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Abstract

Nowadays the clarifi cation of the issues concerning subjective quality of life (QoL) enjoys 
a priority both in the dialogue between academic workshops and in political quarters re-
sponsible for the general state of society. The researchers – let them be the representatives of 
philosophy, psychology, sociology, geography or economics – are keen on fi nding the paths 
towards the sources of happiness, the ways to achieve subjective well-being, whilst the 
politicians are eager to trace what could be done in this sense by the power. There has been 
a wealth of literature on the relationship between the achievement of overall life satisfaction 
and sustainability of political power, notwithstanding only minor emphasis was put on the 
travelling behaviour of population as a factor of QoL and, consequently, of happiness. The 
governments of bourgeois democracies tend to cherish the sources of happiness stemming 
from leisure time spending – driven not so much by the desire to extend their power in 
time, rather prompted by moral responsibility for the well-being of society. Writings on the 
ways how policies might promote leisure time spending with travelling are many, but it is 
hardly known how these eff orts have been able to infl uence subjective QoL.

In Hungary, the National Tourism Development Strategy (2005–2013) att ributes 
paramount importance to travelling of Hungarian population as one of the means to increase 
QoL – an eff ort unique even in international comparison. To att ain the objectives formulated 
in this document, and in order to yield a profi t for the society, the Tourism Unit of Ministry 
of Local Government and Regional Development (now Ministry of Local Government), 
together with the Hungarian National Tourist Offi  ce and Geographical Research Institute 
Hungarian Academy of Sciences had requested the Hungarian Central Statistical Offi  ce to 
perform a survey on the happiness markers related to travelling behaviour of the country’s 
population. This survey by questionnaires conducted in 11,500 households in the year 2007 
has surfaced relationships between tourism and QoL hardly acknowledged heretofore.

Putt ing the results of the survey considered representative with reference to the 
adult (18+) population of Hungary in the context of Hungarian and international literature, 
the present study provides an assessment of the tables of the data referring to the diff erent 
variables. A special emphasis is addressed to the general linkage between travels and overall 
life satisfaction and to the components of happiness off ered by travelling. 
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Introduction

The fact that changing one’s usual environment helps to satisfy physical needs 
more eff ectively, namely relaxation and nutrition outside of the everyday space 
ensures a more intense regeneration, is among the well-known thesis of tour-
ism sciences (Puczkó, L.–Rátz, T. 1998; Michalkó, G. 2007). But, generally the 
participation in travelling, or the concrete eff ect of a trip on the individual’s 
happiness, is a less known issue. The theoretical outcomes of such an analysis 
result in a valuable knowledge not only for the social sciences, but also for the 
political sphere, as recognizing the importance of the population’s quality of 
life is one of the criteria for modern government (Bianchi, M. 2007). European 
Union institutions emphasise that focusing on quality of life is the responsi-
bility of the government in power (at the time of this study 413 documents of 
the EU operative legislation4 include the term ’quality of life’). In Hungary, 
almost 100 laws or decrees include the term ’quality of life’ in its text. The New 
Hungary Development Plan (NHDP)5 adopted in 2006 refers to the National 
Tourism Development Strategy (NTDS) as a ’benefi cial’ sector document. The 
NTDS is a strongly quality of life oriented strategy. All these point out that 
tourism has passed the one-sided focus of its economic and regional develop-
ment function, because by now the Hungarian politicians have recognized the 
importance of its social role. Nevertheless, exploitation of the opportunities 
regarding development of quality of life still needs substantial research focus-
ing on the cohesion of travelling and happiness. 

Although studies focusing on quality of life date back for a long time 
also in Hungary (Hankiss, E.–Manchin, Gy. 1976), academic tourism profes-
sionals has begun to recognize its opportunities only at the beginning of the 21st 

century (Kovács, B.–Michalkó, G.–Horkay, N. 2007; Michalkó, G.–Lőrincz, K. 
2007). Besides the lack of the theoretical background, the one-sided statistical 
data collection, namely the demand/turnover oriented approach limited the 
launch of such a study. As of 2004, the results of the survey about the travel-
ling habits of the Hungarian population conducted by the Hungarian Central 
Statistical Offi  ce (HCSO) provided more information about the relationship 
between tourism and quality of life. As a result of the interest from the political 
sphere and the academic circles, the cohesion between the travelling habits 
and the happiness in connection with it was analysed for the fi st time in 2007 
where the sample was representative to the Hungarian adult (18+) population. 
The HCSO included a short questionnaire in the 2007 data collection, devel-
oped by a professional team included the Tourism Unit of Ministry of Local 
Government and Regional Development (now Ministry of Local Government), 
4 htt p://eur-lex.europa.eu/ download: 6 March 2008.
5 1103/2006. (X. 30.) Government Order about the adoption of the New Hungary 

