Gender Gaps
in Subjective
Wellbeing

Research Report
Prepared by Claudia Senik




This report was financed by, and prepared for the use of the European Commission, Directorate-General for
Justice and Consumers, Unit D2 “Equality between men and women”, in the framework of a contract managed
by Fondazione Giacomo Brodolini (FGB) in partnership with Istituto per la Ricerca Sociale (IRS).

The information and views set out in this report are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the
official opinion of the Commission. The Commission does not guarantee the accuracy of the data included in
this report. Neither the Commission nor any person acting on the Commission’s behalf may be held responsible
for the use which may be made of the information contained therein.

ﬁ .
c: Fondazione o L
Giacomo Brodolini -

FGB - Fondazione Giacomo Brodolini IRS - Istituto per la Ricerca Sociale
Via Solferino 32 Via XX Settembre 24

00185 Rome 20123 Milano

Italy Italy

Tel +39 064424 9625 Tel. +39 2467 641

Fax +39 0644249565 www.irs-online.it

www.fondazionebrodolini.it

Europe Direct is a service to help you find answers
to your questions about the European Union.
Freephone number (*):

0080067891011

(*) Certain mobile telephone operators do not allow access to 00 800 numbers or these calls may be billed.

European Commission - Directorate-General for Justice

More information on the European Union is available on the Internet (http://europa.eu).
Luxembourg, Publication Office of the European Union, 2015

ISBN 978-92-79-54157-5

doi: 10.2838/670788

DS-04-15-961-EN-N

© European Union, 2015

Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged.



Gender Gaps
in Subjective
Wellbeing

Research Report
Prepared by Claudia Senik




Table of Contents

Executive summary 6

Introduction

Part I. Gender gaps in subjective wellbeing: the broad picture 10
.1. Concepts 10
I.1.1. Global cognitive evaluations 11
1.1.2. Mental health scores 11
1.1.3. Short-run emotional affects 13
|.2. General Findings about the Gender Gap 15
1.2.1. Women are happier and more satisfied with their life 15
1.2.2. But women are more exposed to depression than men 15
1.2.3. The happiness gap changes over the life cycle 16
1.2.4. A time trend? 17
1.2.5. Cross-country differences 17

Part Il. Tentative explanations for the gender gap in subjective wellbeing 19

[Il.1. Education, wage, job characteristics, personality traits: unsuccessful

candidates 20
11.1.1. Education 20
1.1.2. Job characteristics 20
I1.1.3. Personality traits 21

[I.2. The paid work-housework nexus 22
11.2.1. Facts about the division of tasks within the household 22
11.2.2. A preference for diversity? 25
11.2.3. Time stress: multi-tasking, routine tasks, stress and overload 29
11.2.4. “Doing gender” 30

I1.2.5. The impact of institutions on gender equality (“Institutions trump gender”) 33

[l.3. Disagreement and violence in the household 36
[1.4. The role of expectations 37
11.4.1. Expectations and job satisfaction 37

11.4.2. Expectations and household work 38



I1.5. Macro-Foundations and Institutions
I1.5.1. Indicators of gender equality
I1.5.2. Freedom and fundamental rights
11.5.3. The type of social protection system

Conclusions

1. Wrapping up the findings
1. Intra-household differentiation
2. The role of expectations

2. Policy conclusions

References

APPENDIX A. Description of the Surveys
APPENDIX B. Descriptive Statistics
APPENDIX C. Results

39
39
39
40

41
41
41
43
43

45
53
60
89



Executive Summary

Executive summary

In all countries of the world, especially in high-income countries, women declare a
higher level of life satisfaction than men when they experience similar conditions
(for example, pay and working conditions), but score lower on measures that cap-
ture short-term positive and negative emotions, and suffer from higher levels of
depression. It is true that the advantage of women in terms of happiness and life
satisfaction is not uniform along the life cycle: women are less happy than men
before the age of 18, happier than men afterwards and until their fifties, and less
happy again thereafter.

The positive gap in life satisfaction is not explained by women'’s situation on the
labour market, their income, education, personality traits or other personal featu-
res or living conditions. On the contrary, women would have obvious reasons to be
less satisfied with their life and their professional situation than men: they perform
longer hours of unpaid work, receive lower wages and are still predominantly clu-
stered into less prestigious occupations. We propose two main explanations for this
contrasted picture. The first one is that men and women make different use of their
time, especially when they live together. The second one is that they have different
expectations.

Our first explanation points to the greater diversity of women’s life dimensions.
Women are engaged in paid and non-paid work, as well as in a greater array of
social relations. If there is something like a taste for diversity, then a wider scope
of domains of interest is a source of potentially higher wellbeing. Hence, women'’s
higher life satisfaction may be the outcome of the greater diversification of their
time-use. The fact that among the number of activities pursued by women, a large
share is pro-social, i.e. other-oriented rather than self-oriented, can also be a rele-
vant element.

However, this larger set of tasks sometimes comes with time-stress and overload,
often accompanied with painful multitasking, which explains women’s lower level
of emotional wellbeing. This is particularly the case when children are in the hou-
sehold. On the contrary, a more equal sharing of housework among spouses atte-
nuates this stress.

The time-stress of women is sometimes due to the compliance to a gender norm in
the division of household tasks, what sociologists call “doing gender”. As a matter
of fact, the number of housework hours performed by men classically declines as
their share in the total household income rises, but this is not the case for women.
When their contribution to household income rises, women decrease their number
of housework hours, but this is only true up to a certain point: as long as they earn
less than their partner. Once they reach this point of equal earnings, women’s num-
ber of housework hours stops falling or increases again! This suggests that in order
to comply with gender roles, women who earn as much or more than their husband
have to overplay their domestic involvement.

We show, however, that institutions play a role in shaping gender roles. To illustrate
this idea, we examine the differences within couples’ relationships in East versus
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West Germany. During the socialist period, the institutions of East Germany were
much more supportive of female participation in the labour market, and this was
accompanied by more egalitarian views about gender roles. It appears that even to
date, the preferences and attitudes of men and women who live in the former GDR
are much more favourable to gender equality than those of couples in the former
FRG. In particular, the “doing gender” conjecture is verified in West Germany but not
in the East!

Finally, we looked at the modalities of household interactions, and in particular the
way they react to disagreements about daily decisions. It appears that when spou-
ses disagree, women experience a greater degree of violence than men. Spouses
are more depressed, less satisfied with their relationship, and more likely to break
up the more often they disagree about daily decisions and the more aggressively
they react to these disagreements, but the negative impact of disagreements is
generally more pronounced for women.

The second type of explanation is totally different. It points to the role of expec-
tations. Expectations are the benchmark that people use to evaluate their living
conditions. In this framework, if women have lower expectations, partly because of
what they learned from their “role models”, then in a given situation, they will be
happier and more satisfied with their life than men. We show that there is some
truth to this explanation, especially as concerns job satisfaction, where women'’s
expectations are still lower than men’s, although this gap is somewhat decreasing
among the new generations.

The two types of explanations that we propose bear totally different, but compati-
ble, policy implications. The first one suggests that education should try to spread
more evenly the type of diversified tastes that are typical of women, because they
are obviously more conducive to happiness. Institutions that encourage more equal
sharing of household tasks could also alleviate the stress that is sometimes created
by this large number of objectives. We have shown that institutions shape people’s
preferences and expectations regarding gender roles. This opens an avenue for gen-
der-equality policy, not only aimed at favouring women'’s involvement in the labour
market, but also at encouraging both men and women to diversify their activities.

The other explanation based on expectations implies that in order to measure gen-
der wellbeing, it is necessary to measure both life satisfaction and emotional well-
being, the latter being less subject to framing effects and less sensitive to expecta-
tions. Collecting both types of subjective measures should help develop and monitor
gender equality policies. In addition, measuring at the same time the objective and
subjective working and living conditions of men and women will allow understan-
ding possible gender differences in the way men and women experience their living
conditions.
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Introduction

Objective gender gaps are not generally found to be in the favour of women. On
the labour market, although there has been some convergence over the last de-
cades, women participate less, more often in part-time jobs, for lower wages and
in less prestigious occupations. In the household, women still do the lion’s share
of housework. As a result, when the time spent in unpaid care work is taken into
account, women have longer working weeks with more multi-tasking than men (Eu-
rofound, 2013). More generally, there are large and persistent gender gaps in many
dimensions of wellbeing across the world, such as control over economic resources,
education, mortality, access to employment, and power in the public and the private
sphere (see Klasen (2004) for a detailed discussion).

One would thus expect this unfavourable situation to lower women’s subjective
wellbeing. Yet, women appear to be happier and more satisfied with their lives than
men are. They also declare a higher level of job satisfaction than men who are wor-
king in similar occupations for similar wage levels.

It is true that women fare worse than men in terms of emotional wellbeing; in par-
ticular, they are more subject to depression symptoms. To complete the picture, one
must mention the “paradox of declining female happiness” (Stevenson and Wolfers,
2009): the traditional gender gap in happiness (in favour of women) tends to shrink
since the 1970s, in spite of the type of technological progress, civil liberties and
gender-conscious policies that characterize our modern European (and American)
societies.

How can one make sense of these paradoxical stylized facts? Is subjective wellbeing
a reliable measure or is the positive gender gap in satisfaction just reflecting the
lower expectations of women?

This report essentially focuses on the work-family nexus in order to make sense
of the paradoxical gender gaps in subjective wellbeing. It considers many possible
explanations; among them two are consistent with the available empirical evidence.
The first conjecture that this report considers and documents is that women have
more diversified preferences. This leads them to a higher level of satisfaction, but
also to a higher level of time stress and the ensuing negative emotions. The second
one is that women’s expectations are lower, which leads them both to a higher level
of satisfaction and a greater exposure to depression.

The report focuses on happiness gaps within European countries. However, in some
parts, in order to exploit wider institutional variations, it also encompasses broader
international evidence.

The plan of the report is as follows. Part | introduces the concepts and data and pre-
sents a general picture of gender gaps in subjective wellbeing in Europe, and more
generally across the world. Part || examines the potential determinants of the gen-
der gaps in wellbeing. It starts with “unsuccessful” candidates such as education,
job characteristics or personality traits. It then focuses on the paid work-housework
nexus, i.e. issues related to the division of tasks within the household. It also exami-
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nes the role of domestic violence, expectations, and macro determinants related to
the institutional environment.

This report is not a survey of the literature. Rather, we produce our own analysis
based on the most relevant datasets that cover European countries, such as the Eu-
ropean Social Survey (ESS) and the World Values Survey (WVS), as well as the Gen-
der and Generation Panel Survey (GGP) which is dedicated to family relationships.
In addition, we refer to the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) and the German
Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP).
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Part I. Gender gaps in
subjective wellbeing: the
broad picture

This section documents the gender gap around the world, as of today. It starts with
a presentation of the concepts and data sources, and presents the picture of the
gender gap in wellbeing.

I.1. Concepts

By definition, subjective wellbeing is individual and unobservable. However, for the
last two decades, economists, psychologists and sociologists have endeavoured to
measure it by including subjective questions in surveys of the population, whereby
people are asked to rate their own happiness, satisfaction or affects. The general
view of social scientists about these self-reported measures is that they provide a
summary judgment, a sort of shortcut from people’s experience to their synthetic
feeling of wellbeing.

Of course, one can wonder about the inevitable mood effect of respondents, the
likely influence of their personal answering style, as well as desirability biases of
various types that will blur the information contained in the answers. However, there
is by now a large body of evidence suggesting that subjective wellbeing measu-
res do contain valid information. First, their structure has proven to be very stable
across countries and time, which rules out the suspicion that they capture nothing
but noise. Variables reflecting marriage, divorce, unemployment, etc. are typically
correlated with individuals’ subjective wellbeing in the expected direction (Di Tella
et al,, 2003). If the answers to wellbeing questions were truly random, then no such
relationship would be found. Second, Cross-Rater Validity tests have shown that the
level of happiness declared by a person is highly correlated with what her friends
and family say about her. Another approach to validation consists in relating well-
being scores to various physiological and neurological measures. It has been shown
that answers to wellbeing questions are correlated with facial expressions, such as
smiling and frowning, heart rate and blood pressure, as well as digestive disorders
and headaches, coronary heart disease and strokes. Research has also looked at
physical measures of brain activity using electrodes on the scalp or scanners (see
FlieBbach et al. (2007) for example). Finally, panel data, where the same individuals
are followed over a long period of time, show that those who say that they are dis-
satisfied with a certain situation at a certain point of time are more likely to take
observable action to leave it in the future. This applies to job satisfaction and job
quits (Clark et al., 1998), or to marital satisfaction and divorce (Gardner and Oswald,
2006, Guven et al,, 2012).
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Measures of subjective wellbeing can be divided into three broad classes.

I.1.1. Global cognitive evaluations

The most widespread question is labelled in terms of life satisfaction. The Euro-
pean Social Survey and the World Values Survey, for instance, ask: All things consi-
dered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?: 1 (dissatisfied) ...
10 (very satisfied). This question is taken to capture the judgment that persons bear
on their lives, hence their past choices. For this reason, it is close to the economic
notion of “utility”. But by asking about the quantity of experienced satisfaction, it
also contains a more hedonic dimension. A second formulation of the question asks
about happiness. In the World Values Surveys, the wording is: If you were to con-
sider your life in general these days, how happy or unhappy would you say you are,
on the whole?: 1. Not at all happy; 2. Not very happy; 3. Fairly happy; 4. Very happy.
In the European Social Survey, the happiness question asks respondents to rate
their happiness on a 0-10 scale. This formulation is usually considered as capturing
a very close concept to life satisfaction, although slightly more emotional and less
cognitive. When both questions are asked in the same survey, it turns out that the
answers are highly correlated and follow very similar patterns (see Clark and Senik
(2011)). The question also sometimes evokes “the ladder of life”, as representing
the scope of minimum to maximum possible happiness.

In addition, surveys often also include more precise satisfaction questions pertai-
ning to the different domains of life, such as job satisfaction, financial satisfaction
or family satisfaction, often called “domain satisfaction”.

I.1.2. Mental health scores

The most widespread measure of mental health is constructed on the basis of the
General Health Questionnaire (GHQ), which contains 12 questions (administered via
a self-completion questionnaire) covering feelings of strain, depression, inability to
cope, anxiety- based insomnia, and lack of confidence, among others. The GHQ is
widely used in medical, psychological and sociological research, and is considered
to be a robust indicator of the individual's psychological state. It is part of the BHPS
survey. The questions are the following:

Here are some questions regarding the way you have been feeling over the last few
weeks. For each question please circle the letter next to the answer that best suits
the way you have felt. Have you recently....

a) been able to concentrate on whatever you’re doing?
b) lost much sleep over worry?

c) felt constantly under strain?

d) felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties?

e) been feeling unhappy or depressed?

f) been losing confidence in yourself?

g) been thinking of yourself as a worthless person?

h) felt that you were playing a useful part in things?

i) felt capable of making decisions about things?
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j) been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities?
k) been able to face up to problems?

I) been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered?

Responses are made on a four-point scale of frequency of a feeling in relation to
a person’s usual state: Not at all | No more than usual | Rather more than usual |
Much more than usual.

Another close measure of mental health is the depression index that is constructed
using the eight items from the CES-D (Radloff 1977). The question asks how often
in the previous twelve months, or the previous weeks, respondents experienced the
following items:

| could not shake off the blues

| had trouble keeping my mind on what | was doing
Everything | did was an effort

| felt lonely

| felt sad

| felt happy

| slept restlessly

| could not get going.

Other items are also included, such as:
| thought my life had been a failure
| felt fearful
| felt lonely
| had crying spells.

Responses are labelled as: Seldom or never = 1 / Sometimes = 2 / Often = 3 / Most
of the time = 4.

Both scales are considered to have good reliability according to Cronbach (1951)
statistics.

As can be seen, these questions ask about the experience of respondents in the past
weeks. This is in contrast with the life satisfaction or happiness questions that ask
about the general state of the respondent, without any notion of time limitation. The
next section presents a third category of questions that is targeted towards even
shorter-lived emotions.
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1.1.3. Short-run emotional affects

In order to capture the short-run emotional experience of people in their daily activi-
ties, social scientists have recourse to the experience sampling method and the day
reconstruction method (see Kahneman and Krueger (2006) for a presentation and
discussion). These measures are naturally associated with time-use information.

The Experience Sampling Method was developed to collect information on pe-
ople’s reported feelings in real time during selected moments of the day. The
objective is to avoid any recollection, memory or other bias. Concretely, partici-
pants in experience sampling studies carry a handheld computer that prompts
them several times during the course of the day to answer a set of questions
immediately. Participants are shown several menus, on which they indicate their
physical location, the activities in which they were engaged just before they
were prompted, and the people with whom they were interacting. They also
report their current subjective experience by indicating the extent to which they
feel the presence or absence of various feelings, such as feeling angry, happy,
tired and impatient.

The Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) asks respondents to evaluate the emo-
tional quality of different moments of past days. It is also designed in order to
facilitate accurate emotional recall. Respondents are first asked to fill out a dia-
ry summarizing episodes that occurred in the preceding day. Next they describe
each episode by indicating: when the episode began and ended; what they were
doing (by selecting activities from a provided list); where they were; and with
whom they were interacting. For each episode, respondents are asked to report
the intensity of their feelings on a scale from 0 (“Not at all”) to 6 (“Very much”).
The affective categories are specified by descriptors, mostly adjectives, such as
happy, calm, enjoying myself, or worried, sad and angry. See Kahneman et al.
(2006) for an illustration.
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Box 1. Data and Method

Our analyses are produced on the basis of individual databases. The WVS, the
ESS, the BHPS and the GSOEP are among the most widely used datasets in the
domain of subjective wellbeing. We also use the GGP, which is focused on the
intra-family relationships that we believe are at the centre of the gender gap
in subjective wellbeing. The advantage of the BHPS and the GSOEP is that they
survey both members of couples. This allows for analysing the interactions
between them and the impact on subjective wellbeing. All surveys are descri-
bed in Appendix A. The descriptive statistics of the main variables of interest
are included in Appendix B.

