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The paper aims to apply the regional application of the Gross National Happiness
Index (GNH Index) in the regions of Slovakia. The GNH Index, using the set of nine
domains and several indicators within them, primarily aims to assess the comfort of
inhabitants and their subjective happiness in the broader context of the quality of life
concept. It points at the fact that the overall prosperity and development in the re-
gions cannot be looked at only from the perspective of economic growth, using the
gross domestic product as the most important economic indicator. Moreover, it
should be approached in a more complex way. The original methodology of the GNH
Index used in Bhutan was adapted to the conditions of Slovakia and its regions. The
resulting values of the observed index were confronted, in the interregional compari-
son, with the values of the regional GDP using the Gini coefficient and coefficient of
variation as the basic statistic measures of the assessment.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the middle of the 20th century, western society has undergone important
political, economic and social changes. As a result, the growth of prosperity and
wealth occured, but, on the other hand, the measure of the satisfaction of its inhab-
itants with their lives has not increased at the same time. The relationship between
the growing physical wealth and simultaneously not growing, and in some cases
what feels like declining personal happiness, is named “Easterlin paradox” or
“Easterlin paradox of happiness” by economists (Ml¢och 2005).

Most people are convinced that happiness and satisfaction with life is the
choice of an individual. Happiness seems to be deeply subjective and vague to
serve as a cornerstone for the objectives of the nation and its policy content. It
seems that this traditional view has been changing. It was proven in a survey in
2006 that 81% of the UK population agreed that the Government’s primary objec-
tive should have been the creation of happiness not wealth (Easton 2006 in White
2007). David Cameron put happiness firmly on the political agenda by arguing that
“It’s time we admitted that there’s more to life than money, and it’s time we fo-
cused not just on GDP, but on GWB — general well-being” (White 2007, p. 1).

At present, in spite of this, economies of states make an enormous effort to ob-
tain the highest economic growth monitored by the GDP in the country. According
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to several authors, the policy of state, should be more aimed at happiness and the
satisfaction of the inhabitants with their lives rather than only the economic growth
of the country (Sachs 2012 in Helliwell et al. 2012). Similarly, Ira and Murga$
(2008) present the idea that the focus of society on wealth, profitability, and a con-
sumer way of life is perceived as unilateral by a lot of people. Alongside the inter-
est of the non-physical/material value investigation, quality of life, as the most
complex concept, has come into prominence. The quality of life, according to
Bianchi (2005), has been attempted to be defined in a complex manner by several
institutions with various political and value backgrounds and approaches.

One of them is the Gross National Happiness Index, which is focus of attention
in this paper. The main objective of this work is its regional application within the
scope of Slovak regions at NUTS 3 (regions) in the context of the quality of life.

GROSS NATIONAL HAPPINESS INDEX IN THE CONTEXT
OF THE QUALITY OF LIFE

As mentioned above, in the assessment of the individual self-governing regions
(hereinafter regions) of Slovakia only economic categories cannot be taken into
account, but it is necessary to arise from a more complex and broader understood
framework providing the concept of the quality of life and especially the existence
of its two fundamental dimensions. It is a subjective dimension (individual, person-
al and private) and objective dimension (public, social and environmental). The
quality of life can be understood as a result of the interaction between these two
dimensions or the interaction between outer impacts and the inner “environment”
of an individual (for example, in the works of Dissart and Deller 2000, Massam
2002, Pacione 2003, Andrasko 2005 and 2016, Ira 2005 and 2010, Ira and An-
drasko 2007, Ira and Murgas 2008, Murgas 2008, Godor and Hornak 2010,
Kacmarova et al. 2013 and RiSova 2016). Basically, it can be said, that the objec-
tive dimension of the quality of life represents (external) conditions and impacts of
the surrounding environment and life circumstances on the life of an individual. In
most cases they can be divided into social, economic and environmental. On the
other hand, the subjective dimension represents the complex of subjective inputs of
each individual such as opinions, attitudes, individual system of values, the ability
of adaptation, the way of perception of the environment and others (Ira and An-
drasko 2007).

At the beginning, attention was especially paid to economic and social indica-
tors of the quality of life: income and financial security, political freedom and inde-
pendence, social justice, legal stability and healthcare. Later, attention was paid to
subjective indicators of the quality of life, subjective comfort and satisfaction with
life (Diener and Suh 1997). In this sense, the quality of life is understood by Veen-
hoven (1997), who thinks this term currently denotes two meanings: 1) the pres-
ence of conditions deemed necessary for a good life and 2) the practice of good
living as such. As he continues, there are two other terms used as synonyms to the
term quality of life: satisfaction with life and subjective comfort. Furthermore, the
question is becoming complicated by the fact that it completes another term — hap-
piness, whereby, in his view, satisfaction with life means the same and it is used as
the substitution for the term happiness (Dzuka 2004).
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Hetmanova (2012) also works with the feeling of happiness and degree of life
satisfaction, and she focuses on subjective aspects of the quality of life. Bacova
(2004) states that there are a lot of psychological measures investigating “subject-
tive” indicators of life comfort, living happiness and enjoyment in life. These indi-
cators measure satisfaction with life (Eurobarometer), happiness and the expectan-
cy of a happy life (Happy Life Expectancy).

According to Rybatrova et al. (2006), in the survey of the quality of life, the
transfer from objective to subjective indicators, from group to individual ones and
the transfer from investigating negative phenomena to positive ones and investigat-
ing variables such as happiness and enjoyment is performed.

The complexity of the question of the quality of life is also seen within its meas-
urement. Its duality is demonstrated here in the form of objective and subjective
dimensions.