Development Plan.
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the Hungarian National Tourist Offi  ce and the Geographical Research Institute 
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. The questions intended to trace the 
relationship between tourism and quality of life from three diff erent aspects: 
fi rstly travelling as source of happiness, secondly eff ect of travelling to the 
quality of life, and thirdly subjective refl ection at the destination. 

The present study is a pioneer initiative in Hungary, it intends to ana-
lyse the correlation between travelling and happiness using a representative 
sample. This allows to point out the eff ect of household’s size, education, age, 
income level and travelling habits/participation in tourism on the subjective 
QoL. This paper does not include the role of tourism at the destination, namely 
its local eff ects. 

Eff ect of tourism on the subjective quality of life 

Although wealth, position in the power hierarchy and the social status are 
the charismatic symbols of happiness in the developed world, the psychology 
considers the control over the consciousness as the base for the individual’s 
quality of life, henceforward (Csíkszentmihályi, M. 2001). First of all, it is up 
to the individual how to appreciate the life, whether to feel satisfaction or not, 
so happiness derives from internal harmony. Csíkszentmihályi, M. (2001:77) 
points out in his fl ow analyses that ’In order to improve our life, we should 
improve our experiences’. Tourism is a typical activity where travellers expe-
rience a so called fl ow. This means they become active in leading their deeds, 
their feeling becomes a milestone of the experience. The perfect experience 
originated from the objective, preparation, energy input and concentration can 
be relieved during other trips which are expressed by the defi nition of life sat-
isfaction, as Veenhoven, R. (2003) puts, it leads to the awareness of happiness. 
As tourism trips lead far away from spaces of everyday life, the exclusion of 
the factors disturbing consciousness and of everyday life impulses contributes 
to the relaxation, to the participation in the activity or to re-experiencing it. 

The fl ow experience fulfi lled by travelling can be reached both by 
leisure and business tourism. Meanwhile leisure tourists seek the empirical 
experiences in connection with the desired att raction, in the case of business 
trips, the fulfi lment of professional success generates the fl ow itself reached on 
the way to it. Travelling needs a comprehensive preparation including defi n-
ing the motivation, choosing the destination, ensuring the expenditure and 
organization (Mäser, B.–Weiermair, K. 1998; Bieger, T.–Laesser, Ch. 2004). 
This allows defi ning tourism as a fl ow stimulating activity. The experience of 
standing before a worldwide known painting far from home fulfi lling thereby 
a dream, or chatt ing aft er one’s presentation at an international conference, 
all these need a signifi cant input. Therefore the achievement induces happy 
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moments. These moments, alone themselves or together as a trip, can lead to 
life satisfaction. 