We run estimates of life satisfaction, depression, or other emotional measures
using OLS models that treat the aforementioned indicators as continuous (see
Ferrer-i-Carbonnell and Frijters (2004)).

In almost all of our estimates of subjective wellbeing we control for a set of
socio-economic indicators such as age, age squared, education, marital sta-
tus, employment status, household income, and year and country-fixed effects
when relevant. In all of our estimates, we cluster our standard errors at the
individual level (for panel data) or at the country level (international data).

For comparability, we have standardized all of the subjective wellbeing mea-
sures, subtracting their average value and dividing by their standard deviation,
as calculated in the entire regression sample. (This excepts some dummy va-
riables, such as “Intention to break up”, "Wish better job”, “Expect better job”,
and “Promotion opportunities”.) Hence, in estimates of SWB measures, all the
coefficients must be interpreted in terms of percentage of standard deviation
in life satisfaction or other SWB measures.

The gender gap is measured by the coefficient on a gender dummy variable
coding 1 for women and O for men. We then introduce measures of potential
factors contributing to this gender gap. The question is whether this reduces or
closes the initial gap, i.e. whether it reduces the magnitude of the aforemen-
tioned coefficient, or sets it to zero (or even reverses its sign). If it is the case,
this is suggestive that the factor is indeed a good candidate for explaining the
gender gap in SWB.

In other specifications, we interact the gender dummy variable with the factor
of interest in order to verify whether it affects women more than men. We also
sometimes run separate estimates on sub-samples of men and women, when

multiple interactions become too difficult to interpret.
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|.2. General Findings about the Gender Gap

This section presents the basic facts about the gender gaps in subjective wellbeing,
using the different concepts and measures discussed above. The general picture is
the following: women declare a higher level of life satisfaction than men. But they
score lower on emotional measures. In particular, they suffer from higher levels of
depression. This is the case in all countries of the world, especially in high-income
countries. However, this gap varies along the life-cycle. We also document a slight
decrease in the positive gender gap in life satisfaction during the course of the ye-
ars 2000s in Europe.

I.2.1. Women are happier and more satisfied with their life

We start with international datasets, i.e. the WVS and the ESS. The general picture
that emerges is that women are more satisfied with their lives when they are placed
in similar circumstances as men.

Table 1 in Appendix C displays estimates of life satisfaction that include socio-
demographic controls; the first column is based on the WVS and the second column
is based on the ESS. The coefficient on the “female” dummy variable is positive and
statistically significant, which means that women are more satisfied with their life
ceteris paribus (“everything else equal”). Without controls, the difference is not ap-
parent. For instance, the proportions of men and women who declare a high level
of life satisfaction (above 7 on a 0-10 scale) are sensibly similar (about 47% in
Europe, as shown by Table ESS.10 in Appendix B).

Hence, women generally live in worse conditions than men, but they are happier
when they are placed in the same conditions.

This finding echoes the existing evidence produced by several social scientists using
large data sets for the United States, the United Kingdom, and a number of conti-
nental European nations. These include inter alia Fujita et al. (1991), Oswald (1997),
Blanchflower and Oswald (2001), DiTella, MacCulloch, and Oswald (2001), Easterlin
(2003), Macelli, Kapteyn et al. (2009), Kahneman and Kruger (2006), Alesina, Di
Tella, and MacCulloch (2004), Kapteyn et al. (2009), Boarini et al. (2012). See also
the meta-analysis of studies into the gender gap in subjective wellbeing by Wood
and Whelan (1989).

1.2.2. But women are more exposed to depression than men

In spite of their higher level of self-declared happiness and life satisfaction, women
are more exposed to depression and have lower scores of emotional wellbeing. In
Europe, the share of depressive women is 149%, compared to 8% for men (see Table
ESS10 in Appendix B). (Depression is defined by a score above 3 on a modified ver-
sion of the CES-D8 depression scale. The score counts the number of times a re-
spondent chooses the two lower categories when answering the CES-D8 questions.)

Tables 2.A to 2.D, based on the ESS, show the gender bias in depression and other
short-term feelings, such as anxiety, calmness and happiness. Estimates displayed
in the different columns introduce progressively country-fixed effects, year-fixed ef-
fects, basic demographic controls and full demographic controls. The magnitude of
the coefficient on the “women” dummy variable remains unchanged.

Tables 2.E and 2.F document the gender gap in SWB by displaying the same esti-
mates of Life satisfaction and Depression within each country of the ESS.
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Identically, Table 2.G, based on the BHPS, shows that, with the full set of controls,
women have lower mental health scores (based on the GHQ) than men, although
they are more satisfied with their life and their job.

In the GGP survey, it also appears that women have a higher score of depression
than men (controlling for the same socio-demographic variables).

This negative emotional gap has often been documented (e.g. by Nolen-Hoeksema
(1987), Clark and Oswald (1994), Nolen-Hoeksema and Rusting (1999), Costa et al.
(2001), Tesch-Romer et al. (2008)). Women also rate their subjective health lower
than men (Daalen et al,, 2005, UN World Happiness Report, 2013). A similar ob-
servation was made by Kahneman and Deaton (2010), based on a daily survey of
1,000 US residents conducted by the Gallup Organization. They found that females
report slightly higher positive affect and life evaluation, but also more blue affect
and much more stress. Emotional wellbeing was assessed by questions about the
various emotions felt “yesterday”, e.g., enjoyment, happiness, anger, sadness, stress,
worry. Life evaluation was measured using Cantril’s Self-Anchoring Scale. Using the
Gallup World Poll, Boarini et al. (2012) also documented the higher happiness and
lower affect balance of women.

These multi-faceted differences in wellbeing, with women scoring higher in terms
of longevity and life satisfaction but lower in terms of morbidity and mental health,
have been ironically summarized by Amartya Sen (1996) as: “women get sick and
men die”. This constitutes the main puzzle that this report tries to explain.

1.2.3. The happiness gap changes over the life cycle

It is true that the advantage of women in terms of happiness and life satisfaction
is not uniform along the life cycle. The general picture is thus that women are less
happy than men before the age of 18, happier than men afterwards and until their
fifties, and less happy again thereafter.

This is illustrated by Tables 3.A to 3.D in Appendix C, built respectively with the WVS
and the ESS. The analysis by age groups reveals a gender gap in life satisfaction
that starts at the age of 18 and decreases after 50 (Tables 3.A and 3.C). As there
are not usually many respondents under 18 years old in surveys such as the ESS or
the WVS, we have verified that girls under 18 are indeed less satisfied with their life
and more depressed as compared to young boys, using the Avon Longitudinal Study
of Parents and Children (ALSPAC)!. We did uncover a similar pattern.

This life-cycle effect is consistent with earlier findings, e.g. by Shmotkin (1990), In-
glehart (2002), Easterlin (2003), Macelli and Easterlin (2005), Plagnol and Easterlin
(2008). However, the effect loses its statistical significance once all socio-demo-
graphic characteristics are controlled for, as suggested by Tables 3.B and 3.D. The
relative unhappiness of women in their childhood, teenage, and older years is thus
due to the particular circumstances of their life in these periods.

Concerning emotional wellbeing, Table 3.E shows that women are more depressed
at all ages, especially before the age of 18. Table 3.F reproduces a figure from
Eurofound (2013b), based on the 5th European Working Condition Survey, which
displays the WHO index of depression by gender over different stages of their life
cycle. Women are constantly more depressed than men, except for single women
under 45 or without children. Men are in a better emotional state in young couples,

1 http://www.bristol.ac.uk/alspac/
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when they have young children and onwards, and the gap further widens when the
children have left home.

1.2.4. A time trend?

Stevenson and Wolfer (2009) have documented the decline in the initially positive
gender gap in happiness. Although in the 1970s women reported a higher level of
subjective happiness, this advantage has tended to vanish over the following 35 ye-
ars. Women’s happiness has declined both in level and relative to men. This decline
in relative wellbeing is found across various datasets, demographic groups, and in-
dustrialized countries. A similar observation was made by Blanchflower and Oswald
in the case of the United States (2004), or by Herbst (2010) and Graham (2013).

We tried to replicate this observation using the WVS, keeping countries that are
present in the sample at all waves, for comparability, but we were unable to obser-
ve a clear (and statistically significant) time trend in the gender gap in subjective
wellbeing. However, we did observe one in European countries, using the ESS, as
illustrated by Table 4.A in Appendix C (row 2). This declining trend, however, is only
statistically significant as concerns life satisfaction, but not the other measures of
emotional wellbeing, as illustrated by Table 4.B (row 2).

Notice that the current subprime crisis that unfold in 2008 has exerted a larger ne-
gative effect on women’s life satisfaction, as shown by the second column of Table
4 A (the coefficient on the interaction term between women and post-2008 period
dummies, in row 3).

1.2.5. Cross-country differences

Are these gender gaps in subjective wellbeing the same across countries and con-
tinents?

In order to detect potential international differences, we tried several classifications
of countries, depending on geography, the political system or their level of economic
development.

Based on the last wave of the WVS (that started in 2000), the only heterogeneity
that we uncovered is the greater happiness gap in high-income countries (following
the classification of the World Bank?), as illustrated by Table 5.A in Appendix C (row
9): in rich countries, women are happier than men.

Within Europe (ESS), no clear geographical difference in the gender gap appeared,
except for the lower rate of depression in the UK and in Northern Europe (see Table
5.B, row 7).

To conclude this section, let us mention the similar findings by Graham and Chatto-
padyay (2010), based on the Gallup World Poll, which we do not use in this report.
Exploring gender differences in reported wellbeing around the world, they found
that women have higher levels of wellbeing than men, with a few exceptions in low-
income countries, such as Sub-Saharan Africa. More generally, the wellbeing gap
between men and women is greater in countries with higher levels of development.
The gap between men and women’s wellbeing is also greater in older cohorts, in
urban areas, and among educated cohorts (those who completed high school and
beyond).

2 http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-and-lending-groups




Part I. Gender gaps in subjective wellbeing: the broad picture

Part Il will try to make sense of the two main contradictory findings uncovered in
this descriptive section, namely: the positive gender gap in life satisfaction, and the
negative gap in terms of emotional wellbeing.
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Part Il. Tentative
explanations for the gender
gap in subjective wellbeing

This section focuses on the potential determinants of the gender gaps in wellbeing.
Most relate to the notion of capacities, as developed by Amartya Sen, and in particu-
lar to the division of tasks within the household, as well as gender-based violence.
We look at gender roles, their relation with subjective wellbeing, and whether they
explain at least part of the subjective wellbeing gap between men and women. We
also consider the potential influence of macro and institutional features that are
related with the aforementioned factors.

Based on these observations, we identify two main types of potential explanations:
the role of preferences and the role of expectations. We provide empirical evidence
suggesting that women have more diversified preferences than men. They invest
their time in a larger set of activities, whereas men are more focused on paid work.
This wider scope of activities is more conducive to happiness®. But the data also
show that women’s expectations are lower, in particular in the job market, and this
constitutes an ambiguous (to say the least) factor of higher happiness.

Clearly, the two explanations lead to opposite normative conclusions. In the first
case, women’s preferences may be deemed “better” and the ensuing policy conclu-
sion would be to favour this greater diversity of tastes, in particular via the educa-
tion of both male and female children. However, if the correct explanation is that
the positive happiness gap of women is simply due to their expectations, this finding
calls for a correction of subjective measures of wellbeing as well as a reinforcement
of gender-equality policy.

We also uncover a negative emotional wellbeing gap, whereby women are more
stressed and depressed than men. This negative gap seems to be related to the
division of tasks within the household, the “second shift” that leads to a higher total
number of working hours for women once paid work and housework are taken into
account. Although women enjoy care activities, they may suffer from the time-
stress that it generates, in particular when it involves multi-tasking. Again, cultiva-
ting more diverse preferences in order to create greater symmetry between genders
would alleviate this burden and help improve the emotional wellbeing of women.

3 In technical terms, economists would say: if preferences are convey, i.e. if the marginal utility of
each type of activity is decreasing, this greater diversity is conducive to higher utility.
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Il.1. Education, wage, job characteristics, personality traits: unsuc-
cessful candidates

We test for a series of factors that potentially influence the positive gender gap in
life satisfaction.

As explained in Box 1, the general method is the following: we first run an estimate
of subjective wellbeing including the usual controls and a dummy variable coding
for women. If the coefficient on the latter is statistically significant, say positive, this
means that women reach a higher level of wellbeing than men when they expe-
rience the same living conditions. We then add a measure of the considered factor
in the estimate. If this reduces the coefficient on “women” by a large magnitude, or
renders it statistically insignificant, this means that the gender gap can be at least
partly explained by this factor.

11.1.1. Education

Concerning education, we first ran the aforementioned exercise using the WVS: here
we did not detect any role for education in explaining the gender gap. Restricting
the set of countries to Europe, and using the ESS, it appears that having received
at least some education increases the positive gender gap in life satisfaction (Table
6, column 2 in Appendix C) and preserves women from depression (Table 6, co-
lumn 4). Higher levels of education (advanced vocational and tertiary) appear to be
particularly useful as a protection against depression. (The coefficient on the “wo-
men” dummy, in the first row and second column, shows that uneducated women
experience lower subjective wellbeing than uneducated men.) However, education
improves subjective wellbeing but does not explain away the gender gap in SWB (as
shown by the coefficient on the “women” dummy in the first column, where educa-
tion is controlled for).

11.1.2. Job characteristics

As Clark (1997) had already shown, British women are more satisfied with their jobs
than men. This observation actually extends to a large set of countries (Bender et
al,, 2005).

Some studies have suggested that women and men are not sensitive to the same
aspects of their jobs, such as the wage level, the number of worked hours or flexible
working arrangements (Bender et al,, 2005; Scandura and Lankau, 1997), locus of
control (Mulhonen and Torkelson, 2004), social relations at work, etc. (See also Go-
dechot and Gurgand (2000), Konrad et al. (2000), Conti and Pudney (2011), Davoine
and Meda (2008).)

Here, to enquire, we first produce evidence of the gender gap in job satisfaction.
Estimates run on the sample of people holding jobs (based on the BHPS) show that
working conditions do not explain the gender gap in subjective wellbeing in terms
of life satisfaction (Table 7.A in Appendix C), mental health (Table 7.B) or job sa-
tisfaction (Table 7.C). However, it appears that women are generally less sensitive
than men to labour income (row 2), promotion opportunities (row 4) or tempora-
ry contracts (row 5), and more sensitive to the negative effect of working longer
hours (row 3). In spite of these differences, including these effects in the statistical
analysis does not suffice to explain the gender gap in subjective wellbeing.
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The GGP survey provides some additional information. It first shows that de facto,
women more often work in part time jobs for a smaller number of hours (Table 7.D).
It then confirms that taking these job characteristics into account does not close the
depression gender gap.

To be sure, labour market conditions are far from being equalized for men
and women, even in Europe. Illustrations of the gender gap in labour wages
and career prospects abound, and adding to this evidence is not the object
of this report. Gender segregation in the labour market, for instance, is de-
scribed by Eurofound’s latest report Women, men and working conditions
in Europe (Eurofound, 2013b), based on findings from the fifth European Working
Conditions Survey (EWCS), conducted in 2010 (see the description of the EWCS in
Appendix A). This survey of 44,000 workers across 34 European countries unveils
a wide array of indicators of gender inequality in the labour market in terms of oc-
cupation, wage and satisfaction. For instance, it shows that only 5 of the 20 occu-
pational groups (ISCO) employing the highest number of workers can be considered
to have a balanced gender mix (food, wood and garment workers, numerical clerks,
legal, social and cultural professionals, business professionals, and personal service
workers). Even when women and men are employed in mixed occupations, they are
often working in same-sex workplaces. Eurofound (2013b) also documents the gen-
der wage gaps. Men’s monthly earnings are higher in every occupation, especially
in white-collar male-dominated occupations. However, women tend to report higher
satisfaction in terms of job quality than men.

In summary, women’s higher level of job satisfaction cannot be explained by the
characteristics of their jobs.

11.1.3. Personality traits

Could the gender gap in subjective wellbeing be due to the distribution of per-
sonality traits between genders? Psychologists have established a widely used
classification of the so-called “big-5” personality traits, i.e. openness to experience,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism. The link between
personality traits and subjective wellbeing is well documented (see for instance
Proto and Rustichini (2015)). To enquire, we use the last wave of the WVS that
contains measures of the big-5 personality traits (see the descriptive statistics in
Appendix B).

It is true that personality traits are not distributed perfectly evenly between gen-
ders. Mean difference tests show that men are more often extroverted and women
more agreeable and neurotic; the dispersion of traits is also different, as conscien-
tiousness is more dispersed among men, whereas extroversion is more unevenly di-
stributed among women. However, as shown in Table 8 in Appendix C (columns 1-3),
personality traits do not explain the gender gap in life satisfaction (the coefficient on
“women” dummy is not altered by the inclusion of these measures in the estimates).
Relationships between personality traits and life satisfaction are the same across
gender, i.e. conscientious people are happier and neurotic ones are less happy. (The
coefficients are the same in the estimates that are run separately in the sub-sam-
ples of men and women (columns 4 and 5), and the interaction terms between
gender and personality traits are not statistically significant, see column 3.)

