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Happiness and Leisure Across Countries:
Evidence from International Survey Data

Miao Wang

Department of Economics, Marquette University, Milwaukee, WI
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Abstract

We study the statistical link between leisure and happiness. Using survey data from 33 countries in
2007, we find that (1) certain leisure activities, leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction, and
leisure’s relation to work and other spheres of life are significantly linked to individual happiness; (2) the
effect of leisure quantity is not as important as other aspects of leisure; and (3) some leisure activities
can be negatively associated with happiness. Consistent with findings in previous studies, family income
and individual demographic variables such as age and health condition are significantly associated with
happiness. National unemployment and political stability also have robustly significant effects on
happiness.
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1 Introduction

Empirical economic research on happiness dates back to Easterlin (1974). He was the first economist to
study the association between income and happiness across countries over time. Inspired by his work, a
rapid development in the literature on the economics of happiness has occurred over the past two
decades, combining both economists’ and psychologists’ techniques to assess individual happiness. Frey
and Stutzer (2002) point out that studies of happiness are important to economists for three major
reasons, besides the intrinsic interest in happiness at the individual level. First, studies of happiness help
us to better analyze the net impact of economic policy. Second, empirical studies on happiness
strengthen our understanding of the effect of institutions. Third, these studies help economists explore
the formation of individual happiness, which in turn shed lights on “basic concepts and assumptions in
economic theory” (p. 403). Today, a large body of empirical literature focuses on factors such as
demographic characteristics, ethics, individual income, and certain national economic features
(Blanchflower and Oswald 2004; Clark and Oswald 1994; Easterlin 2001, 2003; Frey and

Stutzer 2000, 2002; James 2011).

It is assumed in standard economic theories that individual happiness is derived from utility, which
depends on income and leisure (Varian 2005). Income, either at the individual or the national level, is
routinely included as an explanatory variable in empirical studies of happiness, while leisure is usually
omitted, possibly due to a lack of quality data. Using a recently available unique set of leisure survey
data, our paper tries to fill this gap in the literature by focusing on the statistical link between leisure
and happiness.

Leisure is linked to individual happiness through different channels. lwasaki (2007) states that “an
overarching theme common to almost all cultural contexts appears to be the role of leisure-like
activities...for creating meanings which then help to promote the quality of people’s lives” (p. 251). Since
social interaction and interpersonal communication can be central components of leisure activities, such
activities may enhance individuals’ self- as well as social-identities and in turn promote self-esteem and
life satisfaction. Many studies in the field of psychology find that positive experiences often come with
connections with families and friends (Csikszentmihalyi 1997). In addition, participation in leisure
activities can contribute to individual learning and development, making people feel more capable and
secure (lwasaki 2007).

Existing research generally quantifies leisure by the number of (non-)working hours. However, a recent
study by Kahneman et al. (2006) argues that subjective satisfaction is related to how people spend their
free time, not just on how much free time they have. Stebbins (2011) also stresses the importance of
“serious leisure” or leisure projects that can produce certain sense of fulfillment. Similarly, Frey (2008),
based on data from University of Zurich, find mixed results on whether simply watching TV makes
people happy. These imply that the effect of leisure on happiness should be studied through both the
guantity and the quality of leisure, not the quantity alone.

Complementing previous research, we take into account both the quantity and quality of leisure by
including multiple measures of leisure: (1) leisure time (or the lack thereof); (2) leisure activities; (3)
leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction; and (4) leisure’s relation to work and other
spheres of life. To the best of our knowledge, our paper is among the first empirical studies in
economics to systematically explore the relationship between leisure and happiness across countries.
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We use the 2007 survey from the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) for our analysis. It provides
data from approximately 48,000 respondents in 33 countries. 1 We start with an OLS specification as in
Blanchflower and Oswald (2011), then adopt ordered logit and multilevel (hierarchical) models for
empirical estimation. In OLS regressions, the dependent variable, self-reported level of happiness, is
treated as continuous and estimated results are relatively easy to interpret. Ordered logit regressions

allow us to explore the sequential order of the dependent variable, such as “very happy” versus “fairly
happy”, while the multilevel (hierarchical) logit model takes into consideration both the order of
different levels of reported happiness and the natural clustering of respondents in different countries.

To preview our results, we find that leisure time is not as important as other measures of leisure,
namely, leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction, and leisure’s relation to work and other
spheres of life. Leisure time, measured by weekly working hours, is not statistically significant in our
regressions. However, leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction (e.g., whether leisure
activities enable the respondent to be the person he/she is) and leisure’s relation to work and other
spheres of life (e.g., whether the respondent thinks that he/she uses leisure time to establish useful
contacts) have marked association with the level of happiness. We also find that some leisure activities
are associated with higher level of happiness (e.g., listening to music) and others with a decreased level
of happiness (e.g., spending time on the internet). Consistent with findings in previous studies in the
literature, individual variables such as income, health condition, age, gender, and national economic
variables such as the unemployment rate and political stability are all significantly associated with the
individual perception of happiness.

The remainder of our paper proceeds as follows: Sect. 2 describes variables used in our study and
provides data sources; Sect. 3 discusses empirical results from OLS, ordered logit, and multi-level
regressions; conclusions are offered in Sect. 4.

2 Data and Methodology

The ISSP is an annual program of cross-country collaboration on surveys covering a variety of topics in
social science research. Currently 47 countries are members of the ISSP. The ISSP provides “cross-
sectional data on statistically representative samples of the population collected in the same way in
every country”, which make cross-country comparison of happiness more reliable (Blanchflower and
Oswald 2011: 14). Our data come from the ISSP 2007 Leisure Time and Sports Survey, including
approximately 48,000 respondents in 33 economies. The dependent variable “happiness” is constructed
based on answers to the question “How happy or unhappy are you in general these days?”
Respondents’ answers to this question include “very happy”, “fairly happy”, “not very happy” and “not
at all happy”. We assign a value of 4 to the answer “very happy”, 3 to “fairly happy”, 2 to “not very

happy”, and 1 to “not at all happy”.

We note that instruments of happiness can consist of multiple related questions. For example, Peterson
et al. (2005: 27) develop a scale to measure three orientations of happiness by “simultaneously
examining the pursuit of pleasure and the pursuit of meaning as different route to happiness.”
Lyubomirsky and Lepper (1999) assess happiness based on a pool of 13 self-reported items and further
reduce the pool to four items to construct the Subjective Happiness Scale. However, a single question
for measuring happiness is also commonly adopted in the literature. For example, Frey and Stutzer
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(2000) and Blanchflower and Oswald (2011) use a single measure of happiness as an catch-all index (see
also Frey and Stutzer 2005) for a survey of economic literature on happiness studies).

Constrained by the setup of the ISSP survey, which has just one question related to happiness, we are
unable to include alternative or multiple instruments of happiness in this study. However, the happiness
measure in this study may be considered one of the most direct measures of happiness since the
respondents are asked to make a judgment of whether they are happy or unhappy. Lyubomrisky and
Lepper (1999) find that the four self-reported items in their study, one of which is “In general, | consider
myself: ‘not a very happy person’...‘a very happy person,”’ show good to excellent internal consistency
according to 14 samples collected at different times and locations. The authors also show that the
composite scale of happiness is highly correlated with other single-item measures of happiness such as
Bradburn’s (1969) Global Happiness Item. Hence, we believe that our measure can be a reasonable
indicator of happiness, although it may not capture happiness as completely as an index based on
multiple measures. Given that the survey covers more than 45,000 respondents across multiple
countries and has rich information on leisure activities, the results of our paper should still be of
considerable interest to researchers in this field.

The survey finds a high level of happiness internationally. The average value of happiness in our sample
is 3.08, with a standard deviation of 0.71. About 26.5 % of all respondents feel “very happy”, 56.5 %
“fairly happy”, 14.5 % “not very happy”, and only 2.5 % “not at all happy”. The happiest country in our
sample according to the simple average of respondents’ answers is Ireland, with an average level of
happiness of 3.44. The least happy country is Russia, with an average happiness of 2.6. Mexico (3.37)
and Switzerland (3.32) are ranked number two and three, respectively. The US (3.31) is the fourth
happiest country in our sample while UK (3.21) is the ninth.

We estimate a happiness model as follows (Blanchflower and Oswald 2004, 2011):
Happiness;; = BLeisure;; +y'*i + §'%i + ¢;;

where Happiness jis the happiness rating of individual j in country j; Leisure represents an individual’s
leisure measures; X is a vector including individual characteristics, and Z includes national-level variables
in country j suggested by previous studies.

Our main variable of interest is Leisure. We capture leisure by four groups of variables:

1. Leisure time: Leisure time is proxied by the log value of weekly working hours. The longer
hours worked, the less leisure time an individual has.