Although tourism has been dedicated a core role in studies aimed at 
quality of life (Csíkszentmihályi, M. 1998; Neal, J. et al. 1999), academics has 
paid less att ention to the eff ects of spending leisure time by travelling. The 
reason behind this can be explained by the late recognition of the correlation 
between tourism and life satisfaction among academics, as at the beginning 
of the studies on subjective quality of life, travelling was not included among 
the measured factors of value hierarchy (Neal, J. et al. 2007; Royo, M. 2007). In 
QoL studies starting in the 1960–70s, tourism had no separate image, although 
the number of international tourist arrivals reached 100 million by that time 
(WTO 2003). Freedom, the acquitt ance of work limitations naturally had a 
key role in diff erent satisfaction models, but travelling became a signifi cant 
segment of leisure time spending only later on. Its function was not so char-
acteristic like today when the number of international tourist arrivals con-
verges to one billion (Neal, J. et al. 2004). The role of tourism in life satisfaction 
studies is highlighted by the fact that the internationally most acknowledged 
expert in happiness studies, Ruut Veenhoven’s reference database contains 
only one study6 dealing with tourism. Meanwhile since the beginning of the 
1990s, international bibliography has referred continuously to studies dealing 
with diff erent aspects of the correlation between tourism and the subjective 
QoL (Dobos, J.–Jeffres, L. 1993; Richards, G. 1999). The same cannot be said 
about the Hungarian professionals who ignored the topic. This is mainly due 
to the fact that basic research of life satisfaction in Hungary belongs to the 
competence of sociology which pays less att ention to tourism. Meanwhile 
the ’Hungarostudy’ research series of Maria Kopp tries to approach QoL as 
complex as possible, it hardly recognises the eff ect of tourism to the increase 
of happiness. This can be explained by the study’s orientation towards health 
sciences (Kopp, M.–Pikó, B. 2006). 

Although tourism has got no lead in any international research on 
QoL, the factors which are monitored in most of the life satisfaction studies, 
are strongly interrelated with travelling (Fekete, Zs. 2006; Brülde, B. 2007). In 
Rahman’s model, health, family, friends and work are in the focus, all of them 
– even to a diff erent extent – are important motivations for travelling (Kovács, 
B.–Michalkó, G.–Horkay, N. 2007). All these lead to health tourism, VFR (visit-
ing friends and relatives) or business tourism. In order to preserve health, to 
maintain social relationships, to be successful in the professional life/work, 
people oft en leave their usual place of living, so travelling contributes to life 
satisfaction. According to the results of the research led by Ágnes Utasi (2006), 
more elements of the subjective well-being, as one of the att ributes of quality 

6 htt p://worlddatabaseofh appiness.eur.nl Download: 8 March 2008. 
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life, can be linked to tourism. Although individual surveys do not highlight 
the role of travelling in forming social and transcendent relations, according 
the program’s hypotheses, travelling has a signifi cant role in developing safety 
satisfaction factors like familiar relationships, public life or religion. 

Approaching from the point of view of the bibliography analysing 
subjective QoL, well-being materialised in travelling can be observed both 
in the activity itself, so in the satisfaction of the motivation and in the eve-
ryday life’s infl uence (Perdue, R. et al. 1999; Jurowski, C.–Brown, D. 2001; 
Gilbert, D.–Abdullah, J. 2002). For most of the travellers, tourism is a useful 
and pleasant activity as it generates agreeable episodes of leisure time spend-
ing. Travelling is good. Considering that travelling has a motivation, and that 
the traveller prepares the trip himself or with the help of a professional travel 
organizer, tourism is mostly a successful activity. So, besides gett ing away from 
the everyday environment, self-justifi cation, pleasure generated by the satis-
faction of needs, tourism mobility also includes the usefulness, as travelling 
proceeds have their benefi ts in everyday life (e.g. education/new knowledge, 
new relationships, physical relaxation etc.). 

The measurement of subjective quality of life is one of the most dif-
fi cult areas of social sciences (Babbie, E. 1999). The commission of the political 
sphere motivates researchers to ’bomb’ the society with surveys using diff er-
ent scales of satisfaction, in spite of acknowledging the methodological dif-
fi culties of the topic (Ferreri-Carbonell, A.–Frĳ ters, P. 2004; Gebauer Gy. 
2007). Meanwhile some professionals intend to approach subjective QoL by 
so called substitute (proxy) indicators, most of the academics agree that one 
cannot judge one’s well-being based on an outsider’s observation (Hegedűs, 
R. 2001; Szabó, L. 2003). Participation in tourism is a typical example for the 
acknowledgement of a gap in using a substitute indicator. Namely, travelling 
to a funeral of a relative living in the countryside does not increase quality of 
life, so the number of trips taken cannot lead to conclusions about one’s well-
being. Even though there are researchers who question the feasibility of the 
measurement of happiness (Griffin, J. 2007), it does have a place among social 
indicators if the monitoring of the subjective QoL presumes the norms, takes 
into account the temporal comparability, and includes substantive questions 
(Lengyel, L. 2002). 