Hence, differences in personality traits do no not explain the gender gaps in subjec-
tive wellbeing.
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Il.2. The paid work-housework nexus

Women are more satisfied with their lives and their jobs, in spite of the less favou-
rable conditions that they experience in the job market. To elucidate this paradox, we
now turn to the paid work-housework nexus. There is no doubt that the main reason
for the lower involvement of women in paid work is the greater allocation of their
time in the household (housework and childcare). More generally, most gender gaps
(in education, wages, etc.) originate in the organization of the household. The source
of gender gaps in wellbeing is thus likely be found within family relationships, i.e. in
the division of tasks within the household, in particular the distribution of paid work
versus housework between spouses.

After documenting briefly the asymmetry between men and women in terms of hours
of housework and paid work, we will show how this asymmetry is related to subjec-
tive wellbeing.

11.2.1. Facts about the division of tasks within the household

Paid work

An undisputed fact is that, on average, women participate less in the labour market
than men do. Cooke (2006), for instance, reports that, in industrialized countries, only
two thirds of women aged 15 to 64 are in the labour force, although this rate varies
from a low of less than 50% in southern European countries to a high of over 75% in
Scandinavian countries. The participation rate of married women is even more varied.

Beyond participation, time-use surveys contain information about the number of paid
work hours of men and women. It appears that women still spend less time in paid
work than men. The latest report by Eurofound (2013b) shows that the gender dispa-
rities in time spent at work are particularly marked, with employed men working an
average of 40.6 hours per week compared with 34 hours for women. This gap widens
among the self-employed, with men working five to six hours longer than women
(for those with employees, 45.6 hours for self-employed men versus 39.5 hours for
self-employed women, and 49 hours versus 45 hours, respectively, for those with
employees).

These gender gaps in working time are found in countries with high levels of part-
time work, such as Austria, Belgium, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway and
the UK, as well as in countries with lower rates of part-time working, such as ltaly
and Malta, where relatively low proportions of women are employed. Around 10% of
women in the EU27 work short part-time hours (less than 20 hours a week) and a
further 25% work long part-time hours (between 20 and 34 hours), compared with
just 5% and 8% respectively for men. Finally, 20% of men and 10% of women work
more than 48 hours per week.

Unsurprisingly, women’s working time is strongly influenced by their life stage: their
working time decreases during parenthood, so that the gender gap in working time
increases significantly.
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Housework

Concerning housework hours, a literature review by Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard
(2010) shows that women continue to do the best part of housework, in spite of
their increasing participation in the labour market. North American women continue
to be responsible for about two thirds of routine household tasks, with cooking and
cleaning being the two most time-consuming ones. In addition to doing most of the
housework, women are also in charge of managing, planning, and organizing these
tasks. The authors quote a study showing that American women report performing
an average of 13.2 hours of household labour per week, compared to 6.6 hours per
week for their husbands.

Concerning European women, Eurofound (2012) shows that in each stage of their
lives, employed women spend on average more hours on non-paid domestic or care
activities than employed men. (There are, of course, international differences, with
the smallest gender gap found in the northern cluster and the largest in continental
and southern European countries.) The gender gap is lowest at the two ends of the
life cycle, and increases dramatically during the parenting phase, with employed
women spending twice as many hours on care and household activities as emplo-
yed men. More precisely, on average, when entering the parenting phase, employed
European women reduce their paid work and increase their unpaid work, whereas
men just increase their paid work time.

The GGP survey also clearly shows that (even after controlling for the usual socio-
demographic characteristics) women report a higher participation in housework and
household decisions. Table 9.A in Appendix C shows that, when asked about who is
in charge of household tasks, women predominantly declare that they are (always
or mostly) in charge, rather than their partners (column 1). This is also true of deci-
sion-making concerning the aforementioned tasks (column 2). Table 9.B details the
tasks: women assume the main responsibility for all tasks (cooking, dishes, grocery
shopping, vacuum-cleaning, bills and social activities), except small repairs.

Total work

In these circumstances, it is surprising that the empirical evidence concerning the
number of total work hours is controversial.

First, spouses’ allocation of time has changed. Aguiar and Hurst (2007), for instan-
ce, document relatively equal declines in total work hours since 1965 for American
men and women, with the increase in hours of market work by women offset by lar-
ge declines in their nonmarket work. Blau (1998) points to the increased time spent
by American married men on housework, and the decreased total hours worked (in
the market and in the home) by married women relative to married men. See also
Champagne et al. (2015) for a study in the evolution of time-use in the French case
since 1985, where the authors show that women have spent more time on paren-
ting, and less on housekeeping, whereas men’s participation in children’s education
has increased too, but not their contribution to other household tasks.

Second, some social scientists such as Hochschild and Machung (1989) have ar-
gued that women’s movement into the paid labour force has not been compensated
by a disengagement from household production, so that they are now working a
“second shift”. This was also evoked by Stevenson and Wolfers (2009) as a possible




Part Il. Tentative explanations for the gender gap in subjective wellbeing

explanation for the decline in female happiness over time. This is also the conclu-
sion reached by Eurofound (2013b) on the basis of the EWCS that collects data on
unpaid activities, such as volunteering, studying and caring for adults and young
children. Both 2007 and 2010 surveys showed that, when all of the paid and un-
paid working hours are totalled, women work longer hours than men. In 2010 for
instance, when paid working hours, hours spent in commuting to and from work and
unpaid work time are combined together, women worked on average 64 hours a
week, compared to the 53 hours worked by men. This can be explained by the fact
that women spend 26 hours, on average, on caring activities, compared with the 9
hours spent by men, even though men devote more time to paid work (41 hours,
compared with 34 hours spent by women)*.

Third, by contrast, Burda, Hamermesh, and Weil (2013) claim to find evidence of an
“iso-work” phenomenon, whereby most spouses within a country work about the
same number of total hours, whether for paid or unpaid work. This total number
then varies across countries. They suggest that this might correspond to country
specific social norms for leisure that serves as a focal point. They also uncover a
trend in the reduction of total working hours along the path of development, i.e. a
fall in the total number of hours with income per capita. Hence, men and women
would spend approximately the same total number of hours working, with varying
shares of paid and unpaid work, depending on national cultures: “If one examines
the sex ratios of time spent on market work, home work and childcare, Sweden has
the greatest degree of equality in all three categories. Swedish women’s time use is
more like that of men than is true of women elsewhere [...] Also striking is the con-
sistently lower consumption of leisure by Americans, both married men and married
women. The data make it clear that Americans’ relatively long market workweeks
are not fully offset by reductions in homework, personal care or childcare. That Ger-
mans consume even less leisure is due to their relatively high reported time spent in
home work.” Other recent research tends to support the idea that gender differences
in total work hours are rather small (Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 2006; Bittman
and Wajcman 2000). According to recent estimates, employed fathers and mothers
in dual-earner families spend, on average, approximately 64 hours per week on paid
and unpaid work combined (Bianchi et al. 2006).

However, there is no consensus about this iso-work hypothesis. For instance, the
lessons of the EWCS are that the gender gap is smaller in some countries than in
others, but in the European Union, on average, women work 64 hours a week, as
compared with 53 hours worked by men (Eurofound, 2013). Burda, Hamermesh,
and Weil (2013) themselves report an average gap of 25 minutes per day — which
is not negligible, especially because their sample is not restricted to dual-earners
couples. Identically, Bittman and Wajcman (2000) also found a gap in a number of
European countries. The iso-work hypothesis is thus still a fragile conjecture.

In summary, women work fewer hours than men in the labour market and more in
the domestic sphere, with an ambiguous result in terms of total work hours.

4 These numbers differ depending on the source, due to the definition of the tasks that are counted
as housework.
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Multi-tasking

In addition to the number of working hours, studies suggest that women are much
more often likely to be involved in multi-tasking, i.e. the simultaneous performance
of several tasks or the rapid alternation between them (Spink, Cole, and Waller,
2008).

Survey data shows that in dual-earner families, mothers simultaneously combi-
ne housework and childcare with other activities more frequently than do fathers
(Milkie et al. 2004). Offer and Schneider (2011) show that, in the United States,
multitasking constitutes an important source of gender inequality, which can help
explain why mothers feel more burdened and stressed than fathers, even when
they have relatively similar workloads. Using data from the 500 Family Study, in-
cluding surveys and the Experience Sampling Method, their study examines activi-
ties parents simultaneously engage in and how they feel when multi-tasking. They
find that parents frequently multi-task: on average, mothers spend 48 hours and
fathers 39 hours per week on the performance of two concurrent activities that are
mainly related to family care and housework. Moreover, mothers tend to be more
involved than fathers in routine, labour-intensive, and rigidly scheduled chores such
as cooking and cleaning, and they spend more time doing mental labour, including
planning, scheduling, coordinating, and managing events and activities for their fa-
milies. In the 2000 National Survey of Parents, 67% of married mothers, but only
42% of married fathers, indicate that they multi-task “most of the time” (Bianchi et
al,, 2006). Percentages are substantially higher among dual-earner couples where
both parents work 50 hours a week or more: 86% of women and 59% of men report
frequently multi-tasking (Bianchi and Wight, 2010).

In summary, although the picture concerning the total number of paid and unpaid
work hours is not completely clear, the burden of women appears to be heavier than
that of men, due in particular to multi-tasking.

1.2.2. A preference for diversity?

Women’s weaker involvement in paid work is the counterpart of their stronger par-
ticipation in the domestic sphere. Do these differences come at a cost or a benefit
in terms of subjective wellbeing?

In this section, we consider the possibility that women have a preference not for
housework tasks as such, but rather a preference for diversity, i.e. a wider scope of
domains of interest (an economist would say a larger number of arguments in their
“utility function”). We consider the time women spend on housework as an indicator
(“a proxy” measure) of the time devoted to non-paid work activities. Women’s grea-
ter diversity of tastes leads them to spend less time in the labour market and more
time in other activities, in particular social and family interactions. Under the classic
economic assumptions (convex preferences), this choice leads them to a higher
level of happiness. However, as documented by the next section, this multiplicity of
tasks also puts a lot of pressure on them, in particular time-stress, not always due
to longer hours but also to the mental strain of multi-tasking.

To test this conjecture, we make use of panel surveys that interview both members
of couples in households, such as the BHPS, the GSOEP, the ESS and the GGP.
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Previous findings on the division of tasks and satisfaction within the household

The relationship between the division of tasks within the household and subjective
wellbeing has been the subject of a certain number of studies (Offer and Schneider,
2011, Coltrane, 2000, Roxburgh, 2004, Galinsky, 2005). Most focus on work-life
balance; some consider the impact of child and elderly care facilities and flexible
working arrangements inside firms. Unsurprisingly, when they are asked about this
issue in surveys, men and women seem to agree with this asymmetry in job arran-
gements.

In fact, a series of studies provides evidence of the greater taste for diversity of
women.

The latest Eurofound report (2013b), for instance, shows that men in full-time
work have longer hours than women, and declare a preference for a 38-hour week,
against a 33-hour week for women. Eurofound (2012, 2013b) finds that male em-
ployees would most prefer to cut their hours during two life stages: when part of a
couple, either with children younger than seven or with children aged 13-18 years.
They suggest that women may have already made a decision to work fewer hours
before, so that their desire for fewer working hours appears at other stages. The
survey analysed by Eurofound also contains indices of job quality. In fact, men often
experience poor working conditions in terms of working time and intrinsic job qual-
ity, but enjoy higher pay and better career prospects. These pieces of evidence are
suggestive of the fact that women and men make different choices concerning the
trade-off between paid work and other dimensions of life, which may reflect the fact
that they have different views over these dimensions.

More explicitly, Stevenson and Wolfers (2009) showed that American teenage girls
attach importance to a greater number of domains relative to boys. Concerning a
later life-stage, Roxburgh (2004) documents the fact that women with multiple roles
are comparatively less depressed than women with very few social roles. Maybe the
most impressive piece of evidence is provided by Gronau and Hamermesh (2001).
The authors use time-budget surveys from Australia, Israel, the Netherlands, Swe-
den, the United States and West Germany for the years 1985 to 1994, and uncover
substantial differences in the extent of variety in the non-work activities that people
practice. More educated individuals experience more variety, engaging in both ad-
ditional activities and the same ones as the less educated, with most of the effect
of education on the variety of non-routine activities. The important finding, from the
point of view of this report, is that women engage in a greater number of activities
than men - and even more so when they have young children.

This finding about the greater “taste for diversity” of women and educated people
echoes the studies by Oreopoulos et al. (2009), who showed that education gener-
ates non-monetary gains, such as the possibility of making better choices and a
better use of one’s time, and leads to higher objective and subjective wellbeing. The
work by Oreopoulos and his colleagues suggests that there is a positive causal link
relating education, the taste for diversity and higher subjective wellbeing. This could
explain why women, who have a greater taste for diversity, reach higher levels of
life satisfaction.

To enquire, the next section analyses the statistical association between the diver-
sity of tasks performed by spouses and their subjective wellbeing.
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The division of tasks explains the gender gap

We follow the method laid out in Box 1. We start by running estimates of subjective
wellbeing and controlling for the distribution of household tasks. It turns out that
this indeed closes the gender gap in life satisfaction and increases the negative gap
in mental health. In other words, the gender gap in subjective wellbeing seems to be
largely due to the way spouses spend their time in paid and unpaid work.

This is illustrated by Tables 10.A and 10.B in Appendix C, based on the BHPS: intro-
ducing a measure for the self-declared balance in the division of household tasks
suppresses women’s advantage in life satisfaction (row 1 of Table 10.A) and incre-
ases their disadvantage in emotional wellbeing, as measured by the GHQ (column
1 in table 10.B). Columns 2 and 3 of these tables show that women’s wellbeing is
lower when their partner assumes the main burden of household chores (grocery
shopping, cooking, washing and ironing, childcare), a sign that some tasks are still
gender specific.

Table 11.A based on the GSOEP shows similar results: the positive gender gap in life
satisfaction is closed, or even reverted, when housework is taken into account. It is
important to notice that in Table 11.A the number of housework hours is negatively
associated with life satisfaction (although more for men than for women (row 2
and 6)). What is positively associated with life satisfaction (especially for women) is
participating in household tasks (rows 4 and 8). On the contrary, not working at all
in the labour market is more detrimental to men’s life satisfaction than to women
(last row). Hence, a woman who participates in different activities (as proxied by
housework) is on average happier than a woman who does not, but longer hours
of housework will make her less happy. What matters is to participate in different
tasks, not the number of hours that she spends on them.

Table 11.B displays the exact same estimates using the BHPS. The results are iden-
tical: participating in housework is a positive argument of life satisfaction, especially
for women (rows 4 and 8), but the amount of housework is not (rows 2 and 6).
Table 11.C looks at the association between mental health (GHQ) and housework.
Here again, participating in housework has a positive impact (row 4), especially for
women (row 8).

In more technical terms, the dummy variable that measures the fact of doing any
housework activity can be considered as an indicator of the diversity of a person’s
activities (hence of the convexity of her preferences). As the introduction of this
variable closes the positive gender gap in subjective wellbeing, this suggests that
women are happier than men because, on average, they have more convex prefe-
rences.

Let us underline that the estimates do not suggest that housework tasks “make”
women happy. On the contrary, because it is clear that women self-select into paid
work and housework in a more or less conscious way, reflecting their “preferences”,
we interpret the results as showing that people who have this type of more diver-
sified preferences can reach a higher level of life satisfaction. In this interpretation,
controlling for the distribution of housework is a way to control for each spouse’s
(revealed) preferences. The different coefficients in columns 4 (sample of men) and
5 (sample of women) of the tables show that men and women'’s revealed preferen-
ces are different.
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Satisfaction with work-life balance

This difference in preferences can be illustrated using some information contained
by the ESS. Table 12.A shows that women express more satisfaction about their
work-life balance than men (column 1) and feel fewer constraints on family life
imposed by their jobs (column 2). Table 12.B shows that they desire a smaller num-
ber of paid work hours than men (column 1), and that there is consensus between
spouses about this issue (column 2). This is consistent with the idea that the division
of tasks between spouses is the outcome of their (revealed) preferences.

Social capital

We do not intend to claim that women are happier because they have a preference
for housework or the domestic sphere. All of the estimates that we ran so far, using
different sources, showed that wellbeing measures of all kinds decrease with the
total number of housework hours done. What is conducive to happiness is the fact
of participating (the “extensive margin”) rather than the number of hours spent on
housework (the “intensive margin”). The feeling of being responsible for the tasks,
and to do the best part of it (rather than one’s spouse) is also a factor of higher
happiness. We thus interpret the available measures of housework as “proxy” in-
dicators for a more general notion of involvement in social activities that are not
comprised in paid work.

Among the greater number of activities pursued by women, a large share is pro-so-
cial, i.e. other-oriented rather than self-oriented. In particular, family-related tasks
consist in producing and taking care of common “goods”, such as children, but also
the preparation of meals, the related errands, etc. Women invest more in “social
capital”. The return on this social involvement is important, as illustrated by van
Daalen, Sanders, and Willemsen (2005), who studied a sample of men and women
from dual-earner families, and observed that women receive more social support
from colleagues as well as from relatives and friends than men.

This remark is important, as social capital and social support plays an important role
in promoting health and wellbeing. This association is well documented (see for in-
stance Helliwell (2003), Helliwell and Putnam (2004), Pichler (2006), Dolan (2006),
or the United Nations’ World Happiness Report (2012)). Bauer (2009), based on the
Gender and Generations Survey, also showed that scores of solitude and depression
are higher for those who do not have some close friends with whom to talk about
their private life. An article by Kahneman et al. (2004) showed that women expe-
rience the most positive emotional wellbeing when they participate in social activi-
ties, such as intimate relationships, socializing after work, relaxing, dinner, lunch, etc.
Housework and children came last in the ranking of their daily activities, in terms
of wellbeing scores.

