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Executive Summary

It has been over ten years since the first World
Happiness Report was published. And it is exactly
ten years since the United Nations General
Assembly adopted Resolution 66/281, proclaiming
20 March to be observed annually as International
Day of Happiness. Since then, more and more
people have come to believe that our success as
countries should be judged by the happiness of
our people. There is also a growing consensus
about how happiness should be measured.

This consensus means that national happiness
can now become an operational objective for
governments.

So in this year’s report, we ask the following
guestions:

1. What is the consensus view about measuring
national happiness, and what kinds of
behaviour does it require of individuals and
institutions? (Chapter 1)

2. How have trust and benevolence saved lives
and supported happiness over the past
three years of COVID-19 and other crises?
(Chapter 2)

3. What is state effectiveness and how does it
affect human happiness? (Chapter 3)

4. How does altruistic behaviour by individuals
affect their own happiness, that of the
recipient, and the overall happiness of
society? (Chapter 4)

5. How well does social media data enable us
to measure the prevailing levels of happiness
and distress? (Chapter 5)

In short, our answers are these.

Chapter 1. The happiness agenda.
The next 10 years.

¢ The natural way to measure a nation’s happiness
is to ask a nationally-representative sample of
people how satisfied they are with their lives
these days.

* A population will only experience high levels of
overall life satisfaction if its people are also
pro-social, healthy, and prosperous. In other
words, its people must have high levels of what
Aristotle called ‘eudaimonia’. So at the level of
society, life satisfaction and eudaimonia go
hand-in-hand.

At the individual level, however, they can diverge.
As the evidence shows, virtuous behaviour
generally raises the happiness of the virtuous
actor (as well as the beneficiary). But there are
substantial numbers of virtuous people, including
some carers, who are not that satisfied with
their lives.

* When we assess a society, a situation, or a
policy, we should not look only at the average
happiness it brings (including for future
generations). We should look especially at the
scale of misery (i.e., low life satisfaction) that
results. To prevent misery, governments and
international organisations should establish
rights such as those in the United Nations’
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR).
They should also broaden the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) to consider well-
being and environmental policy dimensions
jointly in order to ensure the happiness of future
generations. These rights and goals are essential
tools for increasing human happiness and
reducing misery now and into the future.

Once happiness is accepted as the goal of
government, this has other profound effects on
institutional practices. Health, especially mental
health, assumes even more priority, as does the
quality of work, family life, and community.

e For researchers, too, there are major challenges.
All government policies should be evaluated
against the touchstone of well-being (per dollar
spent). And how to promote virtue needs to
become a major subject of study.



Chapter 2. World Happiness, Trust, and Social
Connections in Times of Crisis

« Life evaluations have continued to be remarkably
resilient, with global averages in the COVID-19
years 2020-2022 just as high as those in the
pre-pandemic years 2017-2019. Finland remains
in the top position for the sixth year in a row.
War-torn Afghanistan and Lebanon remain the
two unhappiest countries in the survey, with
average life evaluations more than five points
lower (on a scale running from O to 10) than in
the ten happiest countries.

To study the inequality of happiness, we first
focus on the happiness gap between the top
and the bottom halves of the population. This
gap is small in countries where most people

are happy but also in those countries where
almost no one is happy. However, more generally,
people are happier living in countries where the
happiness gap is smaller. Happiness gaps
globally have been fairly stable over time,
although there are growing gaps in many
African countries.

We also track two measures of misery - the
share of the population having life evaluations
of 4 and below and the share rating the lives

at 3 and below. Globally, both of these measures
of misery fell slightly during the three
COVID-19 years.

To help to explain this continuing resilience,

we document four cases that suggest how trust
and social support can support happiness
during crises.

COVID-19 deaths. In 2020 and 2021, countries
attempting to suppress community transmission
had lower death rates and better well-being
overall. Not enough countries followed suit, thus
enabling new variants to emerge, such that in
2022, Omicron made elimination infeasible.
Although trust continues to be correlated with
lower death rates in 2022, policy strategies,
infections, and death rates are now very similar
in all countries, but with total deaths over

all three years being much lower in the
eliminator countries.

* Benevolence. There was a globe-spanning
surge of benevolence in 2020 and especially
in 2021. Data for 2022 show that prosocial acts
remain about one-quarter more common than
before the pandemic.

Ukraine and Russia. Both countries shared the
global increases in benevolence during 2020
and 2021. During 2022, benevolence grew
sharply in Ukraine but fell in Russia. Despite the
magnitude of suffering and damage in Ukraine,
life evaluations in September 2022 remained
higher than in the aftermath of the 2014
annexation, supported now by a stronger sense
of common purpose, benevolence, and trust in
Ukrainian leadership. Confidence in their national
governments grew in 2022 in both countries, but
much more in Ukraine than in Russia. Ukrainian
support for Russian leadership fell to zero in all
parts of Ukraine in 2022.

Social support. New data show that positive
social connections and support in 2022 were
twice as prevalent as loneliness in seven key
countries spanning six global regions. They were
also strongly tied to overall ratings of how
satisfied people are with their relationships with
other people. The importance of these positive
social relations helps further to explain the
resilience of life evaluations during times of crisis.

Chapter 3. Well-being and State Effectiveness

* The effectiveness of the government has a major
influence on human happiness of the people.

¢ The capacity of a state can be well-measured by

- its fiscal capacity (ability to raise money)

- its collective capacity (ability to deliver
services)

- its legal capacity (rule of law)

Also crucial are
- the avoidance of civil war, and
- the avoidance of repression.

¢ Across countries, all these five measures are well
correlated with the average life satisfaction of
the people.



* Using the five characteristics (and income),
it is possible to classify states into 3 clusters:
common-interest states, special-interest states
and weak states. In common-interest states,
average life satisfaction is 2 points (out of 10)
higher than in weak states and in special-interest
states it is 1 point higher than in weak states.

* In those countries where average life satisfaction
is highest, it is also more equally distributed -
with fewer citizens having relatively low life
satisfaction.

Chapter 4. Doing Good and Feeling Good:
Relationships between Altruism and Well-being
for Altruists, Beneficiaries, and Observers

e A person is being altruistic when they help
another person without expecting anything in
return. Altruistic behaviours like helping
strangers, donating money, giving blood, and
volunteering are common, while others (like
donating a kidney) are less so.

* There is a positive relationship between happi-
ness and all of these altruistic behaviours. This is
true when we compare across countries, and
when we compare across individuals. But why?

* Normally, people who receive altruistic help will
experience improved well-being, which helps
explain the correlation across countries. But in
addition, there is much evidence (experimental
and others) that helping behaviour increases the
well-being of the individual helper. This is
especially true when the helping behaviour is
voluntary and mainly motivated by concern for
the person being helped.

The causal arrow also runs in the opposite
direction. Experimental and other evidence shows
that when people’s well-being increases, they
can become more altruistic. In particular, when
people’s well-being rises through experiencing
altruistic help, they become more likely to help
others, creating a virtuous spiral.

Chapter 5. Towards Reliably Forecasting the
Well-being of Populations Using Social Media:
Three Generations of Progress

¢ Assessments using social media can provide
timely and spatially detailed well-being
measurement to track changes, evaluate policy,
and provide accountability.

Since 2010, the methods using social media
data for assessing well-being have increased
in sophistication. The two main sources of
development have been data collection/
aggregation strategies and better natural
language processing (i.e., sentiment models).

Data collection/aggregation strategies have
evolved from the analysis of random feeds
(Generation 1) to the analyses of demographically-
characterized samples of users (Generation 2) to
an emerging new generation of digital cohort
design studies in which users are followed over
time (Generation 3).

Natural Language Processing models have
improved mapping language use to well-being
estimates - progressing from counting diction-
aries of keywords (Level 1) to relying on robust
machine-learning estimates (Level 2) to using
large language models that consider words
within contexts (Level 3).

The improvement in methods addresses various
biases that affect social media data, including
selection, sampling, and presentation biases, as
well as the impact of bots.

The current generation of digital cohort designs
gives social media-based well-being assessment
the potential for unparalleled measurement in
space and time (e.g., monthly subregional
estimation). Such estimates can be used to test
scientific hypotheses about well-being, policy,
and population health using quasi-experimental
designs (e.g., by comparing trajectories across
matched counties).
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SiIx Factors
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Income, health, having someone
to count on, having a sense of
freedom to make key life decisions,
generosity, and the absence of
corruption all play strong roles in
supporting life evaluations.
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Gross Domestic Product, or how much each country produces, divided
by the number of people in the country.

GDP per capita gives information about the size of the economy and
how the economy is performing.
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“Have you donated money to a charity in the past month?”

A clear marker for a sense of positive community engagement and a
central way that humans connect with each other.

Research shows that in all cultures, starting in early childhood, people
are drawn to behaviours which benefit other people.



Perception of
Corruption

“Is corruption widespread throughout the government or not” and
“Is corruption widespread within businesses or not?”

Do people trust their governments and have trust in the benevolence
of others?



Dystopla

Dystopia is an imaginary country that has the world’s least-happy people.
The purpose of establishing Dystopia is to have a benchmark against
which all countries can be favorably compared (no country performs
more poorly than Dystopia) in terms of each of the six key variables. The
lowest scores observed for the six key variables, therefore, characterize
Dystopia. Since life would be very unpleasant in a country with the
world’s lowest incomes, lowest life expectancy, lowest generosity, most
corruption, least freedom, and least social support, it is referred to as
“Dystopia,” in contrast to Utopia.
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and conditions Of all‘-‘,
kinds which are
conducive to happiness.



Concern for happiness and the alleviation of
suffering goes back to the Buddha, Confucius,
Socrates and beyond. But looking back over the
first ten years of the World Happiness Report, it

is striking how public interest in happiness and
well-being has grown in recent years. This can be
seen in newspaper stories, Google searches, and
academic research. It can also be seen in books,
where talk of happiness has overtaken the talk of
income and GDP.? Although this growth in interest
started well before the first World Happiness
Report in 2012, we have been surprised at the
extent to which the Reports have appeared to fill
a need for a better knowledge base for evaluating
human progress.®

Moreover, policy-makers themselves increasingly
talk about well-being. The OECD and the EU call
on member governments to “put people and their
well-being at the heart of policy design.”* And five
countries now belong to the Well-being Economy
Government Alliance.®

The Basic Ideas

A natural way to measure people’s well-being is to
ask them how satisfied they are with their lives. A

typical question is, “Overall, how satisfied are you

with your life these days?” People reply on a scale
of 0-10 (0= completely dissatisfied, 10= completely
satisfied). This allows people to evaluate their own
happiness without making any assumptions about
what causes it. Thus ‘life satisfaction’ is a standard
measure of well-being.

However, an immediate question arises of what
habits, institutions and material conditions produce
a society where people have higher well-being.
We must also ask how people can gain the skills
to further their own long-term (or sustainable)
well-being. The World Happiness Reports have
studied these questions each year, in part by
comparing the average life satisfaction in different
countries and seeing what features in the population
explain these differences.® The findings are clear.
The ethos of a country matters - are people
trustworthy, generous, and mutually supportive?
The institutions also matter - are people free to
make important life decisions? And the material
conditions of life matter - both income and health.
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These are broadly the conditions identified by
Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics.” He identified
a person who was high in these attributes -
character virtues and sufficient external goods

- as achieving “eudaimonia.” In particular, he
stressed the importance of the person’s character,
built by mentorship and habits, and he famously
defined eudaimonia as “the activity of the

soul according to virtue”. In other words, high
eudaimonia required a virtuous character,
including moderation, fortitude, a sense of justice,
an ability to form and maintain friendships, as

well as good citizenship in the polis (the political
community). Today we describe the outward-
facing virtues of friendship and citizenship as
“pro-social” attitudes and behaviour. For the
Greeks, and us, living the right kind of life is a
hard-won skill. The Greeks used the term arete,
which means excellence or virtue. Individual virtue
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is essential, as is pro-sociality. Our modern
evidence also shows that the development of
virtuous behaviours needs a supportive social
and institutional environment if it is to result in
widespread happiness. Aristotle, too knew this
through his investigation of the constitutions of
Athens and other city-states of ancient Greece.