2. Leisure activities: As mentioned previously, the subjective satisfaction is related to how
people spend their free time. There may exist differences in consequences for happiness of
compulsory non-work activities (e.g., childcare), active leisure (e.g., exercise), and passive leisure
activities (e.g., going to movies) (Kahneman et al. 2006; Frey 2008). In this study, we look at 13
different leisure activities covered in the survey by measuring the frequency of each activity in

i

an individual’s free time, which are “daily”, “several times a week”, “several times a month”,

“several times a year or less often”, and “never”. 2

3. Leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction: Measures are based on answers to two
questions asking respondents whether their free time activities enable them to be the kind of
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person they are or to strengthen their relationships with other people. Answers to these two
guestions range from “not at all” to “very much”.

4. Leisure’s relation to work and other spheres of life: Measures come from answers to three
guestions asking respondents whether they use their free time to establish useful contacts and
try to develop skills, or whether they find themselves thinking about work in their free time.
Answers to these three questions range from “never” to “very often”.

All measures of leisure, except leisure time, are recorded cardinally on a 5-point scale, with 5 indicating
“very much” or “very often”. A detailed description of these variables and measures can be found in the
appendix. We also report the top and bottom five countries in the appendix, ranked by their average
values of leisure measures. The rankings show an evident cross-country heterogeneity. For example,
South Korea and Taiwan have the longest working hours in our sample at an average of 49 hours a week,
while Norway and UK report the shortest average working hours of 37 hours a week. 2 Respondents in
Czech Republic tend to go shopping in their free time much more often than respondents in Croatia
(3.58 vs. 1.91 on a five-point frequency scale). Individuals in Philippines are among the ones who most
frequently think about work in their free time (a frequency measure of 3.84) and individuals in
Dominican Republic are among the ones who least often think about work in their free time (a
frequency measure of 2.55).

In terms of leisure activities, out of the 13 leisure activities, Cyprus and Switzerland appear six times in
the top-five-country lists. Cyprus is among the top five for watch TV, go to movies, get together with
relatives, play cards, do handicrafts, and spend time on internet. For Switzerland, the activities
includeread books, attend cultural events, play cards, listen to music, sports and gym, and do
handicraft s. The US appears on the top-five lists for listen to music and spend time on internet with a
frequency measure of 4.42 and 3.40, respectively.

Due to the cross-sectional characteristic of our data, it is difficult to interpret the estimated correlations
between happiness and different measures of leisure as causal. For example, happier individuals may be
more involved in leisure activities than those who are less happy because those individuals with higher
levels of happiness self-select into certain leisure activities and not because leisure leads to happiness.
However, we only observe individuals’ responses at one point in time and we do not have perfect
instruments for different measures of leisure. Hence, we attempt to alleviate this problem by controlling
for individual demographic and economic characteristics (e.g., health condition, age, gender, or income)
as well as national economic conditions (e.g., GDP, unemployment rate, and political stability) that may
be simultaneously correlated with individual happiness and with leisure activities. However, we are
aware of the potential issue where our findings could be partially driven by some unobservable
characteristics. The individual and national variables are as follows:

1. Individual demographic variables: Self-rated health condition, age, gender, marital status
(dummy variables with married, living with spouse as the base group), years of education of the
respondent, and whether the respondent has children or not.

2. Individual economic variables: Employment status dummy variables (with unemployed and
underemployed as the base group), and family income. The 2007 leisure survey has different
guestions concerning family income in different countries. For example, in Argentina, the survey
question is “l would like that you tell me now the net monthly income, including all concepts, of
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your family as a whole”, while in the US, the survey question is “Your total family income last
year before tax is...”. As a result, answers to the income question are not directly comparable
across countries. Previous literature indicates that the absolute level of income may not matter
as much as one’s position relative to others. Relative income can have a stronger association
with individual happiness than absolute income (Luttmer 2005; Clark and Senik 2010).

To make the family income variable meaningful across countries, we construct a relative family
income measure, which is the respondent’s reported family income relative to his/her national
average in our sample. For instance, the income variable for respondents in Argentina is
constructed as the respondent’s net monthly income over the average net monthly income of
all Argentine respondents. A value of 110 represents that the respondent’s family income is

10 % higher than his/her national average family income. On the other hand, a value of 90
means that the respondent’s family income is 10 % lower than his/her national average.

3. National economic variables: The 33 countries in our sample have different cultural and social
backgrounds. This diversity can affect the relationship between leisure and individual happiness.
As Chick (1998) argues, human culture in general consists of two aspects: the instrumental-
utilitarian aspect of culture, including the political and economic systems in a society, and the
expressive aspect of culture through which people express their collective identity. An often
used framework to assess culture is Hofstede’s five dimensions of culture: power distance,
individuality, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation. Some or all
dimensions of culture regulate how individuals interact with each other in their free time and
how they value their leisure activities. For example, Asian people might show a stronger
preference toward quiet and reflective activities than individuals in the US and Western Europe.
In many Asian countries, females often associate being “thin” with beauty while in the US and
Latin America, females tend to associate being “fit” with beauty. A large number of popular
global sports, such as soccer and tennis, were developed and modified in Europe. These can
certainly affect an individual’s preferences regarding the level of physical activities in his or her
leisure time. Focusing on the individuality aspect of culture, the US and countries in Western
Europe might be more individualistic than Asian, Eastern European, and Latin American
countries. For instance, gatherings and activities of extended families could be valued more in
Eastern Europe than in Western Europe.

As a result, in addition to individual economic variables, we include national unemployment rate,
national income, and political stability. To be more specific, we use the log value of per capita GDP
(purchasing power parity) to measure average national income. Although the literature is puzzled by the
fact that over time, increasing income may not necessarily be associated with rising level of happiness, it
is often found that individuals in high-income countries tend to report on average a higher level of
happiness than those in low-income countries (Diener et al. 1995; Inglehart 1990).

Individuals may feel unhappy about general unemployment even when they themselves do have a job.
As mentioned by Frey and Stutzer (2002), individuals “may feel bad about the unfortunate fate of those
unemployed and they may worry about the possibility of becoming unemployed themselves in the
future” (p. 420). Consequently, high national unemployment may be associated with low level of
individual happiness.
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Frey and Stutzer (2000) point out that institutional conditions in a country should influence individual
happiness. Based on interview data of 6,000 residents in Switzerland, the authors find that development
of direct democracy has a positive coefficient in individual happiness regressions (see also Helliwell and
Huang 2008). In our study, we employ the political risk index from the International Country Risk

Guide to measure a country’s institutional quality and political stability. This index ranges from zero
(very risky) to 100 (very stable) and is a composite score from individual rankings of 12

components. 2 The International Country Risk Guide is published by the Political Risk Service Group, Inc.

All the national variables in our study are averaged over 2000-2007 to eliminate short-term fluctuations.
Definitions and data sources for individual demographic variables, individual economic variables, and
national economic variables can be found in the appendix. We also provide the summary statistics in
Table 1.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics

Variable Obs Mean SD Min Max Variable Obs Mean SD Min Max
Happiness 47,55 | 3.08 0.71 1 4 Log (weekly = 27,812 | 3.65 0.44 0 4.56
0 working
hours)
Health 48,32 | 3.23 1.12 1 5 Watch TV 48,377 | 4.50 0.94 1 5
3
Age 48,55 | 45.89 17.36 15 98 Go to 48,118 | 1.68 0.74 1 5
9 movies
Age-squared 48,55 | 2,407.4 @ 1,705. @ 225 9,604 Go out 48,040 | 2.51 1.07 1 5
9 5 99 shopping
Years of 44,16 = 11.86 3.73 1 32 Read looks 48,098 | 2.78 1.40 1 5
education 5
Children 48,67 | 0.61 0.49 0 1 Attend 48,033 | 1.77 0.76 1 5
0 cultural
events
Female 48,66 = 0.55 0.50 0 1 Get 48,195 | 2.88 0.98 1 5
6 together
with
relatives
Widowed 47,46 | 0.09 0.28 0 1 Get 48,192 | 3.19 1.08 1 5
6 together
with
friends
Divorced 47,46 | 0.07 0.25 0 1 Play cards 47,935 | 1.91 1.12 1 5
6
Separated 47,46 | 0.02 0.15 0 1 Listen to 48,104 | 4.06 1.25 1 5
6 music
Single 47,46 | 0.27 0.44 0 1 Sports, gym 48,185 | 2.85 1.45 1 5
6
Family 38,97 | 100.00 98.20 0.18 5,051. @ Attend 48,092 | 1.72 0.94 1 5
income 2 68 sporting
events
Employed 48,23 | 0.45 0.50 0 1 Do 48,094 | 1.97 1.24 1 5
6 handicrafts
Student 48,23 | 0.06 0.23 0 1 Spend time | 48,159 @ 2.67 1.69 1 5
6 on the
internet
Retired 48,23 | 0.18 0.38 0 1 Strengthen 45,725 | 3.50 1.06 1 5

