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Abstract: Measures of flourishing provide a comprehensive assessment of multiple facets of 

wellbeing, broadening how wellbeing can be studied and promoted. The current study uses 

large-scale data collected by the Global Flourishing Study, which includes nationally 

representative samples from 202,898 participants from 22 countries around the world. 

Specifically, it presents an analysis of 69 wellbeing outcomes in the Türkiye sample (N = 1,473), 

examining demographic and socioeconomic correlates of wellbeing while comparing 

Türkiye’s average scores of wellbeing with the pooled estimates for the combined set of all 22 

countries included in the Global Flourishing Study. The analyses revealed disparities in 

wellbeing, with young people and ethnic minorities generally reporting lower wellbeing 

across most outcomes. Individuals aged 50 and older and frequent religious service attenders 

tended to report greater wellbeing. Those with higher education reported greater personal 

wellbeing but lower satisfaction with the social-political context. Compared to the pooled 

cross-country estimates, Türkiye scored lower across most psychological and social wellbeing 

outcomes, while some religion/spirituality outcomes were higher in Türkiye. We 

contextualize these results with respect to current and historical cultural, political, and 

socioeconomic conditions of Türkiye, and point to future research directions. The findings 

from this research can inform policies that aim at promoting wellbeing in an equitable and 

effective manner in the context of Türkiye. 
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1. Introduction 

Questions about what makes life good and worth living have preoccupied humankind for 

centuries. One of the key concepts that emerged from this inquiry is wellbeing, which has been 

defined as “the relative attainment of a state in which a person’s life is good, as they pertain to 

that individual” (VanderWeele & Lomas, 2023, p. 37). Wellbeing has more recently been 

about:blank
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conceptualized as part of the broader concept of flourishing (VanderWeele & Johnson, 2025a), “a 

state in which all aspects of a person’s life are good, including the contexts in which that person 

lives” (VanderWeele & Lomas, 2023, p. 37; Lomas et al., 2024; VanderWeele, 2017). Construing 

flourishing in a multi-faceted way enables a systemic perspective that draws attention to other 

levels of analysis, such as familial relationships, social interactions, communities, cultures, values, 

and various other structures within a society (Meadows, 2008; VanderWeele & Johnson, 2025b). 

In doing so, measurement of flourishing expands upon individualistic approaches to wellbeing 

that have been prevalent in scientific inquiry (Joshanloo, 2014) and provides an opportunity to 

understand wellbeing more comprehensively.  

Relatedly, an important advancement in the science of wellbeing has been to examine 

wellbeing with a cross-cultural approach. Wellbeing theories have typically been informed by 

Western ideas, with studies often focusing on samples from developed nations in the West. Yet, 

a growing number of studies are aiming to provide comparative analyses of how wellbeing is 

understood and experienced in diverse cultural and socioeconomic contexts around the world 

(Höltge et al., 2023). Lomas et al. (2022), for instance, have shown that wellbeing concepts such as 

balance and harmony are important for people in Eastern cultures, reflecting long-standing 

philosophical traditions, emphasizing interdependence between individuals and their 

surrounding social and natural environments. These cross-national examinations help us build a 

more accurate understanding of wellbeing, underscoring the need for frameworks and 

measurement tools that capture relational, contextual, and holistic dimensions of flourishing. 

They also provide insights into the societal factors that may shape human flourishing. 

Motivated by these developments, the current study uses data from the first wave of the 

Global Flourishing Study (GFS) to explore the state of wellbeing in Türkiye. Wellbeing was 

measured in a comprehensive way, encompassing psychological, social, and physical wellbeing, 

as well as socioeconomic factors, religion/spirituality, personality characteristics, and family 

dynamics. Using this rich set of measures available in the GFS, the present research examines 

how wellbeing—assessed through a broad range of indicators —is experienced in the context of 

Türkiye. Specifically, we explore sociodemographic (e.g., age, gender) correlates of wellbeing in 

Türkiye and compare the average wellbeing in Türkiye for 69 outcomes with the pooled estimates 

from the combined set of 22 countries in the GFS. 

 

1.2 Wellbeing and flourishing in Türkiye 

1.2.1 Türkiye context 

Türkiye, a country with a population of approximately 85 million, is located between Europe and 

West Asia. It covers a large territory of 785.347 km2 and has 81 administrative provinces spread 

over different geographical regions. The country’s strategic location between Europe and the 

Middle East has made it a cradle of many civilizations over time, such as the Byzantine, Roman, 

and Ottoman Empire, and has fostered the integration of European, Middle Eastern, and Central 

Asian traditions into a rich and complex cultural landscape. 

Surrounded by both Christian and Muslim countries, the dominant religion in Türkiye 

(estimated to be 99% of the population) is Muslim, and the official language is Turkish, with 

Kurdish and several other minority languages also spoken in some regions. The Kurds represent 

the largest ethnic minority in Türkiye, with a smaller percentage belonging to various other ethnic 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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identities such as Circassians and Armenians, as well as religious minorities such as Alevis. The 

shared history, despite territorial conflicts, has fostered many shared cultural elements between 

Turks and other ethnic groups, including Greeks, Armenians, and Kurds.  

Türkiye has high rates of both emigration and migration, and it hosts one of the largest 

refugee populations. According to a 2023 report by TurkStat, the officially registered foreign 

population in Türkiye is 1.3 million, not accounting for undocumented migrants residing in the 

country. While immigration has mainly been driven by the Syrian crisis, wars, and geopolitical 

tensions in the global arena, including those involving the Middle East and Russia, emigration 

mainly stems from the intention to find better employment opportunities and higher living 

standards elsewhere. The dynamics of migration are further influenced by regional conflicts, 

global economic and political factors, economic instability, and the political climate. 

Türkiye is a Republic, and according to its constitution, a democratic, secular, and social state. 

In the late 1920s, following the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, the newly founded Republic of 

Türkiye underwent a series of political, legal, cultural, and social transformations aimed at 

establishing a secular nation-state. The ideas of Westernization and modernization emerged in 

this period, and radical reforms led by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk transformed the educational, 

political, and economic structures of the country. Reforms such as women’s suffrage, the 

adoption of the Latin alphabet, democratization, industrialization, and urbanization brought 

Türkiye closer to the Western world. Further political and economic transformations occurred in 

the 1980s when neoliberal policies and economic globalization spurred economic growth, but 

they also exacerbated social inequalities within the country. In recent years, confidence in 

democracy, especially with respect to civil liberties and institutional trust, has been in decline 

(Economist Intelligence Unit, 2024).  

The Turkish economy in the 2020s has been facing a mix of challenges and opportunities, 

shaped by both domestic policies and global dynamics. Following a period of significant currency 

volatility, high inflation, and external debt pressures in the late 2010s and early 2020s, Türkiye 

has been working to stabilize its economy through monetary policy adjustments, structural 

reforms, and efforts to attract foreign investment. The inflation rate was 72% during 2022, the 

period during which the GFS data was collected, but has since decreased to 35% in 2025 (TurkStat, 

2022; 2025). While the unemployment rate stands at 8.4%, self-employment has consistently 

grown, constituting approximately 28% of total employment according to World Bank indicators 

(The World Bank, 2024). However, rising prices in energy, food, and housing have exacerbated 

income inequality in the country. Although Türkiye has social welfare policies for health, social 

assistance, unemployment, and support for family and children, these initiatives mainly target 

specific groups and do not provide broad, universal benefits for all. Reflecting some of these 

socioeconomic challenges, the country’s birth rate has dropped to 1.51 births per woman 

(Krzyżanowska, 2024). 

Türkiye is considered an emerging economy and is the 17th largest economy in the world 

(World Bank, 2023). Despite its relatively young population compared to many European 

countries, with a median age of 31 (TurkStat, 2024), the challenges facing younger people, such 

as high unemployment rates in this group, point to economic, political, and social disparities in 

the country. Gender is another factor contributing to social inequality. Although the Human 

Development Index (HDI) in Türkiye has improved over time, when compared to countries with 

high HDI levels, the Gender Development Index (GDI) is far lower than in other countries 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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(UNDP, 2022). This might be due (in part) to traditional gender role socialization, with women 

having more limited employment opportunities and greater responsibility for childcare, which 

can create additional strain for employed women. The labor force statistics show that the number 

of women in leadership positions in the economic and political arena is low (TurkStat, 2023). At 

the same time, physical violence against women and child marriages persist as important 

concerns regarding the wellbeing of women in Türkiye (United Nations, 2025). 

According to Hofstede (1991, 2010), Türkiye is one of the countries that scores high on 

collectivism. For instance, family is highly valued, and maintaining togetherness and harmony 

within the family and community is considered essential (Kagitcibasi, 2007). A recent review of 

studies from the Middle Eastern context highlighted the significant role of the family and social 

support from extended family in navigating the interface between work and family life 

(Rajadhyaksha & Baskurt, 2020). However, due to globalization, the rise of social media, and an 

increase in international travel, Turkish culture has increasingly incorporated both individualistic 

and collectivistic values over time. As a result, while collectivistic values such as family, tradition, 

and interdependence remain central, there is a growing emphasis on self, autonomy, and 

independence. 

In the next sections, we provide an overview of the literature on wellbeing in Türkiye, starting 

with international comparisons and then its sociodemographic correlates. 

 

1.2.2 Wellbeing and flourishing in Türkiye: International comparisons  

Türkiye is usually in the lower half of the global rankings (e.g., Gallup World Poll, 2022) in terms 

of life evaluations. For example, according to OECD Better Life Index (2020), Türkiye ranks lower 

in many key areas, such as life satisfaction, work-life balance, education, health, environmental 

quality, and social connections, compared to other countries. Respondents in Türkiye score an 

average of 4.7 out of 10 in life satisfaction assessments, which is lower than the OECD average of 

6.7. GDP per capita in OECD countries is far greater than in Türkiye, which may partly explain 

the differences in life satisfaction between these countries. In the 2024 World Happiness Report, 

Türkiye is ranked 98th out of 143 countries, with scores on life evaluation averaged over the years 

2021-2023 (World Happiness Report, 2025). This largely corresponds to the time when Global 

Flourishing Study data were collected in Türkiye. 

In terms of socioeconomic factors, Türkiye’s country-level economic development indicators 

are relatively good; its overall growth rates and debt-to-GDP ratio are lower than those of many 

developed countries (Bulus, 2020; International Monetary Fund, 2023). However, challenges 

persist, with a relative poverty rate of 13.6% and an unemployment rate of 8.4% (TurkStat, 2024), 

which is nearly double the OECD average of 4.6%. In addition, the average household income in 

Türkiye is also below the OECD average. The latest OECD report on quality of life (2024) covers 

several wellbeing indicators, such as income distribution, employment, health, education, and 

social security. A notable finding from the survey is that income inequality in Türkiye is among 

the highest compared to other countries. Specifically, the income of the wealthiest 20% of the 

population is 8.5 times higher than that of the poorest 20% of the population. It is important to 

note that international assessments and comparisons often focus on psychological outcomes or 

socioeconomic development, and they overlook aspects of wellbeing related to social life, 

community, or religion/spirituality. Furthermore, comparing Türkiye to OECD countries might 

be misleading, as Türkiye’s income per capita is significantly lower than that of most OECD 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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economies. A better comparison could be made using other emerging economies with similar 

income levels. 

 

1.2.3 Wellbeing and flourishing in Türkiye: Demographic and socioeconomic comparisons 

Gender is one of the demographic variables that is part of ongoing debates and challenges in 

Türkiye. A recent Global Gender Gap report (2022) ranked Türkiye 124th out of 146 countries in 

terms of gender equity (World Economic Forum, 2022). There is a gender gap in labor force 

participation, with 71% of men participating compared to only 35% of women (TurkStat, 2024). 

