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1) ranged from 0.00 to 1.00, with M = 0.53 and SD = 0.19. Mean and standard deviation scores
for community safety can also be seen in Table 4 below.

Table 4

Mean and Standard Deviations for Continuous Variables

Scales Min. Max. M SD
Age 19.00 99.00 37.61 15.70
Community Safety 0.00 1.00 0.53 0.19
Life Satisfaction 0.00 1.00 0.68 0.16
Affective 0.00 1.00 0.69 0.18
Psychological Well-Being 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.20

Table 5

Survey Questions and Response Values

Section Questions Likert Scale Assigned
responses response
values
Satisfaction with life 1. Please imagine a ladder 0 0

with steps numbered from
zero at the bottom to ten at 1 0.1
the top. Suppose we say that
the top of the ladder 2 0.2
represents the best possible
life for you and the bottom 3 0.3
of the ladder represents the
worst possible. If the top 4 0.4
step is 10 and the bottom
step is 0, on which step of 5 0.5
the ladder do you feel you
personally stand at the 6 0.6
present time?

7 0.7

8 0.8

9 0.9

10 1.0
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Affect 1. Taking all things together, 0 0
how happy would you say
you are? 1 0.1
2 0.2
3 0.3
4 0.4
5 0.5
6 0.6
7 0.7
8 0.8
9 0.9
10 1.0
Psychological 1. I lead a purposeful and Strongly disagree 0
well-being meaningful life.
2. | am engaged and Disagree 25
interested in my daily
activities. Neither agree or .50
3. I am optimistic about my  disagree
future.
4. Most days | feel a sense of Agree 75

accomplishment from what |

do. Agree strongly
5. In general, | feel very

positive about myself.

Community safety Please tell us how many of  Trust none of them
the following people you

trust... Trust a few of them
1. Your neighbors

2. Strangers that you
encounter

3. Businesses in your

community

Trust some of them

Trust most of them

Trust all of them
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1. Imagine that you lost a
wallet or purse that

contained two hundred Not at all likely 0

dollars. Please indicate how

likely you think it would be ~ Somewhat likely 25

to have all of your money

returned to you if it was Fairly likely .50

found by someone who lives

close by. Very likely 75
Extremely Likely 1.0

1. How satisfied are you
with your personal safety in  Very dissatisfied 0
your city or town?

Dissatisfied .25
Neither satisfied or .50
dissatisfied

Satisfied 75
Very satisfied 1.0

Data Collection

The survey responses represent an international sample. The survey was administered
online via the happycounts.org website, as well as in paper format within the Oromo, Somali,
and Filipino communities in South Seattle. Participants were recruited through word of mouth
and The Happiness Alliance minority community events (e.g., elder’s meetings, community
meetings). Data collection included using paper versions in minority communities that did not
have access to computers and/or the Internet, in order to increase the diversity of the sample and
therefore potentially give a more accurate representation of the community inhabitants of the city

of Seattle.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided data analyses using participant responses from
June 2011-March 2014 on The Happiness Alliance Survey (The Happiness Alliance, 2012):
1. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores predict satisfaction with
life scores while controlling for household income?
a. Hol: Gender and the community safety scores do not predict satisfaction with life
scores while controlling for household income.
b. Hal: Gender and the community safety scores do predict satisfaction with life
scores while controlling for household income.
2. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores predict affect scores while
controlling for household income?
a. Ho2: Gender and the community safety scores do not predict affect scores while
controlling for household income.
b. Ha2: Gender and the community safety scores do predict affect scores while
controlling for household income.
3. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores predict psychological
well-being scores while controlling for household income?
a. Ho3: Gender and the community safety scores do not predict psychological well-
being scores while controlling for household income.
b. Ha3: Gender and the community safety scores do predict psychological well-
being scores while controlling for household income.
4. Do gender and the community safety scores similarly predict the satisfaction with

life, affect, and psychological well-being scores?
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a. Ho4: Gender and the community safety scores do not similarly predict
satisfaction with life, affect, and psychological well-being scores.

b. Ha4: Gender and the community safety scores do similarly predict satisfaction
with life, affect, and psychological well-being scores.

It was expected that gender and sense of community safety would have an impact on
satisfaction with life, psychological well-being, and affect, specifically that high ratings of
community safety would indicate higher levels of satisfaction with life, psychological well-
being, and affect.

Data Analyses

Multiple linear regression is used to evaluate the relationship among variables; more
specifically, this method can be used to investigate how well a dependent variable can be
predicted by a set of independent variables. To address the above research questions, multiple
linear regression models were conducted to assess the extent to which gender and the community
safety scores predicted scores for the outcome variables (satisfaction with life, affect, and
psychological well-being scores) while controlling for household income. This type of analysis
was appropriate to use in the current study because | was interested in evaluating the relationship
amongst a set of dichotomous (gender) and interval variables (community safety) and an interval
variable (satisfaction with life score, affect score, and psychological well-being score). Data
were entered into SPSS version 22.0 for Windows.

There are multiple stages to completing a multiple regression analysis. Each step of the
analysis examined the fit and relationship between the variables. The first step analyzed the
correlation and direction of the data, the second step estimated the best fit of the line, and the

third step evaluated the validity of the model (Statistics Solutions, n.d.).
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Assumptions of Multiple Linear Regression

Variables. Variables were evaluated based on what each significantly added to the
prediction of the dependent variables.