6 your
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relationshi

ps
Home duty 48,23 | 0.09 0.28 0 1 Enable you | 45,469 @ 3.72 1.03 1 5
6 to be

yourself
Log (GDP per | 48,70 | 9.84 0.57 8.31 10.70 Develop 46,862 | 3.00 1.15 1 5
capita) 2 skills
Unemployme @ 48,70 @ 9.18 5.99 3.10 27.41 Establish 46,829 | 2.92 1.11 1 5
nt rate 2 useful

contacts
Political 48,70  4.35 0.11 4.14 4.54 Think 43,646 | 2.97 1.28 1 5
stability (in 2 about work
log)

3 Empirical Results

3.1 Happiness Across Countries

We start with a specification as in Blanchflower and Oswald (2011) without leisure measures to perform
a general comparison of happiness across nations. This regression includes individual variables and
country dummies with the UK as the base country, against which comparisons are made in Table 2.
Mexico (dummy coefficient of 0.14), Ireland (0.11), the US (0.08), and Switzerland (0.08) are significantly
“happier” than the UK Countries that tend to report a similar level of happiness as the UK are Belgium,
Norway, New Zealand, and Australia. The least happy countries include Slovakia (-0.36), Croatia (-0.37),
South Korea (-0.37), Russia (—0.37), and Bulgaria (—0.48). Similar as in Blanchflower and Oswald (2011),

Finland and France, being developed countries, somehow appear low on the happiness scale with
country dummy coefficients of -0.18, and -0.35, respectively.

Table 2 Happiness across countries (OLS estimation) and relative ranking to United Kingdom

Variables

Health
Age

Age squared
Income
Child
Female
Widowed
Divorced
Separated
Never
married
Employed
Retired
Student

Homemaker
Education

Coef.

0.2289***
-0.0142%***
0.0001***
0.0004***
-0.0012
0.035%**
-0.2458***
-0.1873***
-0.2434%***
-0.1818***

0.0451***
0.0777***
0.0957***

0.0900***
-0.0002

SE

0.003
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.008
0.007
0.014
0.014
0.022
0.010

0.009
0.020
0.014

0.014
0.000

t-stat

67.75
-10.70
10.94
11.62
-0.15
4.91
-18.01
-13.68
-11.17
-18.10

5.02
3.86
6.96

6.50
-1.06

Variables

Mexico
Ireland
United States
Switzerland
Belgium
Norway

New Zealand
Australia
Chile

Czech
Republic
Philippines
Taiwan
Dominican
Republic
Argentina
Austria

Coef.

0.1388***
0.1134***
0.0793***
0.0765**
0.0253
0.0141
-0.0104
-0.035
-0.0572*
-0.0626*

-0.0633**
-0.0806***
-0.0821***

-0.0938***
-0.1079***

SE

0.034
0.033
0.03

0.034
0.032
0.032
0.033
0.029
0.032
0.035

0.032
0.029
0.031

0.031
0.034

t-stat

4.07
3.49
2.61
2.25
0.8
0.44
-0.31
-1.22
-1.82
-1.79

-1.99
-2.74
-2.64

-3.05
-3.14

Relative
ranking to
UK

O N O U A W N BRP

-
o

11
12
13

14
15
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Constant 2.7495***  0.045 @ 60.7 Uruguay -0.1135***  0.031 -3.72 16
Sweden -0.1262*** | 0.032 @ -3.94 17
Germany -0.1471***  0.031 -4.71 18
Japan -0.1629***  0.033 -4.97 19
South Africa -0.178*** | 0.029 -6.16 20
Finland -0.1842*** | 0.032 -5.67 21
Slovenia -0.2122*** | 0.038 -5.63 22
Poland -0.2123*** | 0.032 -6.73 23
Israel -0.2595*** | 0.033 -7.97 24
Latvia -0.3085*** | 0.036 -8.65 25
Cyprus -0.3292***  0.033 -9.9 26
France -0.3502*** | 0.03 -11.87 27
Slovak -0.3629*** | 0.033 -11.03 28
republic
Croatia -0.3726*** | 0.034 -11 29
South Korea -0.3744*** | 0.031 -12.23 30

Observations = 36,254 Russia -0.3772*** | 0.03 -12.65 31

R-squared 0.221 Bulgaria -0.483***  0.036 -13.57 32

*** Significant at 1 %, ** Significant at 5 %, * Significant at 10 %

3.2 Leisure and Happiness

Tables 3 and 4 present regression results with leisure measures. Note that it is not feasible to include
three national economic variables and country dummies in the same regression due to multicollinearity.
In addition, national variables can capture, to a certain extent, individual-country fixed effects. As a
result, we include national economic factors instead of country dummies in Tables 3 and 4. In Table 3,
the dependent variable, happiness, is treated as continuous (Blanchflower and Oswald 2011;

James 2011). In Table 4, we report results of ordered logit regressions, where the dependent variable is
treated as ordinal with a sequential order. Regression 1 in both Tables 3 and 4 includes log weekly
working hours as the measure of leisure time (or the lack of); regression 2 includes different leisure
activities. For the purpose of brevity we only report the coefficients on activities which are statistically
significant. Estimated coefficients on other activities are available upon request. Leisure’s role in self-
fulfillment and social interaction are included in regressions 3 and 4, and regressions 57 focus on
leisure’s relation to work and other spheres of life.
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Table 3 Happiness regressions with leisure variables (OLS estimations)

Table 3 Happiness regressions with leisure variables (OLS estimations)

3l 32 33 34 35 36 37
Working hours
Log of weekly hours —0.003
(0,010
Leisure activities
Watch TV 0.007#
(0004)
Go shopping (XU Tl
(0003)
Read hooks 0017%%
(0003)
Attend cultuml events 00200
(0005)
Get together with relatives 0.010==*
(0004
Get together with friends 0.006*
(0004)
Listen 1o music D033%=%
{0003)
Sports, gym 0.005%
(0003)
Atterd sporting events (3=
(0004
Spend time on internet —,016%%*
(0U003)
Leisure time enables you
To strengthen relationship (L(Mhgwe
Table 3 continued
EA| 32 33 34 35 36 37
(0.003)
Tao be the person vou are 0.08)= ==
(0,003)
Use free time o
Develop skills 05 *=*
(0L003F)
Establish useful contact LIS A
(0.003)
Do you find yoursel £
Thinking about work in free time —( (25"
(0.003)
Health 0.222%%* 0231 **=* 0.226%=* 0.223%%= 0.229%=* 0.230%*= 0.236%%*
{0.004) 0.003) {0.003) {0.003) {0.003) {0.003) {0.003)
Apge —=002]1%#%* =0016%** =175 =0.017%** =0017%** =0.016%** —=(hO15%**
(0L002) 0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (000T) {0.001) (0,000 )
Agt‘! O_WKQHG ﬂ_m*** n_m"!ﬂﬂG ﬂ_m‘h*** n_m"!ﬂﬂG ﬂ_m‘.*** n_m"!ﬂﬂG
{0L000) (0L008) (0NN {0L0080) {0LO0HD) (0.(HHR (0.000)
Family income (LHN==* [LILL (L HH==" [LECT (LN =* [IELE ) ===
{0L000) (0L008) (0NN {0L0080) {0LO0HD) (0.(HHR (0.000)
Children 0.021%* Q030 = 0.028%=* 0.034% %= 0.026%%* 0.022%%* 0.008%*
(0.0100 (0.008) (0L008) (0L00R) (0008 [UXLTH] (0L008)
Female 0.021%* 0020+ 024 %= 0021 **= 0.027%=* LIXTED Rl .025%=*
{0,009) 0.008) {0.007) {0.007) {0007 {0,007 {0.008)
Widowed =177 —0244%%* —(h235%%= —0.230%** —(229%** —0.240%* —(h25(¢**
{0.023) 0.014) {0.014) (0.015) (0014) (0.0 4) {0.015)
Divorced ~(167%%= ~0.1R4=** =175 —0. 160+* ~(169%%# =0, 176%%* ~(h16R**=