Despite ongoing concerns about gender equality, data from the Turkish Statistical Institute (2022), 

which provides consistent measures of wellbeing in the country, show that women reported 

higher levels of happiness than men. Other studies show mixed results about how gender 

correlates with wellbeing. Some studies suggest that women report lower mental wellbeing 

scores than men (Kose, 2020; Karaman, 2021; Tirgil & Aygün, 2021), while others indicate that 

women are happier than men (Eren & Aşıcı, 2017) or find little evidence of gender difference 

(Duvar et al., 2025). These divergent findings could imply substantial heterogeneity in gender 

differences in wellbeing, suggesting that such differences may be shaped by other factors such as 

education, marital status, and geographic regions (Karaman, 2021). 

Age is also related to wellbeing. Research on Turkish youth suggests that an increasing 

number of young people are unemployed, lonely, unhappy, and lacking hope (Konrad-

Adenauer-Stiftung, 2021). The youth unemployment (aged 15-24) rate is over 19%, indicating that 

Türkiye has one of the highest youth unemployment rates among OECD countries. Similarly, the 

percentage of youth who are not in education, employment, or training is high at 24% (TurkStat, 

2024). Relatedly, a ‘brain drain’ pattern has been on the rise in the past few decades (TurkStat, 

2023), which rose among higher education graduates from 1.6% in 2015 to 2.0% in 2023. Earlier 

studies identified a U-shaped relationship between age and wellbeing in Türkiye, suggesting that 

both younger and older people tend to report relatively high wellbeing (Tirgil & Aygün, 2021; 

Eren & Aşıcı, 2017). However, such trends may have shifted due to recent socioeconomic 

developments that challenge young people’s wellbeing. 

Regarding other sociodemographic factors, being married is generally associated with higher 

levels of happiness and life satisfaction in the Türkiye context (Sibel, 2008; Eren & Aşıcı, 2017; 

Tirgil & Aygün, 2021). One study reported a negative correlation between education and 

happiness (Eren & Aşıcı, 2017), while others found a positive association (Duvar et al., 2025; Cevik 

& Tasar, 2016). Research on socioeconomic factors suggests that higher income is generally 

associated with higher levels of happiness and life satisfaction (Eren & Aşıcı, 2017; Sibel, 2008), 

although a more recent study found that household income is not as crucial for mental health as 

non-financial factors like health and trust (Tirgil & Aygün, 2021). Employment status tends to 

impact wellbeing, with unemployment negatively affecting happiness (Sibel, 2008; Eren & Aşıcı, 

2017). From a macro-level perspective, the challenges facing Türkiye are mostly economic and 

political in nature, including high inflation, currency devaluation, unemployment, and income 

inequality. These issues disproportionately affect socioeconomically disadvantaged populations, 

including minorities.  
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1.3 The present study 

The GFS provides wellbeing assessments on 69 outcomes covering four thematic areas: i) 

multidimensional wellbeing, ii) religion and spirituality, iii) personality, and iv) family factors, 

providing a uniquely rich dataset that enables us to strengthen our current knowledge of 

wellbeing in various countries around the world. The current study takes advantage of data from 

the GFS to understand the state of wellbeing in Türkiye. It focuses on two main areas of 

investigation. First, it examines how wellbeing in Türkiye differs across sociodemographic 

groups, and second, it compares average wellbeing in Türkiye to all 22 countries in Wave 1 of the 

GFS combined. These objectives complement each other to provide a comprehensive descriptive 

analysis of wellbeing in the context of Türkiye. First, they reveal disparities of wellbeing within 

the country, which can provide insight into which groups may benefit from resources or support 

(Lee et al., 2022). At the same time, international comparisons inform us about how well the 

population of Türkiye overall is faring and point to challenges and opportunities to promote 

societal wellbeing. 

 

2. Methods 

The description of the methods below has been adapted from VanderWeele et al. (2025), which 

used GFS data. Further methodological detail is available elsewhere, including an overview of 

the GFS as a whole (Johnson et al., 2024) and its general methodology (Ritter et al., 2024); an initial 

questionnaire development report (Crabtree et al., 2021; 2024), as well as an updated account of 

the questionnaire development process (Lomas et al., 2025a), of which one aspect was a process 

piloting the items through cognitive interviewing (Cowden et al., 2025a; Johnson et al., 2023); the 

Wave 1 codebook (Markham et al., 2024); the survey sampling design for Wave 1 (Padgett et al., 

2025b); the statistical analyses code (Padgett et al., 2024); the analytic methodology for 

demographic variation analyses for Wave 1 (Padgett et al., 2025a). The current paper, which 

focuses specifically on Türkiye, was pre-registered as part of a coordinated set of studies focusing 

on country-specific variation in flourishing. These coordinated analyses were pre-registered on 

October 15th, 2024 (https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/trcf3) (Lomas et al., 2024). 

 

2.1 Data 

The GFS is a study involving, in its first wave, 202,898 participants from 22 geographically and 

culturally diverse countries, with nationally representative sampling within each country, 

concerning the distribution and determinants of wellbeing. Wave 1 included the following 

countries and territories: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Egypt, Germany, Hong Kong (Special 

Administrative Region of China), India, Indonesia, Israel, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, Nigeria, the 

Philippines, Poland, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Tanzania, Türkiye, the UK, and the US. The 

countries were selected to (a) maximize coverage of the world’s population, (b) ensure 

geographic, cultural, and religious diversity, and (c) prioritize feasibility and existing data 

collection infrastructure. Data collection was carried out by Gallup Inc. Data for Wave 1 were 

collected principally during 2023, with some countries beginning data collection in 2022 and exact 

dates varying by country (Ritter et al., 2024). For Türkiye, the data collection for GFS took place 

between April 15th, 2023, and January 15th, 2024. Plans are in place to collect four additional 

waves of annual panel data on the participants. The precise sampling design to ensure nationally 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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representative samples varied by country, and further details are available elsewhere (Ritter et 

al., 2024). Survey items included aspects of flourishing such as subjective wellbeing, health, 

meaning, character, relationships, and financial stability (VanderWeele, 2017), plus other 

demographic, social, economic, political, religious, personality, childhood, community, health, 

and wellbeing variables. These data are publicly available through the Center for Open Science 

(https://www.cos.io/gfs). During the translation process, Gallup adhered to the TRAPD model 

(translation, review, adjudication, pretesting, and documentation) for cross-cultural survey 

research (Case et al., 2025); for additional details, see the questionnaire development process 

report (Lomas et al., 2025a). Details of specific constructs and the GFS papers analyzing them are 

provided in the introduction to this Special Issue (Lomas et al., 2025b).  

 

2.2 Sample  

The Türkiye sample consisted of 1,473 adults aged from 18 to 80+ years. As shown in Table 1, 

looking at the weighted characteristics of the sample from Türkiye, 46% were below 40 years of 

age, which shows a relatively young population. Forty-nine percent of the sample was female. 

The marital status within the sample reflected a distribution of 64% married and 26% single 

(never married), while 4.3% were widowed and 4.3% were divorced. The employment 

breakdown shows that 28% of the sample was employed by an employer, while 24% were 

classified as homemakers. The remaining 17% were self-employed, 14% retired, 7.3% students, 

and 5.9% were unemployed. Sixty-three percent of the sample attended religious services at least 

once a month, reflecting the religious fabric of the society. Participants were relatively educated: 

70% of the sample had more than 8 years of education, indicating education beyond high school. 

A large majority of the sample was born in the country, while 4% were born in another country. 

94% reported Muslim as their religious affiliation. In terms of their race and ethnicity, 70% 

identified as Turkish. The second largest ethnicity was Kurdish/Zaza, with 17%, followed by 3.5% 

Arabs, 1.7% Laz, and 1.3% Circassian. Other ethnicities represented included Armenian, Uyghur, 

Greek, Georgian, Azeri, Bosnian, and Albanian (less than 1% for each). Note that 3.9% for the 

“other” categories suggests that more ethnicities existed that were not captured by the response 

options in the GFS survey. 
 

Table 1. Nationally representative descriptive statistics for Türkiye 

Characteristic N = 1,4731 

Age group  

18-24 222 (15%) 

25-29 152 (10%) 

30-39 315 (21%) 

40-49 312 (21%) 

50-59 225 (15%) 

60-69 164 (11%) 

70-79 65 (4.4%) 

80 or older 18 (1.2%) 

(Missing) 0 (0%) 

  

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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Characteristic N = 1,4731 

 

Gender 

Male 754 (51%) 

Female 719 (49%) 

Other 0 (0%) 

(Missing) 0 (0%) 

Marital status  

Married 936 (64%) 

Separated 13 (0.9%) 

Divorced 64 (4.3%) 

Widowed 64 (4.3%) 

Single, never married 379 (26%) 

Domestic partner 0 (0%) 

(Missing) 17 (1.1%) 

Employment  

Employed by an employer 413 (28%) 

Self-employed 255 (17%) 

Retired 205 (14%) 

Student 107 (7.3%) 

Homemaker 347 (24%) 

Unemployed and looking for a job 87 (5.9%) 

None of these/Other 59 (4.0%) 

(Missing) 0 (0%) 

Religious service attendance  

More than 1/week 493 (33%) 

1/week 271 (18%) 

1-3/month 174 (12%) 

A few times a year 255 (17%) 

Never 274 (19%) 

(Missing) 6 (0.4%) 

Education  

Up to 8 years 436 (30%) 

9-15 years 711 (48%) 

16+ years 326 (22%) 

(Missing) 0 (0%) 

Immigration  

Born in this country 1,415 (96%) 

Born in another country 58 (4.0%) 

(Missing) 0 (0%) 

Religious affiliation  

Christianity 2 (0.1%) 

Islam 1,381 (94%) 

Buddhism 1 (<0.1%) 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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Characteristic N = 1,4731 

Judaism 1 (<0.1%) 

Sikhism 1 (<0.1%) 

Primal, Animist, or Folk religion 1 (<0.1%) 

Some other religion 1 (<0.1%) 

No religion/Atheist/Agnostic 66 (4.5%) 

(Missing) 19 (1.3%) 

Race/Ethnicity  

Albanian 8 (0.5%) 

Arab 51 (3.5%) 

Armenian 1 (<0.1%) 

Azeri 9 (0.6%) 

Bosnian 5 (0.3%) 

Circassian 19 (1.3%) 

Georgian 4 (0.3%) 

Greek 1 (<0.1%) 

Kurdish/Zaza 252 (17%) 

Laz 25 (1.7%) 

Other 58 (3.9%) 

Turkish 1,030 (70%) 

Uyghur 1 (<0.1%) 

(Missing) 9 (0.6%) 

1n (%) 
 

2.3 Measures 

2.3.1 Outcome variables 

As shown in Table 2, GFS measured 69 specific outcomes that can be organized into various 

thematic areas. Within the multidimensional wellbeing thematic area, assessments focus on i) 

psychological wellbeing, which includes twelve distinct outcomes; ii) social wellbeing, which 

includes nine distinct outcomes; iii) psychological distress, which includes four distinct 

outcomes; iv) social distress, which includes two distinct outcomes, v) character and prosocial 

behaviors, which includes nine distinct outcomes, vi) physical health and health behaviors, which 

includes six distinct outcomes and finally vii) socioeconomic measures, which includes six 

distinct outcomes. The religion/spirituality thematic area includes 13 distinct outcomes. In 

addition, five items of personality and three items of family factors were assessed. These 

outcomes have been used as part of analyses focusing on a single construct in all 22 GFS countries 

combined, some of which have already been published as peer-reviewed papers (as indicated by 

the citations below). Table 2 presents estimated means and proportions across outcome variables 

for Türkiye. Table S1 represents the pooled average scores for all outcomes across all 22 countries.  

Marital status was analyzed as a dichotomous variable in two separate ways (ever married vs. 

not and currently divorced vs. not), yielding two separate variables with the same pre-

registration. Additionally, financial and material worry were pre-registered together and yet 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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analyzed separately. The total number of unique outcome variables used in the analyses was, 

therefore, 69.  
 

