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Introduction












Democratic theorists as ancient as Pericles and as recent as Robert Dahl have normatively advocated the desirability of a democratic state as one that would improve citizens’ quality of life.  Democratic theory maintains that democracy enhances the quality of life for citizens in fundamental ways because the very freedoms that make democratic contestation and participation possible also enable citizens to pursue various private goals directly and indirectly.
  Moreover, any minimally responsive democracy will likely implement social policies that enhance the well-being, or at least the security of large numbers of people.  As Gosta Esping-Anderson (1990) notes, a democratic state is by necessity preoccupied with the production and distribution of social well-being.  Democracy, then, comfortably rests on the assumption that it allows for the greatest happiness for the greatest numbers of people.  

The argument that democracy ought to improve the quality of life hardly requires a long recital; yet, despite the strong theoretical links between well-being and democracy, there have been few attempts to test whether this assumption is true.  The purpose of this paper is to empirically test what democratic theorists and policy makers have been alluding to for centuries, that democracy does positively enhance the way people assess their lives.  Testing the relationship between happiness and democracy is particularly timely for two reasons.  First, following the collapse of the Communism and the most recent wave of democratization
 across the former Soviet Union,  there are now more democracies (or regimes transitioning to democracy) than at any other point in history.
   Second, given the recent events in Afghanistan and Iraq with US-led forces attempting to “build” a democratic Middle-East, it seems particular relevant to determine whether or not democracy will tend to improve the way individuals view their everyday lives.    
This paper is divided into four sections.  The first section presents the existing theories of the determinants of subjective well-being, reviewing economic, developmental, and cultural determinants.  Based on this literature, in the second section a model is developed to test the relationship between democracy and well-being.  The third section summarizes the empirical results, which find a strong positive relationship between democracy and happiness.  The final section revisits this relationship between democracy and well-being by additionally controlling for the impact of post-communist regime transition and culture.  When controlling for regime transition democracy remains an important determinant of happiness, however, the magnitude of the relationship between democracy and happiness diminishes.  The findings further suggest that a post-communist past is a powerful predictor of unhappiness in countries.  In short, while higher levels of democracy may lead to greater happiness, transitions from state-socialism undoubtedly lead to unhappiness.  
Determinants of Subjective Well-Being 
               






The term “subjective well-being” (SWB) is conventionally associated with how individuals evaluate their own lives.  Subjective well-being, used interchangeably with “happiness” in the literature, is defined as “the degree to which a person evaluates the overall quality of his present life-as-a-whole positively.”
  Rather than relying on “objective” social indicators to determine whether or not individuals are satisfied with their lives, SWB allows individuals to evaluate their lives in a positive or negative fashion.  According to Diener, Suh, and Oishi (1997), individual assessments of life can be based on either cognitive values (overall life satisfaction) or affective factors (the current mood experienced in reaction to life).
  Whether one takes a cognitive or affective approach to happiness, however, the existing literature points to two distinct determinants of human happiness: micro-determinants and macro-determinants.


Micro-determinants.  Micro-level determinants of happiness assume that individuals have certain traits, both inherent and selected, which influence how they view their lives.  These nuanced determinants of happiness can take various forms from age, status, gender, health, and personality to familial and friendship ties.
  Micro-determinants of happiness, in other words, can be said to relate to individual life-cycle phenomena.  Some of the general findings of micro-determinants suggest that younger and older people are often happier than those who are middle aged, women are more likely to have positive outlooks on their lives than men, and higher level executives are often happier than lower-positioned employees.  Others have found that people who have stronger bonds of kin and friendship are less likely to let the small problems of everyday life affect them, and consequently report higher levels of SWB or happiness.
  

While micro-determinants are critical in understanding individual levels of happiness, their findings tend to be based on deeply personal experiences that are unique to the individual.  As a result, micro-determinants are difficult to generalize and offer little to cross-national explanations of trends in happiness.  Among these variables, anyway, variation within nations does not tell us what drives variation among nations. 

Macro-determinants.  Macro-determinants of happiness provide greater leverage in identifying cross-national trends in subjective well-being.  Much like individualistic influences on well-being, macro-determinants shape opinions about how positively or negatively individuals feel about their lives; however, unlike micro-determinants, they simultaneously affect most individuals in society.  Common macro-determinants of happiness include fluctuations in the national economy, national levels of human development, and societal/cultural orientation.  A brief discussion of these determinants follows.

Economic factors.  Economic factors are often considered some of the most influential determinants of SWB (happiness).  The link between economics factors and individuals levels of happiness is straightforward.  Income provides the means in meeting an individual’s needs and goals; yet, one’s income is tied to the overall state of the economy.  If there are large fluctuations in the national economy, such as financial crises, shock therapy or lurches in inflation rates, the effects of national economic instability are residually felt on an individual’s income.  For instance, a rise in inflation rates may limit the purchasing power of one’s dollar; consumers with dollars that will not stretch as far as they did in the recent past may experience increasing levels of unhappiness.  
Economic factors are often disaggregated between egocentric and sociotropic concerns.  Egocentric concerns are “pocketbook issues” which gauge how well is an individual doing at any point in time, i.e. is one’s income sufficient to meet daily needs or is one employed.  Empirical studies demonstrate, however, that egocentric determinants play a lesser role than sociotropic concerns in overall levels of subjective well-being.

Sociotropic concerns are linked to how well the economy, as a whole, is performing.  Diener et al. (1995) demonstrate that levels of SWB are highly influenced by income and material affluence on a macro-level.  When happiness levels aggregated within countries, wealthier nations have higher levels of SWB than poorer ones.  Veenhoven sums up this point best, “[t]he richer the country, the happier its inhabitants.”
 