We looked at social capital and subjective wellbeing using the ESS data. Table 13.A
illustrates the relationship between social capital and life satisfaction. It distingui-
shes “thick” social capital, which measures the intensity of close relationships, from
“thin” social capital, which corresponds to looser ties and general trust. Men and
women appear to be more satisfied with their lives the higher their thick and thin
social capital, with a larger effect from the former, and the more actively they are
involved in social activities. However, the effect of thick social capital is particularly
important for women (row 5).
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Table 13.B runs estimates of depression with the same specification. Women are
more depressed than men, but this is greatly reduced by the extent of thick (row 5)
and thin (row 6) social capital, with a greater impact of the former.

Note that paid work is also a source of social interaction and therefore social capi-
tal. The fact that housewives are less happy on average is also a signal that both
men and women need to invest in a variety of social capital (through unpaid and
paid work) to be happy.

This series of evidence supports our conjecture that housework is not the founda-
tion of women’s higher life satisfaction, but the symptom of their more pro-social
orientation.

However, as will be discussed in the next section, this diversity also comes at a cost,
in particular in terms of time-stress.

11.2.3. Time stress: multi-tasking, routine tasks, stress and overload

Existing studies concur in finding a more frequent occurrence of negative emo-
tions and depression among women. Many point to the greater time-stress felt by
women, notably related to multi-tasking (see Section 11.2.1). It is likely that the lat-
ter contributes to the former. This implies that having more varied tastes may have
both positive and negative sides.

This idea was illustrated by Glass and Fujimoto (1994), who used the notion of mul-
tiple roles and identities. On the one hand, multiple roles open up multiple potential
avenues for achievement and intrinsically satisfying labour. Thus, those in multiple
roles can temper setbacks in one domain with achievements in another, alleviating
distress. This multiplicity of objectives is a manner of risk diversification. But role
conflict or overload may also increase stress and anxiety. The authors provide evi-
dence of the greater prevalence among women of multiple role identities, role con-
flict, and role overload. Surveys show that these concepts are explicitly mentioned
by married women as factors of depression. Married women generally benefit from
employment because it adds a culturally valued, salient identity to their role reper-
toire, but mothers of young children are overburdened by the demands of childcare.
The authors then document the fact that more equal distribution of household tasks
reduces women’s risk of depression. They insist that it is role overload, rather than
fairness considerations, that explains the occurrence of depressive symptoms.

Other authors have provided evidence of time stress among women. Roxburgh
(2004) concluded from a telephone survey of 790 respondents that time pressure is
a general cause of distress for men and women, but is more prevalent among wom-
en than among men. A frequent conjecture is that the lower emotional wellbeing of
women may be due partly to the stress from children. Buddelmeyer et al. (2015)
show that births increase time stress, especially among mothers. Milkie et al. (2004)
document the widespread feeling among American parents of not having enough
time to spend with children, especially for those who work long hours. Mattingly et
al. (2006) relate this feeling with the mounting tendency to invest in child care: “[...]
the emerging ideology of intensive mothering has altered how women spend their
free time. In 1998, about 50% of child-care activities were combined with free-time
activities, double the proportion in 1975, and many parents have replaced adult-
oriented leisure with child-centered leisure activities, such as organizing, attending,
and supervising children’s activities. One study indicates that poor and middle-class
mothers adopt time-intensive strategies to watch over teenage children’s activities
and whereabouts, including supervising adolescent gatherings in their home and
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enrolling children in multiple extracurricular activities. Hence, among mothers, free
time may be too deeply entangled with caregiving to be the ‘pause that refreshes’.
In sum, persistent inequality in gendered time-use patterns is paralleled by gen-
dered experiences of time pressure.”

More detailed analyses of time-use surveys also suggest that women’s typical
housework hours are not dedicated to the same activities as men’s (Haas, 1999).
Men typically perform tasks such as cutting the grass and taking out the garbage,
whereas women’s tasks have to be repeated daily, tend to be of short duration, with
no clear starting or ending point, and without discretion as to when to complete the
task. Hence, the relationship between housework and depression is not due to the
number of housework hours, but also to the nature of these hours. Men’s house-
work may provide a sense of accomplishment, whereas women’s housework does
not and creates a sense of time pressure that, in turn, increases depression.

As we already discussed, the hypothesis of time stress is supported by the nega-
tive impact of the number of hours of housework on life satisfaction (conditional
on participating). This was illustrated by Tables 11A to 11C. Tables 14.A and 14.B
(in Appendix C) are based on the GGP survey, which asked spouses about the dis-
tribution of decision-making concerning several household tasks. Table 14.A shows
that women are more depressed, are less satisfied with their relationships, and
have more desire to break up their marriages than men (controlling for the usual
socio-demographic controls). However, this dissatisfaction is reduced when their
partners take a larger share in decision-making for routine purchases, social activi-
ties, and expensive purchases. Table 14.B displays the estimates by gender. Both
genders are better off when decision-making is balanced, but the effect is always
stronger for women. More precisely, Table 15 (based on the GGP survey) shows
the association between satisfaction measures (depression, satisfaction with the
division of tasks, satisfaction with the relationship and intention to break up) on
the one hand, and the division of tasks on the other. It displays these estimates
on the sample of women and men separately. Both spouses generally declare a
higher level of wellbeing and satisfaction when the tasks are evenly distributed or
the partner does more. It is true that some chores seem to be more gender-specific
than others, such as cooking and small repair work. But generally, women (just like
men) enjoy sharing the burden of the tasks. A plausible interpretation is that this
reduces time-stress.

As discussed in section 11.2.1, an important source of gender difference is multi-
tasking. It turns out that for women, multi-tasking is particularly deleterious to
subjective wellbeing. Bianchi and Wight (2010), for instance, showed that for moth-
ers, multi-tasking activities at home and in public are associated with an increase
in negative emotions, stress, psychological distress, and work-family conflict. By
contrast, fathers’ multi-tasking at home involves less housework and childcare and
is not a negative experience. Galinsky (2005) reported similar results, noting that
gender differences in multi-tasking account for women'’s higher rates of feeling
overworked compared to men.

11.2.4. “Doing gender”

Work overload and multi-tasking are thus very credible candidates to explain the
low emotional wellbeing of women. Are women constrained to accept this situation,
and if so, why?

The sociological literature stresses the importance of internalized gender roles, ac-
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ting both as constraints and objectives. They coin these under the term of “doing
gender”. Doing gender does not only mean adopting certain behaviour that has been
ingrained during people’s education and socialization stages. It also implies fol-
lowing a certain script when members of a couple interact together. The asymmetric
distribution of resources and tasks within the couple is part of this notion. It could
be that “doing gender” is costly for women in terms of wellbeing.

This hypothesis is supported by a paradoxical observation made by several studies.
A priori, the classic economic models of the household predict that the higher the
share of the income earned by the wife in the total household income, the lower her
share should be in total housework. In the Beckerian view, this is because spouses
are supposed to specialize according to their comparative advantage. Hence, a hi-
gher share of income earned by the wife is a sign of her greater comparative advan-
tage in paid work, which should lead her to spend less time in housework, leaving it
to her husband. In the framework of the collective models a la Chiappori or Weiss,
spouses specialize, produce income and other public goods, and then share them
depending on their bargaining power, i.e. the outside opportunities that constitute
their threat points. The division of housework can also be a matter of negotiation. As
labour income is a source of bargaining power, one should expect that women who
earn more on the labour market do less work at home. However, this is not exactly
what one observes in the data based on time-use surveys or other surveys.

What several empirical studies have shown is that although the division of hou-
sework tends to become more equitable as a wife’s contribution to household ear-
nings increases from none to about half, it then reverts to a more traditional division
when she becomes the primary breadwinner.

Bittman et al. (2003), for instance, made this observation on the basis of American
and Australian data. Women decrease their housework as their earnings increase,
up to the point where both spouses contribute equally to income. Then, as stated by
the authors, “gender trumps money”. In the small proportion of couples where the
wife earns at least 50% of the household income, the change in housework is the
opposite of what bargaining-exchange theory would predict: women do more hou-
sework. Hence, the authors conclude that: “couples that deviate from the normative
standard (men make more money than women) seem to compensate with a more
traditional division of household work.” That paper contains many references docu-
menting the unequal sharing of housework, even when spouses earn similar wages,
and work a similar number of hours in the labour market, and quotes many studies
showing that women do more housework when they earn more than their husbands.
Similar facts are exposed in Bittman (2015) in the case of France.

A recent paper by Bertrand et al. (2015) confirms this finding. The authors first show
that in the United States, the situation where the wife earns more than her husband
is the exception, and one that is deleterious to marital stability. They attribute this
pattern to gender identity norms. They then show that in couples where the wife
earns more than the husband, she spends more time on household chores. Hence,
couples who violate the social norm that “a man should earn more than his wife”
seem to “repair” this transgression by a heavier load of female housework, i.e. a
more typically feminine behaviour.

In the same vein, Brines (1994) finds that as US wives’ relative earnings increase,
they decrease their hours of domestic tasks in a linear fashion, but their husbands
decrease their own as well. She interprets this as man’s need for “gender display,”
whereby men try to preserve their “manhood status” that is put under threat by the
economic power of their wives (because economic power is traditionally an attribute
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of the male role).

As put by Cooke (2006), the “doing gender” hypothesis means that “The division of
housework in particular reflects the ‘material embodiment of wifely and husbandly
roles, and derivatively, of womanly and manly conduct’ [...] Consequently, hou-
sework produces both a material and symbolic product of marriage so that what
would seem the fairest division under the rules of exchange does not necessarily
occur within the home”. In economic terms, spouses have direct preferences for a
certain type of division of tasks, a certain sharing of housework, and not only for
the final outcome of these tasks in terms of consumption. “Doing gender” generates
some “procedural utility” via the production of identity.

We also produce original evidence of such “doing gender” norms with the data at
hand. Tables 16.A and 16.B, based on ESS, show the association between life sati-
sfaction and the proportion of household income that is contributed by each spouse.
Table 16.A shows that both women and men agree on their ideal contribution to
household income. Clearly, the norm is that the man should contribute more. Wo-
men are less satisfied than men when their share in household income increases
(rows 3 and 5). Table 16.B shows that men are more satisfied with their lives when
they contribute more than half of the household income. Amongst women, the ef-
fect is not statistically significant.

“Gender trumps money” in Great Britain

We also ran an exercise similar to that of Bittman et al. (2003) or Bertrand et al.
(2015), using the BHPS data, taking advantage of the fact that it surveys both spou-
ses within households.

Information about housework and paid work hours is available from 1992 to 2008.
We keep full-time dual-earner couples aged 20-60 years old (19,774 observations).
Weekly housework time is measured by the answer to the question “About how
many hours do you spend on housework in an average week, such as time spent
cooking, cleaning and doing the laundry?”. For full-time dual-earner couples, the to-
tal number of work hours is longer for women: 49.8 against 45.5 for men (split into
37.9 paid work + 11.9 housework for women versus 39.9 + 5.6 for men).

Pooling all waves and considering full-time dual-earner couples, the data contains
2,788 couples where the income of the female partner is higher than that of her
male partner, which accounts for 30.7% of this sample. If one considers the entire
group of dual-earner couples (with no restriction on work hours), there are 3,905
couples where the female relative income is higher than the male’s, which makes
up for 19.76% of the sample

We separately estimate the number of housework hours of the female partner (resp.
the male partner) depending on her relative income, i.e. the share of her contribution
to the household earnings (earnings of male - earnings of female / total earnings
of couple) and the same term squared, controlling for the education, the number
of paid work hours, the individual earnings of each spouse, the presence of a child
in the household, the recourse to a domestic employee, and wave fixed effects. The
variable of interest is the measure of relative income, scaled on the interval [-1;1],
where -1 is the situation where the wife earns all the income, O the point of equal
financial contributions and 1 the situation where the husband earns all the income.
We draw two figures out of these estimates.
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Figure 1 represents the average number of weekly housework hours for each per-
son depending on the relative income earned by the male partner. Each dot on the
graph represents an average number of housework hours on an interval of relative
income share (e.g. the average housework time for individuals whose relative inco-
me is comprised between 0 and 0.07). There are as many points as intervals (15
dots on each side of the red dotted line).

The left panel represents the relationship for men: it is obviously linear on the entire
sample. Thus, the more a man earns relative to his spouse, the fewer the number
of housework hours he performs. But the right panel shows that the relationship
is different for women. It is slightly downward sloping on the left-hand side and
upward sloping on the right-hand side. Hence, women reduce their working hours
when their relative contribution to the household income increases, down to the
point where equality in incomes is reached. Then, as their income rises above that
of their husband, women continue doing as much housework as before or do more.

Technically, the non-linearity in the reaction of female housework hours to her rela-
tive income is attested by the fact that her number of housework hours is a convex
function of her relative wage, with a statistically significant negative coefficient
on her relative wage and a positive (and statistically significant) coefficient on the
squared term. By contrast, the relationship between the male’s housework hours
and his relative wage is linear®.

Figure 2 illustrates the same idea. It plots the typical number of housework hours
(predictive margins), based on the aforementioned estimates, setting all of the
other variables at their mean value. It shows that whatever their relative income,
women always perform more housework than men. Moreover, when women earn
more than men, the relationship between their relative income and housework time
is stagnant, whereas this relationship remains linear for men.

In sum, although Great Britain would be classified as a more liberal model in terms
of gender norms by Korpi (see below), it appears that there is a cultural limit to the
substitution of paid work to housework for partnered women.

11.2.5. The impact of institutions on gender equality (“Institutions trump
gender”)

Clearly, preferences are shaped by people’s experience at school and in their fami-
lies. But they are also influenced and sustained by institutions. This applies to gen-
der preferences concerning the division of tasks within the household. For instance,
Lewis (1992) suggested classifying countries as ranging from “strong” to “weak”
male breadwinner states depending on the extent to which public policy reinfor-
ces men’s preferential access to employment and women’s responsibility for the
unpaid care work in the private sphere. Korpi (2000) proposed a typology of welfa-
re states with three family models: dual-earner, traditional, and market- oriented.
Dual-earner models have Scandinavian-type policies: strong support for female la-
bour force participation as well as male participation in unpaid reproduction work in
the family, but weaker support for women as homemakers. The traditional family
models (found in France, Germany and the Netherlands) have high levels of tradi-
tional family support and low levels of dual-earner support. The market-oriented
family model is typical of the UK where the choice of how to combine family and
employment are seen mainly as a private concern. The US system could also be

5 Regression results are available upon request.
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included in this last category.

The general idea is thus that institutions, such as the tax system, the provision of
early childhood care, and the organization of schooling for small children influence
women’s participation in the labour market.

An illustration of this idea is given by Cooke (2006). The author analyses household
divisions of paid and unpaid labour in the former West Germany and in the United
States. In Germany, public policy reinforced male breadwinner families, whereas
this is not the case in the United States. The results highlight the fact that “policy
shapes how gender gets done in the intimate sphere”. In Germany, male breadwin-
ner couples are the most stable, and any movement away from this in terms of
wives’ relative earnings or husbands’ relative housework increases the risk of di-
vorce. This is not the case in the United States; however, at the extremes, both US
male and female breadwinner couples are at greater risk of divorce. But even in this
extreme, the stylized fact is again that “[...] female breadwinner couples neutralizing
gender deviance by having wives perform an equal share of domestic tasks are
more stable [...]".

In the same vein, Bittman et al. (2003) uncovered a difference between Austra-
lian and American couples. Both “do gender” in the sense that women’s housework
share increases when their earnings exceed their husbands’, but this happens via a
reduction in the number of housework hours by men in the United States, whereas
in Australia, it happens via an increase in women’s domestic hours. The authors’
interpretation is that Australian women’s corrective response is larger because in-
stitutional differences make women’s primary breadwinning more anomalous in Au-
stralia than in the United States.

Gender trumps money, but institutions trump gender

In order to dig deeper into the idea that institutions can shape gender identities,
we use the 41-year division of Germany as a natural experiment and look at differ-
ences in gender preferences and gender behaviour after the reunification in 1990.

The idea is that after the division in 1949, East Germany rapidly designed institu-
tions that were much more gender equalizing than their counterpart in West Ger-
many. Cooke (2006) evokes the difference between East and West Germany’s insti-
tutions and their impact on the labour market participation of women and on the
division of household tasks within couples: “After World War I, East Germany ad-
opted a Stalinist constitution that enforced women’s obligation to work. To support
maternal employment, East Germany passed the 1950 Mother and Child Care and
Women’s Rights Acts, establishing a network of public child care centers, kindergar-
tens, and facilities for free school meals, and maternity leave and days off to tend
sick children. The state also mandated developing women’s skill credentials through
education and vocational training, and a larger proportion of East German women
attended professional colleges and university than in West Germany.”

The question is thus whether these institutions have created a gender culture that
persisted even after they disappeared (upon the reunification of Germany in 1990).
Cooke suggests that the answer is positive: “Recent evidence indicates that even
after economic reunification, the division of housework is significantly more egalitar-
ian in the former East than in West Germany and is similar to the division reported
here for U.S. couples.”




Part Il. Tentative explanations for the gender gap in subjective wellbeing

If this is true, this suggests that gender norms are based on institutions rather than
nature, and that it is possible to influence them by designing institutions properly.

In order to provide additional evidence about this idea, we used the German SOEP.
We dropped Berlin from the dataset, because it does not allow distinguishing East
Berlin from West Berlin. The dataset is described by Tables GSOEP.10 and GSOEP.11
in Appendix B (Descriptive Statistics). Tables 17.A to 17.C show the results of the
exercise.