Table 2. Estimated means and proportions across outcome variables for Türkiye 

Outcome Mean Proportions SE 95% CI 

Standard 

Deviation 

Thematic Area 1: Multidimensional 

Wellbeing  

 

   

Psychological Wellbeing      

Happiness  5.54  0.098 (5.35, 5.73) 2.93 

Life Satisfaction  5.19  0.109 (4.98, 5.40) 3.24 

Life Evaluation Today 5.18  0.086 (5.01, 5.35) 2.56 

Life Evaluation Five Years from Now 6.13  0.105 (5.93, 6.34) 2.97 

Optimism  7.65  0.079 (7.50, 7.81) 2.50 

Freedom 7.29  0.096 (7.10, 7.48) 2.97 

Peace   0.49 0.015 (0.46, 0.52) - 

Balance in Life   0.47 0.016 (0.44, 0.50) - 

Mastery   0.74 0.014 (0.71, 0.77) - 

Meaning  6.13  0.099 (5.94, 6.33) 3.06 

Purpose  7.19  0.098 (7.00, 7.38) 2.97 

Self-Rated Mental Health  6.27  0.098 (6.08, 6.47) 3.00 

Social Wellbeing      

Subjective Social Connectedness  6.99  0.085 (6.83, 7.16) 2.64 

Social Support  5.47  0.113 (5.25, 5.69) 3.49 

Intimate Friend   0.78 0.013 (0.75, 0.80) - 

Government Approval   0.41 0.016 (0.38, 0.45) - 

Political Voice   0.38  (0.34, 0.41) - 

Belonging  6.86  0.105 (6.66, 7.07) 3.35 

City Satisfaction   0.72 0.014 (0.70, 0.75) - 

Trust   0.15 0.011 (0.13, 0.17) - 

Community Participation   0.21 0.012 (0.18, 0.23) - 

Psychological Distress      

Traumatic Distress   0.52 0.016 (0.49, 0.55) - 

Depression   0.43 0.015 (0.40, 0.46) - 

Anxiety   0.42 0.016 (0.39, 0.45) - 

Suffering   0.60 0.016 (0.57, 0.63) - 

Social Distress      

Loneliness 4.55  0.112 (4.34, 4.77) 3.45 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
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Outcome Mean Proportions SE 95% CI 

Standard 

Deviation 

Discrimination   0.29  (0.26, 0.32) - 

 

Character & Prosocial Behaviors  

 

   

Promoting Good 7.69  0.079 (7.53, 7.84) 2.37 

Delayed Gratification  7.18  0.086 (7.01, 7.34) 2.65 

Hope  7.76  0.089 (7.59, 7.94) 2.68 

Gratitude  6.98  0.091 (6.80, 7.16) 2.72 

Love  7.89  0.086 (7.72, 8.05) 2.62 

Forgiveness  0.41 0.016 (0.38, 0.44) - 

Charitable Giving   0.31 0.015 (0.28, 0.34) - 

Helping   0.61 0.016 (0.58, 0.64) - 

Volunteering   0.15 0.010 (0.13, 0.17) - 

Physical Health & Health Behaviors      

Self-Rated Physical Health  6.70  0.092 (6.52, 6.88) 2.72 

Health Limitations   0.14 0.012 (0.11, 0.16) - 

Pain   0.53 0.016 (0.50, 0.56) - 

Smoking  9.20  0.359 (8.49, 9.90) 11.72 

Drinking  1.07  0.131 (0.81, 1.33) 4.31 

Exercise  2.81  0.092 (2.62, 2.99) 2.79 

Socioeconomic Outcomes      

Financial Security  4.65  0.113 (4.43, 4.87) 3.54 

Material Security  5.29  0.119 (5.05, 5.52) 3.60 

Years of Education   0.22 0.011 (0.20, 0.24) - 

Employment   0.45 0.016 (0.42, 0.48) - 

Subjective Financial Wellbeing   0.52 0.016 (0.49, 0.55) - 

Home ownership   0.57 0.016 (0.54, 0.60) - 

Thematic Area 2: Religion/Spirituality      

Self-Reported Religion/Spirituality   0.65 0.015 (0.62, 0.68) - 

Religious Service Attendance   0.52 0.016 (0.49, 0.55) - 

Life after Death Belief   0.67 0.014 (0.64, 0.70) - 

Religious Experience   0.29 0.014 (0.27, 0.32) - 

Religious Reading   0.38 0.016 (0.35, 0.41) - 

Daily Prayer   0.69 0.014 (0.66, 0.72) - 

Belief in God   0.85 0.011 (0.83, 0.87) - 

Intrinsic Religiosity   0.79 0.012 (0.76, 0.81) - 
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Outcome Mean Proportions SE 95% CI 

Standard 

Deviation 

Religious Comfort   0.84 0.011 (0.82, 0.86) - 

Loved by God   0.86 0.013 (0.83, 0.88) - 

Spiritual Punishment   0.39 0.017 (0.35, 0.42) - 

Religious Criticism   0.47 0.019 (0.43, 0.50) - 

Evangelism   0.70 0.017 (0.67, 0.74) - 

Thematic Area 3: Personality Traits      

Extraversion  4.75  0.054 (4.64, 4.86) 1.64 

Openness to Experience  4.80  0.050 (4.70, 4.90) 1.56 

Agreeableness  5.26  0.043 (5.18, 5.34) 1.35 

Conscientiousness  5.65  0.046 (5.56, 5.74) 1.41 

Neuroticism 3.13  0.051 (3.03, 3.23) 1.54 

Thematic Area 4: Family Factors      

Ever Married   0.74 0.012 (0.72, 0.76) - 

Divorced   0.04 0.006 (0.03, 0.06) - 

Children in home 1.03  0.042 (0.95, 1.12) 1.33 

 

2.3.2 Variables for sociodemographic variation analyses 

There are eight demographic variables: age, gender, marital status, employment, education, 

religious service attendance, race/ethnicity, and immigration status. Continuous age was 

classified as 18-24, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, and 80 or older. Gender was assessed 

as male, female, or other. Marital status was assessed as single/never married, married, separated, 

divorced, widowed, or domestic partner. Employment was assessed as employed, self-employed, 

retired, student, homemaker, unemployed, searching, and other. Education was assessed as up 

to 8 years, 9-15 years, and 16+ years. Religious service attendance was assessed as more than 

once/week, once/week, one to three times/month, a few times/year, or never. Religious 

tradition/affiliation with categories of Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, Judaism, 

Sikhism, Baha’i, Jainism, Shinto, Taoism, Confucianism, Primal/Animist/Folk religion, Spiritism, 

African-Derived, some other religion, or no religion/atheist/agnostic; precise response categories 

varied by country (Johnson et al., 2024). Racial/ethnic identity was assessed in some, but not all, 

countries, with response categories varying by country. In the Türkiye data, racial/ethnic identity 

categories were: Turkish, Kurdish, Arab, Greek, Laz, Circassian, Bosnian, Armenian, Georgian, 

Uyghur, Albanian, and Azeri. Immigration status was dichotomously assessed with: “Were you 

born in this country, or not?” For additional details on the assessments, see the COS GFS 

codebook (Markham et al., 2024) or Crabtree et al. (2021; 2024). 
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2.4 Analyses 

2.4.1 Statistical models 

Analyses were aligned with those conducted globally on each outcome (see linked pre-

registrations). The statistical methods for these demographic variation analyses consist of: (1) 

describing the weighted sample characteristics; (2) overall mean/proportion on each outcome; 

and (3) subgroup means across demographic characteristics for each outcome. All reported 

outcome means and proportions were accompanied by complex survey adjusted standard errors 

and 95% confidence intervals. A global p-value from a significance test of differences in means or 

proportions across demographic categories was provided, and the reported p-values were Wald-

type tests for complex surveys (Lumley & Scott, 2014; Rao & Scott, 1984). The full set of results 

for all outcomes described previously was reported in at least the online supplement, with focal 

results presented in text. 

 

2.4.2 Inference criteria 

We presented exact p-values and 95% confidence intervals. P-values correspond to 2-tailed tests 

for each of our analyses.  

 

2.4.3 Missing data and multiple imputation 

All missing variables were imputed using multivariate imputation by chained equations, with 

five imputed datasets generated (Sterne et al., 2009; Van Buuren, 2023). The imputation model 

incorporated the criterion/outcome variable, all demographic characteristics, including 

race/ethnicity and religious affiliation when available, and sampling weights. The sampling 

weights were included as a variable in the imputation models to allow for specific variable 

missingness to be related to the probability of being included in the sample. To account for 

variations in the assessment of certain variables across countries (e.g., race/ethnicity and religious 

affiliation), we conducted the imputation process separately for each country. The within-country 

imputation approach ensured that the imputation model accurately reflects country-specific 

contexts and assessment methods. 

 

2.4.4 Accounting for complex sampling design 

The GFS used different sampling schemes across countries based on the availability of existing 

panels and recruitment needs (Ritter et al., 2024). All analyses accounted for the complex survey 

design components by including weights, primary sampling units, and strata. Additional 

methodological detail, including accounting for the complex sampling design, is provided 

elsewhere (Padgett et al., 2025). 

 

3. Results  

We report the full results in the Supplemental Material in Tables S2-10, examining differences 

across demographic categories within Türkiye. Given the large number of outcomes across 

multiple categories, in our main results, we focused on the outcomes for which the p-values 

comparing mean differences across socioeconomic and demographic groups were less than 0.001, 

though this threshold is somewhat arbitrary, and full results are again available in the online 

supplement. However, since the p-values were global, when there were multiple groups for a 
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demographic factor (e.g., eight different age groups), they did not help identify the exact groups 

that yielded significant differences. To address this, we identified the two groups that revealed 

the largest differences in each outcome, provided that their confidence intervals did not overlap. 

These often corresponded to groups that received the highest or lowest scores for each outcome, 

which enabled us to report the trends for groups that received consistently the highest and lowest 

scores. When the average means/proportions were equal across two categories, we reported the 

category with the narrower confidence interval. In cases where the confidence intervals were 

equal, we reported both categories and noted their equal values in text.  

 

3.1 Sociodemographic factors 

3.1.1 Age 

In age categories, the most consistent results were found for the youngest age groups (18-24), who 

demonstrated generally the least favorable patterns in terms of wellbeing, and those at the 50+ 

age groups, who generally showed the most favorable patterns. Individuals aged 18-24 had the 

lowest scores for optimism, freedom, government approval, belonging, city satisfaction, and the 

highest scores for anxiety and loneliness, although they had the highest life evaluation five years 

from now. In contrast, the 50+ age groups received the highest scores for freedom, optimism, 

government approval, belonging, city satisfaction, housing, and frequency of exercise, and the 

lowest scores for anxiety, loneliness, religious experience, and frequency of drinking, 

employment, and education. In terms of personality differences, the 18-24 age group had the 

highest scores for neuroticism and conscientiousness, while the 50+ age groups received the 

lowest scores for these personality outcomes. Marriage and divorce rates were also the highest 

among the 50+ age groups and lowest among the 18-24 age group. Full results are reported in 

Table S2. 

 

3.1.2 Gender 

For gender, scores on optimism, intimate friends, and city satisfaction were higher for women 

compared to men, while community participation was lower. Looking at health, women 

generally rated their health lower than men but reported lower rates of smoking and drinking. 

Employment was significantly lower among women. Women reported higher scores in religious 

reading, prayer-meditation, being loved by God, and religious comfort, and lower scores for 

spiritual punishment. Agreeableness was lower among women compared to men, and the 

marriage rate was higher. Full results are reported in Table S3. 