Normality and homoscedasticity. Normality assumes that the residuals (the difference
between predicted and observed values) are normally distributed, while homoscedasticity
assumes that scores are fairly equally distributed about the regression line. A wide distribution
indicates a large amount of variability; therefore, it would be more difficult to properly fit a line
that minimizes unexplained residual points. Violation of homoscedasticity could give the
impression that the model is a better fit than it actually is. Normality and homoscedasticity were
assessed by examination of scatterplots. Homoscedasticity was interpreted through the
standardized prediction versus standardized residual regression scatterplot. The presence of a
rectangular distribution, one with no recognizable pattern, indicates whether or not
homoscedasticity is present (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). If not present, the results should be
interpreted with caution. A normal probability-probability plot was used to assess the normality
of residuals among the predictor variables (household income, gender, and community safety)
and the dependent variables (happiness, affect, and satisfaction with life). A probability-
probability plot is used to assess how closely two data sets agree, examining if the data set
follows a specific distribution.

Multicollinearity. The absence of multicollinearity assumes that predictor variables are
not intercorrelated, or in other words, are not measuring the same construct. Multicollinearity
was assessed using variance inflation factors (VIF). Variance inflation factor values over 10 will
suggest the presence of multicollinearity and a violation of the assumption whereas a value of 1

indicates no multicollinearity (Stevens, 2009). Multicollinearity inflates standard errors,
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possibly making some variables appear insignificant when they are, in fact, significant. If
multicollinearity was present, one of the highly correlated predictor variables would need to be
removed from the model.

Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha tests of reliability and internal consistency were conducted on the two
subscales: Psychological Well-Being and Community Vitality. Cronbach’s alpha provides mean
correlations between each pair of items in a scale (Brace, Kemp, & Snelgar, 2012). It measures
the consistency of responses across a scale; these values correspond to the strength in the
relationship between items within the specified scale, therefore illustrating the degree to which
the items measure a single construct. The alpha values (o) in the current study were interpreted
using the guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2010), where o > .9 Excellent, >.8 Good,
>.7 Acceptable, >.6 Questionable, >.5 Poor, and < .5 Unacceptable.

Probability

F test. The F test was used to assess whether the set of independent variables (gender and
community safety score) collectively predicted the dependent variables (satisfaction with life
score, affect score, and psychological well-being score), identifying if the set of independent
variables was significant to the prediction of the model (Statistics Solutions, n.d.).

R2. R?, the multiple coefficient of determination, was used to measure the amount of
variance in the dependent variable that could be explained by the set of predictor variables. This
determined what proportion of change in the dependent variables (satisfaction with life score,
affect score, and psychological well-being score) could be accounted for by the set of

independent variables (gender and community safety score).
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Chapter 1V: Results

Responses were collected from 36,162 subjects. A total of 1,374 subjects were removed
due to being underage (18 years or younger), leaving a remaining sample of 34,788. In addition,
14,950 subjects were removed from the study due to nonresponses and nonsensical responses.
Examples of nonresponses occurred in the Satisfaction With Life, Psychological Well-Being,
Community Safety Scales (i.e., selecting F, M for gender or selecting 1,000 for age). For life
satisfaction, 5,295 participants were removed for nonresponses. For psychological well-being,
3,606 participants were removed for nonresponses. For community safety, 1,767 participants
were removed for nonresponses. For the gender response, 86 participants were removed for
nonresponses. For household income, 3,799 participants were removed for nonresponses. With
the overlaps across the three scales, gender, and socioeconomic status, a total of 14,553
participants were removed from the analyses due to nonresponses. Data were assessed for
univariate outliers on the continuous research variables: psychological well-being scores,
satisfaction with life scores, community safety scores, and affect scores. Outliers were examined
via standardized values, or z scores, where values below -3.29 or above 3.29 are considered
outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012); a total of 194 subjects were removed due to outlying
scores. This left 19,644 subjects remaining in the study; final analyses were conducted on these
subjects.

Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha tests of reliability and internal consistency were conducted on the two
composite scores for psychological well-being and community safety. The psychological well-
being scores were the average of the five psychological well-being Likert-scaled survey items.

Community safety scores were the average of the five community safety Likert-scaled survey
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items. The Cronbach’s alpha test provides a mean correlation between each pair of items and the
number of items in a scale (Brace et al., 2012). The alpha values (o) were interpreted using the
guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2010) where a > .9 excellent, > .8 good, > .7
acceptable, > .6 questionable, > .5 poor, and < .5 unacceptable. Results for psychological well-
being (.88) indicated good reliability. Results for community safety (.78) indicated acceptable
reliability. Reliability statistics for the two composite scores are presented in Table 6. The
variables satisfaction with life and affect are single items on the questionnaire, and therefore the
reliability coefficient for these two variables cannot be calculated.

Preliminary Analyses

To address Research Question 1, a multiple linear regression was conducted to determine
whether gender and the community safety scores predicted the perception of satisfaction with life
scores. Household income was used as a control variable in the model. Statistical significance
was determined using an alpha value of .05. Gender was a categorical dichotomous variable,
with the reference category being females. As household income was treated as an ordinal
variable, it was dummy coded for analysis; the reference variable for each category of household
income was < $10,000. Community safety and satisfaction with life were treated as continuous
variables.

Prior to conducting the analysis, the assumptions of the multiple linear regression—
normality of residuals, homoscedasticity, and absence of multicollinearity—were assessed. A
normal P-P plot was used to assess normality of residuals among the predictor variables
(household income, gender, and community safety scores) and the dependent variable
(satisfaction with life scores); little to no deviation was found and thus normality of residuals
was met. The normal P-P plot can be found in Figure 4. Homoscedasticity was interpreted

through the standardized prediction versus the standardized residual regression scatterplot. The
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presence of a rectangular distribution, one with no recognizable pattern, indicated
homoscedasticity was present; thus, the assumption was met. The scatterplot for interpreting
homoscedasticity can be found in Figure 5. The absence of multicollinearity assumes that
predictor variables are not too closely related and were assessed using Variance Inflation Factors
(VIFs). VIF values over 10 will suggest the presence of multicollinearity (Stevens, 2009). None
of the predictor variables showed any signs of multicollinearity, with the highest VIF being
1.706; thus, the assumption was met.