A society where the average citizen exhibits
strong virtues and high eudaimonia will also be
one where the average citizen experiences high
life satisfaction. To see why this is true we have
only to consider how far our own life satisfaction
depends on the behaviour and attitudes of others.
So to have a society with high average life satis-
faction, we need a society with virtuous citizens
and with supportive institutions. At the level of
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society, the two terms go hand-in-hand. Effective
institutions support character development;
virtuous citizens promote effective institutions.

Being virtuous generally makes people feel better.
In several studies, some people were given money
to give to others, while others were given money to
keep - the former group became happier.? That

To have a society with

high average life satisfaction,
we need a society with high
average eudaimonia.



happier people are more likely to help others is also
shown in Chapter 4 of this Report, and elsewhere.?
And in Prisoner’s Dilemma games in laboratories,

it has been shown that when people choose to
behave cooperatively, they experience increased
activity in the reward centres of the brain.”

But virtue is not always and necessarily rewarding.

For example, some full-time voluntary caregivers
(looking after vulnerable children or elderly
parents) have quite low life satisfaction.” Thus,
when we look at individuals, life satisfaction and

eudaimonia are not identical. We need, for example,

special institutions to support the hard work of
caregivers. Caregiving is rewarding but also
difficult and painful and needs social support. The
general policy point remains, however. We should
train individuals in virtue and eudaimonia - both
for their own sake and that of others.

The central task of institutions is to promote the
behaviours and conditions of all kinds which are
conducive to happiness. But before we come to
institutions and research, there are two other
fundamental issues of principle. The first is the
distribution of happiness - as compared with

its average level. Unlike the British philosopher
Jeremy Bentham, we do not think the average
level of happiness (or the simple sum of happiness,
per person) is all that matters. We should care
about the distribution of happiness and be
happier when misery can be relieved. Most ethical
systems emphasise that the world (and “creation”)
is for everybody, not merely for the lucky, the rich,
or the favoured. One obvious step in this direction
is to guarantee minimum human rights (including
food, shelter, freedom, and civil rights). Thus the
UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights® is
an integral component of the happiness agenda.
Without such basic human rights, there would
today be many more people living in misery. Yet
the agenda of the Universal Declaration is still far
from fulfilled, and its realisation remains a central
task of our time.

A second issue is equally vital: the well-being
of future generations. In most ethical systems,
and from the happiness perspective, happiness
matters for everybody across the world and
across generations. Today’s decisions should
give due weight to the well-being of future
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Being virtuous generally makes
people feel better.. But virtue is
not always rewarding.

generations and our own. In technical terms, the
discount rate used to compare the circumstances
across generations should be very low, and
indeed much below the discount rates typically
used by economists. Future well-being must be
given its due. For this reason, the UN Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs)' are also a vital
component of the happiness agenda.

In short, the interests of others (human rights)
and of a sustainable environment (SDGs) are
integral to happy lives rather than something that
is either additional or in conflict with them.

Priorities for Institutions

Thus, there is now the potential for a real well-being
revolution, that is, a broad advance in human
well-being achieved by deploying our knowledge,
technologies, and ethical perspectives. The
appetite for such an advance is growing, and the
knowledge base of how to promote human
well-being is exploding.

Based on what we have learned from the life
evaluations of millions of survey respondents
around the globe, we now more clearly understand
the key factors at work. To explain the differences
in well-being around the world, both within and
among countries, the key factors include™

physical and mental health

human relationships (in the family, at work
and in the community),

income and employment

character virtues, including pro-sociality
and trust

social support
personal freedom
lack of corruption, and

effective government






Human beings do not spring
into the world fully formed,
like mushrooms, as Hobbes
once suggested.

Human beings do not spring into the world fully
formed, like mushrooms, as Hobbes once suggested.
Nor do they have tastes and values which can be
taken as given, as the economists Becker and
Stigler once suggested.”™ Their characters, habits,
and values are formed by the social institutions
where they live and the norms which they absorb
from them. For example, the Nordic countries
have the highest well-being, though they are not
richer than many other countries. But they do
have higher levels of trust and of mutual respect
and support.’®

Thus, the well-being revolution will depend on the
performance of the social institutions in each
country. The objective of every institution should
be to contribute what it can to human well-being.
From our existing knowledge, we can already see
many of the key things that institutions have to
do. Let us take these institutions in turn.

Governments and NGOs

Thomas Jefferson once said, “The care of human
life and happiness is the only legitimate object of
good government”.” This echoes Aristotle’s belief
that politics should aim to promote eudaimonia.
The overarching objective of a government must
be to create conditions for the greatest possible
well-being and, especially, the least misery in the
population. (Fortunately, as we show later, it is
also in the electoral interest of the government to
increase happiness since this makes it more likely
that the government will be re-elected).

Thus, all policies on expenditure, tax and regulation
need to be assessed in terms of their impact on
well-being. Total expenditure will probably be
determined by political forces, but which policies
attract money should depend on their likely effect
on well-being per dollar spent.”® We already have
rough estimates of some of these effects and
what follows reflects this evidence.
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Policy choices should always take proper account
of future generations (“sustainability”) and the
need to preserve basic human rights. The fight
against climate change is, of course, international,
and each government should play its proper role
in this inescapable commitment.

There is evidence that other things being equal,
countries with higher levels of government social
expenditure (but not military expenditure),
backed by the revenues to pay for them, have
higher well-being.” Social expenditure leads to
higher happiness, especially in countries with
trusted and effective governments (see Chapter
3). This is more than coincidence, as where social
and institutional trust are deservedly higher,
people are more prepared to pay for social
programs, and governments are more able to
deliver them efficiently. But, whatever the scope
of government, there is always a key role for
charitable, voluntary organisations (NGOs) - in
almost every sphere of human activity. The
rationale for an NGO is its contribution to well-being,
and every NGO would naturally evaluate its
alternative options against this criterion.

Health Services and Social Care

Many health services already evaluate their
spending options by their impact per dollar on
the number of Quality-of-life-Adjusted Life
Years (QALYs) - a procedure similar to that
needed for all government expenditure. Since
resources are limited, this is the only approach
that can be justified.

One clear finding is that much more needs to be
spent on mental healthcare and public health. For
example, modern evidence-based psychological
therapy for depression and anxiety disorders has
been shown to save more money than it costs. (The
savings are on reduced disability benefits, increased
tax payments and reduced physical healthcare
costs).?° Even more proactive than providing mental
health care, a focus on mental health promotion -
or promoting the conditions for good mental health
and preventing the onset of mental illness - has
been shown to be cost effective.?

Many problems of mental and physical health can
be prevented by better lifestyles (e.g., more



exercise, better sleep, diet, social activities,
volunteering, and mindfulness). We must also
acknowledge that these lifestyle choices take
place within social and physical environments

- shaping these environments to make the “right”
choice the easy choice is important, as we know
that individual behaviour change is difficult.
Governments and health systems have a role to
play in helping to shape the environments in
which we live to facilitate ways of living that
promote well-being. Community organisations
have a major role to play here. So does ‘social
prescribing’ by general medical practitioners.
These are areas for major expansion.

But, whatever happens, millions of vulnerable
children and adults will need further help. These
include children who are orphaned or have mental
or physical disabilities, disabled adults of working
age (including those living with an addiction
disorder), and the vulnerable elderly. In a well-
being strategy, these people have high priority.

Schools

In promoting positive well-being, schools have
a standing start. But they do not always take
advantage of it, and, even before COVID, the
well-being of adolescents in most advanced
countries was falling, especially among girls.??
This has been attributed partly to the increased
pressures of exams and partly to social media.
There are many ways in which schools can
improve well-being, and many do. First, there is
the whole ethos and value system of the school,
as shown in relations between teachers, pupils
and parents. Second is the practice of measure-
ment - by measuring well-being, schools will
show they treasure it and aim to improve it.??
Finally, there is the regular teaching of life skills
in an evidence-based way, where many methods
based on positive psychology have been found
to be effective.?*

Business and Work

Business plays a huge role in the generation of
well-being. It supplies customers with goods
and services, provides workers with income,
employment and quality of work, and provides
profits to the owners. Business operates within a
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framework of law, and its existence is justified by
its contribution to well-being. In 2019 the US
Business Roundtable, representing many of the
world’s leading companies, publicly asserted
that business has obligations to the welfare of
customers, workers and suppliers as well as
shareholders. There is now a major industry

of consultants who advise companies on how
to promote worker well-being - both for its
own sake and because of its benefits to the
shareholder.?®> One US time-use study showed
that the worst time of the day for workers

was when they were with their boss.?¢ Clearly,
some workplaces have much to gain from a
well-being revolution.

Community Life: Humans as Social Animals

Adult life consists of more than work. It contains
family life and all kinds of social interactions
outside the home. As Aristotle said, Man is a
social animal. A clear finding of well-being research
is the massive role of social connections in
promoting well-being - and the corresponding
power of loneliness to reduce it.?’

One major form of connection is membership
in voluntary organisations (be it for sports, arts,
religious worship, or just doing good). The
evidence is clear: membership in such organisa-
tions is good for well-being.?® A society that
wants high well-being has to make it easy for
such organisations to flourish. The power of
human connections to improve life is, of course,
not restricted to formal organisations - time-use
studies show that almost any activity is more
enjoyable when done in friendly company.?®

Environmental Agencies

It is also the job of society to protect the
environment - for the sake of present and future
generations. There is powerful evidence of how
contact with nature and green space enhances
human well-being.®° It is the job of environmental
agencies and central and local governments to
protect our contact with nature. But there is also
the overarching challenge of climate change,
where our present way of life can only be protected
by major international effects to reduce to net
zero the emission of greenhouse gases.
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Rule of Law

The legal system has, of course, many functions.

It has to uphold human rights, adjudicate civil
disputes and punish crime. On punishment, the
well-being approach is clear. There are only three
justifications for punishment: deterrence of future
crime, protection of the public today, and rehabili-
tation of the offender. There is no role for retribution.
And the overriding aim has to be reintegration of
the offender into society. For offenders in prison,
this requires real effort, and the Singapore Prison
Reform of 1998 provides a good example of
prisoners, wardens and the community collaborating
to enable prisoners to have better lives, in which
they return to the institutions later as volunteers
rather than prisoners.”
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Individuals and Families

So far, we have discussed institutions outside the
family. But for most people, their family affects their
well-being as much as any other institution. How
families function, and indeed how all institutions
function, depends ultimately on individuals and
their objectives in life. According to the well-being
approach, the greatest overall well-being will only
result if individuals try in their own lives to create
the most well-being that they can (for themselves
and others).32

Belief Systems

The goal of civic virtue has, of course, been
promoted throughout the ages. It was central to



the teachings of Aristotle as well as Confucius and
most of the world’s religious faiths. It is now being
promoted by secular movements like Action for
Happiness,*® Effective Altruism3* and the World
Wellbeing Movement.*®> More movements of this
kind are needed.

Research Priorities

To complete the well-being revolution will, however,
require a lot more knowledge. So here are some
priorities for further research, following the
sequence of our previous arguments.

Happiness and Virtue

A first key issue is how to cultivate and promote
virtuous character and behaviour. If we compare
one society with another we can see that countries
with superior social norms tend to achieve higher
levels of well-being. For example, in chapter 2

of each World Happiness Report, we show the
positive effects of living in a more generous,
trusting and supportive society. There are two
reasons for this relationship. First, virtuous
behaviour by one person makes other people feel
better. But second, there is evidence that when
an individual behaves virtuously, she herself feels
better. But we also need more naturalistic studies
of the relation between people’s values and their
individual happiness.
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Going on, if virtue matters so much, the key
question is how to help people to become more
virtuous. Aristotle introduced this question in the
Nichomachean Ethics more than 2,300 years ago.
The Buddha, Hindu philosophers (in the Bhagavad
Gita and elsewhere), Jewish and Christian theolo-
gians, Islamic thinkers, and others have long asked
the same questions.

This subject is difficult to study empirically
because we do not have sufficient quantitative
measures of virtuous values and behaviour. The
most common question used by Britain’s Office of
National Statistics is, “Do you feel that the things
you do in your life are worthwhile?” But what we
really want to know is whether the things people
do are actually worthwhile. Returning lost wallets
is an example of pro-social behaviour with strongly
positive well-being effects®® and deserves more
regular monitoring by surveys and experiments.
The frequency of other benevolent behaviours is
surveyed regularly in the Gallup World Poll, and
found to support happiness.®” There is evidently
vast scope for far more research on individual
character, virtues, and well-being, and we strongly
encourage such research.