 

3.1.3 Marital status 

In terms of marital status, those who are widowed often had some of the highest and lowest 

scores. They had the lowest levels of community participation, education, and employment, and 

the highest levels of pain. However, they also reported the least discrimination, the lowest 

frequency of smoking, and the highest city satisfaction. Their religious experience was the lowest, 

while prayer-meditation and religious service attendance were the highest. Those in domestic 

partnership had the lowest scores for city satisfaction and discrimination, and the highest 

community participation and religious experience (same score as those who are single). Religious 

experience and education were the highest among those who identified as single and those in a 
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domestic partnership. The divorced group had the highest rates of smoking, employment, and 

the lowest prayer-meditation, religious service attendance, and the fewest children. Married 

people had the highest number of children. Full results are reported in Table S4. 

 

3.1.4 Race & ethnicity 

Approximately 70% of the sample identified racially/ethnically as Turkish adults, followed by 

Kurds (17%) and Arabs (3.5%). The sample sizes for other categories were too small to make 

reliable comparisons. As compared to Kurdish/Zaza, the wellbeing scores for the Turkish group 

were consistently higher, particularly for happiness, life satisfaction, peace, meaning, social 

support, material security, education, financial wellbeing, and housing, while traumatic distress, 

loneliness, and pain were lower among the Turkish group. Turkish also scored lower in religious 

service attendance and intrinsic religiosity. As compared to Kurds/Zaza, Arabs had higher scores 

for life balance and intrinsic religiosity, although their traumatic distress was also higher. As 

compared to Turkish, Arab’s material security and education were lower. Arabs had the highest 

number of children, and Turks had the lowest. The Kurdish group had the least favorable scores 

on most outcomes, including happiness, life balance, meaning, financial wellbeing, housing, 

social support, and the highest scores for pain and loneliness. Religious service attendance was 

the highest among Kurds. Full results are reported in Table S5. 

 

3.1.5 Employment 

Looking at employment categories, students reported the highest levels of life evaluation five 

years from now, community participation, and volunteering, but also the lowest levels of city 

satisfaction. Students had the lowest marriage rates and scored the lowest on most religiosity 

measures. Retirees reported the highest levels of mental health, city satisfaction, and charitable 

giving, but the lowest frequency of volunteering and life evaluation five years from now. They 

were most likely to be divorced and had the fewest children. The employed reported the highest 

levels of education and commitment to promoting good in the world. The unemployed reported 

the lowest levels of trust and the highest levels of loneliness. Homemakers showed a mixed 

profile, having the lowest scores on community participation, education, and the lowest 

engagement in smoking and drinking. Homemakers scored the highest on most measures of 

religiosity/ spirituality and were most likely to be married and have children, and the least likely 

to be divorced (on par with students). The self-employed had the lowest scores on loneliness and 

intrinsic religiosity, the highest scores on helping, and the highest rates of smoking and drinking. 

Personality outcomes showed mixed results. Full results are reported in Table S6. 

 

3.1.6 Education 

In the results on education, the groups that differed more consistently were those with the most 

education (16+ years) and those with up to only 8 years of education. Those with the most 

education (16+ years) reported the greatest scores on life balance, social support, physical health, 

employment, charitable giving, helping, and volunteering, as well as the least amount of 

traumatic distress, health limitations, and pain. These groups also had the lowest government 

approval, political voice, and gratitude, as well as the highest levels of drinking. They scored the 

lowest across most religion/spirituality measures and had the fewest number of children. Those 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    16 

with up to 8 years of education had the lowest scores on life balance and social support, charitable 

giving, helping, volunteering, and physical health, and the highest rates of health limitations, 

pain, and traumatic distress; they also had highest scores on government approval, political voice, 

city satisfaction, gratitude, and forgiveness, and lowest drinking frequency and employment rate. 

This group also scored the highest on most religion/spirituality outcomes, were more likely to be 

married, and had more children. These two groups also differed significantly in terms of 

personality; those with 16+ years of education reported the lowest extraversion and openness to 

experience, and those with up to 8 years of education reported the highest. Agreeableness was 

the lowest among those with up to 8 years of education. Full results are reported in Table S7. 

 

3.1.7 Religious service attendance  

In the results on religious service attendance, the groups that differed more consistently were 

those who reported attending religious service more than once a week (the most frequent 

attenders) and those who reported never attending religious service or attending a few times a 

year. Individuals who attended religious services weekly or more reported the highest scores for 

happiness, life satisfaction, sense of meaning and purpose in life, self-rated mental health, city 

satisfaction, trust, community participation, financial and material security, and exercise 

frequency, and the lowest scores on drinking. They also scored the highest on most 

religion/spirituality measures. Those who never attended religious service reported the lowest 

life evaluation, freedom, meaning and purpose in life, self-rated mental health, government 

approval, political voice, belonging, trust, hope, and the highest levels of education. They scored 

the lowest on most religion/spirituality outcomes. In terms of religious affiliation, most categories 

were too small to compare with Islam, but comparisons with “no religion/atheist/agnostic” 

revealed a generally lower wellbeing profile for the latter, although the sample size for this 

category was relatively small (n = 66). Full results are reported in Table S8 for religious affiliation 

and S9 for religious service attendance.  

 

3.1.8 Immigration status 

Immigration status was broken into two categories: born in Türkiye or not born in Türkiye. Hope 

was the only indicator that yielded a statistically significant p-value (<.001), with immigrants 

reporting higher hope compared to those born in Türkiye. Note that only 58 immigrants were in 

the sample of those who were not born in Türkiye, compared to the 1,415 individuals within the 

sample who were born in Türkiye. Full results are reported in Table S10. 

 

3.2 International comparisons: Türkiye vs. all 22 countries combined 

Next, we discuss comparisons of the estimated means and proportions of outcome variables for 

Türkiye (see Table 2) with the pooled estimates for all countries in the GFS dataset combined (see 

Table S1). We only report differences when the 95% confidence intervals for outcomes in each 

group (Türkiye vs. all countries in GFS) were not overlapping. Among the 69 variables analyzed, 

estimates for Türkiye differed from the pooled estimates on 40 variables. Looking at 

multidimensional wellbeing, in 30 outcomes, Türkiye’s wellbeing scores were less favorable. 

These included lower psychological wellbeing, as measured by happiness, life satisfaction, life 

evaluations now and five years from now, freedom, peace, balance in life, meaning, and self-rated 
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mental health. Social wellbeing was also lower in Türkiye, as revealed by lower scores for 

subjective social connectedness, social support, intimate friend, political voice, belonging, city 

satisfaction, and trust. Psychological distress was higher, since Türkiye’s scores on traumatic 

distress, depression, anxiety, suffering, and loneliness were all greater than the average scores for 

the GFS countries. In terms of character and prosocial behaviors, too, scores on gratitude, 

forgiveness, and volunteering were lower in Türkiye. On the health outcomes, Türkiye scored 

lower on self-rated physical health and reported a markedly higher smoking rate, although self-

reported health limitations were lower in Türkiye. In socioeconomic outcomes, financial security, 

employment, subjective financial wellbeing, and home ownership were all lower in the Türkiye 

sample. We also observed some differences in personality, with greater extraversion in Türkiye 

compared to the full sample. The Türkiye sample also had higher marriage rates and greater 

scores on four religion/spirituality outcomes, including religious service attendance, life after 

death belief, daily prayer-meditation frequency, and religious criticism. 

 

4. Discussion 

The current paper provides some of the most comprehensive descriptive data on flourishing in 

the context of Türkiye. The sample was intended to be representative of the nation, reflecting the 

relatively younger, predominantly Muslim, and religious population of Türkiye. Most 

individuals in the sample were married, with a large homemaker category. The ethnic diversity 

of the country was also somewhat representative, with the majority being Turkish and about 

eleven other ethnicities represented in the data. Some concerns regarding the representativeness 

of the sample are discussed in the limitations section below.  

Taking advantage of the large-scale data collection efforts enabled by the GFS, we were able 

to simultaneously study 69 wellbeing outcomes that capture a wide range of wellbeing indicators 

in Türkiye. Using this rich assessment, our paper revealed differences in wellbeing between 

various sociodemographic groups in the country and provided insights into the wellbeing of 

Türkiye in comparison to all countries in the GFS combined.  

 

4.1 Sociodemographic comparisons 

The results reveal that Turkish youth may be experiencing a ‘crisis of wellbeing’ since their 

wellbeing demonstrated low scores across a large number of outcomes measured in the GFS, 

especially in comparison to those at 50+ ages. These trends are consistent with young people’s 

mental health crisis around the world and could be linked to the influences of social media use, 

global-societal changes, and economic pressures (Chen et al., 2022; McGorry et al., 2025; 

VanderWeele et al., 2025c). These findings could also be attributed to the academic pressures and 

social transitions often experienced by this segment of the population (Weber et al., 2022). A 

notable finding was young people’s generally lower social wellbeing, as reflected in aspects such 

as lower sense of freedom, belonging, city satisfaction, and government approval. These trends 

may suggest a growing sociopolitical dissent among educated young demographic groups. These 

results may also shed light on the country’s current challenges with brain drain (TurkStat, 2023), 

highlighting the importance of improving the wellbeing of young people in Türkiye. 

Given the longstanding issues with equitable gender participation in economic and public life 

in Türkiye, as well as threats to the health and survival of women (United Nations, 2025), 
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wellbeing differences between males and females were of particular significance. Prior research 

has yielded mixed findings for gender differences in wellbeing in Türkiye, with some studies 

showing lower wellbeing among women (Kose, 2020; Karaman, 2021; Tirgil & Aygün, 2021), 

others reporting greater wellbeing among women (Eren & Aşıcı, 2017, TurkStat, 2022), or finding 

no gender differences (Duvar et al., 2025). Our results did not reveal differences between men 

and women across most psychological wellbeing outcomes. A notable pattern was that women 

seemed more engaged in private life, with more intimate friends and personal religious practice. 

However, their public life participation was lower, as indicated by lower community 

participation and employment, which may be an indicator of the traditional gender norms within 

society (e.g., women’s responsibilities for homemaking). One major difference in our data was 

that women experienced greater optimism (and religiosity) than men, which could be a source of 

wellbeing in the context of adversity (Conversano et al., 2010). Women’s low scores on 

agreeableness could also provide a sense of resilience (Oshio et al., 2018). Prior research has found 

that regional variation in gender equality may explain gender gaps in wellbeing in Türkiye 

(Karaman, 2021). However, since regional information was not available in the GFS data 

collection, we were unable to explore this further. Future studies could examine what contextual 

(e.g., geographical region) or socioeconomic factors (e.g., income, education) reduce gender gaps 

in wellbeing in Türkiye. Finally, two patterns were notable for men, the first of which indicated 

a high engagement in drinking and smoking, which could be linked to the more active social life 

among men in Türkiye (Johnson & Jennison, 1992). Second, men consistently reported a less 

comforting relationship with religion/spirituality, the reasons for which could be examined in 

future studies. 

Looking at marital status, a category of interest was the married compared to other groups 

since marriage is a deeply rooted value and norm endorsed by the Islamic culture within Türkiye, 

which is also reflected in the higher proportion of married individuals in the country compared 

to the pooled GFS sample. In terms of marital status, individuals who are married (64% of the 

sample) did not emerge with highest scores in most psychological wellbeing outcomes, which 

stands in contrast to the general evidence that marital status is positively related to psychological 

wellbeing (Marks & Lambert, 1998; VanderWeele, 2017; Chen et al., 2023), including in Türkiye 

(Sibel, 2008; Eren & Aşıcı, 2017; Tirgil & Aygün, 2021). Future studies may explore the reasons 

underlying this pattern, for instance, by examining the role of economic pressures in affecting the 

wellbeing of married couples. Given the gender disparities in lifestyles in Türkiye, an important 

future direction could also be to examine how marital status interacts with gender in shaping 

wellbeing outcomes.  