Table 17.A shows that women are happier in general, and West Germans are also
more satisfied with their lives than East Germans. Both spouses are more satisfied
when they participate in housework (i.e. when having a positive amount of house-
work per week), but this effect is much larger for women than for men (row 5) and it
is much larger, for both men and women, in the East than in the West (row 9). Then,
as usual, men and women’s life satisfaction falls with the number of housework
hours per week (row 3), especially in the East (row 7). These gendered differences
between East and West Germany are consistent with the hypothesis that a more
balanced gender norm was created during the socialist period.

The following Tables 17.B and 17.C show estimates run on a sub-sample restricted
to couples, in order to calculate the share of housework done by each partner. (This
is made possible by the fact that the GSOEP surveys all members of households,
so that the information on the time use of both spouses is available.) Table 17.B
displays estimates of the actual housework of women. It shows that East German
women perform a smaller number of housework hours than women in the West.
Table 17.C displays estimates of life satisfaction of men and women, living in East
or West Germany, depending on the distribution of housework within the couple. The
usual findings hold, i.e. satisfaction falls with the number of (paid and unpaid) work
hours and is higher for those who participate in both types of activities. But the last
row of the table (row 5) shows that whereas men in East Germany are indifferent to
the share of housework they accomplish (once the number of hours is given), men
in West Germany are less happy the greater their share in housework.

These results suggest that preferences of men and women are more similar to each
other in the former GDR German sample than in the West. This could explain why
the gender gap in life satisfaction is smaller in the East.

In a recent study “Georgieff et al. (2016)”, we provide an additional piece of evi-
dence that institutions shape gender identities. First, we show that, even in recent
years, West Germans have a much more traditional view about gender roles than
East Germans. Second, we reproduce the aforementioned test of “doing gender’, i.e.
we look at the relationship between the division of housework among spouses and
their relative income. We find that in West Germany, women do increase the time
they spend on housework when they earn more than their husband. But this is not
the case in East Germany! There, women keep decreasing the time spent on house-
work the more they contribute to the household income. This result holds for dual-
earner couples, whether they work full-time or not. Hence, if the general finding is
that “gender trumps money”, the case of the former GDR shows that institutions
can trump gender. More generally, institutions can shape gender-related attitudes.
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Il.3. Disagreement and violence in the household

We now turn to a different aspect of interactions within couples: disagreements
and the way couples manage them. We use the GGP survey that contains questions
about the disagreement between spouses when they make daily decisions, and the
way they react to these disagreements.

The questions about disagreement are labelled as:

Within the last 12 months, how often did you and your partner/spouse have disagre-
ement about: household chores / money / leisure / friends / parents / alcohol / sex?

Respondents could choose one response among: “Never” = 1 / “Seldom” = 2 / “So-
metimes” = 3 / “Frequently” = 4 / “Very frequently” = 5.

The following question was:

When you have a serious disagreement with your partner/spouse, how often do you:
keep your opinion to yourself / discuss calmly / argue heatedly or shout / end up
becoming violent?

The same set of responses was proposed.

We treated the response scale as a cardinal measure of frequency (instead of a
qualitative measure).

Table 18 shows that women less often feel that they discuss calmly and more often
say that they argue heatedly or shout. Hence, when spouses disagree, women expe-
rience a greater degree of violence than men.

Tables 19.A and 19.B show that spouses are more depressed, less satisfied with
their relationship and more likely to break up the more often they disagree on the
various mentioned items, and the more aggressively they react to this disagree-
ment. Including these measures of disagreement and reactions reduces the gender
gap by about two standard deviations for depression.

But Table 19.C displays the same estimates separately on men and women and
shows that the impact of disagreements is generally more pronounced for women.
Again, aggressive behaviour during disagreement deters mental wellbeing and ma-
rital satisfaction, but it is generally more deleterious for women (row 1).

The finding that aggressive behaviour during disagreement affects women more
than men echoes an academic and statistical debate about the interpretation of
questions on violence. A number of authors argued that, although men can also be
victims of intimate partner violence, the degree of severity and the consequences of
violence tend to be different for men and women (see Cavallin, 2013). In particular,
although we do not have the necessary data to pursue this exercise, it would be
useful to complement the results on violence with indicators on the consequences
of violence on women’s and men’s health. Concerning mental health for instance,
the World Health Organization estimates that women are more likely to be diagno-
sed with depression than men with the same symptoms, and, accordingly, more
likely to be prescribed mood-altering psychotropic drugs. The report stresses the
possible relationship between the high proportion of women who suffer violence
during their lifetime and the prevalence of depression among women (see http://
www.who.int/mental_health/prevention/genderwomen/en/).

It is likely that institutions can play a role in deterring marital violence (see Aizer
and dal Bo, 2009) and that this is related to subjective wellbeing. In order to confirm
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these findings, we tried to make use of the information about whether each of the
European countries surveyed in the ESS had ratified a convention against violence
or not, but the results were inconclusive. More precisely, living in a country that had
ratified such a convention was associated with a higher level of life satisfaction, but
not particularly so for women.

More generally, in spite of the important role of violence in gender-wise depression
and emotional wellbeing, it is difficult to provide evidence of the impact of violence
at the aggregate level because of the low variance of aggregate indicators, at least
in European countries.

I1.4. The role of expectations

An alternative and totally different explanation of the gender gaps in wellbeing
points to the lower expectations of women. The idea is that if a person’s happiness
depends on the gap between her situation and her aspirations, or expectations, then
the lower the latter, the happier she will be (in a given situation). This idea is close
to Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979) “Prospect Theory”. In spite of a higher life sati-
sfaction due to low expectations, the lower emotional wellbeing declared by women
would then reflect their less favourable actual situation. This is because short-run
emotional wellbeing experienced in very precise periods of time (“yesterday” or
“last week”) is less sensitive to anchoring and context effects than more cognitive
categories such as life satisfaction or general happiness. In this interpretation, the
higher life satisfaction of women would be an artefact and it would be more reliable
to use emotional wellbeing measures.

The role of expectations can be explored in the context of the labour market. The
idea that the positive gender gap in job satisfaction could be due to the difference
in expectations across genders is not new, and has already been suggested, e.qg. by
Stevenson and Wolfer (2009), Herbst (2010), Lalive and Stutzer (2010) and Graham
(2013). As put by Stevenson and Wolfers, if women’s happiness is assessed relative
to a benchmark constituted by some reference group, then greater equality may
have led more women to compare their outcomes to those of the men around them.
In turn, women might find their relative position lower than when their reference
group included only women. A similar idea is that the women’s movement might
have raised women’s expectations faster than society was able to meet them, cre-
ating more space for disappointment. In fact, Stevenson and Wolfers (2009) docu-
ment the growing expectations of teenage girls, both over time and compared to
boys, using a survey of American high school students (Monitoring the Future).

11.4.1. Expectations and job satisfaction

Here, to investigate this hypothesis, we use the BHPS and look at the relationship
between expectations and satisfaction in the labour domain, for which measures of
such concepts are available.

Table 20.A shows that women'’s job satisfaction is higher than men’s, but their fi-
nancial expectations as well as their aspirations and expectations for a better job
are lower; women are less satisfied with their promotion opportunities but also
expect less of them, and are more satisfied with the relations with their boss. These
estimates control for the usual socio-demographic characteristics that include age,
age squared, professional status, education and household income.
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Table 20.B runs the same estimates plus the inclusion of a time trend. It shows that
the picture has been slowly changing over time (from 1996 to 2008), with the gen-
der gap in aspirations slightly rising and the gap in satisfaction falling.

Table 20.C pursues this idea and distinguishes two cohorts: those born before 1955
and those born after. The gender gap is smaller for the cohort born after 1955 (row
3) for job satisfaction, financial satisfaction and satisfaction with their boss.. Tables
20.D and 20.E respectively display the same estimates run on the sub-samples of
people who were born before 1955 and after 1955. The coefficient on the “women”
dummy shows that job satisfaction and satisfaction with their boss is lower in the
younger generation of women.

In sum, it seems that the positive gap in job satisfaction (in favour of women) de-
creases as the aspirations and promotion opportunities of men and women become
more similar over time.

11.4.2. Expectations and household work

We have documented the influence of gendered aspirations on the job market be-
cause this is the domain for which we have relevant measures. To complete the pic-
ture, it would be useful to have similar information about the expectations of spou-
ses regarding the division of tasks within the household. The data that we use do
not include such information, but we refer to some existing studies on the subject.

Himsel and Goldberg (2003) found that women reported higher levels of satisfac-
tion when they did less housework than their female friends; they expressed greater
satisfaction and less role strain when their husbands did more than their friends’
husbands. Women were also more satisfied with the division of housework when
their husbands compared favourably with their father. In contrast, men were more
satisfied when their wives did more housework than their own mothers did. Couples
may thus assess their own housework arrangements by comparing their division of
labour to that of relevant others.

In the same vein, Hochschild’s (1989) seminal work on the “second shift” showed
that wives make comparisons to establish a “going rate” for husband participation
against which to compare their own husbands. These comparison benchmarks in-
fluence spouses’ perception of fairness in the division of labour.

Finally, as discussed by Pina and Bengston (1993), empirical evidence shows that
there is a lot of heterogeneity across couples in terms of being more or less sati-
sfied with different types of task sharing. The authors find that the way the division
of household labour affects marital wellbeing, happiness and emotional wellbeing
of wives depends on the latter’s views about marriage (more or less traditional) and
their type of expectations concerning the division of tasks between spouses.

It is thus difficult to reject totally the hypothesis that different expectations shape
the gender gap in wellbeing.
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11.5. Macro-Foundations and Institutions

Section 11.2.5 showed that institutions can shape gender attitudes and behaviour. In
this section, we try to look at the impact of more aggregate institutional features
on the gender gap in wellbeing. We address the potential impact of governance,
fundamental liberties and gender rights equality.

1.5.1. Indicators of gender equality

We first use the latest Commission’s report on equality between women and men
that provides a set of indicators used to monitor gender equality®. Matching these
indicators with the ESS data, we look at their association with subjective wellbeing
by gender. Table 21.A shows the impact of the occupational segregation by gender,
Table 21.B the impact of the representation of women in national parliaments, and
Table 21.C the impact of the proportion of women on boards.

It turns out that among these indicators, the proportion of women in national par-
liament is positively correlated with subjective wellbeing for both genders. The index
of occupational segregation is not associated with subjective wellbeing. As to the
proportion of women on boards of directors, it exerts a different impact on men and
women: it is associated with a higher life satisfaction for women and lower one for
men. (See also Sironi and Mencarini (2010).)

Bjarnskov et al. (2007) used a measure of gender equality taken from the CIRI da-
tabase (Granelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Data Set) and looked at the impact
of past levels as well as changes in discriminatory practices over the last 20 years.
They show that overall both men and women are more satisfied with their lives
when access to political participation becomes more equal. For men, the effect is
driven by middle and high income and left-wing people. For women, the effect is
general, without distinction of income or political ideology. Women are also more
satisfied with their lives in countries where discrimination was lower 20 years back
in time. See also Tesch-Rémer et al. (2008) for an indication that such policy mea-
sures matter.

1.5.2. Freedom and fundamental rights

We tried to detect an association between the extent of civil and human rights and
liberties and the gender gap in wellbeing. Using the Freedom House indicators, we
found that indeed, the degree of freedom in society increases life satisfaction, but
not particularly so for women. Moreover, once country-fixed effects were included,
there was not enough variability in the data to identify a statistically significant
effect, so we do not report these results.

Graham and Chattopadhyay (2010) also found that the presence of legal provisions
aimed at gender equality, in those targeted to married women, was positive for the
wellbeing of women in low-income countries, but insignificant for the wellbeing of
women in high income countries. Their interpretation is that such legal “guarantees”
reflect a public commitment to gender equality, a public commitment that may mat-
ter more in low-income countries where there is greater variance in gender rights
and such commitments are less likely to be the norm. In higher-income countries,
where equal gender rights have been (for the most part) established for some time,

6 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/genderequality/files/annual_reports/150304_annual_re-
port_2014_web_en.pdf
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there is likely much less variance in the legal and regulatory regimes pertaining to
gender.

11.5.3. The type of social protection system

Eventually, we looked at the potential role of public policies and welfare states in
shaping opportunities and promoting the wellbeing of men and women, following
Lalive and Stutzer, (2010), Graham (2013) or Boye (2011).

We looked at the variation in the proportion of children under three years old in
formal care, but failed to detect a statistically significant association with life sati-
sfaction (using ESS data). We were also unable to detect any statistical association
between the duration of maternity leave and gender gap in SWB.

To enquire in a more systematic way, we used the classification of European countri-
es proposed by Stovicek and Turrini (2012), according to their flexicurity model. We
thus considered the following five groups of countries:

Nordic countries: Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden;

Continental European countries: Austria, Belgium, Germany, France, Luxembou-
rg;

Anglo-Saxon countries: Ireland, the UK, Cyprus;
Southern Europe: Spain, Italy, Portugal;

Central and Eastern Europe: Greece, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania, Latvia.

It turns out (Table 21.D) that in Southern European countries (the reference cate-
gory in the estimate), the gender gap in life satisfaction and emotional wellbeing is
not as favourable to women as in other European countries. The gender gap in life
satisfaction is even reversed in this group of countries, in favour of men. Using a si-
milar classification of countries, Boye (2011) showed that among European countri-
es, those whose institutions encourage the dual-earner model of the household are
those where women and men report the highest level of subjective wellbeing.

More generally, cross-country analysis based on aggregate indicators is less conclu-
sive than individual-level analysis, both because of weaker statistical power due to
smaller variability and because of the higher likelihood of potential omitted varia-
bles and spurious correlations.

It is thus difficult to provide evidence of the impact of institutions at the aggregate
level, although, as shown by section I1.2.5, when adequate micro data is available,
it appears that they do.
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1. Wrapping up the findings

This report showed that women report a higher level of life satisfaction than men,
even when their situation is comparable. This positive gap is not explained by their
situation in the labour market, their income, education, personality traits or other
living conditions. By contrast, women appear to be more depressed and more expo-
sed to poor mental health than men.

We propose two main explanations for this contrasted picture. The first one points
to intra-household interactions and specialization. The second one rests on expec-
tations.

1. Intra-household differentiation

The advantage of liking variety

Our first explanation points to the greater diversity of women’s domains of in-
vestment. Women are engaged in paid and non-paid work, as well as in a greater
array of social relations than men. If there is something like a taste for diversity
(i.e., in technical terms, if preferences are convex), then a wider scope of domains
of interest is a source of potentially higher wellbeing. Hence, we interpret women’s
higher life satisfaction as the outcome of the greater variety of their time-use.

Of course, we do not claim that women are happier because they have a preference
for housework or for the domestic sphere. All of the estimates that we ran so far,
using different sources and wellbeing measures of all kinds, show that longer hours
of housework are a factor of lower happiness. What is conducive to happiness is the
fact of participating rather than the number of hours spent on these tasks. We thus
interpret the available measures of housework as (“proxy”) indicators of a more
general notion of involvement in social activities that are not comprised in paid
work. An important element of such activities is related to social capital and caring
activities, which have been shown to be an important source of happiness.

Time stress

However, this larger set of tasks sometimes comes with time-stress and overload,
often accompanied with painful multi-tasking. This explains why, in terms of emo-
tional wellbeing, women fare worse than men. This is particularly the case when
children are in the household. A more equal sharing of housework among spouses
attenuates this stress.

The time-stress felt by women is sometimes due to the compliance to a gender
norm in the division of household tasks, what sociologists call “doing gender”. We
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replicate, with the British data, a surprising fact that was uncovered before in the
case of the United States: the number of housework hours performed by men clas-
sically declines as their contribution to the household income rises, but this is not
the case for women. When their contribution to the family income rises, women
decrease their number of housework hours, but only as long as they earn less than
their partner. Once they reach the point of equality in earnings, their number of
housework hours stops falling or increases again! This suggests that in order to
comply with gender roles, women have to compensate their financial predominance
by overplaying their domestic involvement.

Institutions and gender norms

Do these gender norms come from nature or culture? We show that institutions play
a role in shaping gender roles. To illustrate this idea, we examine the difference in
couples’ relationships in East versus West Germany. It appears that the conception
of gender roles of men and women who live in the former FRG are much more
traditional than those of couples living in the former GDR. Mareover, the surprising
association between women’s financial contribution to household income and their
number of housework hours (the “doing gender” conjecture) can be observed in
West Germany, but not in East Germany. Hence, the institutions of East Germany
have created a culture of more egalitarian gender roles that has persisted even 15
years after their dissolution into West German institutions: gender can trump mo-
ney, but institutions can trump gender.

We tried to generalize this idea by looking at the link between international differen-
ces in institutions across countries and the gender gap in subjective wellbeing. We
considered indicators of gender equality in terms of political rights, freedom, and
fundamental rights and social protection. However, we were unable to detect any
statistically significant relationship. The reason is that this type of analysis, based
on aggregate indicators, is less conclusive than individual-level analysis, because of
its weaker statistical power due to the smaller variability of aggregate magnitudes.

Domestic disagreement and violence

Finally, we looked at the modalities of household interactions, and in particular the
way couples react to disagreements about daily decisions. It appears that when
spouses disagree, women experience a greater degree of violence than men. Spou-
ses are more depressed, less satisfied with their relationship, and more likely to
break up the more often they disagree about daily decisions and the more aggres-
sively they react to these disagreements, but the negative impact of disagreements
is generally more pronounced for women.