The problem of how to study behaviour may be
easier to solve with children because teachers
observe them closely enough to be able to rate
their behaviour. In such studies, many strategies in
schools have been found to improve behaviour.
The most striking of these is the Good Behaviour
Game,*® where students are rewarded for the
average behaviour of their group. Many life-skills
programmes have also been found to influence
behaviour.®® But for adults, it is not enough to

say that better values lead to greater happiness.
We also need to know how to promote virtues,
including self-control, moderation, trustworthiness,
and pro-sociality.

Cost-Effectiveness Experiments and Models
(for Government and NGOs)

A second major need concerns the effective use
of public money to increase happiness and
(especially) to remove misery. If the aim of all
public spending is to increase the level of well-
being, policy proposals (and existing policies)
should keep a focus on long-term well-being.*°

24



In some cases, it may be possible to quantify a
policy’s effects on the level and distribution of
well-being. In other cases, the effects will be
complex and downstream, yet the long-term
implications of the policies for well-being may
still be subject to scrutiny, with due regard for
long-term uncertainties.

Scrutiny of the links between policy and well-being
will require new tools, including experimental
methods when appropriate, combined with
complete monitoring of the well-being of all those
affected. Evaluations of past policies in terms of
their impacts on the subjective well-being of the
affected individuals and communities are still rare.
Closing that research gap will require a change in
outcome measures at both the individual and
community levels. Even where well-being itself is
not included, research based on the determinants
of life evaluations in the relevant populations can
still be used to provide weights to attach to the
various other outcomes. This is a key step in
moving from a list of well-being objectives to
specific policy decisions.

Measurement

The World Happiness Reports use subjective life
evaluations as their central umbrella measure of
well-being, with positive and negative emotions
playing important mediating roles. The evidence
thus far available suggests that several different
forms of life evaluation, including the Cantril
ladder, satisfaction with life, and being happy with
life as a whole all provide similar conclusions
about the sources of well-being.*! They are,
therefore, interchangeable as basic measures of
underlying well-being. Short-term positive and
negative emotions are also useful to measure the
impact of fast-changing circumstances. They also
provide important mediating pathways for longer-
term factors, especially those relating to the quality
of the social context.#? That emotions and life
evaluations react differently to changes in the
sources of well-being in just the ways that theory
and experiments would suggest* adds to the
credibility of both.

There is much also to be gained by complementary
information about well-being available from
examining neural pathways,** genetic differences,
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and what can be inferred from the nature of how
people communicate using social media (see
Chapter 5). These are all active and valuable
research streams worthy of further development.
The future measurement agenda should also
seek much better measures of the quality of the
social and institutional fabric that is so central to
explaining well-being.

Such subjective measures should, of course, be
complemented by the continued collection of
various kinds of objective measures, such as
measures of deprivation (hunger, destitution, lack
of housing), physical and mental health status,
civil rights and personal freedoms, measures of
values held within the society, and indicators of
social trust and social capital.

The Effect of Well-being

Finally, there is the issue of the effects of well-being
on other valued outcomes - such as longevity,
productivity, pro-sociality, conflict, and voting
behaviour. Such effects add to the case for
improving well-being. Some of these effects are
well documented, *°* but work on the political and
social effects of well-being is in its infancy. Some
studies show that higher well-being increases the
vote share of the government?® and that well-being
is more important than the economy in explaining
election results. Similarly, low well-being increases
support for populism.*” Clearly, well-being will

be at the centre of future political debate. But it
needs a lot more work.

Conclusion

Increasingly, people are judging the state of
affairs by the level and distribution of well-being,
both within and across generations. People have
many values (like health, wealth, freedom and so
on) as well as well-being. But increasingly, they
think of well-being as the ultimate good, the
summum bonum. For this reason, we suggest that
the Sustainable Development Goals for 2030 and
beyond should put much greater operational and
ethical emphasis on well-being. The role of
well-being in sustainable development is already
present, but well-being should play a much more
central role in global diplomacy and in international
and national policies in the years to come.
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See Layard (2020, p.9.
See Barrington-Leigh (2022)

This is illustrated by the increasing number of references,
even when compared to the triggering ‘beyond GDP’
concept, as shown in Figure 3.1 of chapter 3 of WHR 2022.

See EU Council (2019) and remarks by OECD Secretary
General Angel Gurria, Brussels, July 8th, 2019
(https://www.oecd.org/social/economy-of-well-being-
brussels-july-2019.htm).

New Zealand, Iceland, Finland, Scotland and Wales.
See for example Table 2.1in this report.

‘Ancient ethical theories are theories about happiness

- theories that claim to have a reflective account of
happiness will conclude that it requires having the virtues
and giving due weight to the interests of others’ Annas
(1993), p. 330.

See Aknin et al, (2019, p. 72). For a fuller review of
pre-registered studies, see Aknin et al. (2022).

See Kushlev et al. (2020), Kushlev et al. (2022), Rhoads
et al. (2021), Brethel-Haurwitz et al. (2014) and Aknin et al.
(2018).

See Rilling et al (2002).
See Zeller (2018).

https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-
human-rights

https://sdgs.un.org/goals. For the links between the SDGs
and happiness, see De Neve and Sachs (2020).

The importance of these variables appears both in
cross-country context, as in Table 2.1 of Chapter 2 in this
Report, and in analysis of individual responses, as shown,
for example in Table 2.4 of World Happiness Report 2022,
or in Clark et al. (2018).

See Stigler and Becker (1977).

As shown in Chapter 2, when large numbers of cash-
containing wallets were experimentally dropped in 40
different countries, the percentage returned was 81% in the
Nordic countries, 60% elsewhere in Western Europe, and
43% in all other countries combined. The underlying data
are from Cohn et al (2019).

See Jefferson, T. (2004).

See Layard and De Neve (2023) and Frijters and Krekel
20210).

See Table 16 of Statistical Appendix 2 of Chapter 2 of
World Happiness Report 2019. See also Flavin et al (2011),
O’Connor (2017), and Helliwell et al. (2018)

See Layard and Clark (2014) particularly Chapter 11.
See also Chisholm et al. (2016).

See Le et al. (2021).

See Cosma et al. (2020); Marquez and Long (2021).
Krokstad et al (2022); McManus et al (2016); Sadler et
al (2018).
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See #BeeWell Report (2022)

See Durlak et al. (2011) and Lordan and McGuire (2019).
See Edmans (2012)

See Krueger (2009, p. 49).

See Waldinger and Schulz (2023).

See Helliwell and Putnam (2004).

13,000 Londoners asked on half a million occasions about
their momentary happiness were happier in the company of
a friend or partner, regardless of the nature or location of
their activity. The overall results relating to the physical
environment are in Krekel & MacKerron (2020), with the
social context interactions reported in Helliwell et al. (2020)
at p. 9.

For example Krekel et a.l (2016) and Krekel & MacKerron
(2020).

See Leong (2010) and Helliwell (2011).

This is the pledge taken by members of Action for Happiness.
https://actionforhappiness.org/
https://www.effectivealtruism.org/
https://worldwellbeingmovement.org/

See Figure 2.4 in World Happiness Report 2021.

As with the role of donations in Table 2.1 of each year’s
Chapter 2. There were more increases in several types of
benevolent acts in 2022, as reported in World Happiness
Report 2022.

See Kellam et al. (2011) and lalongo et al. (1999).

See Durlak et al. (2011) and Lordan and McGuire (2019).
See Layard and De Neve (2023) especially Chapter 18.
See World Happiness Report 2015, p. 15-16.

For example, Table 2.1 of World Happiness Report 2022
shows that the coefficients for social support, freedom and
generosity are materially lower in column 4 (where emotions
are included) than in column 1 (where they are not) while
the coefficients for income, health and corruption are
unchanged.

For example, the level of workplace trust is an important
determinant of both life evaluations and daily emotions, but
with different patterns: high workplace trust lessens the
size of the weekend effect for emotions, while life evaluations
do not display any weekend patterns.

For example, see Davidson & Schuyler (2015).

For a range of outcomes, see Lyubomirsky et al. (2005)
and De Neve et al. (2013). On longevity see Steptoe and
Wardle (2012) and Rosella et al. (2019), on productivity
see Bellet et al. (2020), and for subsequent income see
De Neve and Oswald (2012).

See Ward (2019), Ward (2020), and Ward et al. (2021).
See Nowakowski (2021).



References

Aknin, L. B., Van de Vondervoort, J. W., & Hamlin, J. K. (2018).
Positive feelings reward and promote prosocial behavior.
Current opinion in psychology, 20, 55-59.

Aknin, L. B., Whillans, A. V., Norton, M. |, & Dunn, E. W. (2019).
Happiness and prosocial behavior: An evaluation of the
evidence. In J. F. Helliwell, R. Layard, J. Sachs & De Neve, J. E
(Eds.) World Happiness Report 2019, 67-86.

Aknin, L. B., Dunn, E. W., & Whillans, A. V. (2022). The Emotional
Rewards of Prosocial Spending Are Robust and Replicable in
Large Samples. Current Directions in Psychological Science,
31(6), 536-545.

Annas, J. (1993). The morality of happiness. Oxford University
Press.

Barrington-Leigh, C. (2022). Trends in Conceptions of Progress
and Well-being. In Helliwell, Layard, Sachs, De Neve, Aknin, &
Wang (Eds) World Happiness Report 2022, 53-74.

#BeeWell Overview Briefing. (2022) #BeeWell Survey 2021
findings for the University of Manchester, Greater Manchester
Combined Authority and the Anna Freud Centre. Manchester UK.

Bellet, C., De Neve, J. E., & Ward, G. (2020). Does employee
happiness have an impact on productivity?. Said Business
School WP 2019-13.

Brethel-Haurwitz, K. M., & Marsh, A. A. (2014). Geographical
differences in subjective well-being predict extraordinary
altruism. Psychological science, 25(3), 762-771.

Chisholm, D., Sweeny, K., Sheehan, P,, Rasmussen, B., Smit, F,,
Cuijpers, P., & Saxena, S. (2016). Scaling-up treatment of
depression and anxiety: a global return on investment analysis.
The Lancet Psychiatry, 3(5), 415-424.

Clark, A. E., Fleche, S., Layard, R., Powdthavee, N., & Ward, G.
(2018). The Origins of Happiness.: The Science of Wellbeing over
the Life Course. Princeton University Press

Cohn, A., Maréchal, M. A., Tannenbaum, D., & ZUlnd, C. L. (2019).
Civic honesty around the globe. Science, 365(6448), 70-73.

Cosma, A., Stevens, G., Martin, G., Duinhof, E. L., Walsh, S. D.,
Garcia-Moya, I, ... & De Looze, M. (2020). Cross-national time
trends in adolescent mental well-being from 2002 to 2018 and
the explanatory role of schoolwork pressure. Journal of
Adolescent Health, 66(6), S50-S58.

Davidson, R. J., & Schuyler, B. S. (2015). Neuroscience of
happiness. In J. F. Helliwell, R. Layard, & J. Sachs (Eds.), World
Happiness Report 2015 (pp. 88-105). New York: Sustainable
Development Solutions Network.

De Neve, J. E., & Oswald, A. J. (2012). Estimating the influence
of life satisfaction and positive affect on later income using
sibling fixed effects. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 109(49), 19953-19958.

De Neve, J. E., Diener, E., Tay, L., & Xuereb, C. (2013). The
objective benefits of subjective well-being. In J. F. Helliwell,
R. Layard, & J. Sachs (Eds.), World Happiness Report 2013
(pp. 54-79).

De Neve, J.-E., & Sachs, J. (2020). The SDGs and human
well-being: a global analysis of synergies, trade-offs, and
regional differences. Nature Scientific Reports, 10, 15113.

27

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P.,, Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., &
Schellinger, K. B. (2011). The impact of enhancing students’
social and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of school-based
universal interventions. Child development, 82(1), 405-432.

Edmans, A. (2012). The link between job satisfaction and firm
value, with implications for corporate social responsibility.
Academy of Management Perspectives, 26(4), 1-19.

EU Council (2019). The Economy of Wellbeing: Creating
Opportunities for people’s wellbeing and economic growth.
(13171/19). Brussels: Council of the European Union Retrieved
from https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/
ST-13171-2019-INIT/en/pdf.