In terms of race/ethnicity, we found a consistent wellbeing gap between Turks and Kurds, 

such that Kurdish people’s wellbeing was lower across most wellbeing outcomes. This finding 

could reflect potential disparities in socioeconomic opportunities between the two groups and 

should be given further attention in future studies. Although the sample size was small, some 

wellbeing outcomes among Arabs tended to be greater than those of the Kurds, despite their 

higher traumatic distress, which may be capturing immigrant groups from war-torn countries 

such as Syria. The findings observed in this study may be reflective of the opportunities that 

immigrant groups found within the context of Türkiye, which is also reflected in greater hope 

ratings among those not born in Türkiye.  
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Looking at employment categories, Türkiye data showed some favorable wellbeing outcomes 

for the employed, which contrasted with some of the low wellbeing scores among the 

unemployed. These findings are consistent with prior research (Paul & Moser, 2009), especially 

in the Türkiye context (Sibel, 2008; Eren & Aşıcı, 2017). Given that the unemployment rate in 

Türkiye is twice the OECD average (TurkStat, 2024), unemployment constitutes a serious threat 

to population wellbeing. The self-employed, on the other hand, had an active social life, yet their 

high frequency of smoking and drinking could be related to the relatively high levels of economic 

precarity and stress in their jobs (Çarkıt, 2024). Additionally, retirees showed some favorable 

wellbeing outcomes, which could be attributed to government benefits, such as universal 

healthcare, as well as strong intergenerational/family ties that may provide social support for 

retirees. Research shows that retirement may boost wellbeing by fostering greater engagement 

with social life, and that this may be especially the case for those who transition from lower 

quality jobs (Yemiscigil et al., 2021). These findings may be relevant for retirees in Türkiye. It is 

surprising that retirees had higher wellbeing scores despite the high inflation rates at the time of 

data collection, which reduced the real value of retirement pensions, warranting further 

exploration of how the wealth status of retirees interacts with their wellbeing. Finally, 

homemakers, who are more likely to be female in Türkiye, reported the least engagement with 

risky health behaviors such as smoking and drinking; yet, their community participation was 

low, consistent with our gender results, and highlighting the importance of including women in 

public life. 

The results for education revealed another striking gap, with the most educated (16+ years) 

reporting a more favorable profile on many personal wellbeing outcomes (high life balance, 

physical health, employment, low traumatic distress and pain), although they reported the lowest 

levels of satisfaction with the social-political context. Perhaps relatedly, this group also engaged 

more in prosocial activities to help their context (e.g., charitable giving, helping, volunteering). 

Those with up to 8 years of education showed the opposite profile on these measures. These two 

groups also differed from one another with respect to religion/spirituality, with the most 

educated scoring lowest on most outcomes within this category and the least educated scoring 

the highest. This pattern of findings may reflect a more critical perspective of the social-economic 

system among those who have completed more formal education (Lincoln & Kearney, 2019). The 

higher prosocial engagement also aligns with active citizenship as an outcome of education 

(Rüber & Janmaat, 2020). In the specific Türkiye context, these findings also reflect the educational 

gradient in explaining the growing dissent with the social-political environment and policies.  

Analyses of religious service attendance revealed a mostly consistent pattern, with most 

wellbeing outcomes higher among those who attend services more frequently. These results are 

consistent with previous findings focused on North American and Western European samples 

(Balboni et al., 2022; VanderWeele, 2017). In the context of Türkiye, some of these wellbeing 

impacts may also underscore the benefits of engaging in religious practices in a country where 

religiosity and religious participation are the norm. It would be interesting for future research to 

explore whether religious participation is also positively linked to wellbeing among those who 

identify with minority religions in the context of Türkiye (e.g., Christians, Jews).  
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4.2 International comparisons 

Consistent with prior research (OECD 2023, World Happiness Report, 2025), we observed that 

Türkiye scored lower across most multidimensional wellbeing outcomes compared to pooled 

estimates for all 22 GFS countries combined, indicating a significant challenge in achieving 

wellbeing compared to other regions represented in the GFS data, in terms of psychological, 

social, health, and socioeconomic outcomes. Note that some of these scores may be influenced by 

the major earthquake that occurred in Türkiye in February 2023, only a few months before the 

data collection for GFS started (4/15/23 – 1/15/24). Indeed, the psychological impact of traumatic 

events, such as earthquakes, can further exacerbate mental health issues, particularly among 

vulnerable groups (Kaplan et al., 2024). These results may also reflect broader patterns of 

socioeconomic development, which is generally lower in Türkiye compared to many of the 

countries represented in GFS. For instance, they could be driven by the higher rates of 

unemployment in Türkiye; unemployment was linked to lower levels of wellbeing in our 

analyses. Indeed, one study on community mental health shows that factors such as 

unemployment, as well as access to mental health services, can explain the differences in 

psychological wellbeing in Türkiye vs. Europe (Karabulut et al., 2024). Sociopolitical tensions in 

Türkiye may also have undermined social cohesion (Dhabhai, 2025). Indeed, Türkiye respondents 

reported lower social wellbeing compared to the GFS means, suggesting that social integration 

and support may be undermined by the political and cultural tensions within the country 

(Dhabhai, 2025). Türkiye’s higher loneliness ratings are particularly surprising, given its 

collectivistic and relational culture, and greater extraversion scores as revealed by our results. 

Perhaps, expectations from social relationships are high in the Türkiye context, or the country’s 

values have been shifting towards individualistic lifestyles along with globalization trends. It is 

also possible that the sociopolitical tensions that threaten social cohesion have been reflected in 

intimate relationships that shape social life. 

With religiosity as the norm, it is not surprising that Türkiye scored higher on four 

religiosity/spirituality outcomes, although its lower ratings on character outcomes for gratitude, 

forgiveness, and volunteering are surprising given the emphasis on these virtues and charity in 

Islam. Note that commitment to promoting good was higher among the employed within 

Türkiye, which could highlight the role of organizational/occupational context in providing 

opportunities for social contribution. It is possible that volunteering, as a form of prosocial 

behavior directed at out-group members, may be less relevant or common for this cultural context 

compared to behaviors such as helping, which can arise more spontaneously and are more often 

directed toward ingroup members (Aydinli et al., 2013). Some health behaviors, such as high rates 

of smoking, are also rooted in cultural norms and traditions (Bolat & Beylik, 2024) and present 

unique risk factors for health. Similarly, high marriage rates in Türkiye align with cultural and 

societal norms, although willingness to have children has reduced significantly in recent years, 

perhaps in part due to economic constraints. The economic costs of having children may have 

undermined the psychological benefits of it, pointing to changing family dynamics (Çoksan et al., 

2024; Kagitcibasi & Ataca, 2005). These trends may pose unique challenges to the future economy 

and social life within Türkiye.  

To present additional supportive evidence, we also compared the ranking of Türkiye in the 

full country list based on the average scores of wellbeing. In these results, Türkiye had the lowest 

scores in the full country dataset in terms of happiness, life satisfaction, peace, and forgiveness, 
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the second lowest scores in future life evaluation, balance in life, meaning, self-rated mental 

health, social relationship quality, social support, and belonging. Türkiye also had the highest 

scores in terms of suffering, loneliness, and the second-highest scores for traumatic distress. Some 

of these results are consistent with prior publications that use GFS data (Cowden et al., 2025b, 

2025c). Türkiye ranks somewhat higher in exercise (6th), education (10th), and several 

religion/spirituality indicators (e.g., 4th in life after death belief), and received the 2nd lowest scores 

for health limitations. Note that the dataset generally covers some of the most socially and 

economically developed nations of the world, which is worth considering when interpreting 

these rankings. 

 

4.3 Limitations 

Given the comprehensive data provided by the GFS, the current research reveals many directions 

for future research, but it also has several limitations. First, our analysis is based on cross-sectional 

data, which cannot be used to make inferences about cause-and-effect. Future studies can provide 

more nuanced analyses that allow some causal inference to be made using longitudinal data, 

which is planned to be collected as part of GFS.  

A second limitation was related to the representativeness of the sample. Certain groups did 

not have an adequate number of respondents in the data, which limits our ability to draw reliable 

conclusions for these groups from the analyses, especially as Türkiye had the smallest sample 

size of the countries in the GFS and a relatively low response rate. First, most ethnic minorities, 

other than the Kurdish and Arabs, were too small to enter the analysis. Second, the GFS data for 

Türkiye did not include any respondents who identify as nonbinary gender. For comparison, the 

percentage of nonbinary gender status reported in all GFS countries was 0.3%. This could be due 

to cultural norms about nonconforming gender identities in the Türkiye context, preventing 

people from reporting their nonbinary gender. Reflecting this societal norm, the recent judicial 

reform package in early 2025 criminalizes public encouragement or behavior that contradicts 

biological sex. As a result, our analyses do not document the lived experience of those who 

identify as nonbinary in Türkiye. Third, the 80+ age category showed strikingly different patterns 

but consisted of only 18 adults, which limits the precision of estimates for this group. Fourth, 

religious affiliation was not comparable across categories, since 94% of the sample was Muslim, 

and other categories constituted less than 0.1% of the sample (with mostly one or two people in 

each category). Fifth, the immigrant sample was also relatively small (4%, 58 individuals). 

Additionally, both unemployment and self-employment rates are lower in the GFS data’s Türkiye 

sample (5.9% and 17% respectively) compared to the national statistics in 2024 (8.4% and 28%). 

Relatedly, according to the 2021 Population and Housing Census, about 3.7% of the residents of 

Türkiye are foreign-born, which matches the current sample (4%); however, it is generally 

acknowledged that these statistics often understate the reality. Finally, a critical gap in the dataset 

was that a regional breakdown was not available. In the Türkiye context, we expect significant 

differences based on region due to underlying socioeconomic differences (Elburz et al., 2022). 

Another limitation of self-reported wellbeing data, which also applies to the current study, is 

that most wellbeing measures are developed in Western, English-speaking countries and then 

translated to non-Western contexts, so it is possible that certain constructs were not 

interpreted/understood in the expected ways (Cowden et al., 2025a). Although cognitive 

interviews and pilot testing were conducted in Türkiye before the formal full Turkish sample 
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data collection, this may not address all challenges when translating survey items (Johnson et al., 

2023). For example, some of the untranslatable words of wellbeing (Lomas, 2016) exist in the 

Turkish language (e.g., keyif), but they were not captured in the current wellbeing measures. Or 

the concept of love, for instance, is expressed in two distinct words/concepts (i.e., sevgi, aşk). 

Furthermore, there might be cultural variation in reporting wellbeing, for instance, in how 

numbers are interpreted in the survey. For example, it is possible that Türkiye respondents are 

more comfortable reporting negative experiences, which may affect the comparability of their 

scores with those of other nations. Responses could also be impacted by memory bias due to 

major events, such as recent earthquakes in Türkiye. While the current analysis focuses on 

comparisons of population averages between countries, future studies can also examine cross-

country differences in the wellbeing of specific groups (e.g., the most impoverished or the richest) 

to understand country-level differences in wellbeing. These studies can also compare the 

wellbeing of nations in times of crisis (e.g., pandemics, war). 

Finally, given the cross-sectional data, it is difficult to determine the reasons for group 

differences, as well as any transient trends that can be attributed to recent events. Note that some 

of these outcomes could be linked to the childhood environment in which residents grow up in, 

which can significantly shape wellbeing in adulthood as shown in studies using the GFS data 

(Lomas et al, 2025c, Lomas et al, 2025d, Macchia et al., 2025), suggesting that rather than recent 

events, wellbeing outcomes could also be shaped by historical events that the residents of Türkiye 

have experienced. Longitudinal studies or repeated cross-sectional assessments can shed light on 

some of these considerations. Methodologically, in addition to quantitative research efforts, a 

mixed-methods approach can enrich the data by providing qualitative explorations of the needs 

of particular groups within Türkiye, which can support the implementation of tailored policies 

and interventions aimed at enhancing flourishing.  