Research Question 1. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores predict
satisfaction with life scores while controlling for household income?

To address Research Question 1, a multiple linear regression was conducted to determine
whether gender and community safety scores predict satisfaction with life scores. Statistical
significance was determined using an alpha value of .05. Gender was a categorical dichotomous
variable, with the reference category being females. As household income was treated as an
ordinal variable, it was dummy coded for analysis; the reference variable for each category of
household income was < $10,000. Community safety and satisfaction with life were treated as
continuous variables. Results of the regression indicated that the independent variables (gender
and community safety) significantly predict the satisfaction with life scores while controlling for
household income, F(10, 19633) = 308.34, p <.001, R?=.136; thus, the regression model was
statistically significant. The R>—coefficient of determination—value indicated that 14 % of the
variability in satisfaction with life scores can be explained by gender and the community safety
scores while controlling for household income. Results of the multiple linear regression are

presented in Table 7.
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Figure 4. Normality P-P Plot for observed cumulative probability and expected cumulative
probability for gender and community safety predicting satisfaction with life.

Table 6

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Statistics for the Two Composite Scores
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Scale No. of Items o
Psychological Well-Being 5 .88
Community Safety 5 .78
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Table 7

Results for Multiple Linear Regression of Gender and Community Safety on Satisfaction With
Life While Controlling for Household Income

Source B SE B t p
Gender (reference: female) -0.01 0.00 -02 -2.74 .006
Community safety 0.28 0.01 33 48.13 <001

Note. F(10, 19633) = 308.34, p <.001, R*=.136

Regression Standardized Residual
1

4

I 1 | |
-4 -2 0 2

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 5. Scatterplot between predictive values and residual values for prediction of satisfaction
with life.
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Research Question 2. To what extent do Gender and the Community Safety scores
predict Affect scores while controlling for household income?

To address Research Question 2, a multiple linear regression was conducted to determine
whether gender and community safety scores predict level of affect. Statistical significance was
determined using an alpha value of .05. Gender was a categorical dichotomous variable, with the
reference category being females. As household income was treated as an ordinal variable, it
was dummy coded for analysis; the reference variable for each category of household income
was < $10,000. Community safety and affect were treated as continuous variables.

Prior to conducting the analysis, the assumptions of the multiple linear regression—
normality of residuals, homoscedasticity, and absence of multicollinearity—were assessed. A
normal P-P plot was used to assess normality of residuals among the predictor variables
(household income, gender, and community safety scores) and the dependent variable (affect
scores); little to no deviation was found and thus normality of residuals was met. The normal P-
P plot can be found in Figure 6. The scatterplot for interpreting homoscedasticity can be found
in Figure 7.

Results of the regression indicated the independent variables (gender and community
safety scores) significantly predict level of affect while controlling for household income,

F(10, 19633) = 261.11, p <.001, R?=.117; the regression model was statistically significant.
The R>—coefficient of determination—value suggested that 12% of the variability in one’s level
of affect can be explained by gender and community safety scores while controlling for

household income. Results for the multiple linear regression are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8

Results for Multiple Linear Regression of Gender and Community Safety on Affect While
Controlling for Household Income

Source B SE B t p
Gender (reference: female) -0.01 000 -03 -412 <.001
Community safety 0.32 0.01 33 4789 <001

Note. F(10, 19633) = 261.11, p <.001, R?=.117

Expected Cumulative Probability

0.0 T T I
0.0 0z 0.4 0.6 0.3 1.0

Observed Cumulative Probability

Figure 6. Normality P-P Plot for observed cumulative probability and expected cumulative
probability for gender and community safety predicting affect.
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Figure 7. Scatterplot between predictive values and residual values for prediction of affect.

Research Question 3. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores
predict psychological well-being scores while controlling for household income?

To address Research Question 3, a multiple linear regression was conducted to determine
whether gender and community safety scores predict level of psychological well-being.
Statistical significance was determined using an alpha value of .05. Gender was a categorical
dichotomous variable, with the reference category being females. As household income was

treated as an ordinal variable, it was dummy coded for analysis; the reference variable for each
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category of household income was < $10,000. Community safety and psychological well-being
were treated as continuous variables.

Prior to conducting the analysis, the assumptions of the multiple linear regression—
normality of residuals, homoscedasticity, and absence of multicollinearity—were assessed. A
normal P-P plot was used to assess normality of residuals among the predictor variables
(household income, gender, and community safety scores) and the dependent variable
(psychological well-being scores); little to no deviation was found and thus normality of
residuals was met. The normal P-P plot can be found in Figure 8. The scatterplot for
interpreting homoscedasticity can be found in Figure 9. None of the predictor variables showed
any signs of multicollinearity with the highest VIF being 1.706; thus, the assumption was met.

Results of the regression indicated the independent variables (gender and community
safety scores) significantly predict level of psychological well-being while controlling for
household income, F(10, 19633) = 292.08, p <.001, R?=.130; thus, the regression model was
statistically significant. The R>—coefficient of determination—value suggested that 13% of the
variability in one’s level of psychological well-being can be explained by gender and community
safety score while controlling for household income. Results for the multiple linear regression

are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Results for Multiple Linear Regression of Gender and Community Safety on Psychological
Well-Being While Controlling for Household Income

Source B SE B t p
Gender (reference: female) -0.02 000 -04 -560 <.001
Community safety 0.36 0.01 36 5186 <001

Note. F(10, 19633) = 292.08, p <.001, R?= .130
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Figure 8. Normality P-P Plot for observed cumulative probability and expected cumulative
probability for gender and community safety predicting psychological well-being.
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Figure 9. Scatterplot between predictive values and residual values for prediction of
psychological well-being.