It is likely that, here again, institutions can play a role in deterring marital violence
and that this is related to subjective wellbeing. We have tried to verify this idea
using aggregate indicators of violence across countries, but failed to detect statisti-
cally significant associations. This is probably due to the small variance in indicators
of violence across European countries and over time in the years 2000.
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2. The role of expectations

The second type of explanation of the gender gap in subjective wellbeing is totally
different. It points to expectations as the benchmark used by people to evaluate
their living conditions. In this framework, if women have lower expectations, becau-
se of what they learn from their role models, they will be happier and more satisfied
with their lives than men. We show that there is some truth to this explanation,
especially as concerns job satisfaction, where women’s expectations are still lower
than men’s, although this gap is somewhat withering away in the new generations.

2. Policy conclusions

The two types of mechanisms that are evoked bear totally different, but compatible,
policy implications. The first one suggests that education should try to spread more
evenly the type of diversified tastes that are typical of women and are obviously
more conducive to happiness. Institutions that encourage more equal sharing of
household tasks could also alleviate the stress that is sometimes created by this
large number of objectives. We have shown that institutions shape people’s views
regarding gender roles. This opens an avenue for policy, not only aimed at favouring
women’s involvement in the labour market, but also at encouraging both men and
women to widen the scope of their domains of investment.

The other explanation, based on expectations, implies that in order to measure
gender wellbeing, it is necessary to use measures of emotional wellbeing, which are
less subject to framing effects and less sensitive to expectations, and not only life-
satisfaction and happiness. This will allow dealing with the issue of adaptation and
resignation underlined by Amartya Sen. Hence, it is advisable to include both types
of subjective indicators, i.e. life satisfaction and short-run affects, in the Commis-
sion’s regular monitoring on gender equality.

Time-use surveys and experience sampling should also be used for this purpose.
Collecting these different types of subjective measures should help develop and
monitor gender equality policies. In addition, measuring at the same time the objec-
tive and subjective working and living conditions of men and women will allow
understanding how objective circumstances are experienced by people, and the pos-
sible gender differences in this experience.

In order to capture the elements of explanation that have been uncovered by the
report, we propose a small set of indicators. The idea is to measure the particular
circumstances that contribute most to gender inequality. Ideally, these measures
should be made, whenever possible, in the framework of surveys that include both
members of couples or all members of households. This will help shed light on the
interactions that take place within households, and which are certainly at the origin
of gender inequality.

As Eurostat is in the process of modernising social statistics that are developed and
implemented within the European Statistical System (including EU-SILC, EU Harmo-
nised Time Use Survey, etc.), this creates the opportunity to improve existing data on
subjective wellbeing, in order to better reflect gender equality issues.

The needed indicators would comprise, for each spouse:

measures of labour market participation, occupation, wage and career evolu-
tion;
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.

indicators of the division of household tasks, including childcare;

indicators of gender differences in the life-cycle: age difference between spou-
ses, age at first child, age when last diploma obtained, age at marriage, etc;

social relations and social capital of each partner,;
time spent in non-paid activities (social, cultural, religious, sports, etc.);
indicators of domestic violence;

expectations and aspirations regarding career, wage and other qualitative di-
mensions of paid work;

self-declared life satisfaction and emotional wellbeing.

Because one of the main hypotheses of this report is the role of diversity in tastes
and activities, it is also important to measure self-declared “domain-satisfaction” of
men and women. This includes:

.

satisfaction with one’s job;

satisfaction with one’s financial situation;
satisfaction with one’s marital relations;
satisfaction with one’s work-life balance;

satisfaction with one’s social relations, child care, leisure, sports, cultural life,
etc.

This will allow monitoring the evolution of the difference between genders with re-
spect to this variety of domains in which they invest their time and effort.




References

References

Aguiar, M., and Hurst, E. (2007). Measuring Trends in Leisure: The Allocation of
Time over Five Decades. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 122(3): 969-1006.

Aizer, A, and dal Bo, P. (2009). Love, Hate and Murder: Commitment Devices in
Violent Relationships, Journal of Public Economics, 93(3-4).

Alesina, A, Di Tella, R., and MacCulloch, R. (2004). Inequality and happiness: are Eu-
ropeans and Americans different? Journal of Public Economics, 88(9), 2009-2042.

Barrington-Leigh, C.P. (2008). Weather as a Transient Influence on Survey-Report-
ed Satisfaction with Life, Munich Personal RePEc Archive (MPRA) Paper, No. 25736,
University of British Columbia, Vancouver.

Bauer D. (2009). L'organisation des taches domestiques et parentales dans le
couple, in Régnier-Loilier ed. Portraits de familles. L'enquéte Etude des relations
familiales et intergénérationnelles. INED.

Bender, K.A,, Donohue, S.M., and Heywood, J.S. (2005). Job satisfaction and gender
segregation. Oxford economic papers, 57(3), 479-496.

Bertrand, M., Kamenica, E., and Pam, J. (2015). Gender Identity and relative Income
within Households, The Quarterly Journal of Economics (2015), 571-614.

Bianchi, S.M., Subaiya, L., and Kahn, J.R. (1999). The gender gap in the economic
wellbeing of nonresident fathers and custodial mothers. Demography, 36(2), 195-
203.

Bittman, S. (2015). Ressources économiques des femmes et travail domestique
des conjoints : quels effets pour quelles taches? Economie et Statistiques, n°478-
479-480, 305-338.

Bittman, M., England, P, Sayer, L., Folbre, N., and Matheson, G. (2003). When does
gender trump money? Bargaining and time in household work, American Journal of
Sociology, 109, July.

Bjernskov, C, Dreher, A, Fischer, J.AV. (2007). On gender inequality and life sat-
isfaction: Does discrimination matter?, SSE/EFI Working Paper Series in Economics
and Finance, No. 657.

Blanchflower, D.G., and Oswald, A.J. (2004). Wellbeing over time in Britain and the
USA. Journal of public economics, 88(7), 1359-1386.

Blau, F.D. (1998). “Trends in the Wellbeing of American Women, 1970-1995.” Jour-
nal of Economic Literature, 36(1): 112-65.




References

Boarini, R., Comola, M., Smith, C.,, Manchin, R., de Keulenaer, F. (2012). What Makes
for a Better Life?: The Determinants of Subjective Wellbeing in OECD Countries —
Evidence from the Gallup World Poll, OECD Statistics Working Papers, 2012/03,
OECD Publishing. http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/what-makes-for-a-better-
life_5k9bSltjm937-en

Boye K. Work and Well-being in a Comparative Perspective—The Role of Family
Policy. https://www.population-europe.eu/Library/PopDigest/3622/en?out=print

Boye, K. (2009). Relatively Different? How do Gender Differences in Wellbeing De-
pend on Paid and Unpaid Work in Europe? Soc Indic Res, 93:509-525.

Boye, K. (2011). Work and Well-being in a Comparative Perspective — The Role of
Family Policy. European Sociological Review, 27/1, 16-30.

Buddelmeyer, H., Hamermesh, D., Wooden, M. (2015). “The Stress Cost of Children”.
IZA Discussion Paper No. 8793.

Burda, M., Hamermesh, D., Weil, P. (2013). “Total work and gender” Journal of
Population Economics, 26:239-261.

Bylsma, W.H., and Major, B. (1994). Social Comparisons and Contentment Exploring
the Psychological Costs of the Gender Wage Gap. Psychology of Women Quarterly,
18(2), 241-249.

Cavalin, C. (2013). Interroger les femmes et les hommes au sujet des violences
conjugales en France et aux Etats-Unis : entre mesures statistiques et interpréta-
tions sociologiques. Nouvelles Questions Féministes, 32, 64-76.

Champagne, C, Pailhé, A, and Solaz, A. (2015). House-keeping and parenting time
of men and women: what factors have driven change over the past 25 years? Eco-
nomie et Statistiques, n°478-479-480.

Champagne, C, Pailhé, A, Solaz, A. (2014). 25 ans de participation des hommes
et des femmes au travail domestique : quels facteurs d’évolution ?, Document de
travail de 'INED n°203, 45p.

Clark, A.E., Oswald, A.J. (1994). Unhappiness and Unemployment, Economic Jour-
nal, 104, 648-659.

Clark, A.E. (1997). Job satisfaction and gender: why are women so happy at work?
Labour Economics, 4(4), 341-372.

Clark, A.E., and Oswald, A.J. (1996). Satisfaction and comparison income. Journal
of public economics, 61(3), 359-381.

Clark, A.E., Kristensen, N., and Westergard-Nielsen, N. (2009). Job Satisfaction and
Co-worker Wages: Status or Signal? The Economic Journal, 119(536), 430-447.

Clark, A.E., and Senik, C. (2011). Is Happiness Different From Flourishing? Cross-
Country Evidence from the ESS. Revue d’Economie Politique, 121, 17-34.



http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/what-makes-for-a-better-life_5k9b9ltjm937-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/what-makes-for-a-better-life_5k9b9ltjm937-en
https://www.population-europe.eu/Library/PopDigest/3622/en?out=print

References

Coltrane, S. (2000). Research on household labor: Modeling and measuring the
social embeddedness of routine family work. Journal of Marriage and Family, 62(4),
1208-1233.

Connolly Pray, M. (2011), Some Like it Mild and Not Too Wet: The Influence of
Weather on Subjective Well-Being, Working Paper, No. 11-16, Centre Interuniversi-
taire sur le Risque, les Politiques Economiques et 'Emploi (CIRPEE), Montreal.

Conti, G., and Pudney, S. (2011). Survey Design and the Analysis of Satisfaction,
The Review of Economics and Statistics, 93(3), 1087-1093.

Cooke, L.P. (2006). “Doing” gender in context: household bargaining and risk of
divorce in Germany and the United States. American Journal of Sociology, 112 (2),
442-472.

Costa Jr, P, Terracciano, A., and McCrae, RR. (2001). Gender differences in person-
ality traits across cultures: robust and surprising findings. Journal of personality and
social psychology, 81(2), 322.

Davoine, L., and Méda, D. (2008). Place et sens du travail en Europe: une singularité
francaise? Document de travail du CEE n°96-1.

Dolan, P, Peasgood, T., White, M. (2008). Do we really know what makes us happy?
A review of the economic literature on the factors associated with subjective well-
being. Journal of Economic Psychology, 29, 94-122.

Donohue, S.M., and Heywood, J.S. (2004). Job satisfaction and gender: an expand-
ed specification from the NLSY. International Journal of Manpower, 25(2), 211-238.

Duflo, E. (2012). Women’s empowerment and development, Journal of Economic
Literature, 50(4), 1051-1079.

Easterlin, R.A. (2003). Happiness of women and men in later life: Nature, determi-
nants, and prospects. In Advances in quality-of-life theory and research (pp. 13-25).
Springer Netherlands.

Eurofound (2012). Working time and work-life balance in a life course perspective.
A Report Based on the Fifth European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS). Publica-
tions Office of the European Union, Dublin.

Eurofound (2013a). Third European Quality of Life Survey — Quality of life in Eu-
rope: Subjective Well-Being, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

Eurofound (2013b). Women, men and working conditions in Europe, The fifth Euro-
pean Working Conditions Survey (EWCS). Publications Office of the European Union,
Luxembourg.

European Commission (2014). Report on Equality between Women and Men.

Fernandez, R. (2010). Does culture matter? National Bureau of Economic Research.




References

Fernandez, R.,, and Wong, J.C. (2011). The disappearing gender gap: the impact
of divorce, wages, and preferences on education choices and women’s work (No.
w17508). National Bureau of Economic Research.

Ferrer-i-Carbonell, A., and Frijters, P. (2004). How important is methodology for the
estimates of the determinants of happiness? Economic Journal, 114 (497), 641-
659.

Fischer, J.A,, Bjgrnskov, C,, and Dreher, A. (2007). On gender inequality and life sat-
isfaction: does discrimination matter? University of St. Gallen, Economics Discussion
Paper, (2007-07).

Fujita, F, Diener, E., and Sandvik, E. (1991). Gender differences in negative affect
and well-being: the case for emotional intensity. Journal of personality and social
psychology, 61(3), 427.

Galinsky, E. (2005). Overwork in America: When the way we work becomes too
much. Families and Work Institute.

Georgieff A, Lippmann Q. and Senik C. (2016). “Undoing gender with Institutions”,
Paris School of Economics, mimeo.

Glass, J., and Fujimoto, T. (1994). Housework, Paid Work, and Depression Among
Husbands and Wives, Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 35: 179-191.

Godechot, 0., and Gurgand, M. (2000). Quand les salariés jugent leur salaire. Econ-
omie et statistique, 331(1), 3-24.

Graham, C, and Chattopadhyay, S. (2013). Gender and wellbeing around the world,
Int. J. Happiness and Development, 1(2), 212-232.

Gronau, R., and Hamermesh, D. (2001). The demand for variety. A household pro-
duction perspective. NBER Working Paper 8509.

Hamermesh D., and Lee, J. (2007). “Stressed Out on Four Continents: Time Crunch
or Yuppie Kvetch”, Review of Economics and Statistics, 89(2): 374-383.

Hawkins, A.J., Marshall, CM., and Allen, S.M. (1998). The Orientation Toward Do-
mestic Labor Questionnaire: Exploring dual-earner wives’ sense of fairness about
family work. Journal of Family Psychology, 12, 244-258.

Hawkins, A.J., Marshall, C, and Meiners, K. (1995). Exploring wives’ sense of fair-
ness about family work. Journal of Family Issues, 16, 693-721.

Helliwell, J.F, Layard, R,, and Sachs, J. (Eds.). (2012). World happiness report. New
York: Earth Institute.

Herbst, C.M. (2010). Happy Together, Sad Together? Another Look at the Relative De-
cline in Women'’s Subjective Well-Being, Mimeo, Arizona State University, Pheonix, AZ.

Himsel, A., and Goldberg, W. (2003). Social Comparisons and Satisfaction With the
Division of Housework: Implications for Men’s and Women'’s Role Strain Journal of
Family Issues, 24(7), 843-866. DOI: 10.1177/0192513X03255323

48




References

Hochschild, A., and Machung, A. (1989). The Second Shift. New York: Viking.

Hodson, R. (1989). Gender differences in job satisfaction. The Sociological Quar-
terly, 30(3), 385-399.

Inglehart, R. (2002). Gender, aging, and subjective well-being. International Journal
of Comparative Sociology, 43(3-5), 391-408.

Kahneman, D., and Kruger, A. (2010). Developments in the Measurement of Sub-
jective Wellbeing Journal of Economic Perspectives—Volume 20, Number 1—Winter
2006—Pages 3-24.

Kahneman, D., and Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision
Under Risk. Econometrica, 47, 263-291.

Kahneman, D., Krueger, A.B., Schkade, D., Schwarz, N., Stone, A.A. (2006). Would you
be happier if you were richer? A focusing illusion. Science. 30; 312 (5782): 1908-10.

Kahneman, D., and Krueger, A.B. (2006). Developments in the measurement of
subjective well-being. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 20(1), 3-24.

Kaiser, L.C. (2005). Gender-job satisfaction differences across Europe: An indicator
for labor market modernization (No. 537). DIW-Diskussionspapiere.

Kapteyn, A., Smith, J.P, and Van Soest, A. (2009). Comparing life satisfaction.

Klasen, S. (2004). Gender-Related Indicators of Well-Being, Discussion Papers /
Universitat Gottingen, Ibero-Amerika-Institut fullr Wirtschaftsforschung, No. 102.

Konrad, A.M.,, Ritchie Jr, J.E, Lieb, P, and Corrigall, E. (2000). Sex differences and
similarities in job attribute preferences: a meta-analysis. Psychological bulletin,
126(4), 593.

Krueger, A.B. (2007). Are We Having More Fun Yet? Categorizing and Evaluating
Changes in Time Allocation. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, (2): 193-215.

Lachance-Grzela, M. and Bouchard, G. (2010). Why Do Women Do the Lion’s Share
of Housework? A Decade of Research Sex Roles, 63:767-780. D0l 10.1007/s11199-
010-9797-z

Lalive, R., and Stutzer, A. (2010) Approval of equal rights and gender differences in
well-being, Journal of Population Economics, Vol. 23, pp.933-962.

Macelli, E.A.,, and Easterlin, R.A. (2005). Beyond Gender Differences in U.S. Life Cycle
Happiness. Economics Faculty Publication Series. Paper 11.

Mattingly, M.J.,, and Sayer, L.C. (2006). Under pressure: Gender differences in the
relationship between free time and feeling rushed. Journal of Marriage and Family,
68(1), 205-221.

Mayraz, G., Wagner, G.G., and Schupp, J. (2009). Life satisfaction and relative in-
come: perceptions and evidence.



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kahneman%20D%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16809528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Krueger%20AB%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16809528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Schkade%20D%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16809528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Schwarz%20N%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16809528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Stone%20AA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16809528

References

Milkie, M.A,, Mattingly, J. M., Nomaguchi, K.M., Bianchi, S.M., and Robinson, J.P.
(2004). The Time Squeeze: Parental Statuses and Feelings about Time with Children,
Journal of Marriage and Family, 66(3), 739-761.

Muhonen, T., and Torkelson, E. (2004). Work locus of control and its relationship
to health and job satisfaction from a gender perspective. Stress and Health, 20(1),
21-28.

Nolen-Hoeksema, S. (2001). Gender differences in depression. Current directions in
psychological science, 10(5), 173-176.

Nolen-Hoeksema, S., and Rusting, C.L. (1999). 17 Gender Differences in Well-Being.
Well-Being: Foundations of Hedonic Psychology, 330.

OECD (2011a). How'’s Life? Measuring Well-Being, Paris, OECD Publishing.

OECD (2013). OECD Guidelines on Measuring Subjective Well-being, OECD Publish-
ing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264191655-en

Offer, S., and Schneider, B. (2011). Revisiting the gender gap in time-use patterns
multitasking and wellbeing among mothers and fathers in dual-earner families.
American Sociological Review, 76(6), 809-833.