In an objective investigation there is a need for selecting indicators. The ad-
vantages of objective indicators of the quality of life are as follows: easy definabil-
ity, quantifiability and comparability. Their weaknesses are connected with data
measuring, and in case of weak knowledge of the investigated territory, with the
interpretation of results. The objective indicators do not reflect the perception of
inhabitants (Diener and Suh 1997). The subjective approach to measurement of the
quality of life is closer to the inhabitants of the given territory. The evaluation of
results is less demanding as it is possible to use one variable in all measurements
and it is satisfactory (RiSova 2016). Similarly, Babin¢ak (2013) states that the most
used concepts for the subjective assessment of the quality of life are satisfaction,
subjective comfort and happiness.

At present, the most often used approach in the quality of life measurement is
making composite indexes. Andrasko (2016) says that the method of their con-
struction consists in that the selected partial dimensions of the quality of life are
evaluated or quantified at first, and then the obtained figures are “added up” in a
certain way with the aim to obtain data, which should express the level of the quali-
ty of life of an individual or a group of people in a complex way.

Indicators/indexes are used for the expression of quantity in the selected spheres
of the quality of life within ordinary applied methods (Andrasko 2016). Murgas
(2008) indicates them as indicators, components, criteria, agents, domains and sub-
domains.

In most of the work dealing with the assessment of the quality of life, it is possi-
ble to see a consistent effort for aggregation of larger number of indicators into
several spheres or domains (Godor and Horiidk 2010). In the assessment of the
quality of life in the suburban space of Bratislava, SpiSiak and Danihelova (1998)
used 6 fields: environment, housing, civic amenities, location, demography and
conditions of housing. Ira et al. (2005), in the research of districts in Slovakia, also
grouped the indicators into 6 dimensions: demographic, educational and informa-
tional, security, material/financial comfort and social security, house equipment
and environmental. Ira and Suska (2006) divided the indicators into 5 fields: demo-
graphic, economic, location and availibility, housing and household equipment and
environmental. Murga$ (2009) used domains such as prosperity, deprivation and
human capital. According to Godor and Horiiak (2010) almost all Slovak authors
aggregate indicators into 5 — 7 domains.
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The survey of indicators and domains selection in the foreign bibliography is
given in the works of Dzuka (2004), Ira and Andrasko (2007), Ira and Murgas
(2008), Murgas (2009), Andrasko (2016) and RiSova (2016). Dissart and Deller
(2000) think that the list of the quality of life components is in fact unlimited. In
spite of this fact, they emphasize some key spheres of the life of an individual: per-
sonality, social support, satisfaction with some spheres of life, own abilities, envi-
ronmental and economic factors, health, and stressful events and impacts.

In this context, Veenhoven (1996, p. 1) says, that “one of the aims of social in-
dicator research is to develop a comprehensive measure of quality-of-life in nations
that is analogous to GNP in economic indicator research. For that purpose, several
multidimensional indexes have been proposed”. These indexes can be completed
by e.g. Human Development Index, Legatum Prosperity Index, Better Life Index
and Gross National Happiness Index (e.g. in the works of Bianchi 2005, Kollar and
Rusko 2012, Rubisova 2012, Nas¢akova et al. 2015, Murgas 2015 and other).

Attention is also paid to the Gross National Happiness Index (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the GNH Index). This concept was introduced for the first time in 1972
by the Bhutan King J. S. Wangchuck as “development with values”. Ura et al.
(2012) indicate that the quality of the country is measured more holistically by the
GNH Index rather than by GDP, and they are convinced, that the real development
of the country takes place where the material and spiritual development exist side-
by-side and where they strengthen each other.

METHODS AND USED DATA

The aim of this work is to regionally apply the Gross National Happiness Index
within Slovak self-governing regions at a regional level. The original methodology
of the Index GNH in Bhutan (The GNH Centre Bhutan), in the town of Thimphu
served as the starting point (Ura et al. 2012). Based on the fact that Bhutan is cul-
turally, politically and economically different from Slovakia, it was necessary to
modify the index for the conditions of the Slovak Republic (SR).

The application of the GNH Index to the regional conditions of the SR consisted
of several steps. At first, the main domains were selected. In terms of the biggest
complexity, all 9 main domains from the original methodology of the GNH Index
were applied (psychological, health, education, cultural diversity, good gover-
nance, vitality of society, environment, living standards and time use). Next, parti-
cular indicators for the main domains were selected. As some of the indicators
were not relevant for the Slovak environment, out of 33 indicators applied in the
original GNH Index, only 20 were defined for the analysis within Slovakia (e.g.
literacy indicator — it is taken for granted in Slovak environment; Zorich Chusum
skills indicator and Driglam Namzha — the indicator of the code of etiquette and
conduct in Bhutan, etc.). Another step was to choose individual variables, which
further served as specific questions in the questionnaire (serving as the input
source). There were 100 variables in the original methodology of the GNH Index.
For Slovakia, only 52 variables were applied. Their selection was restricted, simi-
larly as in the case of indicators. In the elimination of individual variables, we fo-
cused on the importance of indicators. The questions which were not given great
importance were eliminated. The selection of variables was sensitive and all the
modifications to the methodology were consulted with the GNH Centre Bhutan.
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Consultations with the GNH Centre Bhutan proved to be effective in fixing the
sufficiency threshold, which any respondent had to achieve in all variables in order
to be considered happy. With regard to the differences between Slovakia and Bhu-
tan, the sufficiency threshold had to be set differently. Setting indicators weights
was another step. In their setting, the principle was: the bigger informative value of
the indicator, the bigger the weight of the specific indicator. As only 20 indicators
were used, it was necessary to adjust the original weights. An individual weights
setting was also consulted with the GNH Centre Bhutan. Recalculated weights for
individual indicators together with a sufficiency threshold for individual variables
are indicated in Tab. 1.