While wealthier nations may have happier citizens than poorer ones, the familiar adage that “money doesn’t buy happiness” is partially accurate.  Veenhoven (1998) argues that the relationship between national economic prosperity and SWB is curvilinear.  This means that after a certain point the effects of greater economic prosperity level off and an increase in material prosperity has little impact on overall levels of SWB.  The curvilinear relationship is apparent in developing nations which have lower starting points of national purchasing power levels; marginal increases in developing nation’s fiscal position, however, has a drastic effect on citizen’s reported levels of happiness.  Thus, when very poor countries experience substantial economic growth, mean levels of happiness increase.  While economic growth has a positive relationship on individual levels of happiness in developed countries, the effects of greater economic prosperity are less dramatic.  A recent study of income and individual satisfaction found that when a nation passes the $20,000 GDP per capita mark, “the regression line is almost flat, which suggests that the law of diminishing returns applies.”
  Others have confirmed this curvilinear relationship between economic determinants and happiness; Inglehart and Klingemann (2000) report that an increase in per capita income beyond $13,000 PPP
 showed no significant impact on individual levels of satisfaction.  To put differently: once the basic needs are satisfied, even large jumps in macro-economic performance have only a minimal impact on individual happiness. 

Human Development.  Closely related to a country’s economic prosperity is the level of human development.  While at times economic prosperity and development overlap, development not only reflects the level of industrial modernization of a country, but also the existence and availability of various social goods, such as clean water, adequate shelter, and basic healthcare, that are necessary conditions for life.  

Theoretically, human development has been linked to happiness, most notably in Maslow’s (1970) “Hierarchy of Needs.”  Maslow assumes that individual happiness is directly tied to the satisfaction of basic human needs.  His “livability theory” of well-being is based on a hierarchical organization of needs.  At the bottom rung are the most basic physiological needs (e.g. food, thirst), followed by safety needs (e.g. protection, security), love needs (e.g. affection, and belonging to a group), esteem needs (e.g. freedom, self-respect), and at the top-rung are idiosyncratic self-actualization needs.  Maslow maintains that the needs on the lower rungs must first be gratified before one can progress to the self-actualizing needs higher up the ladder.  Livability theory, then, predicts that individual happiness and life satisfaction will increase as a society becomes more “livable” or developed, that is societies are able to satisfy the basic needs of food, thirst, and security.
  
Culture.  Much like economic and developmental factors, many consider culture as an important determinant of happiness.  The concept of culture has been broadly defined as the beliefs, attitudes and values that are held by a particular society. Clifford Geertz explains that culture is
best seen not as complexes of concrete behavior patterns – customs, usages, habit clusters... but as a set of concrete mechanisms – plans, recipes, rules, instructions (what computer engineers call ‘programs’) – for the governing of behavior.
  

In other words, culture is a dynamic concept and a system of interrelated perceptions, beliefs, values, and institutions that together shape the conscious and unconscious behavior of a society’s constituent members.  Because culture creates the social context that shapes individual perceptions and expectations of well-being, most scholars stress the importance of it as a control.  According to Veenhoven (1994) it is important to control for culture because some cultures are believed to have a predisposed negative outlook toward life while others are said to foster a more positive one.  Despite the recognized importance of controlling for culture there has been considerable difficulty in its operationalization and measurement.


Attempts at measuring culture have taken numerous forms.  The most consistent operationalization of culture has been through the Individualism-Collectivism Scale (IC) developed by Harry C. Triandis (1989).
  Triandis’ scale ranks approximately 50 countries on a 1-10 scale, 1 being the most collective and 10 being the most individualistic.  The IC Scale measures “the degree to which people view the self as an autonomous, self-sufficient entity.”
  In highly individualist cultures, such as North America and Western Europe, individuals tend to distinguish themselves from others.  Individuals in more collectivist cultures, by contrast, tend to maintain harmony with the larger group because individuals are seen as subordinate to the group.
    

Inglehart and Klingemann (2000) alternatively operationalize culture in terms of religion, such as historically Protestant, Catholic, or Confucian, or the number of years a country was under communist rule.  One of the problems of this operationalization, however, is dealing with countries like Poland and Lithuania, which were both under communist rule and are historically Catholic.  Others have measured cultural effects by scaling three different dimensions of culture into one indicator.  Schyns (1998) measure of culture combines: (1) the level of political rights and civil liberties, (2) the level of gender empowerment, and (3) scores from Triandis’ Individual-Collectivist Scale.  In short, while the Triandis’ Individualism-Collectivism scale is the most frequently used measure of culture, there is considerable divergence in the operationalization of this rich and multifaceted concept. 
Thus far I have reviewed the three conventionally cited macro-determinants of individual levels of happiness: economic factors, human development, and cultural determinants.  Despite democracies theoretical importance, for the most part, scholars investigating determinants of happiness have ignored or underestimated the role of political institutions.  One explanation for this oversight is that democracy has been incorporated into other variables, such as Schyns’ (1998) operationalization of culture rather than treating it as an independent variable.  Others, such as Inglehart and Klingemann (2000), view democracy independently of culture but argue that it plays little role in determining levels of happiness.  They admit that democracy “probably makes some contribution to human happiness, but it does not seem to have nearly as much impact as other aspects of people’s experience.”
  Inglehart and Klingemann argue that although democracy and well-being are theoretically linked, the interpretation that democracy determines well-being is an overstatement.  In fact, democracy plays a secondary role in determining happiness to more powerful variables, such as the society’s level of economic development.  Similarly, Lane (2000) argues that larger political institutions play a lesser role in determining levels of happiness than the economic structure of a society.  He argues that market-oriented systems create a consumer culture that wears away at social relationships and makes individuals distrust governing political institutions.  Thus, the influence of democracy on levels of happiness is overshadowed by the influence of economic structures.
In the diverse literature on happiness and subjective well-being, only two scholars argue there is a robust and positive relationship between democracy and happiness.  Frey and Stutzer (2000) examine the link between happiness and direct democracy in Switzerland from 1992-1994.   They find that direct democracy has a statistically significant, positive effect on happiness.  Moreover, as the level of direct democracy increases in the 26 Swiss cantons, levels of happiness correspondingly increase.  Unfortunately, their study is limited to 6,000 respondents in Switzerland, and it is therefore difficult to generalize to other countries.