Compared with general happiness research, the studies aimed at the 
correlation between tourism and subjective QoL have not enriched much the 
bibliography about the methodology. In most cases, att itudes toward travel-
ling, correlation between tourism activities and satisfaction and monitoring of 
tourism’s eff ect to one’s life are in the focus of analysis about tourism mobility 
and happiness (Pomfret, G. 2006; Andereck, K. et al. 2007). And, in none of 
the studies has been included a survey representative to the population of a 
country. 
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Role of Hungarian population’s travelling in happiness generation

Participation of the Hungarian population in tourism 

Travelling is part of leisure time culture of the Hungarian population, tour-
ism can be defi ned as part of the life both among people grown-up/socialised 
in the Kádár-system/socialism and among the generation following them 
(Czeglédi, J. 1982; Lengyel, L. 1988, 2004). Commissioned by the Hungarian 
National Tourist Offi  ce, the research group in M.Á.S.T. (Market and Public 
Opinion Poll Company) has been carrying out survey about the travelling 
habits of the Hungarian population as of 2003. Using the same methodology 
since then, it enables comparison between time-series, and the 1,000 persons 
sample is representative to the adult (18+ years old) Hungarian population 
by place of residence, gender and age. According to the research results, the 
Hungarian population actively participates both in domestic and outbound 
tourism. Between 2003 and 2006, 61–72% of the households had taken a one-
day trip, meanwhile 61–62% was the share of households taking an overnight 
trip. Reasons for non-travelling are mainly economic situation, health concerns 
and lack of time (M.Á.S.T. 2007). The tourism motivation, and the activities 
generated by it come to life in relaxation, in visiting friends and relatives and 
in beach/waterside tourism, namely they appear on the physiological level 
and on the level of social relations of the hierarchy by Maslow, A. As the sat-
isfaction of the basic and the growing needs also play a role in life satisfaction 
(Maslow, A. 2003), gett ing out of the everyday environment by travelling can 
contribute to the increase of happiness of the Hungarian population. This leads 
to the conclusion that people who travel are happier than non-travellers. 

Methodology 

In line with the National Tourism Development Strategy (2005–2013) and in 
order to fulfi l the policy’s requirements regarding quality of life, the Tour-
ism Unit of Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development (now 
Ministry of Local Government), together with the Hungarian National Tourist 
Offi  ce and the Geographical Research Institute Hungarian Academy of Sci-
ences defi ned the issues seeking the primary correlation between tourism and 
life satisfaction7. Aft er consulting the international and available in Hungary 
literature, three themes had been highlighted: fi rstly general life satisfaction, 
7 Parallel, the Tourism Unit of the Ministry of Local Government began to develop the 

Tourismspecifi c Life Satisfaction Index (in Hungarian TÉMI). In order to monitor the 
theoretical frameworks and to develop the methodology, it has commissioned the preparation 
of an internationally pioneer study to a consortium led by company Xellum Ltd. 
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secondly the role of travelling in happiness generation, thirdly tourism as an 
activity infl uencing economic, social and natural environment. The questions 
defi ned by the expert team were included in the survey about the travelling 
habits of the Hungarian population conducted by the Hungarian Central 
Statistical Offi  ce. The results of the survey conducted in 11,500 households 
in 2007 are representative to the Hungarian adult (18+) population. In this 
paper, the general life satisfaction and the symbiosis of travelling is analysed 
by household’s size, age, education, income level and participation in tour-
ism/number of trips taken. 

Results 

Travelling as a factor of happiness 

The analysis of the Hungarian population’s life satisfaction shows a general 
average of a more positive than unconcerned state of 3.32 (1 to 5 scale where 
1 is not happy at all, 5 is very happy) (Table 1). Happiness is infl uenced sig-
nifi cantly by age, education, income level, and participation in tourism, mean-
while household’s size has a limited eff ect.