After defining all the domains, indicators, variables, a sufficiency threshold and
weights, it was necessary to define the happiness threshold for individual indicators
at first. If the respondent had reached the sufficiency threshold of 66% in all as-
sessed indicators of one particular domain, it would have been considered to be
successful.

The next step was to identify two groups of people: happy and not-yet-happy.
The respondent had to reach the happiness threshold in 6 out of 9 domains in order
to be evaluated as happy (Ura et al. 2012). Another step was to define the percent-
age of domains among not-yet-happy people, in which the respondents reached or
did not reach the happiness threshold. The last step was the actual calculation of
the GNH Index by means of:

GNH=1—(H, . A,),

where H, represents the percentage of not-yet-happy people and 4, represents the
percentage of domains in which not-yet-happy people did not reach the happiness
threshold. The result is the number from 0 to 1, whereby the closer the Figure is to
1, the higher the level of happiness is (Ura et al. 2012).

Thus, the prepared GNH Index was transformed into a questionnaire. Its distri-
bution was (with respect to the scope of 52 questions) realized via Survio service (a
tool for conducting marketing research and other online questionnaires). The distri-
bution of the questionnaires was conducted in electronic form, using also mail
communication and social networks. Data collection took place from 12/2015 to
3/2016 and in total, 817 questionnaires were assessed.

In the end, the obtained figures of the GNH Index in individual regions were
compared to the GDP per capita (2015), the most used economic index, whereby
the Gini coefficient and coefficient of variation were used as statistical measures.

ACHIEVED OUTCOMES

For the purposes of the GNH Index assessment in Slovak regions, 817 question-
naires were used (56% of women and 44% of men). In terms of age structure, 36%
of the respondents were in the 20- to 29-year-old age-group. The following age
group consisted of the respondents aged from 30 to 39 (26%), 40 — 49 (19%), 50 —
59 (13%). The lowest number of respondents were in the age-group of over 60
(6%). In terms of educational attainment, respondents with secondary education
represent the highest portion (58%), followed by respondents with higher education
(33%) and 9% of respondents had primary education. The penultimate area of re-
search was the area of income, given in the following intervals: 0 — €400 (39%),
401 — €900 (41%), and €900 and more (20%). The value of €400 represented the
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minimum wage in SR (in 2016 it was €405) and €900 represented the average
wage in Slovakia (in 2016 it was €912). The structure, according to individual re-
gions, was the last researched category. The highest number of respondents came
from the PreSov region (19%) and the KoSice region (16%), followed by the Brati-
slava region (13%), the Zilina region (12%) an the Nitra and Banska Bystrica re-
gions (11%). The lowest percentage of respondents was from the Trnava and the
Trencin regions (9%). This structure approximately corresponds to the size struc-
ture of the regions according to the number of their inhabitants.

ships?

In your opinion, is it possible to forgive sexual
misconduct?

Tab. 1. Over-transformed GNH Index for Slovak conditions (domains, indicators
and sufficiency threshold)
Scope
. . . . . f Suffici
Domain Indicator (weight) Variable/question fgr :izes:‘;f;l &rel:;\?)rl‘sy
variables
Satisfaction with How satisfied are you with your health?
Y03113r0}ife How satisfied are you with your level of living?
’ How satisfied are you with your employment? 25 (max) - 5
max) —
How satisfied are you with the relationships (min) 20-25
in your family?
How satisfied are you with the balance in your
work life?
Spiritual area To what extent do you consider yourself 4 (max) — 1
33% a religious person? (min) 2
. Positive emotions  How often have you felt peaceful lately?
Psychological o .
17% How often have you felt compassion lately?
How often have you felt forgiveness lately? 20 ((mgx; =5 20-15
min
How often have you felt satisfaction lately?
How often have you felt generosity lately?
Negative emotions ~ HOW often have you felt selfishness lately?
17% How often have you felt jealous lately?
How often have you felt fear lately? 20 ((mgx; =5 20-15
min
How often have you felt worries lately?
How often have you felt anger lately?
Health -
zesa% How do you rate your health? 3 (r(nrﬁ]?(n)) ! 5-4
Health
el Health restrictions ) 2 (max) — 1
75% Do you have long-term health problems? (min) 2
Education What is your highest level of education 3 (max) — 1 5
43% achieved? (min)
Knowledge How would you rate your knowledge of tradi-
28.5% tions in the Slovak Republic?
How would you rate your knowledge of the 15 (max) -3
Constitution of the Slovak Republic? (min) 15-10
How would you rate your knowledge of Slovak
national holidays?
Education Values In your opinion, is it possible to forgive murder?
28.5% In your opinion, is it possible to forgive theft?
In your opinion, is it possible to forgive a lie?
In your opinion, is it possible to forgive the 15 (mgx) -3 1514
formation of unrest in interpersonal relation- (min)
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Scope of responses