Research Question 4. Do Gender and the Community Safety scores similarly predict the
satisfaction with life, affect, and psychological well-being scores?

To address Research Question 4, the R? values were evaluated. Gender and the
community safety scores similarly predicted each of the targeted outcome variables. The
differences in R? values were within .01-.02 of each other. Upon further examination of the
B-values for each of the regression models, the model for psychological well-being resulted in
the highest B-values. This model indicated that psychological well-being scores for males

decreased by (B) 0.02 units when compared to females, and as community safety scores
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increased by one unit, psychological well-being scores increased by (B) 0.36 units. This is the
greatest amount of change in the outcome variable in comparison to the other models. These
results indicate that although the amount of variance in the dependent variable that is explained
by the set of predictor variables is similar, the unique contribution of the specific predictor
variable to the outcome variable is not. Gender and the community safety scores have a stronger

influence on psychological well-being scores than the other outcome variables.
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Chapter V: Discussion

This chapter presents a summary of the study and conclusions drawn from the results
presented in the previous chapter. It provides a discussion of the implications for future research
as well as a review of the limitations of the study.

Study Summary

This study evaluated variables of happiness, specifically, the relationship between gender
and community safety scores and psychological well-being scores, affect scores, and satisfaction
with life scores.

Analyses were conducted using archival data from the Gross National Happiness Index

Survey from a sample of 19,644 participants (Howell et al., 2011). Separate multiple linear

regression models were conducted to assess the extent to which gender and community safety
scores could predict affect scores, psychological well-being scores, and satisfaction with life
scores. R>—the multiple coefficient of determination—was used to determine the degree to
which variance in the dependent variable could be accounted for by the set of independent
variables.
Findings According to the Research Questions

Research Question 1. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores
predict satisfaction with life scores while controlling for household income?

The combination of gender and the community safety scores accounted for approximately
14% of the variability in satisfaction with life scores. While the model was statistically
significant (p <.001), gender and the community safety scores were not strong predictors of the
satisfaction with life score. For all practical purposes, these two predictor variables did not

account for the majority of the correlation within the model, indicating that other variables not



86

measured may have a stronger influence. In addition, there was a statistically significant
correlation among all of the variables.

Upon completing a literature review of 153 studies published from 1990-2000, Dolan et
al. (2008) reported that having trust in others was associated with higher life satisfaction and
happiness ratings. In addition, having trust in one’s neighborhood was also associated with
increased life satisfaction. The findings of this study supported the research done by Dolan et al.
indicating that having a positive evaluation of one’s life contributes to happiness; results from
the current study indicated that satisfaction with life scores increased by .28 units with every 1-
unit increase in community safety scores (B = .28).

The results of this study indicate that the level of trust one had in his or her community
account for less of the variance observed in satisfaction with life scores (R? = .14) in comparison
to Helliwell’s (2003) study in which 26% of the variance was accounted for. This difference in
R2values may be due to Helliwell’s study using data from 46 different countries and exploring
effects of the variables at the country and individual level, whereas the current study used only
individual data from a predominantly U.S.-based sample. Helliwell also looked at differences in
trust over time, whereas the current study used data from a single point in time. Another
possible reason for the difference in results is that satisfaction with life is more accurately
assessed by asking questions that measure trust rather than safety. Helliwell’s study used the
question, “In general, do you think that people can be trusted, or alternatively, that you can’t be
too careful when dealing with people?” (p. 346), while the current study used the question, “How
satisfied are you with your personal safety in your city or town?” On the other hand, the beta
values in this study (B = .28) were similar to those found in the study for individual variables (B

= .24, p = 0; Helliwell, 2003), which may indicate that while the models provided different
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predictability, the influence of the specified independent variable on the dependent variable was
similar.

One of the questions included in the current study (lost wallet question) was also used in
a study by Helliwell and Wang (2011). The researchers gave their participants two different
surveys: the 2006 Gallup World Poll Survey and the 2003 Canadian General Social Survey—
Cycle 17. Results from the Gallup World Poll Survey indicated that well-being scores
(measured by the Cantril Ladder question) were associated with a .18-point increase when
respondents expected their wallet to be returned by neighbors (p < .01). The regression equation
indicated that 27% of the variance in well-being was accounted for by trust in neighbors. Similar
results were found when respondents were asked the same question about strangers (B = .16; R?
=.26). The amount of variance accounted for in these models is significantly higher than the
amount of variance accounted for in the present study. This may be due to the current study not
identifying a specific returner of the wallet, but rather using the phrase “someone who lives close
by” (The Happiness Alliance, 2012). Another difference in the structure of the question is that
the current study included a dollar amount contained in the wallet ($200) while the Gallup World
Poll version did not. It is possible that adding specific monetary value to the item impacted
responses.