The bigger the household is, the happier is the individual. The hap-
piness value is 2.88 in single households, 3.50 in households with 4 persons, 
meanwhile in households with 5 or more persons, the happiness value is some-
how lower (3.47). The value of life satisfaction shows a signifi cant decrease 
with the age of the respondent. Meanwhile happiness value is 3.67 among 
the 18–24 years old, the same value is 2.89 among 65+ years old people. Also 
education has an important role in life satisfaction. Respondents without pri-
mary education are much less happier (2.84) than people with a degree (3.86). 
Polarization regarding income level shows the biggest diff erence in happiness 
value. Meanwhile people who consider their income level very low have a hap-
piness value of 2.80, people in the highest income category have a value of 3.93 
(Hungarian population proves the controversial axiom that money does not 
make happy, as money has proved to be of primary importance in the evalu-
ation of life satisfaction). Also travelling contributes to life satisfaction. The 
more trips are taken, the happier is the individual. Those who did not take any 
trip in 2007, enjoy a happiness value of 3.05, meanwhile the same ratio is 3.73 
among those who had taken at least 4 trips during the period in concern. 

Although the Hungarian population is actively involved both in do-
mestic and outbound tourism, the interviewees rated the importance of travel-
ling in their own life at 2.53 on average (1 to 5 scale where 1 = no role at all, 5 = 
very important role) (Table 1). Thus a conclusion could be drawn that tourism 
mobility does not play an especially important part in the value hierarchy of 
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Table 1. Image of happiness among the Hungarian population, 2007 (n=11,500)

Factor Life satisfaction* Role of travelling in 
satisfaction**

Role of travelling in 
life***

Household’s size 
1 Person
2 Persons
3 Persons
4 Persons
5+ Persons 

2.85
3.22
3.42
3.50
3.47

3.14
3.38
3.55
3.69
3.49

2.07
2.41
2.66
2.82
2.48

Age 
18–24
25–44
45–64
65+

3.67
3.55
3.20
2.89

3.86
3.66
3.41
3.01

2.99
2.79
2.48
1.87

Education
No education
Primary 
Secondary 
Degree

2.84
3.02
3.43
3.68

2.94
3.21
3.58
3.78

1.70
2.05
2.68
3.15

Income level 
Very low
Low
Average
High
Very high

2.80
3.14
3.50
3.79
3.93

3.16
3.34
3.60
3.79
3.85

1.88
2.23
2.79
3.28
3.63

Number of trips 
No trip
1–3 trips
4+ trips
Total 

3.05
3.58
3.73
3.32

3.20
3.73
3.88
3.47

1.91
3.14
3.41
2.53

* Question: Generally, how happy do you consider yourself? 
** Question: In your opinion, how does travelling infl uence one’s happiness when one can 

aff ord to travel freely? 
*** Question: What role does travelling play in your life?
Source: HCSO

the Hungarian society. At the same time the household’s size, age, education, 
income level, and the participation in tourism are relevant factors when talk-
ing about the importance of tourism mobility. 

The larger the household is, the more important is the role of travelling, 
but comparing households with 4 persons (2.82) with bigger (5+) households 
we can see a drop in this value (2.48). In line with ageing, travelling is dedicated 
less importance: meanwhile among the 18–24 years old respondents the value 
is 2.99, 65+ years old respondents rate the importance of travelling at 1.87 on 
an average. Also higher education seems to allow for the increased importance 
of travelling, whereas the least educated people show a much lower rate (1.70) 
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than the average. Also the evaluation of income level increases parallel with the 
importance of travelling. Interviewees with the lowest income gave a rate of 
1.88 on an average, meanwhile among those with the highest income the same 
ratio is 3.63, namely the latt er group assigns maximum importance to tourism. 
Those who had taken no trips during the studied period, are also aware of the 
importance of tourism mobility, their average rate of 1.91 is based on the previ-
ous travelling experience. Naturally, tourism mobility was appreciated much 
higher (3.41) by those interviewees who had taken 4 or more trips. 