Data and Methods











The empirical analysis focuses on the basic relationship between happiness and democracy in 42 countries in 1990.  This analysis is replicated in 1996 with 54 countries.
  These countries and years were selected based on the availability of consistent data of the dependent variable, happiness.  

While some readers may be methodologically skeptical about using “happiness” for statistical investigation particularly across countries, there is little cause for concern.
  Despite the fact some argue that words like “happiness” and “satisfaction” may take on different shades of meaning in different languages or cultures, thus capturing slightly different things, when comparing the rank order of nations on three related subjective well-being questions—life satisfaction, happiness and a descriptive question on the of best and worst possible life – the rank order of nations on all three questions was almost identical.
  A second criticism of using “happiness” for statistical investigation is that happiness not a sufficient or reliable measure to tap into the quality of life.  Happiness survey questions however, are highly correlated with other measures of quality of life, such as life satisfaction.
  

The World Values Survey II and III
 measure happiness in 1990 and 1996 respectively.  The World Values Survey (WVS) includes a four-pronged question to measure the happiness of individuals.   The basic proto-text of the question is:  
Taking all things together, would you say you are?
(4) very happy; (3) quite happy; (2) not very happy;  or (1) not at all happy  
For the model, happiness scores range from 1 - 4 with high scores indicating greater levels of happiness.   The level of happiness in each country is the mean value of respondents’ scores for the respective years.
 

Democracy.  The independent variable of interest, democracy, is measured in using Gastil’s Freedom House Index.
  Freedom House ranks nations as “not-free,” “partially-free,” and “free” on a scale that I have reconfigured as 0-12.
  This score is a sum of political freedoms and civil liberties in a state; higher scores indicate greater levels of freedom.  Given that high scores of happiness indicate happier national averages and that high scores of democracy indicate more democracy, we expect a positive relationship between the variables.
   

It is, of course, necessary to control for other factors that may also influence happiness.  The base model considers two additional variables, the level of human development (Development), and fluctuations in national economic growth (GROWTH).  The base model can be expressed as the following: 
Happiness = b0 + b1 (Democracy)Fh + b2 (Development) + b3 (Growth) +  Ui

Development.  As discussed above, the literature on the determinants of happiness has long argued that the level of development plays an important role in a nation’s level of happiness.  Development is operationalized using the UN Human Development Index (HDI), a scale designed to capture the level of development and the quality of life in a country. 
  Human development, as explained by the HDI, is a process of enlarging people’s choices by expanding human capabilities and functionings.  Human development is then determined by three components that measure the physical quality of life – longevity, knowledge, and a decent standard of living.  HDI as a measure suggests that “if these basic capabilities are not achieved, many choices are simply not available and many opportunities remain inaccessible” and the physical quality of life will be limited.  Thus, HDI is a long-term measure of human development in a country.  HDI scores range from 0-1 with higher values indicating healthier levels of human development.

Economic Growth.  The existing literature further suggests that fluctuations in macro-economic performance, in the short-run, influence levels of happiness.  For instance, “if changes in income occur, SWB [happiness] may temporarily increase or decrease, especially if the change in income results in the inability to pursue one’s goals or to meet one’s basic needs.”
  Economic growth is measured by the annual percentage growth of GNP per capita (GROWTH) to control for short-turns fluctuations in the economy that may influence levels of happiness.
  Data are taken from the World Development Indicators 1999.

Before discussing the results of the base model, however, a brief look at the data provides early insight.  Figure 1 presents a visual comparison of mean levels of happiness and democracy, as measured by Freedom House in 1990.  The relationship is a clear linear pattern with higher levels of happiness and democracy clustering in the upper right corner of the scatterplot.  Table 1 illustrates the same relationship with a comparison of the reported five most and least happy countries in 1990.  These figures illustrate some of the key elements behind the analysis on determinants of SWB.  First, all five of the “most happy” nations (Netherlands, Iceland, Denmark, Ireland, and Sweden) are Western-European nations that are liberal democracies with socially democratic economies.  All are classified as “Free” nations by Freedom House, indicating high levels of democracy.

The five “least happy” nations (Russia, Lithuania, Latvia, Belarus, and Bulgaria) also shared interesting similarities in the 1990s.  All are nations in Eastern Europe that underwent a regime transition from state-socialism and are attempting to liberalize their market economies, with varying degrees of success.  Freedom House classifies these nations as “Party Free,” which indicates lower levels of democracy.

Results and Analysis










The base hypothesis is that happiness is affected by democracy in 1990.  This is confirmed in Table 2, column (a).  First note the coefficient for democracy is of the correct sign (positive) and statistically significant.  Column (b) reports the results for the same model using bi-weight robust regression.  These results are substantively identical; the coefficient for democracy remains stable, significant and of the correct sign.  The implication is, of course, that democracy affects mean levels of happiness.  

The magnitude of this relationship can be understood as the expected change in the coefficients of happiness, when moving from lower levels of democracy to higher levels.  On the Freedom House Scale, for each additional point added to a countries democracy score, on average citizens will expect a 0.06 increase in happiness.  When moving from the lowest to highest levels of democracy on the Freedom House scale, the predicted change in democracy is about 0.6, which is about a 2.12 standard deviation in happiness.  Put more simply: increases in the level of democracy will have a positive impact the level of happiness in a country.