In terms of Helliwell and Wang’s 2011 survey, the amount of variance in well-being
(measured by the life satisfaction question in the Canadian General Social Survey question)
accounted for by the predictor variable of trust (which was asked using questions related to
general interpersonal and neighborhood trust, including a question about the level of trust among
workplace colleagues; Helliwell & Wang, 2011) was similar to the current study at 13% (p <

.01). Helliwell and Wang’s (2011) life satisfaction question asked respondents: “Please rate your
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feelings about certain areas of your life using a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means ‘very
dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied.” How do you feel about your life as a whole right
now?” (p. 45). Life satisfaction scores increased by .29 points (p <.01) when respondents
expected their wallets to be returned by neighbors, and increased by .27 (p < .001) points when
respondents expected their wallets to be returned by strangers. The Helliwell and Wang survey
used the same language as the wallet question used in the current study, altering it slightly to fit
the stranger scenario. Knowing that these factors play an active role in an individual’s sense of
happiness, it would behoove policymakers and local governments to provide opportunities or
programs that can foster community safety. This requires a shift from the traditional position
that income and economic progress are adequate representations of well-being, and insists that
distinct communities take inventory of, and advocate for, the components that promote a healthy,
happy lifestyle specific to their ethos.

Meisenberg and Woodley (2014) were able to establish that gender accounted for 77%
(R?=.77, p < .05) of the variance in their study regarding happiness and life satisfaction. In all
three models of the current study, men consistently scored lower in comparison to females. Beta
values were as follows: Life Satisfaction = -0.01, Affect = -0.01, Psychological
Well-Being = -0.02. These results are consistent with studies indicating that women have higher
levels of life satisfaction and happiness (Dolan et al., 2008; Fortin et al., 2015; Stone et al., 2010;
Zweig, 2014).

Research Question 2. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores
predict affect scores while controlling for household income?

The combination of gender and the community safety scores accounted for approximately

12% of the variability in affect scores. Again, gender and the community safety scores were not
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the strongest predictors of affect. A majority of the influence on the affect scores is not
accounted for by the model, indicating that other variables may be better at predicting affect than
gender and community safety. Although gender and community safety scores are contributing
elements to affect scores, they are weak predictors.

The findings from the current study support the findings from the Boarini et al. (2012)
study. Boarini et al. found a positive relationship between affect scores and the first question
(feeling safe walking alone) (B = .26, p < 0.01), and a negative relationship between affect scores
and the second question (stolen money/property) (B = -.21, p < 0.01). Although the model in the
current study accounted for 12% of the variance, it should not be considered an inadequate
model in that the current model included fewer predictors than the Boarini et al. study. The
current model considered only gender and community safety scores while Boarini et al. included
the following: income, jobs, health, education, social connections, environmental quality, and
personal security. This raises the question of how many of the additional outcome domains
included in the Boarini et al. study are unique significant contributors to the overall model given
that similar R? values were obtained. Another observable difference between their study and the
current model is that Boarini et al. measured well-being with a single item, the Cantril Ladder
question, while the current model included three questions (the Cantril Ladder question, a
question asking how happy the respondent is, and a question asking how satisfied with life the
respondent is). Boarini et al. stated that including multiple questions in a measure is better than
using a single item. Including multiple questions to evaluate life satisfaction may be one reason
why the current model accounts for nearly the same amount of variance with fewer outcome

domains.
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Research Question 3. To what extent do gender and the community safety scores
predict psychological well-being scores while controlling for household income?

The combination of gender and the community safety scores accounted for approximately
13% of the variability in psychological well-being scores. The combination of gender and the
community safety scores was a weak predictor of the psychological well-being scores.

According to the beta value, psychological well-being scores increased by .36 units for
every 1-unit increase in community safety scores, indicating a positive relationship between the
two variables. This is supportive of the literature stating that individuals who experience lower
community trust and safety experience negative effects on general mental health. For example,
the results of a study by Dupere and Perkins (2007) are consistent with those of the current study
in that neighborhood blocks that indicated lower levels of psychological distress had higher
levels of community participation and ties with neighbors than did other blocks. Community
participation and ties with neighbors are not identical to perceptions of community safety, which
likely contributed to the differences in results between the current study and Dupere and Perkins’
study. In addition, the amount of variance accounted for by the current model (R?=.13) may be
due to the types of questions used to measure the construct of psychological well-being.
Helliwell and Putnam (2004) identified that social networks have value and are important to
happiness. Participating in community-lead activities such as barbecues or local associations has
a positive rippling effect that increases the sense of trust in the community not just for the
participants, but for the nonparticipating residents as well (Helliwell & Putnam, 2004). The
authors argued that community participation and community trust are reciprocal and therefore it
is difficult to have one without the other. Dupere and Perkins used screening measures specific

to depression and anxiety in addition to a well-being measure to gauge psychological distress,
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whereas the current study used the psychological well-being measure from the survey, but did
not assess depression or anxiety. That difference may explain the discrepancy between Dupere
and Perkins’ results and the results of the current study.

Another possible explanation for the low percentage of variance accounted for in the
results of the current study is that according to McMahan and Estes (2011), eudaimonia may
contribute more to happiness than hedonia. Using a survey that included more questions related
to one becoming the best version of him- or herself and finding meaning in experiences
(eudaimonia) rather than experiencing pleasure (hedonia) could possibly provide an alternative
perspective of happiness that is more predictive of psychological well-being than that explored
by the survey used in the current study. The current study used eudaimonic questions in the
psychological well-being section. While both eudaimonia and hedonia are considered important
components of happiness, McMahan and Estes found that factors reflective of eudaimonic
conceptions have stronger associations with other aspects of happiness (life satisfaction and
affect) than do factors reflective of hedonic conceptions.