The Hungarian population bears witness to the closer relationship 
between tourism mobility and life satisfaction when thinking about travelling 
as a source of happiness (Table 1). The adult population gives a higher rate for 
travelling as a source of happiness (3.47) than for life satisfaction in general 
(3.32). Taking into account the demographic factors, only respondents with 
high or very high income level show a similar or a somewhat lower (-0.08) 
rate of travelling as a source of happiness than general life satisfaction. The 
maximum positive anomaly was registered among the respondents with very 
low income (+0.36), the single households (+0.29) and among the 45–64 years 
old interviewees (+0.21). With regard to the eff ect of travelling on happiness, 
the household’s size, education, income level and tourism mobility shows a 
parallel ratio, meanwhile the age is in inverse ratio to it. For the households 
with 1 to 4 persons, the importance of tourism mobility as a source of happi-
ness is in line with the education, income level and participation in tourism 
in 2007 (in the case of households with 5 or more persons, the evaluation of 
travelling as a source of happiness is lower than in the smaller ones). The 
older the respondent is, the lower is the importance of travelling as a source 
of happiness. In this respect the youngest respondents gave the highest rates, 
whereas the oldest interviewees assigned the lowest rates. 

Travelling as a factor of value hierarchy 

The expenditure structure of the households highlights the qualitative and 
quantitative dimensions of need satisfaction. The realized expenditure is not 
in correlation with the evaluation of the importance of the given need, as the 
income level of the households is also infl uenced by diff erent circumstances, 
that are diffi  cult to defi ne (e.g. illness, heritage), besides the classical income 
and expenditure factors like education, age, place of residence etc. So, when 
examining life satisfaction, it is much more approved to focus on the image of 
needs, rather than the volume of the expenditure on their satisfaction. 

The Hungarian society’s satisfaction based on Gárdonyi’s ’we are poor, 
but we are alive’ philosophy dates back to the ’fridge socialism’ in Kádár’s 
Hungary (Lengyel, L. 1988., 2004., 1988). The conversion to capitalism and the 
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Table 2. Importance of selected material goods in the life of Hungarian population, 
2007 (n=11,500)
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Education
No education
Primary 
Secondary 
Degree

2.10
2.49
3.23
3.65

1.52
1.89
2.57
3.20

3.60
3.66
3.86
4.06

1.76
2.09
2.84
3.46

2.87
3.26
3.71
3.82

2.46
2.99
3.46
3.48

2.24
2.63
3.10
3.16

1.44
1.85
2.43
2.61

Income Level 
Very low
Low
Average
High
Very high
Total

2.40
2.74
3.31
3.61
3.76
3.03

1.79
2.12
2.67
3.32
3.50
2.42

3.62
3.77
3.88
4.05
3.62
3.82

2.04
2.38
2.93
3.35
3.44
2.67

3.25
3.41
3.72
3.77
4.06
3.56

2.96
3.09
3.47
3.57
3.85
3.28

2.73
2.71
3.09
3.30
3.20
2.93

1.75
1.95
2.50
2.80
2.99
2.24

Source: HCSO 

emerging consumer society aft er the transition in 1989 resulted in electronic 
equipment, cultural goods, travelling abroad, but also health and prevention 
services topping the value hierarchy of the Hungarian population. Besides the 
decreasing consumer structure of the impoverished social stratifi cation, the 
diversifi cation of material factors infl uencing life satisfaction can be observed 
until today. 

Regarding the factors included in the study, health and preven-
tion is at the top of the value hierarchy of the Hungarian adult population 
(Table 2). It is followed by the housing/home, and the electronic devices. On a 
scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 = not important at all, and 5 = very important) health 
and prevention has an importance of 3.82, meanwhile buying new/changing 
car is the least important (2.24) for the respondents. Travelling is not among the 
essential values in the life of the Hungarian population. Domestic trip (3.03) is 
well behind health and prevention (3.82), housing/home (3.56) and electronic 
equipment (3.28). Travelling abroad (2.42) is even less important than clothing 
(2.93) or cultural activities (2.67).

As the study has a focus on tourism, the factors are highlighted where 
domestic and outbound trips showed the maximum value diff erence between 
the att ributes. The importance of domestic trip is infl uenced mostly by the 
education. For the domestic trips, average rates by respondents without any 
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education (2.10) and by respondents with a degree (3.65) showed a much big-
ger diff erence than regarding household’s size, age or income level. The same 
is in the case of the outbound trips where income level generates the biggest 
diff erence in the value. Meanwhile respondents with a very low income gave a 
value of 1.79 for the importance of outbound trips the same ratio is 3.50 among 
the respondents with a very high income. For people with secondary education 
or a degree as well as for people with high or very high income, domestic and 
outbound trips are of greater importance than the average. 