Tahle 3 continued
3l 32 33 34 35 36 i
(0.016) 0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0014) (0.014) (0.014)
Separated —0,172%=* —0178%%* —0,173%%= =0.177%%= —0.]80*%=* =0, 190=*= —0.175% %=
{(h25) 0.022) (0.022) {0,022) (0.022) (0.022) 100023)
Single =0, 157%=* =0 165%%# —0.155%%= =0.156%= —0]57%%# =0, 155%%= =0.154% %=
(0.012) 0.010) (0.010) (0.0110) (0010) (0.010) (0.010)
Employved 0025%** 0.019%= 0.014 0n016* 0.022% 0.012
(0.008) (0,005 {00008 (0008 (0.0 {00008
Student 0007 0.021 0023 0017 0L040* 0.031
0.021) (10,0200 (0.020) (00207 (00200 (0.022)
Retired 0.025% 0.035% 0,026 004150 0.042%%% 0.013
0.014) (0.014) (0014 (0D14) (0014 {(0L0O15)
Home duty D117=== 0 110%== LI B Bl l15=== O a1]=== 0.110%*=
0.014) 0.014) {0.014) (0.014) {0.014) {0L015)
Education AL —(h MK} =0.001 #** =001 = =* B LU R =0.00] #** EALL
{0,000) {0.0040) 10,0000 {0,000) {0L.00N) (10,0000 {0,000)
Log GDP per capita (PPFP) ~0.023 —0Hy7 —0.023%% =0.019% —0021* =0.017 ~0.028%#
(001 4) 0.012) {0011 [LLXURY] [LILIIRY] ({0011 [ULXIIRY]
National unemployment —{) (M5 * — (bW =Ee —(hHp5 e — 0. (i = — W =Ee — (N == — (W=
(0.001) {0.001) {0.001) {0.001) {001 {0.001) {0.001)
Political stability 040255+ 046755 Q458%s" 0,431 %%+ (d74eee 0,51 8%%% 0,519%%%
10.064) 0.055) (0.054) (0.054) (0054) (0.054) (0.054)
Observations 21,649 M.534 34,254 34,108 35,141 35,082 32681
R-squarned 0,155 0198 L1887 0.19 (A B 0. 186 0. 184
Standand errors in parentheses, *** significant at 1 %, ** significantat 5 %, * significant at 10 %. There are 13 different leisure activities estimated in regression 3.2, but only
those with significant coe fficients are reported in the table. The leisure activities which do not significantly affect happiness are: (1) going 1o the movies: (2) playing cards; and
(3) doing handicrafts. The coefficients on the three variables can be obtained upon request

Standard errors in parentheses, *** significant at 1 %, ** significant at 5 %, * significant at 10 %. There
are 13 different leisure activities estimated in regression 3.2, but only those with significant coefficients
are reported in the table. The leisure activities which do not significantly affect happiness are: (1) going
to the movies; (2) playing cards; and (3) doing handicrafts. The coefficients on the three variables can be
obtained upon request

Table 4 Happiness regressions (ordered logit estimations)

4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7
Waorking hours
Log of weekly hours =05
(0W033)
Leisure activities
Gio shopping 0.029=%%
{0,011}
Read hooks 0.056%*
(0,008
Attend cultuml events 0050
(0.017)
Giet together with relatives 0,033
(0.012)
Listen to music 0.10]1%=*
(0,009
Attend sporting events 0. 1= **
{0.013)
Spend time on internet =054 5%
{0.006)
Leisure time enables vou
To strengthen relationship 0.222%%=
(0011
To be the pemon you are f).255%%%
(0.011)

Use free time o
Develop skills 01620
(0L




Tahle 4 continued

a1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7
Establish useful contact 0. 149#==
[UXIT]
Do you find yourself
Thinking about work in free time ~0.004ssE
(0.009)
Health 0.766%%% (75R#=# 0.743%%% 0.733#%¢ 07465 0.75] #*# 0.772%%=
(0.015) 0.012) 10h012) (0.012) (0.012) 10h012) (0.012)
Age —007]1%%* —0051%%* —),55%% —0.056%* —055% = —, 53 —0.04g%e*
(0.007) 0.004) {0000 (0.005) (0.004) {0000 (0L005)
Ape? 0.001%%* 0001*** 0.00] #=* 0.001%%* 0001*** 0.00] #=* 0.001***
(0.000) 0.000) {000H (0.000) (0.000) {000H (0.000)
Family income 0.001 %= LU 1] Rl 0.00] === 0.001 %= LU 1] Rl 0.00] === 0.001 %=
{0,000 0.000) {0,000 {0,006 {D.000) {0,000 (0.0000)
Children 0.065%* [T 0,084 % 0.105%%# 00764 0.064%# 0.058%*
(0.032) 0.026) (0,026 (0.026) 0.026) (0,026 0.026)
Female 00605 h55%% 064555 0.055%% 7785% NARR#ss 0.07]15%%
(0.029) 0.024) 10h023) (0.023) (0.023) 10h023) (0.024)
Widowed —0.567%%% —(7310%e —{), 707 %% —{.6ugees — (1B —.713%%* —0.754%%%
0.079) 0.045) (0046 (0.047) (0.045) (0.045) (0.049)
Divorced —0.535%%% —(546% % —.512%%* —0.510%% —(501%% —().520% % —{.5(0pes
(0L054) 0.045) (0L45) (0.5 (0044 [UXIEE] (0.045)
Separated —0.565%%% —(h 564 e —i).542%%% —(.557%%% —(h 5645 —i).504 %% —0.550*
{0L0RS) 0.071) {0,072 (0L072) 0071 {007 1) {0L072)
Single —0.512%%= —0511%%# —.4u2%%8 —0.4up8es —(4g]ee= —.404 5% —0.48]%#=
{0.0d00) 0.033) (0,033) 0.033) 0.032) (0,032) 0.033)
Table 4 continued
41 4.2 43 4.4 4.5 46 4.7
Employed 0.039 0.5 =0.001 006 0026 0.002
(0,029 (0.029) 10,029 (0.029) (0.029) 1000300
Student 00044 043 0.046 0,024 0003 0074
(0.065) (0065) {0L065) (0.065) (0.065) {0L06R)
Retired 0.070 0G4 0.061 0111 0114 0.036
(0.045) (0.045) {L045) (0044 (0.044) ((LO48)
Home duty 0.362%%* 0.343%%* .359%== (h357%%* 0.346%%* 0.346% =
{0.046) (0.146) (0.046) 0.045) 0.045) (0,049)
Education ~0.001 —(n001 —0.002 %= —(L002% % (e —O M2 e —0.001 =
(M) {0,001) (0001) {0L001) {0.001) {0.001) (0,00 )
Log of GDP per capita (PPP) =076 =019 =0.(72** =(.060* =0.068* ~0055 =091
1047} (0L037) (0036) 10.036) (0L035) (0.035) 10L036)
MNational unem ployment —0017%%* —(h012%% —0.014%% —0.013%% —0012%%* —0011%%* —(L011%**
{0,004} (0.002) (0.002) {0L002) (0.002) (0.0:02) {00002}
Political stability 1,2200 % 1,357%%¢ 1. 7es® 1,235%%* 1.354%%¢% 1490%%* 1.5006%%*
(0.215) (0.172) (01700 (017 (0. 168) (0.168) {01700
Cutl 09490 KR L 3.233%%s 2.706%* 2BI7#=® 35T1%=* 2.611%**
Cut2 4508w 6.273%%% 5.506% % 4.977%%s 50738 5835%e 4,901 %=
Cutd 67200 %= 9.40]%== Hd7ees B 1238w B lggees By55%%s B.O17eee
Ohservations 21,649 34,534 34,284 34,109 35,141 35,082 32,681

Standard errors in parentheses, *** significant at 1 %, ** significant at 5 %, * significant at 10 %, There are 13 different leisure activities estimated in regression 4.2, but only
those with significant coefficients are reported in the table, The leisure activities which do not significantly affect happiness are: (1) watching TV; (2) going to the movies; (3)
playing cards: (4) sports and gym: (5) getting together with friend: and (6) doing handicrafts. The detailed results of other control variables can be obtained upon equest

3.2.1 Leisure Measures

We start with graphs depicting to the average level of happiness and different leisure measures in our
sample. In Fig. 1, we plot non-parametric regression lines for the average level of happiness and GDP per
capita over different groups of individuals according to their answers to leisure questions. We present
graphs on selected leisure measures including read books, use leisure time to strengthen

relationships, use leisure time to learn skills, and think about work in free time. Panel A in Fig. 1 shows
that on average individuals who read books more frequently report a higher happiness score. The
average value of happiness for individuals who read books “several times a week” is higher than that for
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individuals who read books “several times a month” and this pattern holds in countries with different
levels of national income. Similarly, individuals who feel that they use leisure time to learn skills and to
strengthen relationship with others report a higher value of happiness score. Individuals who tend to
“often” think about work in their free time report a lower happiness score than others.
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Fig. 1 Happiness and selected leisure activities

We now focus on the statistical link between leisure and happiness. Qualitatively, OLS and ordered logit
regressions in general provide similar results. The coefficient on the log value of weekly working hours is
negative, but not statistically different from zero. It appears that longer working hours (or less leisure
time) are not necessarily associated with unhappiness. The coefficient on working hours is not
statistically significant. Instead, there are significant effects from leisure activities, leisure’s role in self-
fulfillment and social interaction, and leisure’s relation to work and other spheres of life. Leisure
activities such as attend sports event, read books, get together with relatives, and listen to music enter
happiness regressions positively. Out of the 13 different leisure activities, nine have a significantly
positive coefficient in the OLS regression and six in the ordered logit regression. Coefficients on go to the
movies, play cards, and do handicrafts are in general not statistically different from zero.