There is also some evidence suggesting that when individuals evaluate their overall sense
of happiness, eudaimonic features demonstrate more lasting power than hedonic features of
happiness (Steger, Kashda, & Oishi, 2008). In their study, eudaimonia activity impacted the next
day’s meaning in life and life satisfaction ratings whereas hedonia did not. Steger et al. (2008)
explained that eudiamonia activities can have a longer lasting effect on an individual than
hedonic activity. This suggests that a survey focused on eudaimonic features of happiness may
predict life satisfaction more so than hedonia-targeted questions. The sections included in the
current study had a combination of experiential (satisfaction with life) and evaluative questions

(community safety); however, only one section (psychological well-being) contained
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eudaimonic-focused questions. In the psychological well-being section, participants were asked
to what extent they believed they were leading a purposeful life and whether they felt they were
accomplished. Including additional questions that examined eudaimonic features could have
strengthened the results in that respondents would have had more points of reference to
thoroughly evaluate satisfaction with life. For example, including Section 14 (Work) of the
Gross National Happiness Index Survey might tap into whether participants felt they were
accomplished or whether they perceived themselves as living a meaningful life. Sample
questions of Section 14 include: “The conditions of my job allow me to be about a productive as
I could be,” and “How satisfied are you with the balance between the time you spend on your job
and the time you spend on other aspects of your life?”

Research Question 4. Do gender and the community safety scores similarly predict the
satisfaction with life, affect, and psychological well-being scores?

Gender and the community safety scores do not similarly predict satisfaction with life
scores, affect scores, and psychological well-being scores. Because they were not equally
effective, there is support for the rationale to use different models for each outcome variable.
Specifically, while the R? values indicated that the collective effect of the predictor variables was
similar for each of the outcome variables (life satisfaction R? = .14; affect R? = .12;
psychological well-being R? = .13), the differences in B-values indicated that the predictor
variables had the greatest impact on the psychological well-being score (B = 0.36), followed by
affect (B = 0.31) and life satisfaction (B = 0.28). These differences in B-values indicate that the
predictor variables had a greater impact on the psychological well-being score than the affect and

life satisfaction scores.
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Implications for Future Research

The current study should be replicated with several changes. Future studies should
incorporate additional variables and should utilize a hierarchal regression model rather than the
standard method used in the current study. Exploring the changes in R? and beta values as each
variable is entered into the model could help to distinguish which variables are most noteworthy
to consider. The results from the current study indicate that gender and the perception of
community safety are not sufficient to predict meaningful amounts of the different qualities of
happiness (satisfaction with life, affect, and psychological well-being). Including variables such
as education (Boarini et al., 2012; Helliwell & Putnam, 2004; Helliwell & Wang, 2011) might
strengthen the predictability of these three components of happiness. In addition, as previously
mentioned, assessing trust rather than safety and using questions targeting eudaimonic properties
may provide more predictive power.

Clearly, more research is needed to better identify the key features of happiness. If these
can be identified, specific programs or interventions can be put into place to encourage and
develop those elements that will increase people’s happiness. Entering the different variables
from the questionnaire into the model individually rather than all at once will help differentiate
which combination of variables are the most impactful toward satisfaction with life, affect, and
psychological well-being scores by showing a change in the variance accounted for by each
variable as it is inputted. While gender and the community safety scores in this study did not
account for a majority of the variability in the outcome variables, exploring what other variables
may significantly contribute to the model can help direct and inform the most effective types of

programs to enhance and sustain happiness.
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Limitations

The elimination of a significant portion of the total sample due to missing, unacceptable
and illogical responses is a considerable limitation of this study. First, approximately 4% of the
sample was eliminated because they were younger than 19 years old. In addition, another 43%
of the sample was eliminated due to null and nonsensical responses to one or more of the survey
items used in the current research. These eliminations significantly reduced the responses
available for analysis. It is unclear how the loss of those participants impacted the results of this
study.

Whenever an international sample is used, the impact of culture needs to be considered.
Given that the survey was accessible via the Internet, participants from other countries could
have experienced language barriers and/or cultural differences in terms of word meaning, which
could have impacted responses. Due to the nature of how the data were collected and archived,
identifying which responses came from which countries was unrealistic.

In addition, caution should also be considered when self-report data are used. Results are
highly reliant on the participants’ level of insight and honesty—both of which can impact the
way one answers a question.

Concluding Remarks

While the results of this study were different in terms of how much variability was
accounted for by gender and the community safety scores, they nonetheless contribute to the
body of literature by highlighting that happiness cannot be explained by just two variables. The
results of the current study should not be considered inadequate given that, unlike the previously
reviewed studies, it examined the effects of the predictor variables on all three paradigms of

happiness (affect, life satisfaction, psychological well-being), and indicated increases in all three.
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Regardless, the following questions remain: What variables best predict happiness? And how
does a community best channel its resources to support and enhance those factors? For example,
Nelson and Prilleltensky (2012) suggested that implementing strategies to increase the
perception of community safety, such as the development of regularly scheduled community-
centered gatherings, may increase the sense of connection to the neighborhood and increase
overall levels of happiness. Layard (2010) posited that the data garnered from happiness
research can allow for a deeper understanding of the trends of happiness, the identification of
problem groups, and the distinction of why some people are happy while others are not.