Two additional tests were done for stability of the model: bootstrapping the model with 1,000 repetitions, and OLS with robust standard errors (to account for any possible heteroskedasticity, though none was evident in the residual plots).  The results for both did not affect the parameter estimates or standard errors – democracy remained significant and of the expected sign.

A second test of the hypothesis, that levels of democracy affect happiness, involved running the same model using the 1996 data.  If the hypothesis were correct we would expect to see similar results in 1996 as 1990.  Results are also reported in Table 2, columns (c) and (d).  Table 2 confirms that the relationship between happiness and democracy holds – countries with higher scores for democracy consistently have higher levels of happiness.  Column (c) reports the initial results of the base model in OLS regression and column (d) gives results of the same model using bi-weight robust regression.  In 1996, the coefficient for democracy is statistically significant and of the anticipated sign, although this relationship is less significant than in 1990.  As before, bootstrapping and running the model OLS with robust standard errors suggested no discernible differences.  

The magnitude of the relationship between democracy and happiness is slightly attenuated in 1996, yet democracy remains and important determinant of happiness. 
  Figure 2 offers a visual representation of the countries democracy score and happiness in 1996.  From Figure 2, we can observe some potential outliers – countries that appear to be much happier on average than their level of democracy – such as Nigeria (nig).  When Nigeria is removed from the base model, the significance level of democracy increases and the explained variance of the model doubles.  

Nevertheless, when Nigeria is kept in the model, democracies impact on happiness can be interpreted as a 0.02 increase in average levels of happiness for every unit increase on the Freedom House scale.  Thus, when moving from the lowest to highest level of democracy on the Freedom House scale, the predicted change in democracy is about 0.25, which is approximately a 0.83 standard deviation in happiness.  The decrease in the significance level of democracy in 1996 suggests that democracy’s impact on happiness is less influential, yet it remains an important determinant of happiness. 

A closer analysis of the data in 1996 however, indicates that many countries appear to be happier on average than their level of democracy.  For instance, Venezuela reports a 3.47, the highest mean levels of happiness in 1996, despite being classified as “partially free” by the Freedom House Scale; whereas, Portugal reports a 2.84 mean level of happiness even though they are classified as “free” by Freedom House.  Furthermore, several new democracies in Eastern Europe continue to report low levels of happiness, despite the increase in the level of democracy in 1996.  This seems to indicate that the relationship between democracy and happiness is less clear and other variables may have an intervening relationship. 

Additional Controls — Regime Transition and Culture





Two additional control variables were included to further test the strength of the relationship between democracy and happiness.  The first variable controls for whether the regime has recently experienced a transition from state-socialism; the second controls for cultural variation within a society.  A brief discussion of these variables follows.

Regime Transition.  This variable is included because transitions from authoritarian or communist rule to democratic forms of government bring a certain amount of instability to citizens’ lives, thus influencing levels of happiness.  As Ken Jowitt argues, the transition from state-socialism has moved the world “from one centrally organized, rigidly bounded, and hysterically concerned with impenetrable boundaries to one in which territorial, ideological, and issues boundaries are attenuated, unclear and confusing.”
  As nations change in profound way, individual have less certainties to hold on to; as a result, we would expect regime change to have a negative impact on mean levels of happiness. 
  The regime transition control variable is intended to capture the uncertainty following a regime change.  It is operationalized as a dummy variable—where a value of one if a country went through a regime change during 1989-1996 or zero if the regime remained stable.  
When controlling for regime transition in 1990, as shown in Table 3, column (a) the coefficient for democracy remains significant and positive, however, the magnitude of the relationship between happiness and democracy becomes less strong.
  The control variable, regime transition, on the other hand, is highly significant and negative.  This indicates that countries which have undergone a recent regime change in or shortly before 1990 tend to be less happy on average than those that have not.  In other words, transitions from state-socialism are a powerful indicator of unhappiness.  
This finding is particularly surprising given the observation by many students of democracy, that shortly following a regime change there is a “honeymoon effect” where citizens are supportive of the regime.
  During this window of opportunity, political elites are advised to introduce emboldened reforms that might otherwise be unpopular because citizens are still riding the euphoria of regime change and will remain supportive of new reforms.   These results, however, turn this argument on its head and suggest that periods following regime change may not be filled with euphoria, but instead are ridden with deep uncertainty, insecurity, and unhappiness.

Table 3 additionally reports the results for 1996 when including the regime transition control.  As shown in column (b) the coefficient for democracy remains significant and of the expected sign (positive).  Regime transition remains negative and highly significant, again confirming that the instability following a transition has a negative impact on a countries’ mean level of happiness.  Table 3 further reveals that the explained variance of the models increases significantly when controlling for regime transition.  To determine if regime transition better determines happiness, or rather unhappiness, an additional model was run excluding all measures of democracy.  These results are reported in Table 4.  As shown, regime transition remains negative and significant, but the explained variance of the model is actually less than when democracy is included.
  This would suggest that while the magnitude of the relationship between democracy and happiness decreases when controlling for regime transition, democracy remains and important determinant of happiness.


Culture.  In addition to controlling for regime transition, there is strong support in the literature for including a control of culture.  The base model was further specified to include a measure of culture.  Triandis’ Individualism-Collectivism (IC) Scale taps into one aspect of culture, measuring the level of individualism and collectivism in a society.  The IC Scale has values for approximately 35 of the 42 cases in 1990 and 40 of the 56 cases in 1996.
  Despite the smaller sample, including IC as a control yields intriguing results.  