2.3.3. Travelling as a functional activity 

With the fact taken for granted that travelling has a vital role in the satisfaction 
of human needs, trips with diff erent motivations can infl uence life satisfaction. 
For example, having a disease healed during a trip, fulfi llment of dreams and 
wishes outside of the daily environment, meeting/visiting friends and rela-
tives, or a simple physical, spiritual or mental refreshment can contribute to 
the increase of subjective quality of life. 

Tourism mobility of the Hungarian adult population is mostly domi-
nated by visiting friends and relatives, i.e. maintaining human relationships 
(Table 3). On a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 = not important at all, 5 = very impor-
tant), relations with friends and relatives living far away has an importance 
of 3.84. This is followed by the regeneration, i.e. recreation of one’s working 
capacity (3.68). As travelling is also a joyful activity, a lot of respondents are 
keen to re-experience it over and over; they travel for the sake of enjoyment. 
This function of tourism mobility is much more valued (3.44) than health and 
prevention (2.83). Generally speaking, travelling has the least importance in 
relation to success feeling of the individual (2.67). 

When the att ributes with the diff erent functions of travelling are ana-
lysed with regard to the role and importance of tourism mobility, it is house-
hold’s size and age that mainly infl uence the health and prevention functions 
of taking a trip. Education is an important determining factor in relation to 
the regeneration function meanwhile income level has a signifi cant role at re-
experiencing travelling or taking another trip. The number of trips strength-
ens the relationships with friends and relatives resulting in an increasing 
diff erence between the att ributes. Health and prevention mark the biggest 
diff erence (+0.33) in the case of households with two (3.00) and fi ve or more 
(2.67) persons. Regarding the age of the respondents, also health and preven-
tion diff erentiate the most: meanwhile 18–24 years old respondents value it 
2.31, the same ratio is 3.15 among 65+ year old respondents which shows a 
diff erence of +0.84. Education has an outstanding role regarding relaxation, 
regeneration as the diff erence between respondents without education (2.91) 
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Table 3. Functions of Travelling among the Hungarian Population, 2007 (n=11,500)

Factor Health, 
prevention

Success 
feeling 

Re-
experience 

of 
travelling

Human 
relations 

Regenera-
tion 

Household’s size 
1 Person
2 Persons 
3 Persons 
4 Persons
5+ Persons 

2.99
3.00
2.78
2.74
2.67

2.73
2.63
2.69
2.72
2.59

3.38
3.38
3.43
3.52
3.42

3.75
3.79
3.88
3.90
3.83

3.53
3.56
3.74
3.83
3.61

Age 
18–24
25–44
45–64
65+

2.31
2.74
3.05
3.15

2.65
2.74
2.69
2.39

3.67
3.53
3.38
3.02

3.79
3.91
3.83
3.71

3.65
3.85
3.66
3.19

Education
No education
Primary 
Secondary 
Degree

2.75
2.62
2.85
3.03

2.32
2.43
2.70
2.89

3.08
3.13
3.48
3.70

3.79
3.71
3.85
3.98

2.91
3.36
3.74
3.94

Income level
Very low
Low
Average
High
Very high

2.60
2.76
2.86
3.07
2.90

2.42
2.55
2.71
2.98
3.03

3.05
3.31
3.52
3.66
3.94

3.73
3.77
3.89
3.83
4.13

3.33
3.52
3.76
3.99
3.91

Number of trips 
No trip
1–3 trips
4+ trips 
Total

2.61
2.93
3.02
2.83

2.52
2.70
2.86
2.67

3.10
3.57
3.75
3.44

3.52
3.93
4.21
3.84

3.36
3.86
3.86
3.68

Source: HCSO 

and ones with a degree (3.94) is +1.03. Income level determines the tourism 
mobility, namely repeated travelling is valued much more by respondents with 
high income (3.94) than by interviewees with a very low income (3.05) which 
means a diff erence of +0.89. The number of trips has the most infl uence with 
regard to the relationship with friends and relatives, respondents who had 
taken no trips in 2007 has a value of 3.52 which is much lower (+0.69) than the 
value among the respondents taking 4 or more trips (4.21). 