Without substantiated evidence demonstrating the importance of trust in one’s
community and happiness, it is highly unlikely that state funds and community resources will be
funneled into campaigns that could support such changes. A full life, as described by Frey
(2008d) and Peterson, Park, and Seligman (2005), entails seeking pleasure, engagement, and
meaning in one’s existence. Peterson et al. noted that while any one predictor may not account
for happiness, the variables certainly contribute to enrichment value. Although the current study
indicated that the community safety score accounted for only minimal changes in happiness, it
should not be discounted all together, but should be considered as part of the overall picture of
what supports a full life. Using indices of happiness can serve multiple purposes beyond just
education, and can shift the focus to specific factors that immediately affect happiness. In
addition, policymakers are not likely going to consider alternative measures of happiness so long
as the focus is the production of goods and economic gains (Diener, 2000; Kahneman &
Krueger, 2006). It is arguable that if happier people are indeed greater contributors to society

(Diener, 2000), it would behoove policymakers to consider alternative indicators of happiness.
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The results of the current study add to the diverse results in regard to the relationship
between gender and happiness. One suggested theory for the inconsistent results is that changes
in social trends have had a more negative impact on females than men (Meisenberg & Woodley,
2014). Other possible explanations involve socially imposed gender roles (Diener et al., 1999)
and the fact that women in general experience more stress and negative moods than men (Diener
et al., 1999; Nolen-Hoekesema & Rusting, 1999). Diener et al. (1999) reported that women tend
to experience their emotions both more intensely and frequently than men, possibly skewing or
hiding the extent to which men experience their moods. One thing is clear: More information is
needed to explore the relationship between gender and happiness and what mediating factors

might be contributing to the perplexing results.
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On Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 1:18 PM, Jennifer Daffon <jdaffon@antioch.edu>

to Laura

"Collateral Agreement Between Parties Happiness Initiative, Seattle WA and Jennifer

Daffon. By evidence of my signature or my identity via E-mail communication, | represent that
| am authorized to enter into this agreement on behalf of myself. | hereby agree that information
provided to me by the other parties to this agreement will be treated as valuable, confidential and
proprietary and that in the course of use of the materials | will hold such information in strict
confidence during and after completion of this agreement unless otherwise agreed to in writing
by the other parties. | will dispose of the data when it is not longer needed for the purposes of my
research. With requisite permission granted, use of the work product of one or both of the other
parties shall be acknowledged or credited in any release or communication consistent with basic
standards of academic practice.

Jennifer Daffon.

On Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 10:15 AM, Laura Musikanski <laura@happycounts.org> wrote:
Hi Jennifer

Can you just put your name in and sign this.

Thanks!

Laura

"Collateral Agreement Between Parties Happiness Initiative, Seattle WA and (Name) By
evidence of my signature or my identity via E-mail communication, | represent that | am
authorized to enter into this agreement on behalf of myself. | hereby agree that information
provided to me by the other parties to this agreement will be treated as valuable, confidential and
proprietary and that in the course of use of the materials | will hold such information in strict
confidence during and after completion of this agreement unless otherwise agreed to in writing
by the other parties. | will dispose of the data when it is not longer needed for the purposes of
my research. With requisite permission granted, use of the work product of one or both of the
other parties shall be acknowledged or credited in any release or communication consistent with
basic standards of academic practice.


mailto:laura@happycounts.org
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This document was written for The Happiness Initiative. It may be used for non-commercial
purposes and with the understanding that you will share the data you collect. The Happiness
Initiative issues unique codes to communities, cities, campuses, companies and others to gather
aggregate data for groups in a grassroots effort to contribute to the happiness movement. We also
work with pollsters to conduct random samples. Please contact info@happycounts.org for more
information.

The Happiness Initiative requests that you use the following form of words to cite this document:

Gross National Happiness Index, (2011). GNH Index Round 1. Seattle: The Happiness Initiative,
Developed by Howell, R.T., Musikanski, L., deGraaf, J., Godzikoskaya, J. & Goldenberg, E.

Consent Form
A. INTRODUCTION

This survey is a project of The Happiness Initiative with consultation from the Personality and
Well-Being Laboratory at San Francisco State University.

The purpose of the survey is to study how happiness and well-being are influenced by the
conditions of our lives and communities. Your data will not be used for research purposes if you
are under the age of 18.

B. PROCEDURES

If you agree to participate in this study, the following will occur:

You will fill out an online questionnaire. It takes most people 12-14 minutes to complete the
questionnaire. At the end you will be given your personal results and guidance on how to
interpret them, as well as median scores for the United States as a whole. You will also be given

the opportunity, if you wish, to more fully understand aspects of your life by participating in a
menu of optional surveys.

C. RISKS

We follow the European Union’s Protection of Personal Data Directive 95/46/EU, the strongest
code we know of for protecting personal data. You can read the full code and an executive
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summary online:
http://europa.eu/legislation _summaries/information society/data protection/114012 en.htm

In simple language: all of your responses will be anonymous; no one except those who use the
data for the purpose of the Happiness Initiative and SF State University research study will have
access to the personal data; data is only kept for as long as it is useful; and personal information
will never be sold, traded or given away.

D. QUESTIONS

If you have other questions about this survey, you may contact the researchers at
happy@sustainableseattle.org.

Thank you for your participation. We greatly appreciate it.


http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/information_society/data_protection/l14012_en.htm
mailto:happy@sustainableseattle.org

Section 1: Satisfaction With Life
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1.1 Please imagine a ladder with steps numbered from zero at the bottom to ten at the top.
Suppose we say that the top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you and the bottom
of the ladder represents the worst possible. If the top step is 10 and the bottom step is 0, on which
step of the ladder do you feel you personally stand at the present time?

0 - Worst possible life for you

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

819

10 - Best possible life for you

1.2 All things considered, how satisfied are you with life as a whole nowadays?

Not at all satisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Extremely satisfied

1.3 Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are?