 

4.4 Conclusion 

Assessments of flourishing provide a comprehensive understanding of wellbeing, shedding light 

on what contributes to a good life for individuals and the broader context in which they live. As 

we work towards building a robust science of flourishing that uncovers universal principles as 

well as culturally specific insights, it becomes particularly important to understand how well 

people are doing in non-Western and socioeconomically developing areas of the world that are 

not often represented in prior research (Wong & Cowden, 2022). The current research addresses 

this knowledge gap by presenting a comprehensive assessment of flourishing in Türkiye, 

covering 69 indicators, including cross-national comparisons across 22 countries. As an 

economically developing country that has relatively recently gone through rapid modernization, 

with experiences of frequent socioeconomic and environmental crises, and a rich cultural 

heritage, Türkiye presents a unique context to understand the determinants and correlates of 

wellbeing. Our findings highlight enduring divides in sociocultural norms and lifestyles that 

have historically shaped the country. They also reveal a crisis of wellbeing among the youth who 

are increasingly unsatisfied with the societal context – a pattern mirrored in the groups with 

higher education – while older adults and those with high religious service attendance enjoy 

higher wellbeing. Our results also highlight that Türkiye had some of the lowest wellbeing scores 

compared to the full cross-country sample in Wave 1 of the GFS, further pointing to the 

importance of gaining a deeper understanding of Türkiye’s overall wellbeing and the need to 
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identify policies and practices that can enhance flourishing across all sociodemographic groups. 

Our research reveals many insights that warrant further exploration in future studies, including 

the need to uncover the factors tied to lower wellbeing in Türkiye when compared to other 

countries, and to explore regional variation in wellbeing outcomes, intersectional patterns across 

sociodemographic factors (e.g., women with high vs. low education, divorced men), and the 

wellbeing of ethnic/religious minorities (e.g., Armenians, Jews, Christians). The 

multidimensional insights gained from this study can help shape policies that foster inclusive 

and sustainable wellbeing for all in the country. 
 

 

Authors 

Ayse Yemiscigil 

Fordham University, Gabelli School of Business 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1032-2412 

ayemiscigil@fordham.edu 

 

Ayse Burcin Baskurt 

University of East London, Department of Psychology and Human Development 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5123-1568 

 

Ahmet Atil Asici 

Istanbul Technical University 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5067-6143 

 

Brendan Case 

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4277-8075 

 

Richard G. Cowden  

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9027-4253  

 

Ying Chen  

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4780-4642  
 

Tim Lomas 

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health 

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9458-6185  
 

R. Noah Padgett 

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9114-3896  

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1032-2412
mailto:fernanda.ortega@global-solutions-initiative.org
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5123-1568
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5067-6143
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4277-8075
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9027-4253
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4780-4642
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9458-6185
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9114-3896


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    24 

Byron R. Johnson 

Institute for Studies of Religion, Baylor University 

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3337-3810  
 

Tyler J. VanderWeele 

Human Flourishing Program, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University 

Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6112-0239  
 

Author Contribution Statement 

Yemiscigil: Conceptualization, Analysis, Writing - Review & editing. Baskurt: Conceptualization, Analysis, 

Writing - Review & editing. Asici: Analysis, Writing - Review & editing. Case: Conceptualization, Writing 

- Review & editing. Cowden: Writing - Review & editing. Chen: Writing-Review & editing. Lomas: 

Conceptualization, Writing - Review & editing. Padgett: Methodology, Formal analysis, Data curation, 

Visualization, Writing - Review & editing. Johnson: Conceptualization, Methodology, Funding acquisition, 

Supervision, Writing - Review & editing. VanderWeele: Conceptualization, Methodology, Funding 

acquisition, Supervision, Writing - Review & editing. 

 

Funding 

The Global Flourishing Study was supported by funding from the John Templeton Foundation (grant 

#61665), Templeton Religion Trust (#1308), Templeton World Charity Foundation (#0605), Well-Being for 

Planet Earth Foundation, Fetzer Institute (#4354), Well Being Trust, Paul L. Foster Family Foundation, and 

the David and Carol Myers Foundation. 

 

Conflict of interest statement 

Tyler J. VanderWeele reports consulting fees from Gloo Inc., along with shared revenue received by 

Harvard University in its license agreement with Gloo Inc. according to the University IP policy. Other 

authors declare no competing interests. 

 

Ethical approval 

This project was ruled exempt by the Baylor University Institutional Review Board (#1841317-2). All 

personally identifiable information was removed from the data used in this study by Gallup Inc. 

Institutional Review Board approval for all data collection activities was obtained by Gallup Inc. 

 

AI statement 

During the preparation of this manuscript, the authors used AI-assisted copy editing to enhance readability 

and to ensure the text is free of grammatical and spelling errors. The authors take full responsibility for the 

accuracy, integrity, and originality of the work. 

 

Data availability statement 

The data that support the findings of this article are openly available on the Open Science Framework and 

in the Supplementary Materials. The specific dataset used was Wave 1 non-sensitive global data available 

from February 2024 to March 2026 via preregistration and publicly available thereafter 

(https://www.cos.io/gfs-access-data). 

 

 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3337-3810
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6112-0239
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cos.io%2Fgfs-access-data&data=05%7C02%7Cnora.hanssonbittar%40hhs.se%7C48ac58db5a504aaef7bc08de3f50d987%7Cbb8ce15bd4e14149ad64662d32c03d02%7C0%7C0%7C639017813657662640%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ztiQTkj6rCoh0K3BzKw9wAi8ks3CDglPtuIjUbI%2BD7E%3D&reserved=0


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    25 

Acknowledgements 

We express our deep appreciation for insightful comments by Rolf Langhammer and Sean Clearly. We 

thank Alexander Peckham and Evan Gilmer for research assistance.  

 

Publishing Timeline 

Received 7 September 2025 

Revised version received 25 November 2025 

Accepted 31 December 2025 

Published 3 February 2026 

Republished 5 February 2026 (a few typos corrected) 

 

References 

Aydinli, A., Bender, M., & Chasiotis, A. (2013). Helping and volunteering across cultures: Determinants 

of prosocial behavior. Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 5(3), 1–27. 

https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1118 

Balboni, T. A., VanderWeele, T. J., Doan-Soares, S. D., Long, K. N. G., Ferrell, B. R., Fitchett, G., Koenig, H. 

G., Bain, P. A., Puchalski, C., Steinhauser, K. E., Sulmasy, D. P., & Koh, H. K. (2022). Spirituality in 

serious illness and health. JAMA, 328(2), 184–197. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2022.11882 

Bencsik, P., & Chuluun, T. (2019). Comparative wellbeing of the self-employed and paid employees in the 

USA. Small Business Economics, 56, 355–384. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00221-1 

Bolat, A., & Beylik, U. (2024). Türkiye’s global burden of disease and health policy priorities. Health Care 

Academician Journal, 11(3), 358–365. https://doi.org/10.52880/sagakaderg.1484357 

Bulus, G. (2020). Growth-maximizing public debt in Turkey: An empirical investigation. Economics and 

Business Review, 6(3), 68–87. https://doi.org/10.18559/ebr.2020.3.4 

Caner, A. (2015). Happiness, comparison effects, and expectations in Turkey. Journal of Happiness Studies, 

16, 1323–1345. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9562-z 

Canpolat, Ş., & Taştı, E. (2022). The change in the active ageing index in Türkiye in the 2008–2020 period: 

A comparative analysis with EU countries. Sosyal Politika Çalışmaları Dergisi, 22(56), 443–449. 

https://doi.org/10.21560/spcd.vi.1074414 

Case, B., Counted, V., Ritchie-Dunham, J., Cowden, R., Gibson, C., Koga, H., Lomas, T., & Padgett, N. 

(2023). Beyond a single story: The heterogeneity of human flourishing in 22 countries. International 

Journal of Wellbeing, 13(4), 1–35. https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v13i4.3555 

Case, B., English, C., Lomas, T., Ritter, Z., Watters, S., Johnson, B., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025). A 

compendium of Global Flourishing Study translations. Gallup Press. 

Cevik, S. A. V. A. Ş., & Tasar, M. O. (2016). Urban-rural differences in subjective wellbeing: Turkey. 

Annals of Warsaw University of Life Sciences-SGGW. Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, 37. 

https://agro.icm.edu.pl/agro/element/bwmeta1.element.agro-60f569eb-3534-4ac4-b3c9-4ae23a2d53d1 

Chen, Y., Cowden, R. G., Fulks, J., Plake, J. F., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2022). National data on age gradients 

in wellbeing among US adults. JAMA Psychiatry, 79(10), 1046–1047. 

https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2022.2473 

Chen, Y., Mathur, M. B., Case, B. W., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2023). Marital transitions during earlier 

adulthood and subsequent health and well-being in mid- to late-life among female nurses: An 

outcome-wide analysis. Global Epidemiology, 5, 100099. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloepi.2023.100099 

Çomaklı Duvar, N., Kabakuş, A. K., İyit, N., & Alkan, Ö. (2025). A study on the determination of the 

factors affecting the happiness levels of older individuals during the COVID-19 pandemic in Turkish 

society. PLOS ONE, 20(1), Article e0316000. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0316000 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1118
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2022.11882
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00221-1
https://doi.org/10.52880/sagakaderg.1484357
https://doi.org/10.18559/ebr.2020.3.4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9562-z
https://doi.org/10.21560/spcd.vi.1074414
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v13i4.3555
https://agro.icm.edu.pl/agro/element/bwmeta1.element.agro-60f569eb-3534-4ac4-b3c9-4ae23a2d53d1
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2022.2473
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0316000


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    26 

Conversano, C., Rotondo, A., Lensi, E., Della Vista, O., Arpone, F., & Reda, M. (2010). Optimism and its 

impact on mental and physical wellbeing. Clinical Practice and Epidemiology in Mental Health, 6, 25–29. 

https://doi.org/10.2174/1745017901006010025 

Cowden, R. G., Skinstad, D., Lomas, T., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025a). Measuring wellbeing 

in the Global Flourishing Study: Insights from a cross-national analysis of cognitive interviews from 

22 countries. Quality & Quantity, 59, 575–597. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-024-01947-1.  

Cowden, R. G., Chen, Z. J., Wilkinson, R., Weziak-Bialowolska, D., Breedlove, T., Gundersen, C., Shiba, 

K., Padgett, R. N., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025b). A cross-national analysis of 

sociodemographic variation in suffering across 22 countries. Communications Medicine, 5(1), 144. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s43856-025-00859-x 

Cowden, R. G., Worthington, E. L., Jr., Chung, C. A., De Kock, J. H., Weziak-Bialowolska, D., Yancey, G., 

... & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025c). Sociodemographic variation in dispositional forgivingness: A cross-

national analysis with 22 countries. Scientific Reports, 15(1), 12144. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-

82502-8  

Crabtree, S., English, C., Johnson, B. R., Ritter, Z., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2021). Global Flourishing Study: 

Questionnaire Development Report. Gallup Inc. 

https://hfh.fas.harvard.edu/files/pik/files/globalflourishingstudy_report.pdf 

Crabtree, S., English, C., Johnson, B. R., Ritter, Z., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2024). Global Flourishing Study: 

2024 Questionnaire Development Report (Rep.). Gallup. https://osf.io/y3t6m 

Çarkıt, E. (2024). Decent work among Turkish working adults: A latent profile analysis. Journal of Career 

Assessment. https://doi.org/10.1177/10690727241262324 

Çoksan, S., Kekeli, B., Turgut, B., & Sağdış, E. (2024). Personality traits and common ingroup identity: 

Support for refugee policies among host members. Changing Societies & Personalities, 8(3), 713–735. 

https://doi.org/10.15826/csp.2024.8.3.296 

Dhabhai, K. (2025). Polarization, cleavages, and democratic backsliding: Electoral dynamics in Turkey 

(1990–2023). Stanford University Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law. 

https://cddrl.fsi.stanford.edu/news/polarization-cleavages-and-democratic-backsliding-electoral-

dynamics-turkey-1990-2023 

Güney, E., Aydemir, A., Iyit, N., & Alkan, Ö. (2024). Gender differences in psychological help-seeking 

attitudes: A case in Türkiye. Frontiers in Psychology, 15, Article 1289435. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1289435 

The Economist Intelligence Unit. (2024). 2024 Democracy Index: Economist Intelligence Unit. Retrieved 

July 21, 2025, from https://www.eiu.com/n/campaigns/democracy-index-2024/ 

Elburz, Z., Kourtit, K., & Nijkamp, P. (2022). Wellbeing and geography: Modelling differences in regional 

wellbeing profiles in case of spatial dependence—Evidence from Turkey. Sustainability, 14(24), Article 

16370. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142416370  

Eren, K. A., & Aşıcı, A. A. (2017). The determinants of happiness in Turkey: Evidence from city-level data. 