When including culture as a control in 1990, as shown in Table 5, the magnitude of the relationship between democracy and happiness weakens; the coefficients for democracy decrease in significance but remain positive.  Column (a) reports the OLS regression results for democracy in 1990.  The level of individualism-collectivism, however, appears to be an important determinant of happiness.  The results would suggest that more individualistic cultures tend to be happier on average than collective cultures. 
The amended base model was run a second time for 1996.  Table 5 additionally shows that the impact of democracy diminishes when including the level of individualism-collectivism.
  The level of individualism-collectivism, on the other hand, remains significant and positive, affirming that individualistic cultures influence levels of happiness.
  Again, a final model was run excluding democracy; this way we can assess if the impact of individualism-collectivism on happiness is greater when democracy is excluded.  Table 6 reports these results.  While the level of individualism-collectivism remains statistically significant and positive, the overall explained variance of the model does not increase; thus, we can be confident that democracy is an important determinant of happiness.  
Conclusion












This paper began with the question: does democracy improve the way individuals view their everyday lives?  Until now, this question has remained largely empirically ignored.  The existing literature instead preferences the role of economics and culture as determinants of happiness.  The empirical findings, however, demonstrate that democracy does affect individual levels of happiness in 1990, but the relationship is less significant in 1996.  Still, even when controlling for a regime transition or the level of individualism-collectivism in a society, countries with higher levels of democracy tend to have happier citizens.  Democrats of all persuasions will certainly welcome this conclusion, as it suggests that democratic theorists and policy makers are correct in their normative assumption about the desirability of democracy, if individual levels of happiness are the evaluative standard.

Given these results, however, is seems uncomfortable to suggest that democracy is a panacea for living “happily ever after.”  It is naïve and presumptuous to think that democracy alone can make individuals view their life in a more positive fashion.   Democracy is only one of many determinants of happiness as this paper has shown, thus“[i]t is pointless to search for a single cause of happiness.”
   That said, the findings reported above indicate that democracy does influence the mean levels of happiness.  While this hardly settles the argument over what causes happiness, it does add empirical support for the assumption that democracy should be included to the list of determinants.

A second intriguing finding from this project is the impact of regime transitions on country levels of happiness.  In countries that have recently experienced a transition from state-socialism, citizens report high levels of unhappiness.  This indicates that transitions from authoritarian rule may not be the celebratory windows-of-opportunity that the literature on democratization suggests and that the legacies of communism loom large for new democracies.  This finding also raises the question: how long will the legacies of communism impact individual levels of happiness?  This project found that in both 1990 and 1996 regime transitions had a negative impact on mean levels of happiness in new democracies; however, it is unclear exactly how long this relationship will endure.  

While this project provides some empirical evidence that democracy does have a positive impact on levels of happiness, it does not address why or how.  One potentially fruitful future research agenda stemming from this project is to examine what structural and institutional characteristics found in high levels of democracy generate happier citizens.  For instance, is there something inherent in the democratic process in well-function democracies that might influence happiness?  At a most basic level, one might assume that participation in the processes of voting, lobbying, or running for office may contribute to levels of happiness.  Alternatively, one might explore in what ways the democratic mechanisms of political accountability may promote feelings of trust between individuals and the macro-political institutions that rule over them.  One might further examine how the policy orientation associated with many modern democratic governments impact levels of happiness among citizens.  For example, because democracies are accountable to citizens, they may provide larger welfare states, which might contribute to higher levels of subjective well-being.  Finally, if the findings of this project are correct, and democracy does influence mean levels of happiness, future research may ask if the type of democracy matters.  In other words, do all types of democracies impact equally?  Or, do levels of happiness vary based on presidential, parliamentary, consensus or majoritarian types of democracy?   Ultimately, understanding the important role that democracy can play as a determinant of well-being opens the door to a variety of question to be sorted out by future research.
Table 1.  The top five happy and unhappy nations in 1990

	Nation
	Mean Level of Reported Happiness

(1990)(
	Democracy Score (1990)(

	
	Most Happy


	

	Netherlands
	3.39
	12

	Iceland
	3.38
	12

	Denmark
	3.36
	12

	Ireland
	3.36
	12

	Sweden
	3.36


	12

	
	Least Happy


	

	Russia
	2.54
	5

	Lithuania
	2.53
	9

	Latvia
	2.52
	9

	Belarus
	2.46
	6

	Bulgaria
	2.33
	8


Figure 1.  Scatterplot of Happiness and Democracy in 1990

[image: image2.wmf]HAPPINESS

DEMOCRACY

0

12

2.33

3.39

arg

au

wr

b

br

gb

bg

cdn

rch

chn

cz

dk

es

fi

f

d

h

ic

ind

ire

i

j

lat

lt

mex

nl

nz

nig

n

phi

pl

p

ro

ru

sa

slo

s

sw

tr

usa

is

sk

sp


Country Abbreviations:

Argentina  (arg), Armenia (arm), Australia (ausl), Austria (au), Azerbaijan (aze), Bangladesh  (ban), Belarus (wr), Belgium (b), Brazil  (br), Britain (gb), Bulgaria (bg), Canada (cdn), Chile (rch), China (chn), Croatia (cr), Czech Republic (cz), Denmark (dk), Dominican Republic (dr), Estonia (es), Finland (fi), France (f), Georgia (ge), Germany (d), Ghana (gh), Hungary (h), Iceland (ic), India (ind), Ireland (ire), Israel (is), Italy (I), Japan (j), Latvia (lat), Lithuania (lt), Mexico (mex), Moldova (mol), Netherlands (nl), New Zealand (nz), Nigeria (nig), Norway (n), Philippines (phi), Poland (pl), Portugal (p), Romania ( ro), Russia (ru), South Africa (sa), Slovakia (sk), Slovenia (slo), South Korea (sk), Spain (sp), Sweden (s), Switzerland (sw), Turkey (tr), Ukraine (uk), Uruguay (ur), USA (usa), Venezuela (ve). 