Oreopoulos, P, and Salvanes, K.G. (2009). “How large are returns to schooling? Hint:
Money isn’'t everything”. NBER Working Paper No. 15339.

Pina, D., and Bengston, V. (1993). The Division of Household Labor and Wives’ Hap-
piness; ldeology, Employment and Perception of Support, Journal of Marriage and
the Family, 55, 901-912.

Plagnol, A., Easterlin, R. (2008). Aspirations, Attainments, and Satisfaction: Life
Cycle Differences Between American Women and Men. Journal of Happiness Stud-
ies. 9, 601619.

Proto, E., and Rustichini, A. (2015). Life Satisfaction, Income and Personality, Jour-
nal of Economic Psychology, 17-32.

Pudney, S. (2010), An experimental analysis of the impact of survey design on
measures and models of subjective wellbeing, Institute for Social and Economic
Research.

Régnier-Loilier, A. (Ed.) (2009). Portraits de familles. L'enquéte Etude des relations
familiales et intergénérationnelles. INED.

Roxburgh, S. (2004). “There Just Aren’t Enough Hours in the Day’: The Mental Health
Consequences of Time Pressure”. Journal of health and social behavior, 45(2), 115-
131.

Scandura, T.A, and Lankau, M.J. (1997). Relationships of gender, family respon-
sibility and flexible work hours to organizational commitment and job satisfaction.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18(4), 377-391.



http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264191655-en
http://ftp.iza.org/dp8837.pdf

References

Scott, C. (2000). Research on household labor. Modelling and Measuring the Social
Embedness of Routine Family Work. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 1208-
1233,

Shmotkin, D. (1990). Subjective wellbeing as a function of age and gender: A mul-
tivariate look for differentiated trends. Social Indicators Research, 23(3), 201-230.

Sironi, M., and Mencarini, L. (2010). Happiness, Housework and Gender Inequality in
Modern Europe. European Sociological Review. DOI:10.1093/esr/jcq059.

Sloane, P.J., and Williams, H. (2000). Job satisfaction, comparison earnings, and
gender. Labour, 14(3), 473-502.

Smock, P.J., Manning, W.D., and Gupta, S. (1999). The effect of marriage and divorce
on women’s economic well-being. American Sociological Review, 794-812.

Sousa-Poza, A, and Sousa-Poza, A.A. (2000). Wellbeing at work: a cross-national
analysis of the levels and determinants of job satisfaction. The Journal of Socio-
Economics, 29(6), 517-538.

Sousa-Poza, A, and Sousa-Poza, A.A. (2003). Gender differences in job satisfaction
in Great Britain, 1991-2000: permanent or transitory? Applied Economics Letters,
10(11), 691-694.

Stevenson, B., and Wolfers, J. (2008). Happiness inequality in the United States (No.
w14220). National Bureau of Economic Research.

Stevenson, B., and Wolfers, J. (2009). The paradox of declining female happiness
(No. w14969). National Bureau of Economic Research.

Stovicek, K., and Turrini, A. (2012). “Benchmarking unemployment benefit systems”,
European Economy, Economic Papers 454.

Stratton, L. (2012). The Role of Preferences and Opportunity Costs in Determining
the Time Allocated to Housework. American Economic Review: Papers & Proceed-
ings, 102(3): 606-611.

Tesch-Romer, C., Motel-Klingebiel, A., and Tomasik, M.J. (2008). Gender differences
in subjective well-being: Comparing societies with respect to gender equality. Social
Indicators Research, 85(2), 329-349.

United Nations (2012). World Happiness Report. Helliwell, J., Layard, R. and Sachs,
J., eds., The Earth Institute, Columbia University.

van Daalen, G., Sanders, K., and Willemsen, T.M. (2005). Sources of social support
as predictors of health, psychological wellbeing and life satisfaction among Dutch
male and female dual-earners. Women & Health, 41(2), 43-62.

Veira-Lima, S. (2011). A Cross-Country Investigation of the Determinants of the
Happiness Gender Gap, Mimeo, University of Milan-Bicocca, Department of Econom-
ics, Milan, Italy.




References

Wood, W.,, Rhodes, N., and Whelan, M. (1989). Sex differences in positive well-
being: A consideration of emotional style and marital status. Psychological Bulletin,
106(2), 249-264.

Acknowledgements

This report has benefitted from invaluable research assistance by Alexandre Ge-
orgieff and Quentin Lippmann (PSE). Figures 2 and 3 are extracted from Quentin
Lippmann’s Master thesis.




Appendices

APPENDIX A. Description of
the Surveys

1. The World Values Survey (WVS)

We use the World Values Survey, which consists of nationally representative surveys
conducted in almost 100 countries that contain almost 90 percent of the world’s
population, using a common questionnaire’. We focus particularly on the last wave
that was run between 2011 and 2015, among 79,399 persons living in 55 countri-
es. Here, the question of interest asks about life satisfaction: All things considered,
how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?, with responses ona 1 to
10 scale. In addition, the last wave of the WVS contains measures of the big-5 per-
sonality traits of respondents (agreeableness, openness to experience, neuroticism,
consciensciousness, extroversion).

2. The European Social Survey (ESS)

We also use the European Social Survey® waves 1 to 6 (years 2002 to 2013). Our
sample includes 161,377 observations collected in 36 countries (observations for
which the usual socio-demographic variables were not missing).

The ESS contains a lot of useful questions®, such as Life satisfaction (All things
considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole nowadays?, with respon-
ses on a 0 to 10 scale), but also a series of questions that are part of the CES-D
scale, and are used to build a depression index:

Please tell me how much of the time during the past week:
you felt depressed?
you felt everything you did was an effort?
your sleep was restless?
you were happy?
you felt lonely?
you enjoyed life?
you felt sad?

you could not get going?

7 http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSContents.jsp
8 http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org

9 For more details, see http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/round6/questionnaire/ESS6_fi-
nal_personal_and_social_well_being_module_template.pdf
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with responses labelled: None or almost none of the time = 1 | Some of the time =
2 | Most of the time = 3 | All or almost all of the time = 4.

The ESS also asks the following questions:
Please tell me how much of the time during the past week you felt anxious?

Please tell me how much of the time during the past week you felt calm and
peaceful?

with the same response scale.

It also contains a series of questions that we use in order to build an index of social
capital, distinguishing the notion of “thick relationships”, i.e. close ties, from “thin
relationships”, which refer to looser ties or general trust.

The “Thick relationships” indicator is built by summing responses to the following
questions:

How many people, if any, are there with whom you can discuss intimate and
personal matters? Answers are coded as follows: None =0/“1"=1/“2"=2/“3"=
3/“4-6"=4/“7-9"=5/“10 or more’= 6;

To what extent do you feel appreciated by the people you are close to? Answers
are on scale from 0 (“Not at all”) to 10 (“Completely”);

Please tell me how much of the time during the past week you felt lonely?
Answers are coded as follows: “None or almost none of the time” = 1 / "Some of
the time” = 2 / “Most of the time” = 3 / “All or almost all the time” = 4;

To what extent do you receive help and support from people you are close to
when you need it? Answers range from O (“Not at all”) to 6 ("Completely”);

and To what extent do you provide help and support to people you are close to
when they need it? Answers from O (“Not at all”) to 6 ("Completely”).

The “Thin relationships” (general trust) indicator is built by summing responses to
the questions:

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you
can’t be too careful in dealing with people? Responses are on a 0-10 point scale
with ends labelled “You can’t be too careful” and “Most people can be trusted”;

Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got
the chance, or would they try to be fair? Responses are on a 0-10 point scale
with ends labelled “Most people would try to take advantage of me” and “Most
people would try to be fair”;

Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they are
mostly looking out for themselves? Responses are on an 11-point scale with
ends labelled “People mostly look out for themselves” and "People mostly try to
be helpful’;

Please tell me to what extent you feel that people treat you with respect?
Answers are on a O ("Not at all”) to 6 (“A great deal”) scale;
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How often do you meet socially with friends, relatives or work colleagues? Re-
sponse scale: “Never”, “Less than once a month”, “Once a month”, “Several times

a month”, “Once a week”, “Several times a week”, “Every day”;

Compared to other people of your age, how often would you say you take part
in social activities? Response scale: “Much less than most”, “Less than most”,
“About the same”, “More than most”, “Much more than most”;

Please say to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: |
feel close to the people in my local area. Response is labelled as follows: “Agree
strongly” = 1 / “Agree” = 2 / “Neither agree nor disagree” = 3 / “Disagree” = 4 /
“Disagree strongly” = 5;

Please tell me to what extent you feel that people in your local area help one
another? Answers go from O (“Not at all”) to 6 (“A great deal”).

Finally, an “Active involvement’ indicator is built from the following question:

In the past 12 months, how often did you get involved in work for voluntary or
charitable organizations?

Responses are labelled as follows: “At least once a week” = 1 / “At least once a
month” = 2 / “At least once every three months” = 3 / “At least once every six
months” = 4 [ “Less often” = 5/ “Never” = 6.

3. The Generations and Gender Programme Survey (GGP)

The Generations and Gender Programme Survey® is a longitudinal survey of 18-
79 year-old people, run in 19 countries (Europe and Australia), that focuses on
the relationships between parents and children (generations) and between partners
(gender). The survey covers a broad array of topics including fertility, partnership,
transition to adulthood, economic activity, care duties and attitudes. The accom-
panying contextual database (CDB) includes data on legal norms and regulations,
social norms, measures of welfare state policies and institutions, as well as general
economic and cultural indicators. We use the first wave collected in 2005 in 17
countries among 179,524 persons.

The questions of interest for this report are the following:

A Depression index based on the CES-D scale: Please tell me how frequently
did you experience the next items during the previous week:

| felt that | could not shake off the blues even with help from my family or
friends;

| felt depressed;

| thought my life had been a failure;
| felt fearful;

| felt lonely;

I had crying spells;

| felt sad.

10 http://www.ggp-i.org/data/data-access.html
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Responses are labelled: “Seldom or never” = 1 / “Sometimes” = 2 / “Often” = 3 /
“Most of the time” = 4.

* Intention to break up: Over the past 12 months, have you thought about bre-
aking up your relationship? Respondent answers: “yes” or "no”.

« Satisfaction with the division of household tasks: How satisfied are you
with the division of household tasks between you and your partner/spouse? Re-
sponses are on a 0-10 scale.

o Satisfaction with relationship: How satisfied are you with your relationship
with your partner/spouse? Responses are on a 0-10 scale.

« Division of household tasks: Please tell me who does the following tasks in
your household.

Responses are labelled “Always respondent” = 1 / “Usually respondent” = 2 / “Re-
spondent and partner equally” = 3 / “Usually partner” = 4 / “Always partner” = 5. The
tasks include cooking, dishes, shopping, vacuum-cleaning, grocery shopping, small
repairs, bills and social activities.

+ Decision-making: Who makes decisions about the following issues in your
household?

Responses are labelled “Always respondent” = 1 / “Usually respondent” = 2 / “Re-
spondent and partner equally” = 3 / “Usually partner” = 4 / “Always partner” = 5. The
list of issues is the same as that of tasks (see above).

¢ Paid-work:

Thinking about your (main) job, how many hours, excluding overtime and
meal breaks, are you expected to work in a normal week?

or: How many hours per week do you normally work in your job or business
including overtime?

« Disagreement: Within the last 12 months, how often did you and your partner/
spouse have disagreement about:

household chores;
money;

leisure;

friends;

parents;

alcohol;

sex.

Responses labelled : "Never” = 1; "Seldom” = 2; "Sometimes” = 3; "Frequently” = 4;
"Very frequently” = 5.
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» Reaction to disagreement: When you have a serious disagreement with your
partner/spouse, how often do you:

keep your opinion to yourself;
discuss calmly;

argue heatedly or shout;

end up becoming violent.

Responses: “Never” = 1 / “Seldom” = 2 / “Sometimes” = 3 [/ “Frequently” = 4 |/ “Very
frequently” = 5.

Except for the yes/no questions, we sometimes (under certain circumstances) use
the proposed scales as cardinal ones and sometimes construct categorical indices
based on these measures.

4. The British Household Panel Survey

The BHPS!! is a longitudinal survey run by the Institute for Social and Economic Re-
search of the University of Essex. It was run annually from 1991 to 2008, with the
life satisfaction question being asked starting in 1996. Our sample includes 30,954
individuals, for a total number of 224,237 observations. Two main questions are of
interest to us:

the life satisfaction question: “How dissatisfied or satisfied are you with your
life overall?”, with responses on a 0 to 10 scale;

the mental health score built on the basis of the General Health Question-
naire (GHQ) that asks the 12 questions mentioned above. The GHQ indicator is
the Caseness GHQ score, which counts the number of questions for which the
response is in one of the two “low wellbeing” categories. This count is then re-
versed so that higher scores indicate higher levels of wellbeing, running from O
(all twelve responses indicating poor psychological health) to 12 (no responses
indicating poor psychological health);

the BHPS includes a job satisfaction question that asks: “All things considered,
how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your present job overall?’, using the
same 1-7 scale.

In addition, the survey also asks direct questions to both members of couples about
the division of household tasks:

Could you please say who mostly does these household jobs here?
grocery shopping
cooking
washing

ironing

11 https://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/bhps
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- cleaning
childcare

Responses labelled “Mostly self” / “Mostly partner” / “Shared” / “Other”.

- Thinking about your (main) job, how many hours, excluding overtime and meal
breaks, are you expected to work in a normal week?

About how many hours do you spend on housework in an average week, such as
time spent cooking, cleaning and doing the laundry?

Finally, the BHPS includes questions about social capital that allow building several
indices.

First, the index of “Social support”. The latter is built by summing the answers to
the following questions:

Is there someone who will listen?
« Is there someone to help in a crisis?
Is there someone you can relax with?
Is there anyone who really appreciates you?
. Is there anyone you can count on to offer comfort?

For each question, answers are coded as follows: No one = 0/ Yes, one person =1/
Yes, more than one person = 2.

We also build another index of social capital, a “Contacts with friends” indicator,
which is built by summing answers to the following questions:

- How often do you see or get in touch with your 1°%/2™/3™ closest friend either by
visiting, writing or by telephone?

Answers are coded as follows: “Less often” = 1 | “At least once a month” = 2 | “At
least once a week” = 3 | “Most days” = 4.

The Thin relationships indicator is built by summing answers to the two following
questions:

«  How often do you talk to any of your neighbours?
- How often do you meet friends or relatives who are not living with you?

Answers are coded as follows: “Never” = 1 | “Less than once a month” = 2 | “Once or
twice a month” = 3 | “Once or twice a week” = 4 | “On most days” = 5.

The “Active involvement’ indicator counts the number of organizations the re-
spondent claims to be active in among the following: political party, trade union,
environmental group, parents association, tenants group, religious group, voluntary
group, other community group, social group, sports club, women’s institute, wo-
men’s group, other organization.
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5. The German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP)

We use waves 1991 to 2012 of the German Socio-Economic Panel *?, a longitudinal
survey run by the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW, Berlin) that inclu-
des 49,253 individuals, for a total number of observations of 352,669. The question
of interest to us is essentially the life satisfaction question: We would like to ask you
about your satisfaction with your life in general. Responses are on a O (“completely
dissatisfied”) to 10 (“completely satisfied”) scale.

In addition, questions were asked to both members of couples concerning their
time-use. The questions are:

How many hours do your actual working-hours consist of, including possible
over-time?

What does a typical weekday look like for you?

How many hours per day do you spend on housework (washing, cooking, clea-
ning)?

6. The European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS)

We often refer to the European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) operated by Eu-
rofound (see Eurofound 2013a). The EWCS explores quality of work issues and
provides information on exposure to physical and psychosocial risks, working time
duration and organization, employment status and contract, place of work, work or-
ganization, work life balance, spillover between work and life outside work, training
and learning at work, voice at the workplace, health and wellbeing, and earnings.

To date, Eurofound has carried out five European working conditions surveys (1991,
1995, 2000/2001, 2005 and 2010). The evolution of the EWCS follows the changes
in the composition of the EU itself over the last 25 years. In 1991, the survey cove-
red just 12 countries; survey countries grew to 15 in 1995 and 16 in 2000 (EU15
and Norway). The 2000 survey was extended in 2001 to cover the 10 EU member-
ship candidate countries. The fourth survey, carried out in 2005, covered all 27 EU
Member States plus Croatia, Turkey, Switzerland and Norway; the fifth survey cove-
red the same countries apart from Switzerland, but with the addition of Albania, the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo, and Bosnia and Herzegovina - a
total of 34 countries. Eurofound will carry out its sixth EWCS in 2015. In coopera-
tion with Ipsos, it will interview more than 43,000 workers in 35 different European
countries for the sixth edition of the survey. The sixth survey shall include the 28
EU Member States, the five EU candidate countries (Albania, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Turkey), as well as Switzerland and
Norway - a total of 35 countries — making this wave the most comprehensive one
so far in terms of numbers of countries covered. The first results of the sixth Eu-
ropean Working Conditions Survey will be made available before the end of 2015.