Flavin, P, Pacek, A. C., & Radcliff, B. (2011). State intervention
and subjective well-being in advanced industrial democracies.
Politics & Policy, 39(2), 251-269.

Frijters, P., & Krekel, C. (2021). A handbook for wellbeing
policy-making in the UK: History, measurement, theory,
implementation, and examples. Oxford University Press.
Available online via Open Access in summer 2022.

Helliwell, J. F. (2011). Institutions as enablers of wellbeing: The
Singapore prison case study. /International Journal of Wellbeing,
1(2).

Helliwell, J. F., & Putnam, R. D. (2004). The social context of
well-being. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of
London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 359(1449), 1435-1446.

Helliwell, J. F., Huang, H., Grover, S., & Wang, S. (2018). Empirical
linkages between good governance and national well-being.
Journal of Comparative Economics, 46(4), 1332-1346.

Helliwell, J. F,, Layard, R., Sachs, J. F., & De Neve, J. E. (2020).
Environments for Happiness: An Overview. World Happiness
Report, 2020, 3-12.

lalongo, N. S., Werthamer, L., Kellam, S. G., Brown, C. H., Wang,
S., & Lin, Y. (1999). Proximal impact of two first-grade preventive
interventions on the early risk behaviors for later substance
abuse, depression, and antisocial behavior. American journal of
community psychology, 27(5), 599-641.

Jefferson, T. (2004). Thomas Jefferson to the Republicans of
Washington County, Maryland, 31 March 1809. National Archives
and Records Administration. https://founders.archives.gov/
documents/Jefferson/03-01-02-0088#:~:text=the%20care%20
of%20human%20life,purity%200f%20it’s%20republican%20
principles.

Kellam, S. G., Mackenzie, A. C., Brown, C. H., Poduska, J. M,,
Wang, W.,, Petras, H., & Wilcox, H. C. (2011). The good behavior
game and the future of prevention and treatment. Addiction
science & clinical practice, 6(1), 73.

Krekel, C., Kolbe, J., & Wlstemann, H. (2016). The greenetr,
the happier? The effect of urban land use on residential
well-being. Ecological Economics, 121, 117-127.

Krekel, C., & MacKerron, G. (2020). How environmental quality
affects our happiness. In J. F. Helliwell, R. Layard, J. Sachs &
De Neve, J. E (Eds.), World Happiness Report 2020, 95-112.



Krokstad, S., Weiss, D. A., Krokstad, M. A., Rangul, V., Kvalgy, K.,
Ingul, J. M., ... & Sund, E. R. (2022). Divergent decennial trends
in mental health according to age reveal poorer mental health
for young people: repeated cross-sectional population-based
surveys from the HUNT Study, Norway. BMJ open, 12(5)

Krueger, A. B. (2009). Measuring the subjective well-being
of nations: National accounts of time use and well-being.
University of Chicago Press.

Kushley, K., Drummond, D. M., Heintzelman, S. J., & Diener, E.
(2020). Do happy people care about society’s problems?.
The Journal of Positive Psychology, 15(4), 467-477.

Kushley, K., Radosic, N., & Diener, E. (2022). Subjective
well-being and prosociality around the globe: Happy people
give more of their time and money to others. Social Psychological
and Personality Science, 13(4), 849-861.

Layard, R., & Clark, D. M. (2014). Thrive: The power of evidence-
based psychological therapies. Penguin UK.

Layard R., & De Neve, J.E. (2023). Wellbeing.: Science and
Policy. Cambridge University Press.

Layard, R., & Ward, G. (2020). Can we be happier?: Evidence
and ethics. Penguin UK.

Le, L. K. D,, Esturas, A. C., Mihalopoulos, C., Chiotelis, O.,
Bucholc, J., Chatterton, M. L., & Engel, L. (2021). Cost-effective-
ness evidence of mental health prevention and promotion
interventions: A systematic review of economic evaluations.
PLoS medicine, 18(5), e1003606.

Leong, L. (2010). The Story of the Singapore Prison Service,
From Custodian of Prisoners to Captains of Life. Civil Service
College, Singapore.

Lordan, G. McGuire, A.J. (2019). Widening the high school
curriculum to include soft skill training: impacts on health,
behaviour, emotional wellbeing and occupational aspirations.
CEP Discussion Paper 1630, Centre for Economic Performance,
LSE.

Lyubomirsky, S., King, L., & Diener, E. (2005). The benefits of
frequent positive affect: Does happiness lead to success?.
Psychological bulletin, 131(6), 803.

Marquez, J., & Long, E. (2021). A global decline in adolescents’
subjective well-being: a comparative study exploring patterns
of change in the life satisfaction of 15-year-old students in 46

countries. Child indicators research, 14(3), 1251-1292.

McManus, S., Bebbington, P., Jenkins, R., & Brugha, T. (2016).
Mental health and wellbeing in England: Adult Psychiatric
Morbidity Survey 2014.

Nowakowski, A. (2021). Do unhappy citizens vote for populism?.
European Journal of Political Economy, 68, 101985.

O’Connor, K. J. (2017). Happiness and welfare state policy
around the world. Review of Behavioral Economics, 4(4),
397-420.

Rhoads, S. A., Gunter, D., Ryan, R. M., & Marsh, A. A. (2021).
Global variation in subjective well-being predicts seven forms
of altruism. Psychological Science, 32(8), 1247-1261.

Rilling, J. K., Gutman, D. A, Zeh, T. R,, Pagnoni, G., Berns, G. S., &
Kilts, C. D. (2002). A neural basis for social cooperation.
Neuron, 35(2), 395-405.

Rosella, L. C,, Fu, L., Buajitti, E., & Goel, V. (2019). Death and
chronic disease risk associated with poor life satisfaction: a
population-based cohort study. American journal of epidemiology,
188(2), 323-331.

Sadler, K., Vizard, T., Ford, T., Marcheselli, F., Pearce, N.,
Mandalia, D., ... McManus, S. (2018). Mental Health of Children
and Young People in England, 2017. NHS Digital., https://digital.
nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-
health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2017/2017

Steptoe, A. and J. Wardle (2012). Enjoying life and living longer.
Archives of Internal Medicine 172(3): 273-275.

Stigler, G. J., & Becker, G. S. (1977). De gustibus non est
disputandum. American Economic Review, 67(2), 76-90.

Waldinger, R. and Schulz, M. (2023). The Good Life: Lessons
from the World’s Longest Study on Happiness. Penguin
Random House, USA.

Ward, G. (2019). Happiness and voting behaviour. In J. F.
Helliwell, R. Layard, J. Sachs & De Neve, J. E (Eds.), World
Happiness Report 2019, 46-65.

Ward, G. (2020). Happiness and voting: evidence from four
decades of elections in Europe. American Journal of Political
Science, 64(3), 504-518.

Ward, G., De Neve, J. E,, Ungar, L. H., & Eichstaedt, J. C. (2021).
(Un) happiness and voting in US presidential elections. Journal
of personality and social psychology, 120(2), 370.

Zeller, S. (2018). The happiness of the caregivers. The Oxford
Institute of Population Ageing Blog. 21 November 2018.
Retrieved from: https:/www.ageing.ox.ac.uk/blog/the-
happiness-of-the-caregivers.



-

rust,
ocial Connections
in Times of Crisis

John F. Helliwell
Vancouver School of Economics, University of British Columbia

Haifang Huang
Department of Economics, University of Alberta

Max Norton
Vancouver School of Economics, University of British Columbia

Leonard Goff
Department of Economics, University of Calgary

Shun Wang
International Business School Suzhou,
Xi’an Jiaotong-Liverpool University

The authors are grateful for the financial support of the WHR sponsors and for data
from the Gallup World Poll and the Gallup/Meta State of Social Connections study.
For much helpful assistance and advice, we are grateful to Lara B. Aknin, Bernardo
Andretti, Chris Barrington-Leigh, Tim Besley, Jan-Emmanuel De Neve, Anya Drabkin,
Anat Noa Fanti, Dunigan Folk, Rodrigo Furst, Rafael Goldszmidt, Carol Graham, Jon
Hall, David Halpern, Nancy Hey, Sarah Jones, Richard Layard, Eden Litt, Joe Marshall,
Marwan H. Saleh, Chris McCarty, Tim Ng, Sharon Paculor, Rachel Penrod, Anna
Petherick, Julie Ray, Ryan Ritter, Rajesh Srinivasan, Jeffrey D. Sachs, Lance Stevens,
and Meik Wiking.



While crises. |mp

undoubted costs h yV
Mmay also expase, nd -
even build a'senselof/
shared connections.




Introduction

By any standard, 2022 was a year of crises,
including the continuing COVID-19 pandemic,
war in Ukraine, worldwide inflation, and a range
of local and global climate emergencies. We thus
have more evidence about how life evaluations,
trust and social connections together influence
the ability of nations, and of the world as a whole,
to adapt in the face of crisis. Our main analysis
relates to happiness as measured by life evalua-
tions and emotions, how they have evolved in
crisis situations, and how lives have been better
where trust, benevolence, and supportive social
connections have continued to thrive.

In our first section, we present our annual ranking
and modelling of national happiness, but in a way
slightly different from previous practice. Our key
figure 2.1 continues to rank countries by their
average life evaluations over the three preceding
years, with that average spanning the three
COVID-19 years of 2020-2022. That much remains
the same. The main change is that this year we
have removed the coloured sub-bars showing our
attempts to explain the differences we find in
national happiness. We introduced these bars in
2013 because readers wanted to know more
about some of the likely reasons behind the large
differences we find. Over the succeeding years,
however, many readers and commentators have
thereby been led to think that our ranking somehow
reflects an index based on the six variables we
use in our modelling. To help correct this false
impression, we removed the explanatory bars,
leaving the actual life evaluations alone on centre
stage. We continue to include horizontal whiskers
showing the 95% confidence bands for our
national estimates, supplemented this year by
showing a measure for each country of the range
of rankings within which its own ranking is likely
to be. We also continue to present our attempts
to explain how and why life evaluations vary
among countries and over time. We then present
our latest attempts to explain the happiness
differences revealed by the wide variations in
national life evaluations.
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In our second section, we look back once again

at the evolution of life evaluations and emotions
since Gallup World Poll data first became available
in 2005-2006. This year we focus especially on
how COVID-19 has affected the distribution of
well-being. Has well-being inequality grown or
shrunk? Where, and for whom? We divide national
populations into their happier and less happy
halves to show how the two groups have fared
before and during the pandemic. We do this for
life evaluations, and for their emotional, social,
and material foundations.

In the third section, we document the extent to
which trust, benevolence, and social connections
have supported well-being in times of crisis. First
we add a third year of COVID-19 data to illustrate
how much death rate patterns changed in 2022
under the joint influences of Omicron variants,
widespread vaccination, and changes in public
health measures. Countries where people have
confidence in their governments were still able to
have lower COVID-19 death tolls in 2022, just as
they did in 2020 and 2021.

Next we update our reporting on the extent to
which benevolence has increased during COVID-19,
finding it still well above pre-pandemic levels.

Then we present data on how the conflict between
Ukraine and Russia since 2014, and especially in
2022, is associated with patterns of life evaluations,
emotions, trust in governments, and benevolence
in both countries.

Finally, we leverage new data from 2022 on the
relative importance of positive and negative
aspects of the social context. These data show
that positive social environments were far more
prevalent than loneliness and that gains from
increases in positive social connections exceed
the well-being costs of additional loneliness, even
during COVID-19. These findings help us explain
the resilience of life evaluations. While crises
impose undoubted costs, they may also expose
and even build a sense of shared connections.

Our concluding section provides a summary of
our key results.



Measuring and Explaining National
Differences in Life Evaluations

Country rankings this year are based on life
evaluations in 2020, 2021, and 2022, so all of
the observations are drawn from years of high
infection and deaths from COVID-19.

Box 2.1: Measuring Subjective Well-Being

Ranking of Happiness 2020-2022

The country rankings in Figure 2.1 show life
evaluations (answers to the Cantril ladder
question) for each country, averaged over the
years 2020-2022.