Figure 2.   Scatterplot of Happiness and Democracy in 1996


[image: image1.wmf] 

 

  

Potential  outlier

 

HAPPINESS

 

DEMOCRACY

 

0

 

12

 

2.33

 

3.47

 

arg

 

arm

 

ausl

 

au

 

aze

 

ban

 

wr

 

b

 

br

 

gb

 

bg

 

cdn

 

rch

 

chn

 

cz

 

dk

 

dr

 

es

 

fi

 

f

 

ge

 

d

 

gh

 

h

 

ic

 

ind

 

ire

 

i

 

j

 

lat

 

lt

 

mex

 

mol

 

nl

 

nig

 

n

 

phi

 

pl

 

p

 

ro

 

ru

 

sa

 

sk

 

slo

 

s

 

sw

 

tr

 

uk

 

ur

 

usa

 

ve

 

cr

 

sk

 

sp

 


Country Abbreviations:

Argentina  (arg), Armenia (arm), Australia (ausl), Austria (au), Azerbaijan (aze), Bangladesh  (ban), Belarus (wr), Belgium (b), Brazil  (br), Britain (gb), Bulgaria (bg), Canada (cdn), Chile (rch), China (chn), Croatia (cr), Czech Republic (cz), Denmark (dk), Dominican Republic (dr), Estonia (es), Finland (fi), France (f), Georgia (ge), Germany (d), Ghana (gh), Hungary (h), Iceland (ic), India (ind), Ireland (ire), Israel (is), Italy (I), Japan (j), Latvia (lat), Lithuania (lt), Mexico (mex), Moldova (mol), Netherlands (nl), New Zealand (nz), Nigeria (nig), Norway (n), Philippines (phi), Poland (pl), Portugal (p), Romania ( ro), Russia (ru), South Africa (sa), Slovakia (sk), Slovenia (slo), South Korea (sk), Spain (sp), Sweden (s), Switzerland (sw), Turkey (tr), Ukraine (uk), Uruguay (ur), USA (usa), Venezuela (ve).
Table 2: Base Models 1990 and 1996 – Does Democracy Influence Happiness? 

Dependent Variable: Happiness

	
	1990
	1996

	
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)
	(d)

	Democracy


	.063***   (.017)
	.065***   (.019)


	.025*  

(.017)
	.027*   (.018)



	Growth


	.011*   

(.0075)
	.010640*   (.008)


	.013*   

(.009)
	.014*   (.010)



	Development


	-.320

(.295)
	-.321     

(.318)


	.420   

(.344)
	.431   (.368)



	Constant
	2.65***   (.184)
	2.6366***   (.199)
	2.36***   (.209)
	2.3***   (.224)

	R2
	0.396
	
	0.208
	

	Adj. R2
	0.348
	
	0.160


	

	N
	42
	42
	54
	54


Notes: 
* p < .10 ** p< .05 *** p < .01, one-tailed tests

Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients (Standard Errors)
Columns (a) and (c) reports results using OLS regression.

Columns (b)  and (d) reports results using bi-weight robust regression.
Table  3.   
Does Democracy influence happiness when controlling for regime transition?

Dependent Variable: Happiness


                1990

  1996

	
	(a)
	(b)

	Democracy


	.025**   

(.014)
	.020**   

(.011)



	Growth


	-.003   

(.006)
	.007*   

(.006)



	Development


	.118   

(.254)
	.063   

(.228)



	Regime Transition


	-.440***   

(.072)
	-.443***    

(.054)

	Constant
	2.76***   (.1674711)
	2.85***   
(.167)

	R2
	0.705
	0.699

	Adj. R2
	0.673
	0.674

	N
	41
	53


Notes: 
* p < .10 ** p< .05 *** p < .01, one-tailed tests

Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients (Standard Errors)

All results reported using OLS regression.
Table 4.   
When Excluding Democracy, Does Regime Transition Better Explain Happiness?

Dependent Variable: Happiness



         
        1990

          1996

	
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)
	(d)

	Democracy


	________
	_______
	________
	_______

	Growth


	-.001   

(.006)


	-.0009   

(.007)
	.006   
(.006)
	.007   
(.006)

	Development


	.423**   

(.194)


	.425**   (.212)
	.301*   

(.192)
	.377**   (.208)

	Regime Transition


	-.496***    

(.067)
	-.504***   (.073)
	-.457***   
(.055)
	-.462***   (.06)

	Constant
	2.75***   

(.172)


	2.75***   (.188)
	2.87***   
(.171)
	2.8***   
(.184)

	R2
	0.679
	
	0.678
	

	Adj. R2
	0.653
	
	0.657
	

	N
	41
	41
	53
	53


Notes: 
* p < .10 ** p< .05 *** p < .01, one-tailed tests

Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients (Standard Errors)

Columns (a) and (c) represent results in OLS regression.

Columns  (b) and (d) represent results in bi-weight robust regression.

Table 5.  Does Democracy influence happiness when controlling for culture?

Dependent Variable: Happiness



     1990
   1996

	
	(a)
	(b)

	Democracy


	.027*   

(.017)


	-.016   

(.015)

	Growth


	.009*    

(.006)


	.033***   

(.014)

	Development


	-.397*   

(.261)


	-.153   

(.314)

	Culture

(Individual-Collectivism)


	.065***   

(.022)
	.087****   

(.024)

	Constant
	2.7043***    (.149749)
	2.7438***   (.1717352)

	R2
	0.459
	0.359

	Adj. R2
	0.391
	0.286

	N
	37
	40


Notes: 
* p < .10 ** p< .05 *** p < .01, one-tailed tests

Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients (Standard Errors)

All results reported using OLS regression.
Table 6.  When Excluding Democracy, Does Culture Better Explain Happiness?