Table 3 shows that out of all leisure activities covered in the survey, attend sporting events and listen to
music are more closely associated with happiness, followed by attend cultural event, read books,

and get together with relatives. For example, according to regression 2 in Table 3, the difference in
happiness between an individual who listen to music “several times a week” and “several times a
month” is 0.033 points on a 4-point happiness scale; and the difference in happiness between reading
books “several times a week” and reading books “several times a month” is 0.017 points on a 4-point
scale, holding other things constant. S pend time on the internet, on the other hand, is associated with
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unhappiness. According to the OLS estimated coefficient, individuals who spend time on the internet
daily are less happy than individuals who spend time on internet several times a week by 0.016
points, ceteris paribus.

Since we cannot directly interpret coefficients in ordered logit regressions quantitatively, two measures
of probability are derived from ordered logit results. In Table 5, we report the marginal probability of
different leisure measures, which shows a change in happiness probability given a change in, for
example, frequency of leisure activities. In addition, we report the average predicted probability of
happiness in Table 6, which shows the predicted probability of feeling, for instance, “very happy” or
“fairly happy” given certain values of leisure measures. 2 Table 5 shows that spending more time on the
internet is associated with an increase the probability of an individual feeling “not at all happy” by

0.13 %, but a decrease in the probability of an individual feeling “very happy” by 0.89 %. ¢ Individuals
who attend cultural events more frequently are more likely to report “very happy” by 0.96 % points, and
less likely to report “not at all happy” by 0.14 % points. In Table 6, the predicted probability of feeling
“very happy” is 16.95 % if an individual “never” listens to music, 18.43 % if an individual listens to music
“several times a year”, 20 % when listening to music “several times a month”, 21.68 % when listening to
music “several times a week”, and reaching 23.45 % if an individual listens to music “daily”, ceteris
paribus.

Table 5 Marginal effects of leisure activities (ordered logit estimations)

Activities Not at all happy Not very happy Fairly happy Very happy
Go shopping -0.0007*** -0.0029*** -0.0012%** 0.0048%***
(0.0002) (0.0011) (0.0004) (0.0017)
Read books -0.0013*** -0.0056*** -0.0022%** 0.0091***
(0.0002) (0.0008) (0.0003] (0.0014)
Attend cultural events -0.0014%** -0.0059*** -0.0023%** 0.0096***
(0.0004) (0.0017) (0.0006) (0.0027)
Get together with relatives -0.0007*** -0.0032*** -0.0012%** 0.0053***
(0.0002) (0.0012) (0.0004) (0.0019)
Listen to music -0.0024*** -0.0102*** -0.004*** 0.0166***
(0.0002) (0.0009) (0.0004) (0.0015)
Attend sporting events -0.0025*** -0.0106*** -0.0041%** 0.0173***
(0.0003) (0.0013) (0.0005) (0.0021)

Spend time on internet 0.0013*** 0.0054*** 0.0021*** -0.0089***
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To strengthen relationship

To be the person you are

Develop skills

Establish useful contact

Thinking about work in free time

(0.0002)
-0.005***
(0.0002)
-0.0057***
(0.0003)
-0.0037***
(0.0002)
-0.0034%**
(0.0002)
0.0021%**

(0.0002)

(0.0008)
-0.022%**
(0.0010)
-0.0252%**
(0.0011)
-0.0162***
(0.0009)
-0.0149***
(0.0010)
0.0095***

(0.0009)

(0.0003)
-0.0099***
(0.0005)
-0.0113***
(0.0006)
-0.0068***
(0.0004)
-0.0062***
(0.0004)
0.0039%**

(0.0004)

(0.0013)
0.037***
(0.0017)
0.0424%**
(0.0018)
0.0269%**
(0.0016)
0.0246%**
(0.0016)
-0.0156***

(0.0015)

The marginal effects are calculated based on the ordered logit regressions in Table 4. Delta-method
standard errors in parentheses, *** significant at 1 %, ** significant at 5 %, * significant at 10 %. The

marginal effects for the rest of control variables are omitted. The results can be obtained upon request

Table 6 Predicted probabilities of happiness

The predicted Never Several Several Several Daily The Newver Several Several Several Daily
probability of times a year times a times a predicted times a year times a times a
or less often maonth week probability of or less often manth week
Frequency of free time activities: go out shopping Frequency of free time activities: spend time on the internet
Mot at all happy 00166 00161 0.0157 00152 0148 Mot at all happy L0145 00153 062 o7 (XU B
Mot very happy 1247 01217 01187 01158 1129 Not very happy 1111 01164 01219 1276 L1335
Fairly happy 6485 10,6471 10,6456 {1,6439 5,642 Fairly happy (16408 10,6443 6472 6497 6515
Very happy 02102 0.2151 02200 02251 02303 Very happy 02336 024 02147 02057  0.197
The predicted Never Several Sewveral Several Daily The Not at all A lintle Somew hat A lot Very much
probability of limes a vear times a times a predicted
or less often maonth week probability of
Frequency of free time activities: read books Free time activities strengthen your relationship
Mot at all happy 0.0175 00166 0.0157 0.0149 00141 Mot at all Happy 00262 0.0211 0.0169 0.0136 001080
Mot very happy 01306 1246 01189 01134 0108 Not very happy 01808 01518 01264 01045 00859
Fairly happy 06507 {6485 00,6457 06423 06384 Fairly happy 06500 ),6557 06513 6378 06158
Wery happy 0.2012 02103 0.2197 0.2294 02394 Wery happy 01421 0.1714 0. 2054 0.2441 02874
The predicted Never Several Several Several Daily The Mot at all A little Somewhat A lot Very much
probability of limes a year limes a times a predicted
aor less often manth week probability of
Frequency of free time activities: attend cultural events Free time activities enable you to be yourself
Mot at all happy 0.0166 00157 00148 0014 0.0132 Naot at all happy 0.0299 0.0233 0.0182 00141 0.011
Not very happy 01248 01187 01129 01073 0.1019 Not very happy  0.2002 0.1646 0,133 01078 0.0862
Fairly happy 06485 6456 0,642 06378 0,633 Fairly happy 06441 10,6553 ,6545 06416 06172
Very happy 02101 022 02303 02408 0.2519 Very happy L1258 0.1567 0.1935 02365 0.2365
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Table 6 continued

The predicted Never Several Several Several Draily The predicted Never Seldom Sometimes Often Very often
probability of times a year times a times a probability of
o less often month wieek
Frequency of free time activities: get together with relatives How often in free time: learn or develop skills
Not at all happy 00169 00163 00158 00153 00148 Mot at all happy 00218 0.01RG 00159 0135 00115
Not very happy 01265 1231 01197 01164 0.1132 Mot very happy 1.1538 0.1347 01176 1023 00887
Fairly happy 06492 06478 (L6461 06443 06423 Fairly happy 0.6535  0.6516 06447 06332 06171
WVery happy 0.2074 02128 02183 0224 0.2297 WVery happy 01709 0.1951 02218 0.251 0.2827
The predicted MNever Several Several Doaily The predicted Never Seldom Sometimes Often Very often
probahbility of limes a limes a probahility of
o less often month wieek
Frequency of free time activities: listen to music How often in free time establish useful contacts
Not at all happy 00215 00195 0.0176 0016 00145 Mot at all happy 0021 [IXL B 00157 0135 00117
Not very happy 01551 1429 01314 0.1207 0. 1106 Mot very happy 0.1499 0.1327 01171 01031 0.0905
Fairly happy 06538 [ITREE] 06504 06466 0,60 Fairly happy 0.6528 00,6502 06435 6329 06184
Very happy 0.1695 01843 0z 02168 0.2345 WVery happy 0.1763 01989 0.2237 02505 0.2794
The predicted MNever Several Several Several Doaily The predicted Never Seldom Sometimes Often Very often
probahbility of limes a year limes a limes a probahility of
o less often month week
Frequency of free time activities: attending sporting events How often in free time: thinking about work
Naot at all happy 00171 0154 00139 00125 0013 Mot at all happy 0.0129 00142 00155 o017 00187
Not very happy 0128 017 0. 10649 0075 (L08R Mot very happy 01013 0.1 0.1192 01291 01396
Fairly happy 6498 L6447 L6375 06284 06174 Fairly happy 0.6299 06376 06437 o481 0.6504
Very happy 02051 02229 0.2417 02616 0.2825 Very happy 02558 02383 0.2216 02058 01908

The predicted probabilities are estimated based on the ordered logit regressions in Table 4

In terms of leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction and leisure’s relation to work and other
spheres of life, individuals who consider that their leisure activities enable them to become the person
they are or to strengthen their relationships with others generally are happier than others. In Table 4,
the estimated coefficient on the leisure measure of to strengthen relationships is 0.222. This indicates
that for individuals who think their leisure activities enable them to strengthen their relationships with
friends, families, and colleagues “a lot”, the odds of them feeling happier is 1.25 times as much as those
for individuals who feel that their leisure activities “somewhat” strengthen their relationships with
others. Z Individuals who often use their leisure time to develop important skills or establish useful
contacts report a higher level of happiness. In Table 5, the marginal probability estimates indicate that
more frequently using free time to establish useful contacts is associated with a lower probability of an
individual feeling “not at all happy” by 0.34 %, and with an increase of the probability of “very happy” by
2.46 %. Table 6 estimates show that the predicted probability of an individual feeling “very happy” is

28 % if he/she “very often” uses free time to learn or develop new skills while the probability of “very
happy” drops to 17 % if he/she “never” uses free time to develop important skills. Similarly, the
predicted probability of “very happy” for individuals who think that they “very often” use their free time
to establish useful contacts is 27.94 %, twice as likely (to be “very happy”) as individuals who think that
they “never” establish useful contacts in their free time.