The overall length of each country bar represents
the average response to the ladder question,
which is also shown in numerals. The confidence
intervals for each country’s average life evaluation
are shown by horizontal whiskers at the right-
hand end of each country bar. Confidence

Our measurement of subjective well-being
continues to rely on three main well-being
indicators: life evaluations, positive emotions,
and negative emotions (described in the report
as positive and negative affect). Our happiness
rankings are based on life evaluations, as the
more stable measure of the quality of people’s
lives. In World Happiness Report 2023, we
continue to pay special attention to specific
daily emotions (the components of positive
and negative affect) to better track how
COVID-19 has altered different aspects of life.

Life evaluations. The Gallup World Poll, which
remains the principal source of data in this
report, asks respondents to evaluate their
current life as a whole using the image of a
ladder, with the best possible life for them

as a 10 and worst possible as a 0. Each
respondent provides a numerical response
on this scale, referred to as the Cantril ladder.
Typically, around 1,000 responses are gathered
annually for each country. Weights are used
to construct population-representative
national averages for each year in each
country. We base our usual happiness
rankings on a three-year average of these
life evaluations, since the larger sample size
enables more precise estimates.
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Positive emotions. Positive affect is given by
the average of individual yes or no answers
about three emotions: laughter, enjoyment,
and interest (for details see Technical Box 2).

Negative emotions. Negative affect is given
by the average of individual yes or no
answers about three emotions: worry, sadness,
and anger.

Comparing life evaluations and emotions:

e Life evaluations provide the most informative
measure for international comparisons
because they capture quality of life in a more
complete and stable way than do emotional
reports based on daily experiences.

Life evaluations differ more between countries
than do emotions and are better explained
by the widely differing life experiences in
different countries. Emotions yesterday are
well explained by events of the day being
asked about, while life evaluations more
closely reflect the circumstances of life as a
whole. We show later in the chapter that
emotions are significant supports for life
evaluations.

Positive emotions are more than twice as
frequent (global average of 0.66) as negative
emotions (global average of 0.29), even
during the three COVID years 2020-2022.
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intervals for the rank of a country are displayed
to the right of each country bar.2 These ranking
ranges are wider where there are many countries
with similar averages, and for countries with
smaller sample sizes.?

In the Statistical Appendix, we show a version of
Figure 2.1 that includes colour-coded sub-bars in
each country row, representing the extent to
which six key variables contribute to explaining
life evaluations. These variables (described in
more detail in Technical Box 2) are GDP per
capita, social support, healthy life expectancy,
freedom, generosity, and corruption. As already
noted, our happiness rankings are not based on
any index of these six factors—the scores are
instead based on individuals’ own assessments

of their lives, in particular their answers to the
single-item Cantril ladder life-evaluation question.
We use observed data on the six variables and
estimates of their associations with life evaluations
to explain the observed variation of life evaluations
across countries, much as epidemiologists estimate
the extent to which life expectancy is affected by
factors such as smoking, exercise, and diet.

What do the latest data show for the 2020-2022
country rankings?*
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Two features carry over from previous editions of
the World Happiness Report. First, there is still a
lot of year-to-year consistency in the way people
rate their lives in different countries, and since our
rankings are based on a three-year average there
is information carried forward from one year to
the next (See Figure 1 of Statistical Appendix 1 for
individual country trajectories on an annual basis).
Finland continues to occupy the top spot, for the
sixth year in a row, with a score that is significantly
ahead of all other countries. Denmark remains in
the 2nd spot, with a confidence region bounded
by 2nd and 4th. Among the rest of the countries
in the top twenty, the confidence regions for their
ranks cover five to ten countries. Iceland is 3rd,
and with its smaller sample size, has a confidence
region from 2nd to 7th. Israel is in 4th position, up
five positions from last year, with a confidence
range between 2nd and 8th. The 5th through 8th
positions are filled by the Netherlands, Sweden,
Norway, and Switzerland. The top ten are rounded
out by Luxembourg and New Zealand. Austria and
Australia follow in 11th and 12th positions, as last
year, both within the likely range of 8th to 16th.
They are followed by Canada, up two places from
last year’s lowest-ever ranking. The next four
positions are filled by Ireland, the United States,
Germany, and Belgium, all with ranks securely in
the top twenty, as shown by the rank ranges.

The rest of the top 20 include Czechia, the United
Kingdom, and Lithuania, 18th to 20th. The same
countries tend to appear in the top twenty year
after year, with 19 of this year’s top 20 also being
there last year. The exception is Lithuania, which
has steadily risen over the past six years, from 52nd
in 2017 to 20th this year.> Throughout the rankings,
except at the very top and the very bottom, the
three-year average scores are close enough to
one another that significant differences are found
only between country pairs that are in some cases
many positions apart in the rankings. This is
shown by the ranking ranges for each country.

There remains a large gap between the top and
bottom countries, with the top countries being
more tightly grouped than the bottom ones.
Within the top group, national life evaluation
scores have a gap of 0.40 between the 1st and
5th position, and another 0.28 between 5th and



Figure 2.1: Ranking of Happiness based on a three-year-average 2020-2022 (Part 1)

Rank Country

1 Finland
2 Denmark
3 Iceland
4 Israel
5 Netherlands
6 Sweden
7 Norway
8 Switzerland
9 Luxembourg
10 New Zealand
11 Austria
12 Australia
13 Canada
14 Ireland
15  United States
16 Germany
17 Belgium
18  Czechia
19 United Kingdom
20 Lithuania
21 France
22 Slovenia
23  CostaRica
24 Romania
25 Singapore*
26 United Arab Emirates
27  Taiwan Province of China 6.535
28 Uruguay
29  Slovakia*
30  SaudiArabia
31 Estonia
32 Spain
33 Italy
34 Kosovo
35  Chile
36 Mexico
37 Malta
38 Panama
39 Poland
40 Nicaragua
41 Latvia
42 Bahrain*
43 Guatemala
44 Kazakhstan
45 Serbia*
46 Cyprus
47 Japan
48  Croatia

B Average Life Evaluation
H 95% confidence interval

Average Life Evaluation

7.804 | 95%i.c. forrank 11
7.586 — | 95%i.c. for rank 2-4
7.530 | 95%i.c. for rank 2-7
7.473 —| 95%i.c. for rank 2-8
7.403 95% i.c. for rank 3-9
7.395
7.315
7.240
7.228
7.123
7.097
7.095
6.961
6.911
6.894
6.892
6.859
6.845
6.796

95% i.c. for rank 2-9
95% i.c. for rank 3-9
5% i.c. for rank 5-12
b i.c. for rank 5-12
5% i.c. for rank 7-13
95% i.c. for rank 8-15
95% i.c. for rank 8-16
95% i.c. for rank 10-20
95% i.c. for rank 11-20

95% i.c. for rank 12-20

95% i.c. for rank 11-20

95% i.c. for rank 13-20

95% i.c. for rank 13-23
95% i.c. for rank 13-25
95% i.c. for rank 13-26

O ©
%
N

(o)

6.763

6.661 95% i.c. for rank 18-30

6.650 95% i.c. for rank 18-32

6.609 95% i.c. for rank 19-34
95% i.c. for rank 19-34

6.589

6.587 95% i.c. for rank 18-37

95% i.c. for rank 20-34
95% i.c. for rank 21-40
95% i.c. for rank 21-41

6.571

6.494

6.469 95% i.c. for rank 21-42

6.463 95% i.c. for rank 21-42

6.455 | | O i.c. for rank 22-41

6.436 | | 057 i.c. for rank 22-42
I | o5 i.c. for rank 23-46

6.405
6.368 95% i.c. for rank 23-49
6.334 | 95%i.c. for rank 26-50
6.330 | 95%i.c. for rank 26-51
6.300 | 95% i.c. for rank 28-53
I (<57 i.c. for rank 26-55
| 95%i.c. for rank 29-55
|os%i.c. for rank 26-56
| 95% i.c. for rank 33-55
5% i.c. for rank 28-62
5% i.c. for rank 28-65
95% i.c. for rank 34-60
|95% i.c. forrank 33-61
95% i.c. for rank 34-60
95% i.c. for rank 35-60
95% i.c. for rank 34-61

6.265
6.260
6.259
6.213
6.173
6.150
6.144
6.144
6.130
6.129
6.125

Notes: Those with a * do not have survey information in 2022. Their averages are based on the 2020 and 2021 surveys.

34



Figure 2.1: Ranking of Happiness based on a three-year-average 2020-2022 (Part 2)

Rank  Country Average Life Evaluation

49 Brazil 6.125 95% i.c. for rank 34-61
51 Hungary 6.041 — 95% i.c. for rank 38-66
52 Argentina 6.024 I | 057 i.c. for rank 38-68
53 Honduras 6.023 — bS% i.c. for rank 36-68
54 Uzbekistan 6.014 I | 9% .. for rank 39-68
55  Malaysia* 6.012 |o59 i.c. for rank 38-68
56 Portugal 5.968 | 95%i.c. for rank 40-68
57 Korea, Republic of 5.951 | 95% i.c. for rank 42-68

95% i.c. for rank 42-69
95% i.c. for rank 44-70
|95% i.c. for rank 45-75
95% i.c. for rank 48-74
95% i.c. for rank 49-74
95% i.c. for rank 49-75

58 Greece 5.931
59 Mauritius 5.902
60  Thailand 5.843
61 Mongolia 5.840
62 Kyrgyzstan 5.825
63 Moldova, Republic of 5.819

64 China* 5.818 95% i.c. for rank 49-74
65  Vietnam 5.763 — 95% i.c. for rank 51-76
66  Paraguay 5738 I | oS0 i c. for rank 53-77
67  Montenegro* 5.722 — 5*35% i.c. for rank 49-79
68  Jamaica 5.703 I 5% i c. for rank 52-78
69 Bolivia 5.684 | 95% i.c. for rank 58-77
70 Russian Federation 5.661 | 95% i.c. for rank 60-77
71 Bosnia and Herzegovina* 5.633 — |9 % i.c. for rank 59-81
72 Colombia 5.630 — |95% i.c. for rank 60-78
73 Dominican Republic 5.569 |95%\.c.for rank 60-86
74 Ecuador 5.559 |95%i.c. for rank 62-86
75 Peru 5.526 I | 057 i c. for rank 65-86
76  Philippines* 5.523 — |95%'\.c for rank 62-88
77  Bulgaria 5.466 — |95% i.c. for rank 66-88

78 Nepal 5.360 |9 % i.c. for rank 69-95

79 Armenia 5.342 |95% i.c. for rank 71-94

80  Tajikistan* 5.330 95% i.c. for rank 71-95

81 Algeria* 5.329 95% i.c. for rank 71-95

82 Hong Kong S.A.R. of China 5.308 95% i.c. for rank 72-95

83  Albania 5.277 — 95% i.c. for rank 73-98

84  Indonesia 5.277 — |95%\ c. for rank 74-97

85  South Africa* 5.275 I (057 i.c. for rank 73-99

86  Congo, Republic of 5.267 I |50 i c. for rank 73-99

87  North Macedonia 5.254 I | 5% i.c. for rank 76-98

88  Venezuela 5.211 — |95%ic. for rank 76-100

89  Lao People’s Democratic Republic* 5.111 — |95% i.c. for rank 78-103

90  Georgia 5.109 — 95% i.c. for rank 78-103

91  Guinea 5.072 I |05 i.c. for rank 78-103

92 Ukraine 5.071 Il | 959 i.c. for rank 78-103

93 lvory Coast 5.053 95% i.c. for rank 78-103

94 Gabon 5.035 95% i.c. for rank 81-103

95 Nigeria* 4.981 |95% i.c. for rank 83-104

96  Cameroon 4.973 |95%i.c. for rank 84-104

B Average Life Evaluation
H 95% confidence interval

Notes: Those with a * do not have survey information in 2022. Their averages are based on the 2020 and 2021 surveys.
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Figure 2.1: Ranking of Happiness based on a three-year-average 2020-2022 (Part 3)

Rank

97

98

99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137

Country

Mozambique
Irag*
Palestine, State of
Morocco

Iran

Senegal
Mauritania
Burkina Faso*
Namibia
Tirkiye*
Ghana
Pakistan*
Niger

Tunisia

Kenya

Sri Lanka*
Uganda*
Chad
Cambodia
Benin
Myanmar*
Bangladesh
Gambia

Mali

Egypt

Togo

Jordan
Ethiopia
Liberia

India
Madagascar
Zambia*
Tanzania
Comoros
Malawi
Botswana
Congo, Democratic
Zimbabie 0l Of
Sierra Leone
Lebanon

