 -0.013 0.032 0.006
10.000-20.000/10.000-25.000 -0.044=* | -0.028* 0.058* 0.011*
20.000-50.000 -0.04** -0.025* 0.053** 0.01*
50.000-100.000 -0.034** -0.019 0.043* 0.008*
100.000-500.000 -0.009 -0.003 0.01 0.002
Church/mosque attendance

More than once a week 0.124%*=* -0.016 -0.09%** -0.014%*
Once a week 0.063*** 0.007** -0.059%* -0.01%**
Once a month 0.05** 0.005 -0.045%* -0.008***
Only on special holy days/ feast day®-046™* | 0.007*** | -0.044** -0.007*
Once a year 0.033 0.005** -0.031* -0.005*
Less often 0.016 0.004 -0.016 -0.003
Religion

Buddhist 0.403 -0.235 -0.143 -0.021
Greek Catholic 0.189 -0.065 -0.105 -0.016
Jew 0.165 -0.049 -0.098 -0.015
Muslim 0.098 0.003 -0.084 -0.014
Orthodox 0.135 -0.006 -0.107 -0.018
Protestant 0.129 -0.024 -0.088 -0.014
Roman Catholic 0.107 0.03 -0.113 -0.02
Other -0.063** -0.062 0.099 0.021

*p<.05; *p<.01;*** p<.001
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Table 6: Ordered logistic regression analysis of happiness: Bulgaria, Czech Republic,

Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania and Turkey

Model 1: Full Mode

Bulgaria
Age -0.091**=*

Age Squared 0.001**
Educational level 0.124***

Income Level 0.017
Community Size 0.041
Female -0.034
Married 0.794x**
Divorced -0.732*
Unemployed -0.534**
Religiousity 0.037
Pseudo-R2 0.063
Observations 1071
Czech Republic

Age -0.051

Age Squared 0
Educational level 0.124**

Income Level 0.018
Community Size

Female 0.218
Married 0.656***
Divorced -0.988***
Unemployed -142138***
Religiousity 0.13
Pseudo-R2 0.064
Observations 1147
Hungary

Age -0.104***

Age Squared 0.001**
Educational level 0.095*

Income Level

Community Size 0.022
Female 0.183
Married 0.903***
Divorced 0.088
Unemployed -0.644*
Religiousity 0.065
Pseudo-R2 0.043

Model 1:Full M od€
Slovakia
Age -0.116***

Age Squared 0.001***
Educational level 0.101**

Income Level 0.073**
Community Size -0.009
Female 0.163
Married 0.808***
Divorced -0.253
Unemployed -0.691**
Religiousity 0.198*
Pseudo-R2 0.048
Observations 1095
Slovenia
Age -0.011

Age Squared 0
Educational level0.144***

Income Level
Community Size 0.061*
Female -0.062
Married 0.573***
Divorced -0.528
Unemployed -0.59*
Religiousity 0.068
Pseudo-R2 0.045
Observations 1007
Turkey
Age -0.017

Age Squared 0
Educational level-0.039

Income Level 0.037
Community Size

Female 0.574%**

Married 1.02%**

Divorced -0.785
Unemployed 0.157

Religiousity 0.094*
Pseudo-R2 0.038
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Observations 650
Poland

Age -0.089***
Age Squared 0.001**

Educational level 0.136***

Income Level 0.232
Community Size 0.023
Female 0.106***
Married 1.324
Divorced -0.282***
Unemployed

Religiousity -0.032
Pseudo-R2 0.102
Observations 1153

Observations 1907
Romania
Age -0.072**
Age Squared 0.001**

Educational level 0.097**

Income Level 0.332%**
Community Size 0.064**
Female 0.024
Married 0.345*
Divorced -0.549
Unemployed -0.38
Religiousity 0.23*
Pseudo-R2 0.048
Observations 1239

*p<.05; **p<.01;%* p<.001

Table 8: Index of Economic Freedom, GDP and HDI values

Country Econcl)rr]‘giixlgreedonL GDP | HDI
Bulgaria 46.2 1.611| .69
Czech Republig 69.7 5.853| .78
Hungary 59.6 4714 .73
Poland 59.6 11.25 72
Romania 50.1 4340 .64
Slovakia 54.2 1.584 .75
Slovenia 61.3 5,550 .71
Turkey 59.2 3.984| 58

Sources: Index of Economic Freedom (1999): thethigei Foundation; HDIvalues(1999) : Worldbank DasebaGDP
per capita (1999): Worldbank.

Table9: Most Recent National Happiness Values

Bulgaria 2006 115,%
Czech Republic 2001 156
Hungary 2001 150,2
Poland 2005 179,38
Romania 2005 111,8
Slovakia 1999 139,9
Slovenia 2005 161,1
Turkey 2007| 1724

Source: World Map of Happiness, Asep JDS, WorldugalSurvey
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