Individuals who frequently think about work in their free time on average report a lower happiness
score. According to Table 5, more frequently thinking about work in free time is associated with a drop
in probability of feeling “very happy” by 1.56 %, other things constant. In Table 6, the predicted
probability of “very happy” is 26 % if an individual “never” thinks about work in his/her free time, which
is 7 % points higher than the predicted probability of “very happy” for an individual who “very often”
thinks about work in their free time.
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3.2.2 Individual and National Economic Factors

Looking across columns, individual variables such as health condition, age, gender, marital status, and
employment status are significantly associated with happiness, which are consistent with findings in
previous studies.

Health enters all regressions strongly positively in Tables 3 and 4, suggesting that individuals who are
healthy feel happier. & The estimated coefficient on age is negative and significant while the estimated
coefficient on the square term of age is positive and significant. Our results echo Stone et al. (2010) and
Blanchflower and Oswald (2011), who suggest that well-being or happiness typically has a U-shaped age
profile. Based on a telephone survey of respondents in the US, Stone et al. find that Americans in
general experience a decrease in well-being as age rises before 50, but experience an increased well-
being after the age of 50. Regression 1 in Table 3 suggests that in our sample, the estimated level of
happiness starts to increase when the individual is about 50 years of age as well. 2

Family income relative to the country average has a positive coefficient, significant at the 1 % level in
Tables 3 and 4. Individuals with family income above the country average report a higher happiness
score than those whose family income is below their national average (Hirsch 1976; Clark and
Oswald 1996).

The coefficient on education is consistently negative and significant in different specifications. Some
previous studies on happiness in developed countries find that education might be negatively associated
with the level of happiness (Veenhoven 1996; Headey and Wooden 2004) and people with higher
education can feel less happy than people with relatively lower education. A possible reason for this
might be that individuals with higher education may face more career pressure, hence less happy than
others.

We also find other demographic variables are significantly associated with happiness: (1) females on
average are happier than males; (2) having children in the household is positively associated with
happiness; (3) happiness is higher among married people living with their spouses;2? (4) respondents
who are employed full time, retired, and taking care of home duties in general report a higher level of
happiness than individuals who are unemployed or underemployed.

At the macro-level, national unemployment is strongly associated with unhappiness. The coefficient on
average unemployment rate over 2000-2007 is negative and significant in all regressions. Results in
Table 3 indicate that a 1 % point increase in national unemployment is associated with a decrease in
individual level of happiness by 0.004—0.005 points, ceteris paribus. The coefficient on political stability
is positive and significant in all regressions. The results show that individuals in a more politically stable
country report a higher happiness rating than individuals in a less politically stable country, which is
consistent with Frey and Stutzer (2000).

Interestingly, the coefficient on national income seems to be sensitive to model specifications. For
example, regression 6 in Table 3 shows that the effect of log of per capita GDP is not statistically
significant. In other words, respondents in low-income countries may feel as happy as individuals in
high-income countries. Conversely, regression 5 reports a significantly negative coefficient on national
income, which suggests a negative relationship between GDP per capita and the level of happiness.
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Some previous studies find that national income tends to be positively associated with the average level
of happiness in a country (Diener et al. 1995; Diener and Oishi 2000; Hagerty 2000). One possible reason
for the difference between our results and previous research is that previous studies on macroeconomic
factors and individual happiness typically do not include individual variables such as personal income.
The national income measure in their models might be capturing the effect of individual income. For
comparison, we exclude the measure of family income from our models and run the regressions with
only the log value of real per capita GDP. The estimated coefficient on GDP per capita becomes positive
after the exclusion of the individual income measure and these results can be obtained upon request.

In general, with the addition of individual income, the magnitude of coefficient on national income is
reduced. Higher individual income is associated with a higher level of happiness. However, higher level
of national income may not necessarily be associated with higher level of individual happiness. Because
of the ambiguity, more conclusive support for the effect of national income will need to await further
research.

3.3 Multilevel Model Results

The ISSP survey data, with individual respondents grouped in countries, offer a great opportunity for us
to consider the natural clustering in the sample. The self-assessed levels of happiness of two individuals
in the same country may be more similar than the levels of happiness of two individuals in different
countries. As a result, we perform a robustness check of our empirical results by introducing the
multilevel model (or hierarchical) framework. Multilevel analysis can also help to detect the observed
variations in the dependent variable attributable to individual characteristics and to country
characteristics.

The multilevel estimation technique has been recognized as an important methodology for survey data
where micro-level units are nested within macro-level groups (Kreft et al. 1995). Multilevel data often
occur in social science when natural clustering arises. For example, students are nested in schools and
the performance of students in the same school might be more similar than the performance of
students in different schools. This concept also applies to patients who are nested in hospitals, or
workers who are grouped in companies.

Different from single-level models, “multilevel models assume a hierarchically structured population,
with random sampling of both groups and individuals within groups” (Hox and Kreft 1994: 285) and
consider that errors within each randomly-sampled group (country in our case) are likely to be
correlated. In single-level models, groups (countries) are treated as fixed. It is noted that single-level
models cause the between-macro-level groups variance to be absorbed into the general error term in a
regression, which can lead to underestimation of standard errors and unreliable statistical significance
(Austin et al. 2003).12

The general concept of a multilevel model is illustrated in Fig. 2. Panel A of Fig. 2 shows a single-level
model when the clustering of individuals within countries is ignored. The horizontal line in panel A
represents the overall average of happiness across all respondents in a sample. Each dashed vertical line
represents the spread of a respondent’s perceived level of happiness around the overall average. Panel
B of Fig. 2 illustrates the same data after taking into consideration both country variance and individual
respondent variance. Short horizontal lines in panel B represent the average level of happiness for each
country. Country-level residual is the difference between country average and the overall average of
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happiness. Individual-level residual is the difference between individuals perceived level of happiness
and the country means. In a single-level model, total variance of individual happiness is the range of
individual residuals around the overall average level of happiness. In contrast, in a multilevel model, the
total variance of individual happiness (var(total)) is partitioned into: (1) between-country variance
(var(ctry)), and (2) variation between individuals within countries (var(ind)). That is, var(total)=var(ctry) +
var(ind).
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Fig. 2 Single-level and multilevel (or hierarchical) models

We present the multilevel ordered logit regression results in Table 7. The multilevel model results are
generally similar to single level models presented in Table 4. For the purpose of brevity, we restrict the
reported results to significant coefficients on leisure measures. Coefficients on other individual and
national variables are available upon request. The coefficient on do handicrafts is not significant in
single-level models, but is positively significant in the multilevel model. The coefficient on spend time on
the internet is negatively significant in single-level models, but is not statistically significant in the
multilevel model.

Table 7 Multilevel ordered logit happiness regressions
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Table 7 Multilevel ordered logit happiness regressions

71 7.2 7.3 T4 7.5 7.6 7.9
Waorking hours
Log of weekly hours =0.035
(00,0400
Leisure activities
Watch TV LTI
(0.012)
Go shopping 0.05] *#=
(0.011)
Read hooks (L056% ==
(0000
Attend cultural events 00445
(0.017)
Giet together with relatives 0.053%%%
(0.012)
Get together with friends 0.06] ===
(0.012)
Play cands 0.018*
0.001)
Listen to music 0.057%*=
(0010
Attend sporting events 0067
(0.013)
Do handicrafts 0.027%%
(0.009)
Tahle 7 continued
7.1 7.2 7.3 7.4 7.5 1.6 7.7
Leisure time enables you
To strengthen relationship 02]9%==
0.011)
To be the person you are 0).250%%%
(0.011)
Use free time o
Develop skills 0.150%==
{0010)
Establish useful comact 01675
0.010)
Do you find yoursel [
Thinking about work in free time — {1 10g==*
(0,009)
Cutl (h523 6.624%%* 2465%%* L4G]*=* —{1.598 347 7.253%%
Cut2 307 8,941 %%* 4771%% 3.773eee 1701 %% 5777 9,583
Cutd 6.41 12.171%*% R01pEEE 70345 5% 4.035%8% 9010 == 12.816%%%
Intraclass correlation L1 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.05 006 0.05
Observations 21,612 34,534 34,284 34,109 35,141 35,082 32,681