Domain l(r‘felicalt]?)r Variable/question for individual S&l}frt;:}l]eorlngy
gl variables
Participation How many days a year do you participate in social and
Cultural in cultural cultural activities (festivals, etc.)? .
di ; 5 (max) — 1 (min) 4-3
iversity events
100%
Evaluate the performance of government in creating
job opportunities.
Evaluate the performance of government in mitigating
the difference between the poor and the rich.
Evaluate the performance of government in the fight
against corruption.
Government i i 35 (max) -7
performance Evaluate the perfprmance of government in preserving 1 28 —25
16.5% culture and traditions. (min)
Good Evaluate the performance of government in environ-
governance mental protection.
Evaluate the performance of government in delivering
educational needs.
Evaluate the performance of government in improving
healthcare services.
Do you think you have equal access and opportunity to
Basic rights public services?
and services . . 2 (max) — 1 (min) 2
o Do you think you are entitled to the same reward for
83.5%
work of the same value?
Donation
. 100€ and more
(time and In the past 12 months, how much money have you (max) —0 — 20€ 50— 100€
money) donated to volunteer goals? (min)
43%
Relations To whathextent do you trust people in Slovakia
in society 1n generals 8 (max) — 2 (min) 6
28.5% To what extent do you trust your neighbours?
Are your family members interested in each other?
Vitality Is your family a real source of comfort for you?
of society
Is there enough understanding in your family?
. . oo
Family Do you spend a lot of time with your family? 21 (max) -7 1
28.5% Do you feel like a stranger in your family? (min)
Do you wish you were not a member of your family?
Do your family members often quarrel with
each other?
Responsibility
Environment towards the Do you feel responsible for maintaining a clean .
i . 4 (max) — 1 (min) 4
environment and healthy environment?
100%
Eggrs;:()l; 901€ and more
L. P Monthly income. (max) — 0 —400€ 401 —900€
Living member (min)
standards 50%
Housing
50% Loan. 1 (yes) —2 (no) 2
Work 13 and more
50% Number of hours worked per day. (max)—0—4 5 —8 hours
min
Time use 14 ( d )
Sleep and more
50% Number of hours of sleep per day. (max)—0—4 5 —8 hours
(min)

Source: own processing.

321



GEOGRAFICKY CASOPIS / GEOGRAPHICAL JOURNAL 70 (2018) 4, 315-333

When processing respondents’ answers to individual variables, it was necessary
to divide them into particular domains. The following step consisted in the applica-
tion of a sufficiency threshold that had to be reached by the respondent in all varia-
bles, in order to be considered as happy. Then the weights for each indicator were
applied. The weighted average was calculated from these results (Tab. 1). When
the weighted average was higher than 66%, the particular domain was evaluated as
successful. The overview of their success in the regions of Slovakia is shown in
Fig. 2.

The psychological domain was evaluated first. It consisted of indicators such as:
life satisfaction, spirituality, positive and negative emotions. With regard to the
success rate of the results, this domain reached below-average values (only 35.8%)
and ranked fifth among other domains. It reached the highest number in the Trnava
region (55.8%), followed by the Banska Bystrica region (46.1%) and the Bratislava
region (38.5%). On the other hand, the worst results were registered in the north-
western regions of Slovakia, namely in the Zilina region (21.0%) and the Trenc¢in
region (23.3%). Low numbers of the researched domain in those regions reflect
their low successfulness in two other related domains, the vitality of society and
living standards. Psychological well-being indicators can be found in other works,
too. Babincak (2008) was, in his work, dealing with life satisfaction as a psycho—
logical dimension. Vendel and Susko (2004) as well as Poloma and Pendleton
(1990 in Ira and Andrasko 2007) focused on the connection between satisfaction
and religion. Emmons and Diener (1985 in Schusterova 2004) suggest monitoring
positive and negative emotions as an effective part of subjective well-being.

Health was the second researched domain. Pacione (2003) uses this domain, in
some respects, as an equivalent for the quality of life, which also stresses the im-
portance of this domain. The term “health related quality of life” has become estab-
lished in some literatures (Hancock 2000 in Ira and Andrasko 2007). Similarly,
Marlin (1992) stresses health as the most important component of the overview of
liveability of the US cities. Ka¢marova et al. (2013) point out to the quality of life
and its relation to health. Massam and Everitt (2001 in Andrasko 2016) have found
out in their research of Mexican towns, that inhabitants, in terms of the quality of
life, attached the biggest importance to family and health. In the use of indicators
of health conditions and health restrictions, the success of this domain was within
the range of 60.5% to 73.2%, which gave it the third place, closely followed by the
domain of education. The regions with the biggest cities — the Bratislava region
(73.2%), the Kosice region (73.0%) and the PreSov region (70.8%) — were the most
successful. On the contrary, the least successful were the Trnava region (60.5%)
and the Banské Bystrica region (60.9%).

Education was the second-most successful domain (67.7%). Apart from the in-
dicator of the highest attained education, this domain was amended by indicators
related to knowledge and values. The successfulness of the domain was within the
range of 60.0% (the Trencin region) and 78.3% (the Nitra region). Contrary to the
domain of health, this domain reached in the regions with the biggest cities only
average values (the KoSice region 61.2%, the Presov region 62.0%, and the Brati-
slava region 68.8%). This fact is quite surprising because Andrasko (2005) points
out that the factor of education is given greater importance in bigger towns. Murgas
(2009) also stressed the importance of education in his research. He is the first who
mentions the indicator of inhabitants with a higher education within the domain of
human capital. Ira and Andrasko (2007) write that the relationship between the
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quality of life and education has become an objective of attention of many authors
(e.g. Glenn and Weaver 1981 and Shinn 1986 in Ira and Andrasko 2007). Schus-
terova (2004) also examined the relationship between education and subjective
well-being.

The cultural diversity domain was, in regard to the original methodology of
GNH, reduced by the indicators directly related only to Bhutan. Attendence at cul-
tural events was considered as an indicator. In spite of this reduction, the domain
was rated as the most successful (68.7%). In the Trnava region, it reached 86.4%
and in the Bratislava region 82.3%. It was confirmed that economic evolution sup-
ports the development of culture and the interest of inhabitants in their activities
(the quoted regions belong, according to the GDP per capita, to the two most devel-
oped regions in Slovakia — Fig. 3). This also applies vice versa. As noted in the
study on the contribution of culture to local and regional development (Minis-
terstvo kultiry SR 2010), cultural activity is the essence of a creative economy,
whereby the cultural and creative sectors grow faster in comparison to the economy
as a whole. Even in other regions the cultural diversity domain was assessed rather
higher at the level of 58 —74%, except for the Trencin region (44.6%).