Extremely unhappy

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Extremely happy




Section 4: Psychological Well-Being

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

109

4.1 1 lead a purposeful and Strongly | Disagree | Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
meaningful life disagree nor disagree agree
4.2 1 am engaged and interested Strongly | Disagree | Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
in my daily activities disagree nor disagree agree
4.3 | am optimistic about my Strongly | Disagree | Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
future disagree nor disagree agree
4.4 Most days | feel a sense of Strongly | Disagree | Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
accomplishment from what | do disagree nor disagree agree
4.5 In general, | feel very Strongly | Disagree | Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
positive about myself disagree nor disagree agree




Section 7: Community Vitality

Please tell us how many of the following people you trust:
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7.1 Your neighbors Trustnone | Trustafew | Trustsome | Trust most | Trustall of
of them of them of them of them them
7.2 Strangers that you Trustnone | Trustafew | Trustsome | Trust most | Trustall of
encounter of them of them of them of them them
7.3 Businesses in your | Trustnone | Trustafew | Trustsome | Trust most | Trustall of
community of them of them of them of them them

7.4 Imagine that you lost a wallet or purse that contained two hundred dollars. Please indicate
how likely you think it would be to have all of your money returned to you if it was found by
someone who lives close by:

Not at all likely

Somewhat likely

Fairly likely

Very likely

Extremely likely

7.5 How satisfied are you with your personal safety in your city or town?

Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied

Satisfied

Very satisfied




What is your current age (please enter a whole number of years, e.g., 35)?

Demographics
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Which gender do you identify as? (multiple selections are allowed)

Male | Female | Neither | Other (If “other”, please specify)

What race[s] or ethnicity[s] do you identify as? (categories are taken from the 2010 U.S.

Census, and multiple selections are allowed)

White non-Hispanic Japanese

Hispanic Korean

Black, African American, or Negro Vietnamese

American Indian or Alaska Native Native Hawaiian

Asian Indian Guamanian or Chamorro

Chinese Samoan

Filipino Other Pacific Islander — Specify race,
e.g., Fijian, Tongan, etc.

Other Asian — Specify race, e.g. Hmong, Laotian, Some other race — Specify race.

Thai, Pakistani, Cambodian, etc.

What is your current marital status?

Married

Never married and/or never in a domestic partnership

Separated

Domestic partnership

Divorced

Widowed

Other:
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What is your current housing situation?

Single person living alone Living with spouse or partner | Living in child’s home
(no children at home)

Single person living with others Living with spouse or partner | Homeless
and children at home

Single person with children at home | Living in parents’ home Other (please specify):

How many people currently reside in your household, including you?

Do you have any children under 18? | Yes | No |

Where do you live? (we just want a postal code and country — not your exact address)

Which of these categories comes closest to the type of place you are living in today?

In open Ona | Inasmallcityor | Inamedium-size | Inasuburb | Ina large city
country but not | farm | town (under city (50,000 — of a large (over 250,000)
on a farm 50,000) 250,000) city

The next two questions assess your current spirituality:

How spiritual do you consider yourselfto | Notat | Not | Somewhat | Moderately | Very
be? all very

How important are your spiritual beliefs Notat | Not | Somewhat | Moderately | Very
to the way you live your life? all very

If you live in the United States, please answer the following 3 questions to the best of your
ability:
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About fiscal and monetary policy, where would you put yourself?

Extremely Conservative

conservative

Slightly Moderate,
conservative middle of
the road

Slightly
liberal

Liberal | Extremely

liberal

About social policy, such as gay marriage or a woman’s choice of abortion, where would

you put yourself?

Extremely Conservative Slightly Moderate, | Slightly | Liberal | Extremely
conservative conservative middle of liberal liberal
the road
Thinking about political orientations, what affiliation do you identify with most?
Republican Democrat Independent Green Libertarian Tea Party | Other

What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

Less than grade 9

More than grade 9 but less
than grade 12

Grade 12 / High school
diploma

Skills training and/or
apprenticeship

Some college

Undergraduate university
degree (e.g. a BA)

Graduate university degree
(e.g. a Master’s)

What was your total household income from all sources last year?

Less than $10,000

$10,000 - $19,999

$20,000 - $29,999

$30,000 - $39,999

$40,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $74,999

$75,000 - $99,999

$100,000 - $124,999

$125,000 or more

Wealth is defined as the total value of everything someone owns minus any debt that he or she
owes. A person's net wealth includes his or her bank account or cash savings plus the value of
other things such as stocks, bonds, retirement accounts, the value of your primary residence and
vacation property, art, collections, etc., minus the value of things like home-equity loans, student
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loans, credit card debt, and mortgages. What would you estimate your household’s total net
wealth is at this time?

Less than $10,000

$10,000 - $24,999

$25,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $74,999

$75,000 - $99,999

$100,000 - $149,999

$150,000 - $249,999

$250,000 - $499,999

$500,000 or more

In the last six months, how often have you made late payments to your creditors?

Never (you
have made 0
late payments)

Rarely (you
have made 1
late payment)

Sometimes (you
have made 2-3
late payments)

Most of the time
(you have made 4-
6 late payments)

Frequently (you
have made more
than 6 late
payments)

If you needed $1,000 for an unplanned expense, what would you do to obtain the money?

| would take the money out of my

bank account

| would get a cash advance on my credit card

| would borrow the money from

friends or family

I would sell or pawn some assets

| would take out a loan

I would disregard some other expense (i.e. not pay
something else that month)

Other (please write in):

Do you have any comments or questions about any of the items used in this survey?

May we contact you in future for follow-up research? If so, please enter your email

address here.
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The End
THANK YOU for taking our survey!

The data we are gathering with this survey allows public policymakers, communities and
individuals to measure progress and make decisions based on a comprehensive understanding of
our needs, what we care about and where we are thriving or hurting. We hope it will be a
starting point for a conversation about using wider measures of happiness, well-being and
sustainability instead of just Gross Domestic Product or money.

To learn more about this project and how to get involved, see www.happycounts.org



http://www.happycounts.org/