Standard emwors in parentheses, ***significant at 1%, **®significant at 5%, *significant at 10%. Individual variables (Health, Age, Apge Squared, Family income, Children,
Female, Widowed, Divorced, Separated, Single, Employed, Student, Retired, Home Duty, Education), and national variables {log GDP per capita (PPP), National unem-
ployment, Political stability) are included in each regression model. There are 13 different leisure activities estimated in regression 7.2, but only those with significant
coefficients are reported in the table. The leisure activities which do not significanily affect happiness are: (1) going to the movies; (2) sports and gym; ard (3) spending time
on internet, The detailed results of other control variables can be obtained upon request

We also provide the intraclass correlation (/CC) for multilevel model regressions. The ICC is calculated as

the share of variance of happiness at the country level to the total variance of happiness, or ICC =
var(ctry)

——. ICC generally lies between zero and one. If all individuals in one country report the
var (ctry)+var(ind)

same level of happiness, ICC equals one. In this case, all observed variations in individual happiness are
due to country differences. On the other hand, if all country means are the same in a sample (which is

the entire sample average), then var(ctry) = 0 and ICC = 0. This suggests that all variations in individual

happiness around the sample mean are due to differences in individual characteristics. The larger

the ICC, the more important it is to recognize the cluster feature of the data. Our ICC from different



specifications ranges between 0.03 and 0.07. This indicates that roughly 3—7 % of the total variance in
individual happiness around our sample average is attributable to certain country characteristics even
after we have included national variables.

There do exist substantial variations between countries. We use the case of “very often” using free

time to establish useful contacts as an example. The probability of an individual feeling “very happy” is
25 % when they “very often” use free time to establish useful contacts in Russia and 24.6 % in Latvia
whereas the probability of individuals feeling “not at all happy” is 2.6 % in Russia and 2 % in Latvia. In
contrast, the probability of feeling “very happy” is an amazing 53 % in Norway and that of feeling “not at
all happy” is only 0.59 %. In the UK, the average predicted probability of being “very happy” when
individuals very often use free time to establish useful contacts is 36 % while the predicted probability of
“not at all happy” is 1.7 %.

Similar heterogeneity also occurs at the regional level. We divide our sample of 33 economies into six
regions/countries and present the predicted probability of happiness for four selected leisure measures
based on the multilevel results in Fig. 3. The six regions/countries include the US, Western Europe,
Central and Eastern Europe (C. & E. Europe), Latin America, Asia, and South Africa. 12 It seems that
individuals in the US and Western Europe tend to feel happier than individuals in other regions such as
C. & E. Europe and Latin America. We observe a higher predicted probability of “very happy” and lower
probability of “not at all happy” in the US and Western Europe than in other regions. For example,
individuals who often think about work in their free time are more likely to report a lower happiness
score than others. However, the average probability of feeling “very happy” is still much higher in the US
and Western Europe than in other regions when individuals “very often” think about work in their free
time. The average predicted probability of “very happy” when individuals “very often” thinks about work
in their free time is 30.3 % in the US and 28.5 % in Western Europe, which are significantly higher than
the estimated 21.9 % in Latin America and 23.6 % in C. & E. Europe.
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Fig. 3 Predicted probabilities of selected leisure activities by region

4 Conclusions

Leisure provides individuals an opportunity to receive relief from stress, to socialize with others, to
examine personal values, and to fulfill goals. Leisure reinforces an individual’s happiness. In this paper,
we explore the statistical link between leisure and happiness. As the concept of leisure is multifaceted,
we measure leisure in different ways and study the association between individual happiness and four
measures of leisure: leisure time, leisure activities, leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and social interaction,
and leisure’s relation to work and other spheres of life. Using international survey data from 33
countries in 2007, we find that leisure does play a significant role in affecting happiness. However, the
quantity of leisure is not as important as other aspects of leisure—leisure’s role in self-fulfillment and
social interaction; and leisure’s relation to work and other spheres of life.

In general, individuals who feel that they establish useful contacts and develop important skills in their
leisure time feel happier than others. Similarly, individuals who think that their leisure activities enable
them to be who they are and help them to strengthen relationships with others report a higher
happiness score. Weekly working hours is used as a proxy for a lack of leisure time in our study and the
coefficient on working hours is negative, but not statistically significant at conventional levels.

Different leisure activities also have different effects on happiness. Out of the 13 leisure activities
covered in the survey, six are significantly associated with happiness—shopping, reading books,
attending cultural events, getting together with relatives, listening to music, attending sporting events,



and spending time on the internet. These six activities are associated with a higher level of happiness
with the exception of spending time on the internet.

Our findings on individual demographic and economic factors are consistent with the existing literature.
People feel happy when they have excellent health, have high family income, are married (living with
spouse), and have children in the household. Females on average report a higher happiness score than
males, other things constant. At the national level, unemployment rate is negatively associated with
individual happiness and the effect of political stability is positive. The effect of national income,
measured by GDP per capita, is somehow sensitive to model specifications.

It is important to note that, after including national features, our results show that there still remains 3—
7 % of total variance in individual happiness (around the sample mean) due to country differences.
Some countries in our sample are significantly happier than others. The US, Ireland, Mexico, the UK and
Switzerland do well in terms of happiness ranking while the average level of happiness is low in Bulgaria,
Russia, and Slovakia.

Footnotes

1. Economies in our sample include Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Chile, Croatia,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Israel, Japan,
South Korea, Latvia, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Russia, Slovak Republic,
Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States, and Taiwan.

. The leisure activities include: Watch TV, Go to the movies, Go shopping, Read books, Attend cultural
events, Get together with relatives, Get together with friends, Play cards, Listen to music, Join
physical activities, Attend sporting events as a spectator, Do handicrafts, and Spend time on the
internet.

. For the purpose of illustration, we report here the actual weekly working hours instead of the log of
weekly working hours.

. The 12 individual components are government stability, socioeconomic conditions, investment
profile, internal conflict, external conflict, corruption, military in politics, religion in politics, law
and order, ethnic tensions, democratic accountability, and bureaucracy quality.

. The predicted probabilities are calculated holding other variables at their sample mean.

. For the proportional odds model, an increase in activity frequency from “never” to “several times a
year or less often” is assumed to be associated with the same marginal change in the probability
of “very happy” as an increase in activity frequency from “several times a week” to “daily”.

. The odds ratio is calculated as exp(0.222)=1.25.

. Based on the numerical results in Table 4, we can calculate the predicted probability of being “very
happy”, “fairly happy”, “not very happy”, and “not at all happy” for different respondents.
According to regression 1 in Table 4, the average predicted probability of a person with excellent
health being “very happy” is 50.6 %, while the predicted probability of a person with excellent
health being “not at all happy” is only 0.32 %, holding other things constant. The probability is
calculated as:
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where m =1 -4 and tis the cut point value, average across different countries.

Prob(Y =m|X) =
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9. The partial derivative of happiness with respect to age is: Bg4¢ + Zﬁagezage. As a result, the age that
individuals on average report the lowest level of happiness is age = — ﬁage/Zﬂagez =
0.02/2 x 0.0002 = 50.

10. Coefficients on dummy variables for marital status such as widowed, divorced, separated, and never
married (single), are robustly negative.

11. Multilevel research has been widely employed in various fields such as education, health care and
medicine, sociology, and geography (Paterson 1991; Hox and Kreft 1994; Jones and
Duncan 1996; Langford et al. 1998; Hill et al. 2005; Larsen and Merlo 2005; Leyland and
Goldstein 2001; Magnus et al. 2001). However, as pointed out by Schyns (2002), this technique
is still in its infancy in studying the individual quality of life with a possible reason that often
there are not enough cases at the macro-groups level (25 groups as the rule of thumb suggested
by Jones et al. 1992).

12. In our sample, South Africa is the only country in Africa.
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Appendix

Table 8 Definitions of variables

Variable

Definition

Drata source

Weekly hours

Leisure activilies
Thirteen different leisure activities
are covered in the survey,
including:
(1Y Watch TV, (2) Go o Movies,
(3} Go out shopping, (4) Read
books, (5) Altend cultural events,
(6) Get twogether with relatives, (7)
Get together with [mends, (8) Play
cards, (9} Listen w music, (10) Go
o gym (sports), (11) Atend
sporting events, (12) Do
handicrafiz, (13) Spend time on the
inlernet.

Leisure time enables vou
To strengthen relationship

To be the person you are

Use free ume Lo

Develop skills

Establish useful contact

Dwr you find yourself:
Thinking about work in free time

Respondents hours worked weekly

Survey Question: Frequency of
{corresponding activities) in free
rime

Answer with assigned value: Daily
(5). several times a week (4),
several times a month (3), several
rimes a vear or less often (2), and
never (1)

Survey Question: When vou are
involved in free ime activities o
witat extent do they enable vou to
strengthen your relationship with
other people?