Journal of Happiness Studies, 18, 647–669. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9746-9 

Eren, K. A., & Aşıcı, A. A. (2018). Subjective wellbeing in an era of relentless growth: The case of Turkey 

between 2004 and 2014. Journal of Happiness Studies, 19, 1347–1371. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-

9876-8 

Eurydice. (2023). Population: Demographics, situation, languages, religions. 

https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-education-systems/turkiye/population-demographic-

situation-languages-and-religions 

Hill, J. (2011). Faith and understanding: Specifying the impact of higher education on religious belief. 

Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 50(3), 533–551. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1468-

5906.2011.01587.X 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://doi.org/10.2174/1745017901006010025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-024-01947-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43856-025-00859-x
https://hfh.fas.harvard.edu/files/pik/files/globalflourishingstudy_report.pdf
https://osf.io/y3t6m
https://doi.org/10.1177/10690727241262324
https://doi.org/10.15826/csp.2024.8.3.296
https://cddrl.fsi.stanford.edu/news/polarization-cleavages-and-democratic-backsliding-electoral-dynamics-turkey-1990-2023
https://cddrl.fsi.stanford.edu/news/polarization-cleavages-and-democratic-backsliding-electoral-dynamics-turkey-1990-2023
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1289435
https://www.eiu.com/n/campaigns/democracy-index-2024/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9746-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-9876-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-9876-8
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-education-systems/turkiye/population-demographic-situation-languages-and-religions
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-education-systems/turkiye/population-demographic-situation-languages-and-religions
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1468-5906.2011.01587.X
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1468-5906.2011.01587.X


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    27 

Höltge, J., Cowden, R. G., Lee, M. T., Bechara, A. O., Joynt, S., Mooney, K. D., McNeely, E., Weziak-

Bialowolska, D., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2023). A systems perspective on human flourishing: Exploring 

cross-country similarities and differences of a multisystemic flourishing network. The Journal of 

Positive Psychology, 18(5), 695–710. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2022.2084785 

Huang, L., Xu, J., Zhao, M. Y., Hou, H., Jarden, A., Case, B., Lomas, T., Padgett, R. N., Johnson, B. R., & 

VanderWeele, T. J. (2025). Flourishing in Hong Kong (China). International Journal of Wellbeing, 15(1), 

3197. https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v15i1.3197 

International Monetary Fund. (2023). Central Government Debt. 

https://www.imf.org/external/datamapper 

Johnson, K., & Jennison, K. (1992). The drinking-smoking syndrome and social context. The International 

Journal of the Addictions, 27(7), 749–792. https://doi.org/10.3109/10826089209068767 

Johnson, K. A., Moon, J. W., VanderWeele, T. J., Schnitker, S., & Johnson, B. R. (2023). Assessing religion 

and spirituality in a cross-cultural sample: Development of religion and spirituality items for the 

Global Flourishing Study. Religion, Brain & Behavior, 14(4), 345–358. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/2153599X.2217245 

Johnson, B. R., Ritter, Z., Fogleman, A., Markham, L., Stankov, T., Srinivasan, R., Honohan, J., Ripley, A., 

Philips, T., Wang, H., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2024). The Global Flourishing Study [Preprint]. OSF. 

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3JTZ8 

Jorm, A. F., & Ryan, S. M. (2014). Cross-national and historical differences in subjective wellbeing. 

International Journal of Epidemiology, 43(2), 330–340. https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyt188 

Joshanloo, M. (2014). Eastern conceptualizations of happiness: Fundamental differences with western 

views. Journal of Happiness Studies, 15, 475–493. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9431-1 

Kagitcibasi, C., & Ataca, B. (2005). Value of children and family change: A three-decade portrait from 

Turkey. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 54(3), 317–337. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-

0597.2005.00213.x 

Kaplan, V., Alkasaby, M., Düken, M., Kaçkin, Ö., & Riad, A. (2024). The impact of earthquakes on 

women: Assessing women’s mental health in aftermath of the Kahramanmaraş-centred earthquake in 

Türkiye. Journal of Public Health, 46(3), e510–e519. https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdae059 

Karaman, İ. (2021). Completed suicide and gender equality: Sex and age specific five-year data from 

Turkey. European Psychiatry, 64, S834. https://doi.org/10.1192/j.eurpsy.2021.2203 

Karabulut, E., Çayköylü, A., & Özkan, B. (2024). Community mental health in Türkiye and Europe: Data 

and influencing factors. Current Approaches in Psychiatry, 16(4), 673–682. 

https://doi.org/10.18863/pgy.1392348 

Kaya, A. (2023). The world’s leading refugee host, Turkey has a complex migration history. Migration 

Policy Institute. https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/turkey-migration-history 

Kern, M. L., Williams, P., Spong, C., Colla, R., Sharma, K., Downie, A., & Oades, L. G. (2020). Systems 

informed positive psychology. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 15(6), 705–715. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2019.1639799 

Krzyżanowska, Z. (2024). Turkey: A looming demographic crisis. Centre for Eastern Studies. 

https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-commentary/2024-08-07/turkey-a-looming-

demographic-crisis 

Konrad Adenauer Stiftung. (2021). Turkish Youth 2021. https://www.kas.de/en/web/tuerkei/single-title/-

/content/turkish-youth-2021-1 

Kose, T. (2020). Gender, income and mental health: The Turkish case. PLoS ONE, 15. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232344 

Kurt, G., Ekhtiari, M., Ventevogel, P., Erşahin, M., Ilkkursun, Z., Akbiyik, N., & Acarturk, C. (2023). 

Sociocultural integration of Afghan refugees in Türkiye: The role of traumatic events, post-

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2022.2084785
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v15i1.3197
https://www.imf.org/external/datamapper
https://doi.org/10.3109/10826089209068767
https://doi.org/10.1080/2153599X.2217245
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3JTZ8
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyt188
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9431-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00213.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00213.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdae059
https://doi.org/10.1192/j.eurpsy.2021.2203
https://doi.org/10.18863/pgy.1392348
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/turkey-migration-history
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2019.1639799
https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-commentary/2024-08-07/turkey-a-looming-demographic-crisis
https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-commentary/2024-08-07/turkey-a-looming-demographic-crisis
https://www.kas.de/en/web/tuerkei/single-title/-/content/turkish-youth-2021-1
https://www.kas.de/en/web/tuerkei/single-title/-/content/turkish-youth-2021-1
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232344


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    28 

displacement stressors and mental health. Epidemiology and Psychiatric Sciences, 32. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S204579602300063X 

Lee, M. T., McNeely, E., Weziak-Bialowolska, D., Ryan, K. A., Mooney, K. D., Cowden, R. G., & 

VanderWeele, T. J. (2022). Demographic predictors of complete wellbeing. BMC Public Health, 22, 

1687. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-13769-7 

Lincoln, D., & Kearney, M. (2019). Promoting critical thinking in higher education. Studies in Higher 

Education, 44(5), 799–800. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1586322 

Lomas, T. (2016). Towards a positive cross-cultural lexicography: Enriching our emotional landscape 

through 216 ‘untranslatable’ words pertaining to wellbeing. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 11(5), 

546–558. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1127993 

Lomas, T., Waters, L., Williams, P., Oades, L. G., & Kern, M. I. (2021). Third wave positive psychology: 

Broadening towards complexity. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 16(5), 660–674. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2020.1805501 

Lomas, T., Lai, A., Shiba, K., Diego-Rosell, P., Uchida, Y., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2022). Insights from the 

first global survey of balance and harmony. World Happiness Report, 127–154. 

https://worldhappiness.report/ed/2022/insights-from-the-first-global-survey-of-balance-and-

harmony/ 

Lomas, T., Case, B., Padgett, R. N., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2024). The demographic 

predictors of flourishing: A standardized framework for individual country-specific analyses in the 

Global Flourishing Study [Preprint]. OSF. https://osf.io/7ngc5/ 

Lomas, T., Bradshaw, M., Case, B., Cowden, R. G., Crabtree, S., English, C., Fogleman, A., Johnson, K. A., 

Ritter, Z., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025a). The development of the Global Flourishing 

Study questionnaire: Charting the evolution of a new 109-item inventory of human flourishing. BMC 

Global and Public Health, 3, Article 30. https://doi.org/10.1186/s44263-025-00139-9 

Lomas, T., Padgett, R. N., Case, B., Chen, Y., Cowden, R. G., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025b). 

A country-specific all-outcome approach to the Global Flourishing Study: The origin, aims, and 

process of the country-specific special issue. International Journal of Wellbeing, 15(3). 

https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v15i3.5105 

Lomas, T., Koga, H. K., Padgett, N. P., Pawelski, J. O., Kim, E. S., Makridis, C. A., Gundersen, C., 

Bradshaw, M., Le Pertel, N., Shiba, K., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025c). A cross-national 

analysis of childhood and demographic predictors of life evaluation, life satisfaction, and happiness 

in the Global Flourishing Study. https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-4783710/v1 

Lomas, T., Padgett, R. N., Ritchie-Dunham, J. L., Lee, M. T., Pawelski, J. O., Shiba, K., Johnson, B. R., & 

VanderWeele, T. J. (2025d). A cross-national analysis of the childhood predictors of inner peace in the 

Global Flourishing Study. Scientific Reports. https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/yz6su_v1  

Lumley, T., & Scott, A. (2014). Tests for regression models fitted to survey data. Australian and New 

Zealand Journal of Statistics, 56(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1111/anzs.12065 

Macchia, L., Okafor, E., Breedlove, T., Piper, A., Shiba, K., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025). A 

cross-national analysis of childhood predictors of physical pain. Nature Communications Medicine, 5(1), 

337. https://doi.org/10.1038/s43856-025-00997-2 

Markham, L., Tyner, A., Stankov, T., Wang, H., Call, M., Olson, E. L., Staller, A., Johnson, B. R., Ritter, Z., 

Fogleman, A., Ripley, A., Phillips, T., Srinivasan, R., Honohan, J., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2024). Global 

Flourishing Study: Wave 1 codebook [Preprint]. OSF. https://osf.io/7uj6y/ 

Marks, N. F., & Lambert, J. D. (1998). Marital status continuity and change among young and midlife 

adults: Longitudinal effects on psychological well-being. Journal of Family Issues, 19(6), 652–686. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/019251398019006001 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S204579602300063X
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-13769-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1586322
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2015.1127993
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2020.1805501
https://worldhappiness.report/ed/2022/insights-from-the-first-global-survey-of-balance-and-harmony/
https://worldhappiness.report/ed/2022/insights-from-the-first-global-survey-of-balance-and-harmony/
https://osf.io/7ngc5/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s44263-025-00139-9
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v15i3.5105
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-4783710/v1
https://doi.org/10.1111/anzs.12065
https://osf.io/7uj6y/
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251398019006001


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    29 

McGorry, P., Gunasiri, H., Mei, C., Rice, S., & Gao, C. X. (2025). The youth mental health crisis: Analysis 

and solutions. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 15, Article 1517533. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2024.1517533  

Meadows, D. H. (2008). Thinking in systems: A primer. Chelsea Green Publishing. 