The good governance domain was ranked fourth (51.7%) as for success. Com-
pared to the three most successful domains such as cultural diversity, education and
health, it represented a significant difference. With the indicators of the govern-
ment performance and basic rights and services this domain reached the highest
success in the Trencin region (60.0%) and in the Bratislava region (59.2%), but the
lowest (34.8%) in the Banska Bystrica region (partly a result of the unsuccessful
ope-ration of the far-right party in leading the region after the regional elections in
2013). Various works suggest the eligibility of this domain. Gyourko and Tracy
(1991 in Andrasko 2016) admitted the connection between the fiscal policy of
towns and the quality of life. Andrasko (2008) refers to the inhabitants’ discontent
with the local municipality operations and possibilities of personal influence over
the course of events in Bratislava. Mandys (2013) designed a theoretical model of
testing the quality of life by municipalities that involves the public into its evalua-
tion.

Vitality of society was another assessed domain. Together with three monitored
indicators — donation, relations in society and family, it was ranked sixth (31.7%).
The highest values were achieved by the Nitra region (40.8%) and the Banska By-
strica region (40.2%) followed by the Bratislava region (38.5%) and the Trnava
region (34.3%). On the contrary, this domain re-corded expressively lower values
in the Zilina region (20.9%) and the Trencin region (21.0%). Overall, the level of
success of this domain in the regions was rather low. It is in line with Andrasko
(2005) who states that the respondents as for the personal quality of life mostly
preferred human relations and family. Similar findings were also introduced by
Bowling (1995 in Ira and Andrasko 2007) in a study from Great Britain. The re-
sults of this domain can be related to the changes of family life in Slovakia in the
form of dynamic fertility postponing, the existence of one-parent families and co-
habitations, to which Sprocha et al. (2014) payed attention to in his work. We en-
counter the third indicator of donation far less often, but it was used by Murga$
(2009) in the form of voluntary contribution enumeration within the event of
DaffodilDay.

The environmental domain with the indicator of responsibility towards the natu-
ral environment was listed in the last position (29.1%). Overall, the inhabitants do
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not feel to be as much responsible for their environment, whereby the worst values
were recorded in the Trnava region (20.7%), the Nitra region (23.4%) and the
Trencin region (25.5%). On the contrary, this field had the best ranking in the
Banska Bystrica region (38.3%), even though in comparison with the domains such
as health and education it was still much lower. Despite the low feeling of respon-
sibility towards the natural environment of the respondents, in several surveys, the
inhabitants referred mainly to problems in this area. In the works of Andrasko
(2004 and 2008) the inhabitants of Povazsk4a Bystrica expressed their discontent
with the natural environment, and considerable discontent was expressed by the
inhabitants of Bratislava as for the cleanness of streets and public places. The low
success of this domain does not quite correspond with the findings of Ira and Suska
(2006), who, assessing the quality of life in Partizanske, within five domains, iden-
tified the environmental area as the most important.

The living standards domain (32.4%) also belonged to the three least prefered
domains. It was assessed by means of indicators of household income per house-
hold member and housing loan. It was the least successful in the Zilina region
(23.3%) and even in the other five regions, the figures of success were not expres-
sively higher (from 26.5% in the Banska Bystrica region to 30.4% in the Nitra re-
gion). Expressively higher assessment was achieved in the economically strongest
regions — Trnava (43.3%) and Bratislava (52.5%). We consider income and hous-
ing as the most important areas of the quality of life. Income, expressed by the ave-
rage number of employees with the highest and lowest wages, as the indicator was
chosen e.g. by Michalek (2008). Blomquist et al. (1998 in Andrasko 2016) as-
sessed selected urban areas in the USA considering the level of wages, tenancy and
local living conditions. Within the prosperity domain, Murga$ (2009), in addition
to the income indicator, also designated motor vehicle possession as the second
highest investment following property acquisition. The area of housing and ameni-
ties was the second most important (after the environmental) within the assessment
by Ira and Suska (2006). Housing also appears to be the key component of housing
quality in the work of Ira (2003).

The last, and at the same time least inportant, domain was time use (7.2%) with
its allocation to work and sleep (or more precisely relaxation/free time). Its success
was moving in a small interval from 6.2% (the Bratislava region) to 8.1% (the
Trencin region). Hectic life, consequences of which were demostrated by the dis-
content of respondents with the portion between work and leisure, was the main
reason. The question is whether, at present, when the line between work and leisure
(and private life) fades away, there could occur a perceivable change for the better.
The problem with the balance between work and leisure was reflected in the ge-
neral well-being, whereas even the psychological domain and vitality of society
domain were identified as less successful. Even Marans and Kweon (2001 in
Andragko 2016) have similarly observed a massive growth of discontent with the
amount of free time or time for doing things people “want to do” in the metropoli-
tan area of Detroit in the last four decades. Free time, from the point of view of the
quality of life, was assessed by ProkeSova (2008) and the relation between leisure
and work by Kucerova (1996).

Overall, it is possible to compare the regions on the basis of a course of success
in domains: the Bratislava region: 3-1-4-2-2-3-4-1-8 (positions among the regions

in the Slovak republic), the Trnava region: 1-8-2-1-7-4-8-2-6, the Tren¢in region: 7
-6-8-8-1-7-6-6-1, the Nitra region: 6-4-1-3-3-1-7-3-5, the Zilina region: §-5-7-6-5-
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8-3-8-3, the Banska Bystrica region: 2-7-3-4-8-2-1-7-2, the Presov region: 4-3-5-7-
6-5-5-4-7, the Kosice region: 5-2-6-5-4-6-2-5-4. In all, the situation in the regions
is as follows: the Bratislava region: 4 times (1% or 2™ position): 1time (7™ or 8"
position), the Trnava region 4:3, the Bansk4 Bystrica region 4:3, the Nitra region
2:1, the KoSice region 2:0, the PreSov region 0:2, the Tren¢in region 2:4 and the
Zilina region 0:4.