Afghanistan

B  Average Life Evaluation

H 95% confidence interval

Average Life Evaluation

4.954 I |5 i.c. for rank 80-109
4.941 I |95 i.c. for rank 86-106
4.908 I <6 . for rank 87-109
4.903 |95% i.c. for rank 89-106
4.876 95% i.c. for rank 89-107
4,855 I (057 i.c. for rank 89-109
4724 I 9} i c. for rank 89-119
4,633 I |57 i c. for rank 95-118
4.631 I |05 i c. for rank 97-118
4614 I 052 i c. for rank 97-119
4.605 I | 5% i.c. for rank 100-118
4,555 I 5% i.c. for rank 100-119
4.501 I §50¢ .. for rank 100-124
4.497 — 95% i.c. for rank 103-120
4.457 I | ©5% i c. for rank 103-121
4.442 I (057 i c. for rank 103-125
4.432 — 5% i.c. for rank 103-126
4.397 I [05% i.c. for rank 103-127
4.393 I | 050 i c. for rank 103-125
4374 I | 957 i c. for rank 103-126

4372 I |©5: i c. for rank 103-126

4.282 I |05 i c. for rank 105-127

4.279 $5% i.c. forrank 103-128

4198 | 95%i.c. for rank 111-128

4.170 I | 050 i.c. for rank 111-128

4.137 95% i.c. for rank 111-128

4.120 95% i.c. for rank 111-128

4.091 I 50 i.c. for rank 111-128

4.042 *95% i.c. for rank 110-130

4.03¢ I | 050 i c. for rank 117-128

\

4.019 I |57 i.c. for rank 116-129
3.952 I b6 i.c. for rank 117-130
3.694 N | i.c. for rank 126-132
3.545 b5%i.c. for rank 128-134
3.495 FS% i.c. for rank 129-135

3.435 I b0 i.c. for rank 129-135

3.207 I 5% i c. for rank 130-135

3.204 I | 050 i.c. for rank 130-135

3135 I (56 i c. for rank 130-135

2.392 — 95% i.c. for rank 136-136

1.859 | 95%i.c. for rank 137-137

OI

2 4 6

Average Life Evaluation

Notes: Those with a * do not have survey information in 2022. Their averages are based on the 2020 and 2021 surveys.
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10th positions. Thus there is a gap of less than
0.7 points between the first and 10th positions.

There is a much bigger range of scores covered
by the bottom 10 countries, where the range of
scores covers 2.1 points. The range estimates
show that Afghanistan in the last position, and
Lebanon second last, have ranks significantly
different from each other, and from all higher
countries. Further up the scale the gaps become
narrower, and the ranges larger, with the 95%
range exceeding 25 ranks for several countries in
the middle of the global list.

Despite the general consistency among the top
country scores, there have been many significant
changes among the rest of the countries. Looking
at changes over the longer term, many countries
have exhibited substantial changes in average
scores, and hence in country rankings, as shown
in more detail in the Statistical Appendix, and as
noted above for the Baltic countries.

The scores are based on the resident populations
in each country, rather than their citizenship or
place of birth. In World Happiness Report 2018
we split the responses between the locally and
foreign-born populations in each country and
found the happiness rankings to be essentially the
same for the two groups. There was some foot-
print effect after migration, and some tendency
for migrants to move to happier countries, so that
among the 20 happiest countries in that report,
the average happiness for the locally born was
about 0.2 points higher than for the foreign-born.

Why do happiness levels differ?

In Table 2.1 we present our latest modelling of
national average life evaluations and measures
of positive and negative affect (emotions) by
country and year.® The results in the first column
explain national average life evaluations in terms
of six key variables: GDP per capita, social
support, healthy life expectancy, freedom to
make life choices, generosity, and freedom from
corruption.” Taken together, these six variables
explain more than three-quarters of the variation
in national annual average ladder scores among
countries and years, using data from 2005
through 2022.2 The six variables were originally
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chosen as the best available measures of factors
established in both experimental and survey data
as having significant links to subjective well-being,
and especially life evaluations. The explanatory
power of the unchanged model has gradually
increased as we have added more years to the
sample, which is now more than twice as large as
when the equation was first introduced in World
Happiness Report 2013. We keep looking for
possible improvements as sufficient evidence
becomes available.® Chapter 3 introduces five
measures of government effectiveness, all of
which are shown to be individually correlated with
life evaluations. It is reassuring for the robustness
of our Table 2.1 equation that these new measures
of government effectiveness contribute importantly
(as shown in Chapter 3) to the explanations of the
six variables used in Table 2.1, but do not provide
additional explanatory power when added to the
equation in the first column of Table 2.1.

The second and third columns of Table 2.1 use
the same six variables to estimate equations for
national averages of positive and negative affect,
where both are based on answers about yesterday’s
emotional experiences (see Technical Box 2 for
how the affect measures are constructed). In
general, emotional measures, and especially
negative ones, are differently and much less

fully explained by the six variables than are life
evaluations. Per-capita income and healthy life
expectancy have significant effects on life
evaluations,”® but not, in these national average
data, on positive affect.” But the social variables
do have significant effects on both positive and
negative emotions. Bearing in mind that positive
and negative affect are measured ona O to1
scale, while life evaluations are on a O to 10 scale,

Only at the extremes do
country rankings for life
evaluations differ significantly
from all others—Finland at
the top and Afghanistan and
Lebanon at the bottom.



social support can be seen to have similar propor-
tionate effects on positive and negative emotions
as on life evaluations. Freedom and generosity
have even larger associations with positive affect
than with the Cantril ladder. Negative affect is
significantly ameliorated by social support,
freedom, and the absence of corruption.

In the fourth column, we re-estimate the life
evaluation equation from column 1, adding both
positive and negative affect to partially implement
the Aristotelian presumption that sustained
positive emotions are important supports for a
good life.’? The results continue to buttress a
finding in psychology that the existence of positive
emotions matters much more than the absence of
negative ones when predicting either longevity™
or resistance to the common cold.” Consistent
with this evidence, we find that positive affect has
a large and highly significant impact in the final

equation of Table 2.1, while negative affect has

none. In a parallel way, we find in the final section
of this chapter that the effects of a positive social
environment are larger than the effects of loneliness.

As for the coefficients on the other variables in the
fourth column, the changes are substantial only on
those variables—especially freedom and generosity
—that have the largest impacts on positive affect.
Thus we can infer that positive emotions play a
strong role in supporting life evaluations, and that
much of the impact of freedom and generosity on
life evaluations is channelled through their influence
on positive emotions. That is, freedom and gener-
osity have large impacts on positive affect, which
in turn has a major impact on life evaluations. The
Gallup World Poll does not have a widely available
measure of life purpose to test whether it also
would play a strong role in support of high life
evaluations.

Table 2.1: Regressions to Explain Average Happiness across Countries (Pooled OLS)

Dependent Variable

Independent Variable Cantril Ladder

Positive Affect

Negative Affect Cantril Ladder

(0-10) O-1 (O-1 (0-10)
Log GDP per capita 0.359 -.015 -.001 0.392
(0.067)*** (0.009) (0.007) (0.065)***
Social support (0-1) 2.526 0.318 -.337 1.865
(0.356)*** (0.056)*** (0.046)*** (0.35)***
Healthy life expectancy at birth 0.027 -.0005 0.003 0.028
(0.01)*** (0.001) (0.001)*** (0.01)***
Freedom to make life choices (O-1) 1.331 0.371 -.090 0.505
(0.297)*** (0.041)*** (0.039)** (0.278)*
Generosity 0.537 0.088 0.027 0.33
(0.256)** (0.032)*** (0.027) (0.245)
Perceptions of corruption (O-1) -.716 -.009 0.094 -712
(0.262)*** (0.027) (0.022)*** (0.249)***
Positive affect (O-1) 2.285
(0.331)***
Negative affect (0-1) 0.185
(0.388)
Year fixed effects Included Included Included Included
Number of countries 156 156 156 156
Number of observations 1,964 1,959 1,963 1,958
Adjusted R-squared 0.757 0.439 0.334 0.782

Notes: This is a pooled OLS regression for a tattered panel explaining annual national average Cantril ladder responses from all available surveys from 2005
through 2022. See Technical Box 2 for detailed information about each of the predictors. Coefficients are reported with robust standard errors clustered by country
(in parentheses). ***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent levels respectively.

38



World Happiness Report 2023

Box 2.2: Detailed information about each of the predictors in Table 2.1

4. Freedom to make life choices is the national
average of binary responses to the GWP
gquestion “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied
with your freedom to choose what you do
with your life?”

1. GDP per capita is in terms of Purchasing
Power Parity (PPP) adjusted to constant
2017 international dollars, taken from the
World Development Indicators (WDI) by
the World Bank (version 17, metadata last
updated on January 22, 2023). See Statistical
Appendix 1 for more details. GDP data for
2022 are not yet available, so we extend the
GDP time series from 2021 to 2022 using
country-specific forecasts of real GDP
growth from the OECD Economic Outlook
No. 112 (November 2022) or, if missing, from 6.
the World Bank’s Global Economic Prospects
(last updated: January 10, 2023), after
adjustment for population growth. The
equation uses the natural log of GDP per
capita, as this form fits the data significantly
better than GDP per capita.

5. Generosity is the residual of regressing
the national average of GWP responses to
the donation question “Have you donated
money to a charity in the past month?” on
log GDP per capita.

Perceptions of corruption are the average
of binary answers to two GWP questions:
“Is corruption widespread throughout the
government or not?” and “Is corruption
widespread within businesses or not?”
Where data for government corruption
are missing, the perception of business

: ) . corruption is used as the overall corruption-
2. The time series for healthy life expectancy

at birth are constructed based on data from
the World Health Organization (WHO)
Global Health Observatory data repository,
with data available for 2005, 2010, 2015,
2016, and 2019. To match this report’s
sample period (2005-2022), interpolation
and extrapolation are used. See Statistical
Appendix 1 for more details.

. Social support is the national average of the

perception measure.

. Positive affect is defined as the average of

previous-day affect measures for laughter,
enjoyment, and interest. The inclusion of
interest (first added for World Happiness
Report 2022), gives us three components in
each of positive and negative affect, and
slightly improves the equation fit in column
4. The general form for the affect questions

is: Did you experience the following feelings
during a lot of the day yesterday? See
Statistical Appendix 1 for more details.

binary responses (0=no, 1=yes) to the Gallup
World Poll (GWP) question “If you were in
trouble, do you have relatives or friends you

can count on to help you whenever you 8.
need them, or not?”

Negative affect is defined as the average
of previous-day affect measures for worry,
sadness, and anger.

better able to meet life’s demands.™ This will
double back to improve health, income, generosity,
corruption, and a sense of freedom. Chapter 4

of this report highlights the importance of two-
way linkages between altruism and subjective
well-being.

The variables we use in our Table 2.1 modelling
may be taking credit properly due to other
variables, or to unmeasured factors. There are
also likely to be vicious or virtuous circles, with
two-way linkages among the variables. For
example, there is much evidence that those who
have happier lives are likely to live longer, and be

. ; Another possible reason for a cautious interpreta-
more trusting, more cooperative, and generally

tion of our results is that some of the data come
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from the same respondents as the life evaluations
and are thus possibly determined by common
factors. This is less likely when comparing national
averages because individual differences in
personality and individual life circumstances tend
to average out at the national level. To provide
even more assurance that our results are not
significantly biased because we are using the
same respondents to report life evaluations, social
support, freedom, generosity, and corruption, we
tested the robustness of our procedure by split-
ting each country’s respondents randomly into
two groups (see Table 10 of Statistical Appendix 1
of World Happiness Report 2018 for more detail).
We then examined whether the average values of
social support, freedom, generosity, and absence
of corruption from one half of the sample ex-
plained average life evaluations in the other half
of the sample. The coefficients on each of the
four variables fell slightly, just as we expected.®
But the changes were reassuringly small (ranging
from 1% to 5%) and were not statistically
significant.”