Dependent Variable: Happiness



         
        1990

          1996

	
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)
	(d)

	Democracy


	________
	________
	________
	________

	Growth


	.012**   
(.007)
	.012**    (.007)


	.032**  
(.015)
	.026**   (.015)

	Development


	-.201  

(.235)
	-.121   
(.241)


	-.275   

(.385)
	-.232    
(.395)

	Culture

Individual-Collectivism)


	.080***   
(.020)
	.071***    (.021)
	.077***   
(.025)
	.070***   (.025)

	Constant
	2.71***   
(.152)


	2.72***   (.157)
	2.74***     
(.216)
	2.78***   (.221)

	R2
	0.416
	
	0.332
	

	Adj. R2
	0.363
	
	0.276
	

	N
	37
	37
	40
	40


Notes: 
* p < .10 ** p< .05 *** p < .01, one-tailed tests

Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients (Standard Errors)

Columns (a) and (c) represent results in OLS regression.

Columns  (b) and (d) represent results in bi-weight robust regression.

Appendix I












Levels of Happiness, Democracy and Culture 1990 and 1996

	Nation
	Level of Reported Happiness (1990)1
	Freedom House Democracy Score (1990)2
	Level of Reported Happiness

(1996)1
	Freedom House Democracy Score (1996)2


	Culture3

	Argentina 
	3.07
	10
	3.03
	9
	5

	Armenia
	.
	.
	2.54
	5
	.

	Australia
	.
	.
	3.33
	12
	9

	Austria
	3.2
	12
	3.2
	12
	8

	Azerbaijan
	.
	.
	2.88
	3
	.

	Bangladesh
	.
	.
	3.01
	8
	1

	Belarus
	2.46
	6
	2.43
	2
	.

	Belgium
	3.32
	12
	3.29
	11
	7

	Brazil
	2.95
	9
	3
	8
	4

	Britain
	3.25
	11
	3.3
	11
	9

	Bulgaria
	2.33
	7
	2.33
	9
	.

	Canada
	3.05
	12
	3.18
	12
	9

	Chile
	3.03
	10
	3.04
	10
	6

	China
	2.95
	0
	2.98
	0
	2

	Croatia
	.
	.
	2.69
	6
	.

	Czech Republic
	2.67
	10
	2.75
	11
	.

	Denmark
	3.36
	12
	3.3
	12
	8

	Dominican Republic
	.
	.
	3.05
	8
	4

	Estonia
	2.58
	9
	2.61
	11
	4

	Finland
	3.09
	12
	3.11
	12
	8

	France
	3.16
	11
	3.14
	11
	7

	Georgia
	.
	.
	2.68
	6
	.

	Germany
	3.04
	11
	3
	11
	8

	Ghana
	.
	.
	2.94
	7
	3

	Hungary
	2.72
	10
	2.79
	11
	6

	Iceland
	3.38
	12
	3.4
	12
	7

	India
	2.93
	9
	2.89
	8
	4

	Ireland
	3.36
	12
	3.36
	12
	5

	Israel
	2.88
	10
	.
	.
	6

	Italy
	2.99
	12
	2.92
	11
	6

	Japan
	3
	12
	3.08
	11
	4

	Latvia
	2.52
	9
	2.62
	10
	.

	Lithuania
	2.53
	9
	2.55
	11
	4

	Mexico
	2.95
	6
	3.03
	7
	5

	Moldova
	.
	.
	2.4
	7
	.

	Netherlands
	3.39
	12
	3.34
	12
	9

	New Zealand
	.
	.
	3.18
	12
	9

	Nigeria
	2.94
	4
	3.11
	1
	3

	Norway
	3.23
	12
	3.22
	12
	7

	Philippines
	3.08
	8
	3.32
	9
	4

	Poland
	2.97
	10
	2.99
	11
	5

	Portugal
	2.82
	11
	2.84
	12
	5

	Romania
	2.63
	3
	2.63
	9
	.

	Russia
	2.54
	5
	2.51
	7
	6

	Slovakia
	.
	.
	2.51
	8
	.

	Slovenia
	2.58
	10
	2.73
	11
	5

	South Africa
	2.82
	5
	2.97
	11
	5

	South Korea
	2.86
	9
	2.93
	10
	3

	Spain
	3.05
	12
	3.03
	11
	6

	Sweden
	3.36
	12
	3.3
	12
	8

	Switzerland
	3.3
	12
	3.31
	12
	9

	Turkey
	3.08
	8
	3.21
	5
	4

	Ukraine
	.
	.
	2.44
	7
	.

	United States
	3.28
	12
	3.3
	12
	10

	Uruguay
	.
	.
	2.99
	11
	.

	Venezuela
	.
	.
	3.47
	9
	.


Notes:

1 Happiness levels are given on a four-point scale: 4 = very happy, 3 = happy, 2 = somewhat happy, 1 = not happy.

2 Freedom House Democracy score, higher scores indicate greater levels of democracy

3 Culture = 1-10 Collectivism-Individualism Scale.  Higher values indicate more individualistic cultures; lower values indicate more collective cultures.
.     Indicates missing value
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�   See, for example, Dahl (1989); Lijphart (1999), Lipset (1981); and Pateman (1970).


�   On the Third Wave of Democratization see Huntington (1991); Shin (1994).  See McFaul (2002) for an argument of the beginning of a Fourth Wave of democratization.