Analysing the att ributes from the reverse aspect, the importance of 
travelling shows similar results as stated above. Health and prevention is the 
least valued/determining function among the 18–24 years old (3.07) cohort 
and it is valued the highest among respondents with a high income (3.07). 
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Success is the least important for interviewed with no education (2.32) and 
the most important for respondents with a high income (3.03). Re-travelling 
has the smallest role among 65+ years old, meanwhile the biggest role among 
individuals with very high income (3.94). Maintaining the relationship with 
relatives, the biggest diff erence can be seen between respondents taking no 
trip in 2007 (3.52) and the ones taking 4 or more trips (4.21). The regeneration 
function of travelling shows the biggest gap between respondents without 
education (2.91) and respondents with a high income (3.94). 

3. Conclusions 

Thinking about happiness dates back to Aristotle’s times, buts its wider inter-
pretation has been assisted and shaped by recent social-economic changes. 
The rise of living standards, an easy availability of goods and services, and the 
growing freedom motivate politicians to initiate the development of intelli-
gence concerning research inquiring about happiness. Accepting Veenhoven’s 
hypothesis, according to which happiness is the refl ection of life satisfaction 
and the materialisation of subjective quality of life, more att ention is paid to 
the exploration of the characteristic features of happiness, and to the way how 
to reach it. Because of the transdisciplinary character of happiness studies and 
due to the complexity of life, the spectrum of such studies increases continu-
ously. And so, also tourism as one of the most dynamically developing leisure 
sector plays an ever more important role in the studies on happiness. 

In Hungary, research activities aimed at the correlation between 
tourism and the subjective QoL has begun in line with the realisation of the 
National Tourism Development Strategy (2005–2013). The main outcomes of 
the basic research which is representative to the Hungarian adult population 
can be summarized in the followings. 

Tourism mobility contributes to life satisfaction, as travellers have 
proven to be happier than non-travellers. Among the factors defi ning tourism 
demand, this is mostly on a par with the role of personal incomes being dis-
cretionary in increasing happiness. The higher the individual’s income is, the 
happier he/she is. Since discretionary income is a basic condition for travelling, 
richer people travel more frequently what makes them happier. 

Although two thirds of the Hungarian households participate in tour-
ism, travelling does not have a key role in life. It has been found that younger, 
more educated people and persons with a higher income devote more att en-
tion to travelling/the role of tourism. This is mainly explained by the extensive 
types of motivation, and by the more successful socialisation. 

Even if travelling does not play a determining role in the life of the 
Hungarian population, defi ning it as a factor of happiness results in a value 
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above the average satisfaction level. Only respondents with high and with very 
high income valued tourism as factor of happiness at an average rate or at a 
rate lower than that. Hungarian adults who are satisfi ed with their tourism 
mobility think that travelling can make them happier, meanwhile completion 
itself highlights that travelling is not the key for happiness. 

Travelling cannot be defi ned as one of the most important issues in life. 
Similarly to other Hungarian and international studies, health and prevention 
is in the focus when talking about most important things in life (this fact shows 
a confi dence in developing health tourism). The fact that domestic tourism is 
valued more than travelling abroad, can be explained by the fi nancial limita-
tions of the population. 

Travelling primarily serves maintaining and strengthening social rela-
tions. Taking into account that studies on the travelling habits of the Hungarian 
population as a rule qualify visiting friend and relatives (VFR) among the most 
important motivation, it is not surprising that making relationship with friends 
and relatives closer also defi nes the function of tourism mobility. Meanwhile 
health is the most important in life, this is not refl ected when the function of 
tourism is discussed. Probably the high price level of health and wellness tour-
ism keeps back the population from the more active participation in health 
tourism. From the viewpoint of the development of Hungarian tourism a 
very positive sign is that the population have recognised the experience of re-
travelling. So probably an increasing number of people intend to participate 
in domestic and outbound tourism. 

The fi rst phase of the research programme aimed at the exploration of 
the symbiosis between tourism and the subjective quality of life has confi rmed 
the need for more detailed studies. In the next phase of the project the impacts 
of the concrete trips and tours upon the life of the inhabitants are planned to 
be explored. 
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