Overall, the model explains average life evaluation
levels quite well within regions, among regions,
and for the world as a whole.® On average, the
countries of Latin America still have mean life
evaluations that are significantly higher (by about
0.5 on the O to 10 scale) than predicted by the
model. This difference has been attributed to a
variety of factors, including some unique features
of family and social life in Latin American
countries.” In partial contrast, the countries

of East Asia have average life evaluations

below predictions, although only slightly and
insignificantly so in our latest results.?° This has
been thought to reflect, at least in part, cultural
differences in the way people think about and
report on the quality of their lives.?' It is reassuring
that our findings about the relative importance

of the six factors are generally unaffected by
whether or not we make explicit allowance for
these regional differences.??

We can now use the model of Table 2.1 to assess
the overall effects of COVID-19 on life evaluations.
A simple comparison of average life evaluations
during 2017-2019 and the pandemic years
2020-2022 shows them to be down slightly
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(-0.09, t=2.2) in the western industrial countries??
(for which the 2022 data are complete) and
slightly higher than pre-pandemic levels in the
rest of the world, where there are fewer available
surveys for 2022. Our modelling suggests that the
growth of prosociality cushioned the fall of life
evaluations in the industrial countries, and made
it a net increase in the rest of the world. Thus if
we add an indicator for the three COVID years
2020-2022 to our Table 2.1 equation, using data
only from the three COVID years and the three
preceding years, it shows no net increase or
decrease in life evaluations.?* This suggests, in

a preliminary way, that the undoubted pains
were offset by increases in the extent to which
respondents had been able to discover and share
the capacity to care for each other in difficult
times. We shall explore other evidence on this
point in the next section.

Inequality of happiness before
and during COVID

Last year, we traced the longer-term trends in life
evaluations and emotions as part of our review
of the first ten years of the World Happiness
Report.?®> This year we dig deeper to search for
trends in the distribution of well-being. Our main
technique is to calculate trends in all these same
variables separately for the more and less happy
halves of each national population. We are thus
able to show in Figure 2.2 the size of the happiness
gap between the more and less happy halves of
the population, ranking from the smallest to the
largest gap. A higher ranking means a lower
happiness inequality.?®

The gap between the mean life evaluation among
the top and bottom halves of the distribution has
several notable features. First, the gap has a
maximum value of 10 and a minimum of zero,

Inequality measured by happiness
gaps differs by a full five points
between the most equal and the
least equal countries.



Figure 2.2: Happiness gaps between the top and bottom halves of each country’s
population, 2020-2022 (Part 1)

Estimate
ofrank  Country Gap
1 Afghanistan 1.672 — 95% c.i. for rank 1-2
2 Netherlands 1.787 — 95% c.i. for rank 1-3
3 Finland 1,917 I | o5%-.i. for rank 2-4
4 lceland 2.107 I |05 for rank 3-9
5 Belgium 2.202 I | 95%c.i. for rank 4-9
6  Sweden 2.276 I | o5 .. for rank 4-13
7 lsrael 2.339 I | 959 c.i. for rank 4-14
8  Denmark 2340 I | 050 c.i. for rank 4-16
9 Luxembourg 2.374 I |05 c.i. for rank 4-22
10 France 2.500 | 95%c.i. for rank 626
11 Norway 2.521 | 95% c.i. for rank 6-27
12 NewZealand 2,53 I | 05%C.i. for rank 7-26
13 Tajikistan* 2594 I [05% C.i. for rank 6-35
14 Switzerland 2.604 I | 5% .. for rank 832
15 taly 2.609 I | 059 c.i. for rank 7-33
16 lIreland 2616 I | 059 .. for rank 8-32
17 Spain 2.653 I | 050 c.i. for rank 9-33
18 Austria 2653 | os%ci. forrank9-33
19 Germany 2.682 | 95% c.i. for rank 9-35
20 Vietnam 2.706 | 95% c.i. for rank 9-35
21 United Kingdom 2.717 95% c.i. for rank 9-35
22 Australia 2.719 95% c.i. for rank 9-35
23 Estonia 2.726 95% c.i. for rank 9-35
24 Hong Kong S.A.R. 2.776 — 95% c.i. for rank 10-37
25 Lithuania 2.795 95% c.i. for rank 12-37
26 Latvia 2.799 95% c.i. for rank 12-36
27 Singapore 2.802 — 95% c.i. for rank 10-39
28 Algeria* 2.816 — 95% c.i. for rank 11-40
23 Taiwan Province of China 2823 I | 05%c.i. for rank 13-38
30 Poland 2.857 | 95% c.i. for rank 13-40
31 Canada 2.867 | 95% c.i. for rank 13-41
32 Kyrgyzstan 2.889 95% c.i. for rank 13-43
33 Slovenia 2.924 — 95% c.i. for rank 15-43
34 United States 2.935 — 95% c.i. for rank 18-43
35 Czechia 2,94 I | o5 for rank 18-43
36 Greece 3.046 — | 95% c.i. for rank 24-52
37 Slovakia* 3.105 — | 95% c.i. for rank 26-56
38 Mongolia 3.118 — | 95% c.i. for rank 28-56
39 Malta 3.145 — 95% c.i. for rank 30-59
40 Japan 3.164 — 95% c.i. for rank 32-59
41 Armenia 3.173 — 95% c.i. for rank 27-63
42 Kazakhstan 3.229 — 95% c.i. for rank 36-63
43 Chile 3.238 95% c.i. for rank 36-63
44 Cyprus 3.272 | 95% c.i. for rank 36-68
45 Korea, Republic of 3.274 | 95% c.i. for rank 36-67
46 Uruguay 3.288 | 95% c.i. for rank 36-68
47 Congo, Republic of 3.300 — I|95%c.'\.forrank32»76

B Happiness gap
H 95% confidence interval

Notes: Standard errors for happiness gaps (and the associated rank confidence intervals) in Figure 2.2 are computed by nonparametric bootstrap
with 500 replications. Those with a * do not have survey information in 2022. Their averages are based on the 2020 and 2021 surveys.

41




Figure 2.2: Happiness gaps between the top and bottom halves of each country’s
population, 2020-2022 (Part 2)

Estimate
of rank

48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

Country

Cambodia
Hungary
Georgia

Lao People’s Democratic Republic*

Bolivia
Portugal
Romania
Russia
Croatia
Philippines*
Bulgaria
Moldova
Tunisia
Mauritius
Ukraine
Sri Lanka*
Indonesia
Argentina
Iran
Saudi Arabia
Egypt
Thailand
Costa Rica
Malaysia*
Myanmar*
South Africa*
China*
Mexico
Lebanon
Madagascar
North Macedonia
Togo
Uzbekistan
Nigeria*
Gabon
Peru
Bosnia and Herzegovina*
United Arab Emirates
Paraguay
Serbia*
Brazil
Palestine, State of
Montenegro*
Bahrain*
Ethiopia
Ecuador
Ghana

B Happiness gap
H 95% confidence interval

Gap

3.303 — | 95% c.i. for rank 3673
3.313 | 95% c.i. for rank 36-72
3335 | 95%c.i. forrank 36-74
3.336 — |95%c.w.for rank 33-80
3.354 — | 95% c.i. for rank 36-76
3.39%4 — 95% c.i. for rank 37-78
3.403 — 95% c.i. for rank 37-78
3.410 — | 95% c.i. for rank 39-76
3.424 I | 9% c.i. for rank 37-81
3.432 — | 95% c.i. for rank 37-85
3.451 — 95% c.i. for rank 38-84
3.455 95% c.i. for rank 41-84
3.464 | 95%c.i. for rank 41-84
3.515 | os%c.i. for rank 41-89
3.520 | 95%c.i. for rank 41-90
3.553 — | 95% c.i. for rank 41-95
3.580 95% c.i. for rank 44-93
3.584 95% c.i. for rank 44-93
3.597 — 95% c.i. for rank 46-93
3.634 | 95%c.. for rank 47-96
3.640 | 9s%c.i. for rank 4795
3.650 | 95%c.i. for rank 47-96
3.659 — | 95% c.i. for rank 49-96
3.676 95% c.i. for rank 47-99
3.679 95% c.i. for rank 45-99
3.684 — | 95% c.i. for rank 47-99
3.685 | 95% c.i. for rank 52-96
3.686 95% c.i. for rank 51-97
3.718 — 95% c.i. for rank 54-97
3.764 — | 95% c.i. for rank 49-105
3.783

95% c.i. for rank 56-102
95% c.i. for rank 54-104
95% c.i. for rank 56-104
959% c.i. for rank 54-106
95% c.i. for rank 56-105
95% c.i. for rank 61-104
95% c.i. for rank 58-108
95% c.i. for rank 62-104
95% c.i. for rank 62-106
95% c.i. for rank 61-109
95% c.i. for rank 63-109
| 95%c.i. for rank 60-115
|o5% c.i. for rank 57-118
95% c.i. for rank 61-116
95% c.i. for rank 61-116
95% c.i. for rank 66-113
95% c.i. for rank 66-113

3.787
3.801
3.803
3.808
3.843
3.843
3.845
3.856
3.889
3.917
3.920
3.935
3.945
3.945
3.963
3.971

Notes: Standard errors for happiness gaps (and the associated rank confidence intervals) in Figure 2.2 are computed by nonparametric bootstrap
with 500 replications. Those with a * do not have survey information in 2022. Their averages are based on the 2020 and 2021 surveys.
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Figure 2.2: Happiness gaps between the top and bottom halves of each country’s
population, 2020-2022 (Part 3)

Estimate
of rank Country Gap
95 lract 3971 I | 959 c.i. for rank 63116
9%  Morocco 4000 I | 95 c i for rank 68-116
97 Benin 4.073 | 9s%c.i. for rank 74-122
98 Tiirkiye* 4.104 | o5%ci. forrank 74123
99 Kosovo 4.119 | 95% c.i. for rank 77-122
100 Venezuela 4.143 | 95% c.i. for rank 78-123
101 Albania 4.204 — 95% c.i. for rank 80-125
102 Bangladesh 4.220 — 95% c.i. for rank 82-125
103 Colombia 4.224 — 95% c.i. for rank 85-125
104 The Gambia 4.229 — 95% c.i. for rank 77-126
105 Niger 4.230 — 95% c.i. for rank 77-126
106 ElSalvador 4266 I | o c.i. for rank 86-125
107 Jamaica 4.267 — 95% c.i. for rank 81-126
108 Burkina Faso* 4.268 — 95% c.i. for rank 78-126
109 Zimbabwe 4.281 — | 95% c.i. for rank 88-125
110 Guinea 4316 I | 95%c.i. for rank 87-125
111 Cameroon 4.337 — 95% c.i. for rank 89-126
112 Namibia 4.355 — 95% c.i. for rank 91-126
113 Panama 4.398 95% c.i. for rank 91-127
114 Ivory Coast 4.401 95% c.i. for rank 91-127
115 Pakistan* 4.427 — | 95% c.i. for rank 93-128
116 Senegal 4.432 — | 95% c.i. for rank 93-128
117 Guatemala 4.432 — | 95% c.i. for rank 90-129
118 Kenya 4.440 | 95% c.i. for rank 96-127
119 Nepal 4.466 95% c.i. for rank 96-129
120 Mali 4.487 — 95% c.i. for rank 99-129
121 Uganda 4.495 — 95% c.i. for rank 98-129
122 Jordan 4.567 — | 95% c.i. for rank 101-129
123 Chad 4.579 — |95%c.w.forrank97—131
124 Comoros 4.631 — |95%c.w.forrank99—132
125 India 4.640 —l 95% c.i. for rank 106-129
126 Botswana 4.764 — |95%c.w.fowank104—132
127 Nicaragua 4.787 — | 95% c.i. for rank 113-132
128 Tanzania 4.873 | 95% c.i. for rank 120-132
129 Zambia* 4.890 95% c.i. for rank 118-132
130 Sierra Leone 5.067 — | 95% c.i. for rank 124-132
131 Honduras 5.102 — | 95% c.i. for rank 124-132
132 Dominican Republic  5.102 — | 95% c.i. for rank 124-132
133 Malawi 5.612 | 95%c.i.forrank133-135
134 Mauritania 5.700 95% c.i. for rank 133-136
135 Mozambique 5.984 — | 95% c.i. for rank 133-136
136 Congo, Democratic ~ 6.063 — | 95% c.i. for rank 134-136

Republic of

137 Liberia 6.859

95% c.i. for rank
137-137

B Happiness gap
H 95% confidence interval

Notes: Standard errors for happiness gaps (and the associated rank confidence intervals) in Figure 2.2 are computed by nonparametric bootstrap
with 500 replications. Those with a * do not have survey information in 2022. Their averages are based on the 2020 and 2021 surveys.
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sharing the same scale as individual life evaluations.
Second, the overall mean life evaluation in a given
year is equal to the arithmetic average of the top
and bottom half means. This permits the evolution
of inequality and mean life evaluations in a region
to be shown in the same figure. Third, the gap
shows a lot of variation among countries, covering
a full five point range between the most and least
equal countries.?”