Mencken, F., Smith, B., & Tolbert, C. (2020). Self-employment and civic inclination. Sociological 

Perspectives, 63(5), 719–737. https://doi.org/10.1177/0731121419899386 

OECD Better Life Index. (2020). https://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/countries/Türkiye/ 

Oshio, A., Taku, K., Hirano, M., & Saeed, G. (2018). Resilience and Big Five personality traits: A meta-

analysis. Personality and Individual Differences, 127, 54–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.048 

Padgett, R. N., Bradshaw, M., Chen, Y., Cowden, R. G., Jang, S. J., Kim, E., Shiba, K., Johnson, B. R., & 

VanderWeele, T. J. (2025a). Analytic methodology for demographic variation analyses for wave 1 of 

the Global Flourishing Study. BMC Global Public Health, 3(28), Article 140. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s44263-025-00140-2 

Padgett, R. N., Bradshaw, M., Chen, Y., Jang, S. J., Shiba, K., Johnson, B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2024). 

Global Flourishing Study statistical analyses code [Computer software]. Center for Open Science. 

https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/vbype 

Padgett, R. N., Cowden, R., Chattopadhyay, M., Han, Y., Honohan, J., Ritter, Z., Srinivasan, R., Johnson, 

B. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2025b). Survey sampling design in wave 1 of the Global Flourishing 

Study. The European Journal of Epidemiology, 40(4), 391–406. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10654-024-01167-9 

Park, C. (2005). Religion as a meaning‐making framework in coping with life stress. Journal of Social Issues, 

61(4), 707–729. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00428.x 

Paul, K., & Moser, K. (2009). Unemployment impairs mental health: Meta-analyses. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 74(3), 264–282. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.01.001 

Rajadhyaksha, U., & Baskurt, A. B. (2020). Work-family interface and crossover effects: Exploring for the 

effects of gender. In F. M. Cheung & D. F. Halpern (Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of the International 

Psychology of Women (pp. 329–341). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108561716.028  

Rao, J., & Scott, A. (1984). On chi-squared tests for multiway contingency tables with proportions 

estimated from survey data. Annals of Statistics, 12(1), 46–60. https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176346391  

Ritter, Z., Srinivasan, R., Han, Y., Chattopadhyay, M., Honohan, J., Johnson, B., & VanderWeele, T. J. 

(2024). Global Flourishing Study methodology [Preprint]. OSF. https://osf.io/k2s7u/ 

Rüber, I., & Janmaat, J. (2020). Does participation in adult education increase volunteering? An analysis of 

British longitudinal data. Adult Education Quarterly, 71(1), 55–72. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741713620927348 

Selim, S. (2008). Life satisfaction and happiness in Turkey. Social Indicators Research, 88, 531–562. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-007-9218-z 

Solomon, B. C., Nikolaev, B. N., & Shepherd, D. A. (2021). Does educational attainment promote job 

satisfaction? The bittersweet trade-offs between job resources, demands, and stress. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 107(7), 1227–1241. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000904 

Somer, O., & Goldberg, L. (1999). The structure of Turkish trait-descriptive adjectives. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 76(3), 431–450. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.3.431 

Son, J., & Wilson, J. (2012). Using normative theory to explain the effect of religion and education on 

volunteering. Sociological Perspectives, 55(3), 473–499. https://doi.org/10.1525/sop.2012.55.3.473 

Sterne, J. A. C., White, I. R., Carlin, J. B., Spratt, M., Royston, P., Kenward, M. G., Wood, A. M., & 

Carpenter, J. R. (2009). Multiple imputation for missing data in epidemiological and clinical research: 

Potential and pitfalls. BMJ, 338, b2393. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b2393 

Tirgil, A., & Aygun, A. (2021). Mental health determinants in Turkey: Investigating an extensive list of 

variables. İnsan Ve Toplum, 11(2), 47–69. https://doi.org/10.12658/M0618  

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2024.1517533
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731121419899386
https://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/countries/T%C3%BCrkiye/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.048
https://doi.org/10.1186/s44263-025-00140-2
https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/vbype
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10654-024-01167-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00428.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108561716.028
https://osf.io/k2s7u/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741713620927348
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-007-9218-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000904
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.3.431
https://doi.org/10.1525/sop.2012.55.3.473
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b2393


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    30 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2022). Population and housing census, 2021. 

https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Population-and-Housing-Census-2021-45866&dil=2 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2022). Gender statistics 2022. Turkish Statistical Institute. 

https://www.tuik.gov.tr/media/announcements/toplumsal_cinsiyet_istatistikleri.pdf 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2022). Consumer Price Index, June 2022 [Press release]. Turkish Statistical 

Institute. https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Consumer-Price-Index-June-2022-45795 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2022). Consumer Price Index. Accessed October 10, 2022, 

https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Tuketici-Fiyat-Endeksi-Eylul-2022-45798 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2023). Birth Statistics, 2023. https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Birth-

Statistics-2023-53708&dil=2 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2024). Poverty and living conditions index 2024. 

https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Poverty-and-Living-Conditions-Statistics-2024-53714 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2024). The results of address based population registration system, 2023. 

https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=The-Results-of-Address-Based-Population-Registration-

System-2023-49684&dil=2 

Turkish Statistical Institute. (2025, June). Consumer Price Index, June 2025 [Press release]. Turkish 

Statistical Institute. https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Consumer-Price-Index-June-2025-54181 

Tuysuz, S., Baycan, T., & Altuğ, F. (2022). Economic impact of the COVID-19 outbreak in Turkey: 

Analysis of vulnerability and resilience of regions and diversely affected economic sectors. Asia-

Pacific Journal of Regional Science, 6(3), 1133–1158. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41685-022-00255-6 

United Nations. (2025). Ending violence against women and girls. https://eca.unwomen.org/en/where-

we-are/turkey/ending-violence-against-women 

United Nations Population Fund. (2024). 2023 Turkey Youth Survey. 

https://turkiye.unfpa.org/tr/2023_TR_Genclik_Arastirmasi_Nitel_Arastirma 

United Nations Development Programme Türkiye. (2022). Turkey’s gender inequality performance from 

2000 to 2019. https://www.undp.org/Türkiye/publications/raising-bar-turkeys-gender-equality-

performance-2000-2019 

Van Buuren, S. (2023). Flexible imputation of missing data (2nd ed.). https://stefvanbuuren.name/fimd/ 

VanderWeele, T. J. (2017). On the promotion of human flourishing. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences, 114(31), 8148–8156. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1702996114 

VanderWeele, T. J., & Lomas, T. (2023). Terminology and the wellbeing literature. Affective Science, 4(1), 

36–40. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42761-022-00159-4 

VanderWeele, T. J., & Johnson, B. R. (2025a). Why we need to measure flourishing – Lessons from a global 

survey. Nature, 641, 34–36. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-025-01254-1 

VanderWeele, T. J., & Johnson, B. R. (2025b). Multidimensional versus unidimensional approaches to 

well-being. Nature Human Behaviour, 9, 857–863. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02187-5 

VanderWeele, T. J., Johnson, B. R., Bialowolski, P. T., Bonhag, R., Bradshaw, M., Breedlove, T., Case, B., 

Chen, Y., Chen, Z. J., Counted, V., Cowden, R. G., de la Rosa, P. A., Felton, C., Fogleman, A., Gibson, 

C., Grigoropoulou, N., Gundersen, C., Jang, S. J., Johnson, K. A., Kent, B. V., Kim, E. S., Kim, Y. I., 

Koga, H. K., Lee, M. T., Le Pertel, N., Lomas, T., Long, K. N. G., Macchia, L., Makridis, C. A., 

Markham, L., Nakamura, J. S., Norman-Krause, N., Okafor, E. E., Okuzono, S. S., Ouyang, S., Padgett, 

R. N., Paltzer, J., Ritchie-Dunham, J. L., Ritter, Z., Shiba, K., Srinivasan, R., Ssozi, J., Weziak-

Bialowolska, D., Wilkinson, R., Woodberry, R. D., Wortham, J., & Yancey, G. (2025c). The Global 

Flourishing Study: Study profile and initial results on flourishing. Nature Mental Health, 3(6), 636–653. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-025-00423-5 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Population-and-Housing-Census-2021-45866&dil=2
https://www.tuik.gov.tr/media/announcements/toplumsal_cinsiyet_istatistikleri.pdf
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Consumer-Price-Index-June-2022-45795
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Tuketici-Fiyat-Endeksi-Eylul-2022-45798
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Birth-Statistics-2023-53708&dil=2
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Birth-Statistics-2023-53708&dil=2
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Poverty-and-Living-Conditions-Statistics-2024-53714
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=The-Results-of-Address-Based-Population-Registration-System-2023-49684&dil=2
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=The-Results-of-Address-Based-Population-Registration-System-2023-49684&dil=2
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Consumer-Price-Index-June-2025-54181
https://eca.unwomen.org/en/where-we-are/turkey/ending-violence-against-women
https://eca.unwomen.org/en/where-we-are/turkey/ending-violence-against-women
https://turkiye.unfpa.org/tr/2023_TR_Genclik_Arastirmasi_Nitel_Arastirma
https://www.undp.org/T%C3%BCrkiye/publications/raising-bar-turkeys-gender-equality-performance-2000-2019
https://www.undp.org/T%C3%BCrkiye/publications/raising-bar-turkeys-gender-equality-performance-2000-2019
https://stefvanbuuren.name/fimd/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1702996114
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42761-022-00159-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-025-01254-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02187-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-025-00423-5


  Flourishing in Türkiye 

 Yemiscigil et al. 

 

  
         www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org    31 

Weber, M., Schulze, L., Bolzenkötter, T., Niemeyer, H., & Renneberg, B. (2022). Mental health and 

loneliness in university students during the COVID-19 pandemic in Germany: A longitudinal study. 

Frontiers in Psychiatry, 13, Article 848645. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2022.848645 

Wong, P. T. P., & Cowden, R. G. (2022). Accelerating the science and practice of psychology beyond 

WEIRD biases: Enriching the landscape through Asian psychology. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, Article 

1054519. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1054519 

World Bank. (2024). Turkey overview. https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/turkey/overview 

World Happiness Report. (2025). https://data.worldhappiness.report/table 

World Economic Forum. (2022). Global Gender Gap Report. 

https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GGGR_2022.pdf 

Yancey, G., Grigoropoulou, N., Emerson, M., VanderWeele, T. J., & Johnson, B. R. (2025). Discrimination 

(demographics) [Preprint]. OSF. https://osf.io/kb6yx 

Yemiscigil, A., Whillans, A., & Powdthavee, N. (2021). The effects of retirement on sense of purpose in 

life: Crisis or opportunity? Psychological Science, 32(11), 1856–1864. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976211024248 

Yücel, A., Gümüşdağ, H., Özpınar, S., Abay, P., Derman, S., & Korkmaz, M. (2023). The impact of 

physical inactivity and obesity on health expenditures in Türkiye. International Refereed Academic 

Journal of Sports, Health and Medical Sciences, 49, 1–27. https://doi.org/10.17363/sstb.2023/abcd89/.49.1 

http://www.internationaljournalofwellbeing.org/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2022.848645
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1054519
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/turkey/overview
https://data.worldhappiness.report/table
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GGGR_2022.pdf
https://osf.io/kb6yx
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976211024248
https://doi.org/10.17363/sstb.2023/abcd89/.49.1