Another step following the assessment of domains’ success was the identifica-
tion of two groups of people, namely happy and not-yet-happy. In order for a per-
son to be assessed as happy, they have to reach a certain of happiness threshold in
6 out of 9 domains. The percentage of not-yet-happy people (H,) is illustrated in
Fig. 1 together with the number of unsuccessful domains (4,), i.e. domains, in
which not-yet-happy people did not reach the happiness threshold.

Bratislavp regidn Trnava

region

Nitra region

69 72 75 78 81 84 87 90%

Hn - percentage of not-yet-happy people,

An - percentage of domains (white numerical digit in black segment), in which not-yet-happy people did not reach happiness threshold
Source: own proccesing

Fig. 1. Values H, (%) and 4, (%) within the regions in Slovakia

From the results presented in Fig. 1, it is apparent that the most not-yet-happy
respondents (H,) were from the Zilina region (89.7%). This region reached four
times the last position or last but one in term of domains’ success and did not reach
the first two positions at all. Next, the regions at a comparable level followed,
namely the Trencin region (85.3%), the KoSice region (84.1%) and the Presov re-
gion (83.7%). The Trencin region reached the last two positions in four domains,
the PreSov region in two domains (the least and the most successful domains). Alt-
hough, the KosSice region achieved the first two positions in two domains, one of
them was the environment on the last but one position. More positive values of H,
than the average in Slovakia (78.9%) were shown in the Banska Bystrica region
(75.2%) and the Bratislava region (72.9%). The least unhappy respondents were in
the Trnava region (69.9%) and the Nitra region (69.8%), and they recorded the best
assessment in the biggest number of domains too.

Another parameter was applied in the calculation of the GNH Index, namely 4.
It denoted the number of domains, in which not-yet-happy people did not reach the
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happiness threshold. The most negative values of An were recorded in the Tren¢in
region (65.7%) and the Nitra region (64.4%), although especially in this region, the
least percentage of not-yet-happy people was recorded when comparing all the re-
gions. A slightly smaller percentage of not-yet-happy people, who did not reach the
happiness threshold was recorded in the PreSov region (63.8%), the Zilina region
(63.2%) and the Kosice region (62.2%). The other three regions with the most posi-
tive results in the assessment of the number of not-yet-happy people, also had the
highest values of 4 ,, and thus the number of domains under the happiness thresh-
old at the lowest level was 55.7% (the Trnava region), 56.8% (the Bratislava re-
gion) and 58.7% (the Banska Bystrica region).

Zilina
region
" Iﬁ PreSov region
& I E é
I IE- SN i=
| Trenéin region I | I I
' : III ' IEI
G - ), Domains: Success of domains (%):

I . E 80

60
= li- GNH index values:

040 045 0,50 055 0,60 0,65

E. Kosice region

region

Domains:1 - Psychological, 2 - Health, 3 - Education, 4 - Cultural diversity, 5-Good governance,
6 - Vitality of society, 7— Environment, 8- Living standards, 9 - Time use
Source: own processing

=
123456789

Fig. 2. Success of domains and GNH Index within the regions in Slovakia

The number of not-yet-happy people (H,) and the number of domains within
which the not-yet-happy people did not reach the happiness threshold (4,) were
consequently used in the calculation of the GNH Index. In Slovakia, it remained at
around 0.53 and it divided the regions into two main groups or four sub-groups,
which were constantly constituted by pairs of neighbouring regions. The first group
was constituted by the regions with the GNH Index values lower than the average
in Slovakia. The lowest position, with the minimum difference, was occupied by
the Zilina region (0.43) and the Trencin region (0.44). Within both regions there
were recorded the lowest values of H, together with 4,. The slightly higher results
were occupied by the Presov region (0.47) and the KoSice region (0.48). These re-
gions recorded higher values of H, and 4, than the first couple of regions, howev-
er, in comparison to the average values in Slovakia (H, — 78.9%, 4, — 61.2%) it
was more negative. The regions of Nitra (0.55) and Banska Bystrica (0.56) record-
ed higher values of the GNH Index than the average in Slovakia. In the case of the
Banské Bystrica region, the values of H, and 4, were higher than the average in
Slovakia and in the case of the Nitra region the H, value was highly influential
(69.8% — the best of all the regions), despite the more negative assessment of 4,
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(64.4%). The most positive assessment of the GHN Index was in the Trnava region
(0.61) and the Bratislava region (0.59). The Trnava region, generally a highly as-
sessed region, reached the value of H, (69.9%) similar to the most positive as-
sessed in the Nitra region, and in terms of the 4, value it was also assessed as the
most successful (55.7%).

The GNH Index belongs to the numerous indexes trying to describe the quality
of life, well-being and happiness more complexly. Veenhoven (1996) stated that an
analogous multidimensional index, or its construction, is one of the research objec-
tives of social indicators, whereby such an index should be similar to the GDP in
economic indicators.

From this point of view, as well as on behalf of the GDP acceptance as the most
important economic indicator, we gained a very interesting comparison of the
acquired results of the GNH Index and regional GDP per capita in PPS in 2015

(Fig. 3).