The equality rankings shown in Figure 2.2 are
quite different from the life evaluation rankings
shown in Figure 2.1. There is of course a positive
correlation in general between the two rankings,
since greater equality of well-being is something
valued by survey respondents, and hence influences
average life evaluations.?® But there remain
substantial differences, since inequality is only
one among many factors influencing how people
evaluate their lives as a whole. When the rankings
in the two figures are compared, there are eighteen
countries where the equality ranking is 35 or more

ranks below their ladder ranking. At the other
extreme, there are another eighteen countries
where the equality ranking is 35 or more places
above their happiness ranking. The former group,
where equality of happiness is lower than indicated
by the happiness rank, includes Mexico and all six
Central American countries in the rankings, three
Persian Gulf states (the United Arab Emirates,
Bahrain, and Saudi Arabia), and eight from four
other global regions. The contrasting group,
where the equality ranking is 35 or more places
higher than the ladder ranking, includes Afghanistan
and Lebanon, the two least happy countries,
where almost everyone is very unhappy, leading
to low values for both life evaluations and the gap
between the two halves of the population. The
group also includes four countries in Southeast
Asia, three current or former members of the
Commonwealth of Independent States, six African
countries, of which three in North Africa, plus
Hong Kong, Sri Lanka, and Iran. The 24 WEIRD
countries?® are all located towards the middle of
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The Nordic countries all
have high ranks for both
happiness and equality.

this spectrum, spanning about 40 places, from
the most unequal relative to life evaluations (the
United States, with an equality gap 19 places
below the life evaluations ranking), to Greece at
the other end, with an equality ranking of 36 and
a life evaluations ranking of 58. The Nordic countries
are even more closely aligned, with all having high
rankings for both equality and life evaluations.

Figure 2.3 has several panels showing global
inequality trends for life evaluations, emotions,
and other key variables from the outset of the
Gallup World Poll in 2005-2006 through 2022.
For life evaluations, in Panel (a), we present the
median response along with the means of
happiness in the happier and less happy halves
of the population. We also present two measures
of the frequency of misery, which we define in
two alternative ways. The first is the share of
respondents giving answers of 3 and below, while
the second is the share giving answers of 4 and
below.?° Growth in either of these shares reflects
a general lowering of life evaluations or an
increasing concentration of responses at the
bottom end of the distribution. The happiness
gaps between the two halves of the population
provide a good measure of trends in the inequality
of well-being, while the misery ratios reveal the
extent of very low life evaluations. The overall
mean, illustrated as a dashed green line, shows
how remarkably resilient global happiness has
remained throughout the pandemic.

For emotions, as shown in panels (b) to (d) in
Figure 2.3, we pair one positive and one negative
emotion in each panel. The fact that all of the
positive emotions are more frequent than the
negative ones helps to keep the two parts of each
panel separate. Even for the less happy half of
the population the frequency of each negative
emotion is less than the frequency of the
corresponding positive emotion.
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In panels (e) through (g) we pair one social pillar
of well-being and one measure of benevolence in
each panel, again contrasting the mean response
in the more and less happy halves of the popula-
tion. The measures of benevolence illustrated by
dashed lines in these panels have surged worldwide
in the last 3 years—especially helping a stranger.
Year after year we have found that generosity is a
meaningful predictor of happiness. Our measure
of generosity is based on the frequency of charitable
donations in a given country, shown in panel (f)
(see Technical Box 2). The growth in the broader
set of benevolence measures helps explain the
resilience of life evaluations during the pandemic.
We expand on this theme further in the third
section of this chapter.

Figure 2.4 disaggregates Figure 2.3 Panel (a) by
region to show, for each of ten global regions,
the mean life evaluations of the happier 50%

and the less happy 50%, and our two measures
of misery. The first panels show continued
convergence between Western and Eastern
Europe, mainly comprising rising life evaluations
and falling misery shares in Central and Eastern
Europe, with the gaps between the top and
bottom halves fairly constant, except for a recent
widening of the gap in Western Europe. Among
the Asian regions, misery shares have been falling
in East Asia, fairly constant in Southeast Asia and
growing in South Asia. Misery shares are lowest in
Western Europe and the other group of Western
industrial countries.

There have been numerous studies of how the
effects of COVID-19, whether in terms of illness
and death or living conditions for the uninfected,
have differed among population subgroups. The
Gallup World Poll data are not sufficiently fine-
grained to separate respondents by their living or
working arrangements, but they do provide
several ways of testing for different patterns of
consequences. In particular, we can separate
respondents by age, gender, immigration status,
income, unemployment, and general health status.
Previous well-being research has shown subjective
life evaluations to be lower for those who are
unemployed, in poor health, and in the lowest
income categories, with the negative effects
being less for those living where social trust is



Fig. 2.3: Global trends for the more and less happy 50% of each country
(not population weighted)
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Top half mean

Bottom half mean

Overall mean
+ Median
Share <=3
Share at 4

— EnjOoyment, top
— Enjoyment, bottom
=== \Norry, top

= = = === \Norry, bottom

—|_aughter, top
— | aughter, bottorr
= = === Sadness, top

= = = == Sadness, bottom

Note: 95% confidence intervals
calculated by nonparametric bootstrap
(with 200 draws) clustered at the
country-year level.



World Happiness Report 2023

Fig. 2.3: Global trends for the more and less happy 50% of each country
(not population weighted) continued

(d) Interest, anger
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Note: 95% confidence intervals
calculated by nonparametric bootstrap
(with 200 draws) clustered at the
country-year level.




Fig. 2.3: Global trends for the more and less happy 50% of each country

(not population weighted) continued

(g) Perceptions of corruption, volunteering
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Note: 95% confidence intervals calculated by nonparametric bootstrap (with 200 draws) clustered at the country-year level.

perceived to be high (as shown in Figure 2.3 in
World Happiness Report 2020). In World Happiness
Report 2015, we examined the distribution of life
evaluations and emotions by age and gender,
finding a widespread but not universal U-shape in
age for life evaluations, with those under 30 and
over 60 happier than those in between. Female
life evaluations, and frequency of negative affect,
were generally slightly higher than for males. For
immigrants, we found in World Happiness Report
2018 that life evaluations of international migrants
tend to move fairly quickly toward the levels of
respondents born in the destination country.

When considering the effects of COVID-19 on
equality, it is interesting and important to see how
different sub-groups of the population have fared
during the pandemic. We did this by estimating
an individual-level life evaluation equation using
data from more than 560,000 respondents from
2017 through 2022, seeing how pre-pandemic

life evaluations (2017-2019) were altered during
the three COVID-19 years treated together
(2020-2022).32 As shown in Table 2.2 (where the
COVID-19 period effects are shown in the right-
hand column) our estimates suggest that
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COVID-19 tended to continue but not change
pre-existing patterns of inequality. Respondents
60 years and older saw COVID-19 era improvements
relative to those in the two younger age groups,
with a COVID-years increase of 0.105 relative to the
middle aged (t=3.7). There was also a significant
increase during COVID-19 in the life evaluation
gains from having someone to count on in times of
trouble (+0.13, t=2.9). Globally, 80% of respondents
have someone to count on, so the positive 0.13
COVID-19 interaction effect adds almost one-tenth
of a point to average life satisfaction during the
pandemic years. We also looked for COVID-19
effects by age, by gender, by gender and age
together, by marital status, for the foreign-born,
and for those who were unemployed or in ill-health.
Despite the large sample size, none of these
effects were significant to the 1% level. The only
other COVID-19 effect significant at the 5% level
or better was health. Those with health problems
were approximately 10% more negatively affected
by their health problems during the COVID
years.*® This is generally similar to the pattern of
results that we found last year for the first two
years of COVID-19. Moving to the three-year
coverage increased the size and significance of
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Fig. 2.4: Regional trends in life evaluations for the more and less happy halves
of each country (population weighted to calculate regional averages)
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Note: 95% confidence intervals calculated by nonparametric bootstrap (with 200 draws) clustered at the country-year level.
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Fig. 2.4: Regional trends in life evaluations for the more and less happy halves
of each country (population weighted to calculate regional averages) continued
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Fig. 2.4: Regional trends in life evaluations for the more and less happy halves
of each country (population weighted to calculate regional averages) continued
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Fig. 2.4: Regional trends in life evaluations for

the more and less happy halves

of each country (population weighted to calculate regional averages) continued
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Note: 95% confidence intervals calculated by nonparametric bootstrap (with 200 draws) clustered at the country-year level.

social support and cut the size and eliminated the
significance of the unemployment interaction. The
general conclusion remains, in the light of three
years of pandemic experience, that for the major
demographic groups surveyed, the pre-pandemic
distributions were unaffected by COVID-19, except
as reported above. But it is important to remember
that some of those most affected by COVID-19,
including the homeless and the institutionalized,
are not included in the survey samples.

Should we be sceptical about this relative stability
of the distribution of well-being in the face of
COVID-19? Is it possible that the relative stability
of subjective well-being in the face of the pandemic
does not reflect resilience in the face of hardships,
but instead suggests that life evaluations are
inadequate measures of well-being? In response
to this possible scepticism, it is important to
remember that subjective life evaluations do
change, and by very large amounts, when many
key life circumstances change. For example,
unemployment, perceived discrimination, and
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several types of ill-health, have large and sustained
influences on measured life evaluations.** Perhaps
even more convincing is the evidence that the
happiness of immigrants tends to move quickly
towards the levels and distributions of life
evaluations of those born in their new countries
of residence, and even towards the life evaluations
of others in the specific sub-national regions to
which the migrants move.*® In the next section we
shall show that the post-2014 conflict in Ukraine
was accompanied by a 2-point increase in the life
evaluation gap between Ukraine and Russia. This
demonstrates again that life evaluations can
indeed shift in the face of material changes.

Further, there is also evidence of increasing levels
of pro-social activity during COVID-19, as shown
in Figure 2.6 in the next section. As discussed
later in Chapter 4 of this report, and in Chapter 2
of World Happiness Report 2022, these increases
in benevolence are likely to have cushioned life
evaluations during the COVID-19 years.
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Table 2.2: How have life evaluations changed during COVID-19 for different people?

Dependent variable: Cantril ladder (0-10)

)
Direct effect In_teraction w/ CQVID
in same regression
Constant 1.688*** 015
(0.255) (0.218)
Log household income 0.321+** -0.0315
(0.0262) (0.0219)
Social support 0.748*** 01371
(0.0282) (0.0447)
Unemployed -0.385*** -0.0465
(0.0252) (0.0335)
Freedom to make life choices 0.485*** 0.00903
(0.0214) (0.0320)
College 0.327*** -0.0247
(0.0203) (0.0247)
Married/common-law -0.0199 0.0368
(0.0196) (0.0266)
Sep., div., wid. -0.196*** 0.0245
(0.0273) (0.0294)
Donation 0.240*** -0.00392
(0.0151) (0.0224)
Foreign-born -0.0793** 0.0256
(0.0312) (0.0328)
Perceptions of corruption -0.239%** 0.0352
(0.0281) (0.0353)
Health problem -0.459*** -0.0551**
(0.0289) (0.0250)
Age < 30 0.273*** 0.00528
(0.0305) (0.0303)
Age 60+ 0.0688** 0.105***
(0.0341) (0.0283)
Female 0.215*** -0.00198
(0.0236) (0.0210)
Age < 30 x female 0.0171 -0.00758
(0.0257) (0.0264)
Age 60+ x female -0.0730*** 0.00165
(0.0263) (0.0291)
Institutional trust 0.274*** -0.00267
(0.0211) (0.0302)
Country fixed effects Yes
Number of observations 563,543
Number of countries 128
Adjusted R2 0.257
Root mean squared error 2174

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses clustered by country. * p<., ** p<.05, *** p<.01. Estimates reported in the two columns are fr