�   There is an extensive and diverse literature focusing on the transition to democracy following the collapse of the Soviet Union.  For a review of the general findings see, for example, Anderson et al (2002); Bunce (2000); Bunce (2003); Carothers (2002); Diamond (2002); Ekiert and Hanson (2003); Geddes (1999); Greskovits (2000); King (2000); Linz and Stepan (1996); Munck (2001); Munck and Leff (1997); Schmitter and Karl (1991); O’Donnell (1993).


�  Veenhoven (1997: 32).  Most researchers use SWB synonymously with the concept of human happiness.  See, for instance, Inglehart and Klingemann (2000); Lane (2000); Schyns (1998); Diener, Suh, and Oishi (1997); Veenhoven (1998).


�  For a more detailed review of the SWB field see Diener (1984); Myers and Diener (1995).


�  For a complete review of the micro-determinants of SWB, see Diener and Suh (1997); Diener, Suh, and Oishi (1997); Inglehart and Klingemann (2000); Veenhoven (1997).


�   Lane (2000).


�  See, for example, Kiewiet (1983).


�  Veenhoven (1997: 10).  


�   Veenhoven (1998: 10).


�   Purchasing power parity (PPP) figured in 1995 international dollars.


�   This argument has also been advanced by Schyns (1998); Oishi et al. (1999); Veenhoven (1993). 


�   Geertz, as cited by Elkins and Simeon (1979: 129).


�   Several recent studies have utilized Triadis’ Individualism-Collectivism measure of culture.  See, for example, Lee et al. (2000), Martella and Maass (2000), Oishi, Diener, Lucas, and Suh (1999), and Watkins, Mortazavi, and Trofimova (2000). 


�   Diener, Suh, Lucas, and Smith (1999: 284).  


�   For further discussion of individualism-collectivism see Triandis (2000).


�   Inglehart and Klingemann (2000: 180).


�   See Appendix I for a comprehensive list of countries and their corresponding happiness and democracy scores in 1990 and 1996.


�   Veenhoven (1996) notes that numerous scholars have successfully used happiness for statistical investigation; specifically, “[i]n the last decade some 3000 empirical studies have considered the matter [happiness].”  Veenhoven has constructed the World Database on Happiness (1996), which is a collection of bibliographies, datasets, and list of addresses of researcher who have published on happiness.  This database is available on-line: � HYPERLINK "http://www.eurnnl/fsw/soc/happiness.html" ��http://www.eurnnl/fsw/soc/happiness.html� or in book version Veenhoven (1993).


�   Empirical results of these tests are reported in detail in Veenhoven (1993; 1996).


�   The correlation between happiness and life satisfaction survey questions is approximately (r = .70 to r = .98), depending on the sample, see Veenhoven (1994).


�   WVS II (1990-92) and WVS III (1995-97), Cumulative file ICPSR, file 2790, Ann Arbor, Michigan.


�   According to Veenhoven (1994) individual level measures of happiness are valid but are not terribly reliable in cross-national comparison, but the problem of reliability disappears when large samples are aggregated to mean values. Mean scores were calculated by Ruut Veenhoven’s data set World Database of Happiness (1996).


�   Freedom House data is available on-line at � HYPERLINK "http://www.freedomhouse.org" ��http://www.freedomhouse.org�.


�   Conventionally, Freedom House Scores range on a 2-14 scale, where low scores indicate higher levels of democracy.  For the purpose of easier interpretation Freedom House scores have been inverted so that higher scores indicate greater levels of political freedom.   


� Although Freedom House is the most comprehensive and commonly used measure of freedom many scholars remain uncomfortable with it as a measure of democracy.  As a result, a second measure of “democracy,” taken from the Polity IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions 1800-1999, was additionally run in all models.  There were no significant differences in the results when using Freedom House or Polity IV scores to measure the level of democracy.  Polity’s democracy scale is highly correlated with Freedom House at r = .89.


�   HDI is available on-line at  http://www.undp.org/hdro/hd.htm#measure


�  Diener et al (1999: 287-8).


�  GNP per capita, (current international $) – GNP per capita is gross national product divided by midyear population.  Data are in current international dollars. 





�   This could be due to the increase in the number of cases in 1996: Australia, Bangladesh, Ukraine, Armenia, Uruguay, Venezuela, Ghana, Croatia, Dominican Republic, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, and Slovakia.  There was no data for the dependent variable, happiness, for New Zealand or Israel in 1996.


�   Jowitt (1992: 307).


�   This argument is also made by Schyns (1998:18).  


� The amended base model was run again using both Freedom House and Polity measures of democracy in bi-weight robust regression and the results (not shown) were substantively identical to OLS regression. 


�  Most prominently associated with this view is Adam Prezworski’s Democracy and the Market, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).


�   The adjusted explained variance of the adjusted model when democracy is excluded in 1990 is actually 0.02 smaller than when democracy is included.   In 1996, the adjusted explained variance of the model when democracy is excluded is 0.017 smaller than when democracy is included.


�  Scores for Triandis’ IC Scale can be found in numerous sources, including: Diener et al. (1995); Veenhoven (1999); and Oishi et al. (1999).  See also Appendix 1 for IC scores.


�  The models were rerun using bi-weight robust regression and the results proved substantively identical (results are not shown).  


�  Tests for multicollinearity between democracy and IC indicated no problems.  The Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) scores and tolerance levels were within acceptable limits, there were no noticeably large jumps in standard errors, nor did the collinearity diagnostics indicate any presence of multicollinearity. 





� Diener et al. (1999: 295).


( Happiness levels are given on a four-point scale: 4 = very happy, 3 = happy, 2 = somewhat happy, 1 = not happy


( Freedom House scores indicate 0-12 where higher scores indicate greater levels of democracy. 
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