Answer with assigned value: Very
much (5).a lot (4) somewhat (3), a
Iittle (2)not at all (1)

Survey Question: When vou are
invalved in free ime activilies fo
wiat extent do they enable vou to
be the kind of person vou are?

Answer with assigned value: Very
much (5), a lov (4), somewhat (3), a
Iittle (2)mot at all (1)

Survey Question: how affen vou wse
venir free time to try o leam or
develop skills?

Answer with assigned value: Very
aften (5), often (4), sometimes (3),
seldam (2), never (1).

Survey Question: how aften vou wse
virir free time to establish useful
combacts?

Answer with assigned value: Very
affen (5], often (4)sometimes(3),
seldom (2), never (1)

Survey Question: fow often do vou
find vourself thinking about work
in free fime?

Answer with assigned value: Very
aften (5), often (4). sometimes (3),
seldom (2), never (1)

ISSF 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSF 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSF 2007 survey




Table 8 continued

Wariable

Definition

Data source

Health

Age

Family Income

Children

Female

Widowed, divorced, separated,
single

Employed, student, retired, home
duty

Education

Log GDP per capita (PPP)

Mational unemployment

Political stability

Survey guestion: what is your status
of health in general?

Answer with assigned value:
Excellent (5), very pood (4), good
(3D, fair (2), poor (1)

Respondent’s age in years

Respondent’s family income relative
o hisfher own country average.

Dummy variable with a value one if
the respondent lives in a household
with children, zero otherwise

Gender dummy variable with one for
female, zero otherwise.

Marital status dummy variables, with
a value one if the respondent is
widowed, divorced, separated, or
never married (single),
respectively. The base group is
married and living with spouse

Work status dummy variables, with a
value one if the respondent 15
emploved full time, a student,
retired, or laking care of home
duty, respectively. The base group
15 unemployved and under-
emploved.

Respondent’s formal years of
education.

Log value of the GDP per capita in
PPF 3. It"s the log of the average of
national GDP per capita over the
period of 2000-2007

The average of unemployment rate
over the period of 2000-2007.

The average value of political nsk
index over the period of
2000-2007. The index ranges from
0 (extremely risky) to 100
{extremely stable)

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey
ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

ISSP 2007 survey

Penn world table 6.3

World development
indicators by the World
Bank, and Asian
Development Bank

Political risk service group




Table 9 Frequencies of leisure activities—top and bottom 5 countries

Top 5 countries Mean SD Bottom 5 countries Mean 5D Top 5 countries Mean  SD Bottom 5 countries Mean  SD
Working howrs Letsure acrivities: (10} Sports, gym
South Korea 49.00 1734 Austria 3800 1117 Switzerland 369 L17 Poland 2.16 1.4
Taiwan 4700 1557 France 3R00 1066 Finland 368 1.4 Russia 21 1.36
Philippines 47.00 012 Germany 3R00 1387 MNew Zealand 364 116 South Africa 20 1.43
Dominican Republic 4600 1571 Ireland RETL 1279 Sweden 3.60 1.05 Bulgaria LM 1.23
Chile 45.00 15.57 Sweden AR 939 Australia 352 1.17 Cyprus 1.77 0.97
Mexico 45.00 15.08 Switzerland IR0 16.81
Finland 3TN0 1076
Norway 3700 13.00
United Kingdom 3700 1292
Leisure activites: (1} Warch TV (11} Attend sporting events
Latvia 481 0.52 Fhilippines 433 1. Philippines 2.52 1.26 Cyprus 1.40 087
Cyprus 478 0.51  Belgium 423 LM lsrael 233 142 Russia 1.38 0.72
Bul garia 477 0.66 Ismel 420 131 Dominican Republic 232 I.18 Japan 1.35 0.57
Croatia 477 066 South Africa 40 1.48 Ime langl 1.91 0,97 Bulgaria 1.31 1,66
Poland 473 067 Dominican Republic 303 1.26 Mexico 1.90 112 Taiwan 1.77 0.53
(2} Gao to movies (12} Do lanedicrafis
South Korea 1.94 (.89 Croatia 149 072 Slovak Republic 326 1.27  lsmel 1.67 1.13
France 1.88 .61 Russia 146 071 Cyprus 2.50 L.o4 Uniguay 1.63 1.14
Aunstralia 1.58 0.56 Umguoay 1.35 062 Switzerland 248 1.29 Ireland 1.58 1.07
Austria 1.87 0.78 Chile 132 64 France 243 1.21 Taiwan 1.39 .78
Cyprus 1.86 .85 Bulgaria 1.30 58 Finland 2.35 112 South Korea 1.38 .85
(3) Go shopping (13) Spend time on internet
Czech Republic 3.58 096  Slovenia 206 106 Cyprus 4.21 0.67 Chile 2.02 1.53
Poland 354 116 Sweden 2 076 Sweden 374 150 Umngoay 1.67 1.28
Table 9 continued
Top 5 countries Mean 5D Bottom 5 countries Mean 8D Top 5 countries Mean  SD Bottom 5 countries Mean 5D
United Kingdom 351 LRS Uruguay 1.99 1.08 Narway Ind 1.44 Fhilippines 163 116
New Zealand KA K] 0,82 Argentina 1.94 1.0 United States 340 168 Russia 1.61 118
Japan 305 087 Croatia 1.91 1.4 South Karea 3 1.76  South Africa L60 126
(4} Read books Leisure time enables vou to strengthen relationship
New Zealand 338 140 Belgium 2,38 1.26 Dominican Republic 395 L4 Sweden 330 103
United Kingdom 327 140 Croatia 237 1.34 Slovenia 386 .88 Russia 324 099
France 324 1.35 Urnguay 234 1.50° South Korea 385 0,94 Taiwan 322 102
Australia 320 140 Cyprus 221 1.21 South Afrca 37 L1l Japan £ ) 09
Switzerland 314 146 Chile 2.10 1.24  Czech Republic 3.69 094  Cyprus 262 L17
(5} Attend cultural events Leisure time enables you fo be the person you are
Austria 208 [13]] South Korea 1.57 073 Finland 443 0.71 Russia 341 LA
Dominican Republic 206 110 Bulgaria 1.56 073 Naorway 417 0.84  Croatia 340 104
Latvia 208 069 Russia 1.54 072 Dominican Republic 4,12 092 Austrin 336 102
Switzerland 205 065 Urnguay 1.47 071 Czech Republic 4.08 0.88 Japan 327 094
Slovenia 1.93 076 Chile 1.44 075 Slovenia 4.08 087 Taiwan 308 102
(6} Get together with relatives Use firee time 1o develop skills
Cyprus in 083 Chile 2,65 1.03 Dominican Republic 37 LO8  Taiwan 269 117
Tsrael i62 1040 Australia 2.63 82 Cyprus 335 079 Uruguay 2.65 135
Dominican Republic 336 108 South Korea 2.42 076 Switzerland 3.36 0497 Croatia 2.56 121
Japan 335 1.28 Taiwan 238 078 Argentina 3,33 1.25  South Korea 248 1
Croatia 323 Lo2 Argenting 227 1.07 Austria 32 1.4 Russia 235 121
(7} Ger together with friends Use free time to establish usefid contact
Croatia 419 095 Belgium 2.82 (%3] Dominican Republic 385 .96 Latvia 253 112
Bulgaria 370 97 Urnguay 2.70 1.25 Cypms 365 .89 United Kingdom 251 101
Israe] 363 112 Taiwan 2.65 099 Switzerland 352 102 Australia 243 099




Table 9 continued

Top 5 countries Mean sD Bottom 5 countries Mean 5D Top 5 countries Mean sD Bottom 5 countries Mean sD
Dominican Republic 355 105 Chile 262 1.26 South Karea 328 0.94 Russia 238 L2
Fhilippines 355 1.26 Cyprus 228 1.18 Austria 323 0,98 MNorway 238 .85
(&) Play cards Do vou find vourself thinking about work in free tfime
Cyprus 447 .86 Chile 1.67 1.05 Philippines KRS 1.04 Russia 267 127
Dominican Republic 245 1.38 Russia 1.63 102 Slovenia 34 105 Austria 264 122
Austrin 221 106 Poland 1.59 0,99 South Africa 340 1.35 United Kingdom 262 128
Sweden 220 092 Japan 1.47 0.79  Poland 335 113 Switzerland 261 115
Switzerland 217 111 South Korea 1.41 0.86  Bulgaria ixn 1.14 Dominican Republic 255 138
{9} Listen fo nusic
Switzerland 448 0493 South Korea 373 1.45
Genmany 445 0491 Russia 3.56 1.48
United States 4,42 101 Taiwan 352 1,50
Crivatin 4.39 115 Japan 329 1.44
Slovenia 4.36 102 Cyprus 239 1.42
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