PO BB KE NT TN ZA SR TT BA
134 163 18,0 189 193 194 223 239 S E Sticaits 543
3 GDP (thous. EUR per capita) TT- Tmm region, TN - Trenéin region,

| I [0 | 1 \T- Nitra region, ZA - leunr gion,

L1 [ 1 | I I

043 044 047 048 N 0,53 0,55 0,56 0,59
ZA TN PO KE GNH SR NT BB BA

Note: SR - Slovakia, BA - Bratislava region,

Fig. 3. Comparison of the GNH Index values and regional GDP per capita
in PPS (2015) within the regions in Slovakia

Fig. 3 shows the more steady disposition of the GNH Index values in the re-
gions of Slovakia within the range of 0.43 and 0.61 compared to the substantial
differences between the Bratislava region (54.3 thousand €/per capita) and the rest
of the regions in Slovakia (from 13.4 to €23.9 thousand /per capita) in the case of
the regional GDP. This conformity assured us that in the economically strongest
regions in Slovakia, according to the GDP, namely in the Bratislava region (€54.3
thousand) and the Trnava region (€23.9 thousand), the values of the GNH Index
were the highest (0.59 or more precisely 0.61) and the inhabitants were the most
content and the happiest. A higher-than-average, and in the above mentioned re-
gions, the highest values of the GNH Index were recorded in the Nitra region
(0.55) and the Banska Bystrica region (0.56) despite the fact that assessing the
GDP per capita the listed regions were ranked fifth (€18.9 thousand) or even se-
venth (with only €16.3 thousand). In the below average of Slovakia (0.53) within
the GNH Index, the following regions were assessed: the PreSov region (0.47) and
the Kogice region (0.48). Both regions had also the lowest values within the GDP,
whereas the PreSov region was on a long-term basis ranked as the last one (w1th
only €13.4 thousand) and the KoSice region with value of €18.0 thousand reached
sixth position. Surprisingly, the Zilina and the Tren¢in regions occupied the third
position (€19.4 thousand) and the fourth one (€19.3 thousand) when analysing the
GDP per capita. As far as the GNH, they ended on the last position (0.43) and on
the penultimate position (0.44).

The uneven distribution of values in the case of regional GDP is also evidenced
by the fact that, apart from the Bratislava region, the average value of the SR
(€22.3 thousand) was exceeded only slightly in the Trnava region (€23.9 thou-
sand). As for the GNH Index it was more balanced — four regions were below the
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Slovak average (0.53) and four were above the average. These significant differ-
ences between the values in both evaluations within regions in Slovakia were also
confirmed by the coefficient of variation and the Gini coefficient.

In the case of regional GDP, the differences between the regions were more ex-
pressive whereby the value of variation coefficient was at the level 0.57 and the
Gini coefficient was at 0.22. Deformations arise from work attendance and the
overestimation of strong attendance centres as well as from distortions in regions
with a high share of foreign investment, where the GDP includes earnings that are
repatriated to the owner’s country. The concentration of headquarters of large com-
panies in Bratislava, the capital city, has also a significant impact, although these
premises are often situated in other regions of the SR. As the economically strong
commuting regions are concentrated in the western part of the country and at the
same time, they represent regions with the highest share of foreign investment,
there are cumulative distortive effects and increasing disparities between the wes-
tern and eastern parts of the country and between the capital city and other regions.
These and other obstacles in using the GDP have been mentioned, for example, by
Lapisakova (2002), Bucek et al. (2010), Vintrova (2010), Matlovi¢ and Matlovico-
va (2011), Necadova (2012), Murgas (2015) and others.

The GNH Index points to significantly lower regional differences between rated
regions at a level 0.13 (coefficient of variation) and 0.07 (Gini coefficient). It is
clear that other key domains such as health, cultural diversity and education
(ranging from 57.6% to 86.4%) largely eliminate the strong impact only of the eco-
nomic aspect as in the case of regional GDP. When comparing the (un)success of
individual domains in the Slovak Republic, it is obvious that certain differences are
registered due to the regional specifics, but there are not such fundamental levels of
differences. This fact has also been confirmed in the case of the least successful
domains such as time use, environment, living standards and the vitality of society.

CONCLUSION

The quality of life, satisfaction with our own life and happiness are the goals of
many investigations, what has been also demonstrated in the analysis above. This
research paper has evaluated this research area through the regional application of
the Gross National Happiness Index using 9 domains. These domains are, in vari-
ous modifications, a part of other regularly evaluated investigations of the quality
of life in EU countries such as the Eurostat or the European Foundation for the Im-
provement of Living and Working Conditions, which is also demonstrated in the
following comparison: GNH Index — psychological, health, education, good gov-
ernance, vitality of society, environment, living standards, time use, EUROSTAT
(2018) — overall life satisfaction, employment/job satisfaction, self-perceived
health, education, governance — trust in the legal system, social relations, environ-
ment, material living conditions, housing conditions, time use, EUROFOUND
(2018) — subjective well-being, health and mental well- belng, access and quality of
public services, social exclusion and support, participation in society and commu-
nity, housing, hvmg standard and deprivation, work-life balance and care.

A specific status is given to the Happiness Index published every year by the
United Nations in the World Happiness Report, which takes into account a healthy
life expectancy, social support, freedom to make life choices, generosity, percep-
tions of corruption and GDP per capita. According to the latest results (Helliwell et
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al. 2018), Slovakia ranked 39th in the world with the Happiness Index at 6.17 (in
the range 1 — 10), which is close to the average value of the GNH Index (for Slo-
vakia) at 0.53 (in the range 0 — 1).

The review presented, indicates the need to shift evaluation from purely objec-
tive, mainly economic indicators (represented by GDP) presenting prosperity and
material prosperity to a more complex approach focusing on life satisfaction, sub-
jective happiness and quality of life as a covering concept. At the same time, it is
necessary to look for the corresponding research methodology. As stated by Ira and
Andrasko (2007), research in this area is characterized by its multidisciplinarity,
multidimensionality, but also terminological inconsistency as well as inconsisten-
cies in the methods of measurement.

This research paper is at least a small contribution to this broad research agenda
that introduces an effort to explore the issue through the regional application of the
GNH Index in the regions in Slovakia. This is one of the first attempts to approach
such an application at a regional level, so further discussion will be needed on the
issue of the construction of the GNH Index, selection of domains and indicators,
determination of the sufficiency and happiness threshold with respect to the condi-
tions in Slovakia, or Central Europe.

This work was supported by the Slovak Research and Development Agency un-
der the contract No. APVV-15-0306, scientific project KEGA 011PU-4/2017
“Integration of teaching and increase of the content coherence of the related disci-
plines of the specialized module of Regional development and regional policy” and
scientific project VEGA 1/0077/17 “Political — spatial structure of the state in con-
ditions of the globalization.”
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Radoslav Klamavr, Anna Gavalova

_ . REGIONALNA APLIKACIA INDEXU HRUBEHO NARODNEHO
STASTIA V RAMCI SLOVENSKA V KONTEXTE KVALITY ZIVOTA

Prispevok sa venuje regionalnej aplikacii indexu hrubého narodného $tastia (Gross Na-
tional Happiness — GNH) v samospravnych krajoch SR. Poukazuje na to, Ze na prosperitu
a rozvoj regionov nie je mozné nazerat’ iba optikou ekonomického rastu (s vyuzitim HDP),
ale je potrebné ststredit’ sa aj na spokojnost’ obyvatel'ov a ich subjektivne $tastie v SirSom
kontexte kvality zivota.

Pri koncipovani metodiky vypocétu indexu sa vychadzalo z pévodného metodického
postupu indexu GNH v Bhutane komunikujuc potrebnti regionalnu transformaciu s Cen-
trom pre vyskum GNH v Thimphu. Index GNH pozostaval z 9 domén (psychologicka,
zdravie, vzdelanie, kultirna rozmanitost, dobré spravovanie krajiny, vitalita spolo¢nosti,
zivotné prostredie, Zivotna uroven a vyuzitie ¢asu), ktoré boli blizsie definované siiborom
20 indikatorov (z povodnych 33). Naslednym krokom bol vyber 52 premennych transfor-
movanych do podoby otazok v dotazniku, stanovenie hrani¢nej hodnoty dostatku a zaroven
aplikovanie vah pre jednotlivé indikatory. Potom nasledovalo ur¢enie hrani¢nej hodnoty
Stastia a identifikacia dvoch skupin I'udi, a to §tastni a zatial’ nie $tastni 'udia. Ostatnym
krokom bol vypocet samotného indexu GNH, ktorého hodnoty sa pohybovali v rozmedzi 0
— 1, pri¢om ¢im blizsie k 1, tym bola Groven $tastia vySsia. Pre hodnotenie bolo vyuzitych
817 dotaznikov.

Vypocitané hodnoty indexu GNH sa v priemere pre celé Slovensko pohybovali na Grov-
ni 0,53 a rozdelili kraje do dvoch skupin. Prvii skupinu tvorili kraje s hodnotami indexu
GNH niz8imi ako priemer SR. Najhorsiu poziciu mali s minimalnym rozdielom Zilinsky
kraj (0,43) a Trenc¢iansky (0,44). O nieco lepsie si pocinali Presovsky (0,47) a KoSicky kraj
(0,48). Naopak nadpriemerné hodnoty boli zaznamenané v ramci Nitrianskeho (0,55)
a Banskobystrického kraja (0,56) a najlepsie v Bratislavskom (0,59) a Trnavskom kraji
(0,61).

Medzi najispesnejsie domény v jednotlivych krajoch patrili doména zdravia, kultirnej
rozmanitosti a vzdelania na urovni Gspesnosti (57,6 — 86,4 %). Naopak, medzi najmene;j
uspesné patrili vyuzitie casu (iba 6,2 — 8,1 %), zivotné prostredie (20,7 — 38,3 %), vitalita
spolo¢nosti (20,9 — 40,2 %) a zivotna troven (23,3 — 52,5 %). Otazka vyuZitia ¢asu bola
teda vo vSetkych krajoch hodnotena najhorsie, pricom dovodom méze byt najma hekticka
doba, ktorej dosledky sa prejavili nespokojnostou respondentov vo vztahu praca vs. odpo-
¢inok.

Pri porovnani vyrataného indexu GNH a regionalneho HDP na obyvatela st zrejmé
vyraznejsie rozdiely medzi krajmi v pripade HDP, a to na urovni 0,57 (varia¢ny koeficient)
a 0,22 (Giniho koeficient) oproti indexu GNH (0,13, resp. 0,07). Je zrejmé, Ze ddlezité do-
mény — zdravie, kultirna rozmanitost’ a vzdelanie do zna¢nej miery eliminovali silny vplyv
ekonomickej stranky ako v pripade HDP. Pri porovnani (ne)uspesnosti jednotlivych domén
je badatel'né, Ze su evidované urcité rozdiely vd’aka regionalnym S$pecifikdm, no nie az také
zasadné, o sa potvrdilo aj v pripade najmenej tispeSnych domén.
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Regionalna aplikacia indexu GNH v krajoch SR sa snazi aspon o maly prinos do Sirokej
vyskumnej agendy smerujicej ku komplexnejSiemu pristupu orientujucemu sa na spokoj-
nost’ so Zivotom, subjektivne $tastie a kvalitu zivota ako zastreSujuci koncept. Ide o jeden
z prvych pokusov o takuto regionalnu aplikaciu, preto bude potrebna d’alSia diskusia
o problematike samotnej konstrukcie indexu GNH a jeho adaptacie vzhl'adom na podmien-
ky Slovenska, resp. strednej Europy.
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