12 http://www.diw.de/en/diw_02.c.221178. en/about_soep.html
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APPENDIX B. Descriptive
Statistics

Contents

1. World Values Survey (Last wave: 2010-2014)
2. European Social Survey (All waves: 2002-2013)
3. British Household Panel Survey (All waves: 1991-2009)

5. Generations and Gender Programme (2 waves: 2002-2013)
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1. World Values Survey (Last wave: 2010-2014)

Table WVS.1
(1) (2)
Region Freq Percent
Asia 31,734 40
Africa 17,809 224
Europe 15,921 201
America 12,215 154
Oceania 1,720 2.2
Total 79,399
Table WVS.2
(1) (2) (3) (4)
mean sd min max
Life satisfaction 6.85 227 1 10
Age 41.82 16.40 16 99
Household income decile 491 211 1 10
Openness-to-experience 6.28 164 2 10
Conscientiousness 7.13 201 2 10
Extroversion 6.28 1.62 2 10
Agreeableness 6.54 181 2 10
Neuroticism 5.68 1.77 2 10

Observations

79,399
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Table WVS.3

(1) (2)

Men Women

mean mean
Life satisfaction 6.83 6.87
Age 41.52 42.09
Household income decile 498 484
Openness-to-experience 6.29 6.28
Conscientiousness 7.12 7.14
Extroversion 6.33 6.23
Agreeableness 6.50 6.59
Neuroticism 5.60 576
Observations 38026 41373

Table WVS.4
(1) (2)

Education Freq Percent
No formal Education 4,249 5.35
Incomplete primary 4,520 5.69
Complete primary 8,752 11.02
Incomplete secondary technical 5,740 7.23
Complete secondary technical 15,114 19.04
Incomplete secondary 6,420 8.09
Complete secondary 13,979 1761
University without degree 6,418 8.08
University with degree 14,207 17.89
Total 79399
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Table WVS.5
(1) (2) (3) 4)
Men Women
Education Freq Percent Freq Percent
No formal Education 1517 399 2,732 6.60
Incomplete primary 1,997 5.25 2,523 6.10
Complete primary 4,060 10.68 4,692 11.34
Incomplete secondary technical 2,878 7.57 2,862 6.92
Complete secondary technical 7,261 19.09 7,853 18.98
Incomplete secondary 3,176 8.35 3,244 7.84
Complete secondary 6,761 17.78 7,218 17.45
University without degree 3,309 8.70 3,109 7.51
University with degree 7,067 18.58 7,140 17.26
Total 38026 41373
Table WVS.6
(1) (2)
Employment status Freq Percent
Full-time 26,235 33.04
Part-time 7,709 971
Self-employed 9,543 12.02
Retired 9,531 12
Housewife 12,174 15.33
Students 5979 7.53
Unemployed 7,167 9.03
Other 1,061 1.34

Total 79399
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Table WVS.7
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Employment status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Full-time 15,570 40.95 10,665 25.78
Part-time 3,599 9.46 4,110 9.93
Self-employed 6,020 1583 3,523 8.52
Retired 4,865 12.79 4,666 11.28
Housewife 481 1.26 11,693 28.26
Students 3,146 827 2,833 6.85
Unemployed 3811 10.02 3,356 811
Other 534 1.40 527 127
Total 38026 41373
Table WVS.8
(1) (2)
Marital status Freq Percent
Married 44510 56.06
Living together as married 5314 6.69
Divorced 3,203 4.03
Separated 1,449 1.82
Widowed 4824 6.08
Single 20,099 2531
Total 79399
Table WVS.9
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Marital status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Married 21,664 56.97 22,846 55.22
Living together as married 2,467 6.49 2,847 6.88
Divorced 1,138 2.99 2,065 499
Separated 590 1.55 859 2.08
Widowed 1,009 2.65 3,815 9.22
Single 11,158 29.34 8,941 2161
Total 38026 41373
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2. European Social Survey (All waves: 2002-2013)

Table ESS.1
(1) (2)
Region Freq Percent
Western Europe 50121 311
Central and Eastern Europe 30903 19.2
Northern Europe 30311 188
Southern Europe 23073 143
CEl 13049 8.1
GB and Ireland 7201 45
Western Asia 6655 41
Total 161,313
Table ESS.2
(1) (2) (3) (4)
mean sd min max
Age 4842 17.96 14 110
Household income decile 5.12 261 0.83 10
Life satisfaction 6.78 2.37 0 10
Depression 11.90 422 6 30
Anxiety 165 0.75 1 4
Calmness 2.75 0.83 1 4
Happiness overall 7.13 2.06 0 10
Work life balance satisfaction 6.58 2.18 0] 10
Deisired weekly working hours 34.36 1469 0 144
Work to family conflict 10.46 3.13 4 20
Family to work conflict 3.58 1.55 2 10
P'roport|on of HH income provided (subjec- 451 501 1 2
tive assessment)
Thick relationships 2421 415 32
Thin relationships 3474 8.02 3 59
Active involvement in volunteering and 199 160 1 5

helping activities

Observations

161,313




Appendices

Table ESS.3

Men Women

mean mean
Age 47.67 49.07
Household income decile 5.40 4.88
Life satisfaction 6.85 6.72
Depression 11.32 12.40
Anxiety 155 173
Calmness 2.84 2.68
Happiness overall 7.18 7.09
Work life balance satisfaction 6.57 6.59
Desired weekly working hours 37.85 31.19
Work to family conflict 10.51 1041
Family to work conflict 3.55 361
Proportion of HH income provided (subjective assessment) 491 416
Thick relationships 2412 24.29
Thin relationships 3472 3476
Active involvement in volunteering and helping activities 2.02 1.96
Observations 75225 86088

Table ESS.4
(1) (2)

Education Freq Percent
Less than lower secondary 15,594 9.67
Lower secondary 28,729 1781
Lower tier upper secondary 32,691 20.27
Upper tier upper secondary 32,821 2035
Advanced vocational 17,969 11.14
Lower tertiary education 15,643 9.70
Higher tertiary education 17,866 11.08

Total 161313
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Table ESS.5
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Education Freq Percent Freq Percent
Less than lower secondary 6,322 8.40 9,272 10.77
Lower secondary 12,524 16.65 16,205 18.82
Lower tier upper secondary 17,358 23.07 15,333 1781
Upper tier upper secondary 15,148 20.14 17,673 2053
Advanced vocational 8,515 11.32 9,454 10.98
Lower tertiary education 6,763 8.99 8,880 10.32
Higher tertiary education 8,595 1143 9,271 10.77
Total 75225 86088
Table ESS.6
(1) (2)
Employment status Freq Percent
In paid work 80,501 49.90
In education 10,627 6.59
Unemployed active seeker 6,868 4.26
Unemployed no active seeker 2,775 1.72
Sick or disabled 4,044 251
Retired 39,680 2460
Community or military service 233 0.14
Housewife 14,932 9.26
Other 1,653 1.02
Total 161313
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Table ESS.7
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Employment status Freq Percent Freq Percent
In paid work 42,760 56.84 37,741 4384
In education 5,137 6.83 5,490 6.38
Unemployed active seeker 3,682 4.89 3,186 370
Unemployed no active seeker 1,367 1.82 1,408 1.64
Sick or disabled 2,001 2.66 2,043 2.37
Retired 18,030 2397 21,650 25.15
Community or military service 171 0.23 62 0.07
Housewife 1,341 1.78 13,591 1579
Other 736 0.98 917 1.07
Total 75225 86088
Table ESS.8
(1) (2)
Marital status Freq Percent
Married 87,425 54.20
Separated 1,922 1.19
Divorced 14,360 8.90
Widowed 16,606 10.29
Never married 41,000 2542
Total 161313
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Table ESS.9

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Marital status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Married 43,709 58.10 43716 50.78
Separated 811 1.08 1,111 1.29
Divorced 5,459 7.26 8,901 10.34
Widowed 3,403 452 13,203 1534
Never married 21,843 29.04 19,157 22.25
Total 75225 86088
Table ESS.10
(1)
mean

Share of satisfied people 047
Share of satisfied men 0.48
Share of satisfied women 047
Share of depressive people 0.11
Share of depressive men 0.08
Share of depressive women 0.14
Observations 161,313

Satisfied people are defined as those with a life satisfaction score above 7 on a
0-10 scale. Depressive people are defined as those with a score above 3 on a modi-
fied version of the CES-D8 depression scale. The score counts the number of times a
respondent choses the two lower categories when answering the CES-D8 questions.
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Table ESS.11

AL BE. BG CH cy (o4 DE DK EE ES Fl FR GB GR HR HU IE

Life satisfaction 5.75 741 4.39 8.01 7.06 6.38 6.94 848 6.12 7.15 811 6.27 7.19 5.68 6.27 551 6.43
Depression . 1129 1334 1069 1169 1322 1185 1056 1275 1198 1064 1166 11.39 14.19 10.88
Anxiety 1.80 1.86 2.12 174 211 161 1.23 1.23 1.76 143 1.38 1.86 155 1.96 153
Calmness 2.70 2.66 2.62 2.82 272 2.96 2.89 303 2.80 2.63 2.76 2.53 2.58 . . 271 2.85
Happiness overall 6.43 772 5.20 8.02 7.20 6.68 7.25 8.35 6.78 7.52 8.09 7.09 747 5.98 6.67 6.14 6.81
Share of satisfied people 0.34 0.58 0.12 0.73 0.51 0.36 0.50 0.84 0.33 049 0.78 0.37 0.53 0.23 0.36 0.24 0.39
Share of satisfied women 0.37 0.59 0.12 0.74 049 0.36 0.50 0.84 0.36 048 0.80 0.36 0.53 0.21 0.37 0.24 0.38
Share of satisfied men 0.31 0.57 0.12 0.72 0.55 0.36 0.50 0.84 0.30 0.50 0.77 0.38 0.53 0.24 0.34 0.22 0.39
Share of depressive people 0.09 0.19 0.05 0.13 0.19 0.09 0.04 0.14 0.10 0.05 011 0.09 0.24 0.07
Share of depressive women 0.11 0.22 0.06 0.17 0.23 0.11 0.05 0.15 0.14 0.06 0.14 0.11 0.28 0.06
Share of depressive men 0.06 0.14 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.07 0.03 013 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.19 0.07
Observations 1109 9059 3963 8529 1641 7282 13772 7802 1964 7800 2057 6957 3570 1844 2250 5024 3630

IL IS IT LT LU LV NL NO PL PT RO RU SE Sl SK UA XK
Life satisfaction 6.95 8.17 6.71 5.55 7.70 5.70 7.60 7.85 6.52 5.60 594 540 7.89 6.84 6.21 454 6.01
Depression 1197 1052 1271 1327 1115 1007 1226 13.07 1369 1062 1126 1310 1423 1366
Anxiety 144 1.44 178 1.80 183 1.20 161 174 2.05 1.46 142 170 2.16 166
Calmness 274 3.09 265 262 . . 283 295 2.56 2.58 . 258 3.02 284 2.80 278 266
Happiness overall 7.37 831 7.11 6.24 778 6.24 773 797 691 6.30 6.04 6 7.87 7.16 6.59 5.62 6.44
Share of satisfied people 051 0.77 042 0.25 0.64 0.25 0.64 0.69 042 022 032 021 0.69 047 0.34 0.12 034
Share of satisfied women 0.53 0.78 0.37 0.24 0.64 0.27 0.63 0.70 043 0.22 0.32 021 0.68 047 0.36 0.12 0.37
Share of satisfied men 0.48 0.76 0.47 0.25 0.63 0.24 0.64 0.69 041 0.22 0.31 0.22 0.70 0.46 0.32 0.12 0.31
Share of depressive people 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.12 0.07 0.03 0.15 0.17 0.22 0.06 0.09 0.15 0.26 0.16
Share of depressive women 0.13 0.08 0.16 0.13 0.09 0.03 0.19 0.20 0.26 0.07 0.11 0.17 0.29 0.18
Share of depressive men 0.09 0.04 0.05 0.10 . . 0.06 0.02 0.12 0.13 . 0.16 0.05 0.06 0.12 0.20 0.13
Observations 5006 1027 537 2987 1880 1606 9924 9817 8633 2001 1676 8141 3042 6359 4304 4884 1162

Satisfied people are defined as those with a life satisfaction score above 7 on a 0-10 scale. Depressive people are defined as those with a score above 3 on a modified
version of the CES-D8 depression scale. The score counts the number of times a respondent choses the two lower categories when answering the CES-D8 questions
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Table ESS.12 (Women)

AL BE. BG CH cy cz DE DK EE ES Fl FR GB GR HR HU IE
Life satisfaction 5.87 743 432 8.05 6.94 6.35 6.98 8.50 6.24 7.09 8.18 6.24 7.17 562 6.33 555 6.43
Depression 1185 13.87 11.10 1261 1383 12.25 10.84 1292 1275 10.80 12.28 11.72 1460 1093
Anxiety 1.83 1.96 2.18 1.79 2.26 1.68 1.29 1.25 1.79 152 1.37 1.97 161 2.02 154
Calmness 260 255 254 275 255 2.88 2.80 299 2.76 253 274 241 247 270 2.80
Happiness overall 6.54 7.73 513 8.05 7.10 6.69 7.28 8.37 691 7.44 8.14 7.11 7.47 593 6.72 6.18 6.87
Observations 605 4573 2299 4401 914 3826 6772 3774 1153 3952 1052 3730 2004 1035 1238 2797 1929

IL IS IT LT LU Lv NL NO PL PT RO RU SE Sl SK UA XK
Life satisfaction 7.01 8.19 6.39 551 7.69 5.83 7.58 7.89 6.53 554 5.96 5.38 7.84 6.83 6.29 453 6.25
Depression 1219 10.88 13.60 1361 11.66 1031 1293 1353 1423 11 1165 13.37 1467 14.05
Anxiety 1.49 152 1.96 1.86 1.90 1.24 171 1.77 2.13 1.54 1.49 1.76 2.24 1.72
Calmness 269 299 241 261 273 2.86 247 255 2.54 294 2.80 277 277 263
Happiness overall 7.37 8.40 7.00 6.22 774 6.30 7.74 801 691 6.20 6.07 5.98 7.83 7.12 6.64 5.59 6.60
Observations 2761 521 262 1838 874 1016 5334 4622 4496 1238 909 5027 1491 3409 2451 3130 603
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Table ESS.13 (Men)

AL BE. BG CH cY cz DE DK EE ES FI FR GB GR HR HU IE
Life satisfaction 5.60 7.39 4.49 7.97 7.22 641 6.90 8.47 5.96 7.22 8.03 631 7.22 577 6.20 547 6.43
Depression . 1071 1259 10.27 1054 1256 11.46 10.28 1252 11.23 1047 10.94 10.96 . . 1367 10.83
Anxiety 175 1.75 203 1.68 1.92 1.54 117 1.20 171 135 1.39 173 147 . . 1.90 152
Calmness 282 278 273 291 293 3.04 2.98 3.07 2.85 272 278 267 273 . . 272 290
Happiness overall 6.30 771 5.29 7.99 7.34 6.67 7.22 8.33 6.59 7.59 8.04 7.07 7.48 6.04 6.60 6.08 6.74
Observations 504 4486 1664 4128 727 3456 7000 4028 811 3848 1005 3227 1566 809 1012 2227 1701

IL IS IT LT LU Lv NL NO PL PT RO RU SE Sl SK UA XK
Life satisfaction 6.88 8.14 7.02 561 7.71 548 761 7.82 6.50 571 593 542 7.94 6.86 6.11 457 577
Depression 11.69 10.17 11.87 12.77 . . 10.59 9.85 11.54 1231 . 12.80 10.28 10.78 12.76 13.44 13.25
Anxiety 1.38 1.37 161 173 . . 1.74 117 150 1.69 . 190 1.38 135 163 2.03 160
Calmness 281 3.18 287 263 . . 293 3.04 2.66 264 . 264 3.10 290 2.85 281 2.70
Happiness overall 7.36 8.22 7.23 6.26 7.82 6.14 7.72 7.94 691 6.46 6.00 6.05 7.89 7.20 6.53 5.68 6.26

Observations 2245 506 275 1149 1006 590 4590 5195 4137 763 767 3114 1551 2950 1853 1754 559
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3. British Household Panel Survey (All waves: 1991-2009)

Table BHPS.1

Age

Monthly household income (£)
Monthly labour income (£)

Life satisfaction

GHQ

Job satisfaction

Financial expectations

Job satisfaction: Promotion prospects
Job satisfaction: relation with boss
Wish better job

Expect better job

Promotion opportunities

Hours per week on housework

Hours per week on paid work

Grocery shopping: balanced distribution
Grocery shopping: partner does more
Cooking: balanced distribution
Cooking: partner does more

Washing ironing: balanced distribution
Washing ironing: partner does more
Cleaning: balanced distribution
Cleaning: partner does more
Childcare: balanced distribution
Childcare: partner does more

Social support

Contacts with friends

Thin relationships

Number of organisations active in

45.37
2,441.10
810.84
523
10.10
5.40
2.16
3.76
5.48
0.37
0.15
0.49
1095
17.28
0.39
0.27
0.24
0.35
0.17
0.38
0.27
0.33
0.34
0.29
7.33
8.95
8.34
0.69

18.62
1,962.43
1,181.67

1.29
2.96
1.29
0.60
2.33
1.68

0.48

0.36

0.50

10.55

18.57

049
0.45
0.43
048
0.38
048
0.45

047

0.47

0.45

244

2.06

136

0.93

100
86,703.29
72,05543

I R I R e N e e

e e e
= O N O

Observations

224,237
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Table BHPS.2

(1) (2)

Men Women

mean mean
Age 4479 45.86
Monthly household income (£) 2,567 2,336
Monthly labour income (£) 1,114 558.0
Life satisfaction 5235 5223
GHQ 1043 9.826
Job satisfaction 5.269 5521
Financial expectations 2.198 2.137
Job satisfaction: Promotion prospects 3.851 3.682
Job satisfaction: relation with boss 5.308 5641
Wish better job 0.433 0.316
Expect better job 0.171 0.138
Promotion opportunities 0519 0.458
Hours per week on housework 5.876 1518
Hours per week on paid work 20.70 1442
Grocery shopping: balanced distribution 0419 0.372
Grocery shopping: partner does more 0.464 0.0963
Cooking: balanced distribution 0.255 0.227
Cooking: partner does more 0.614 0.106
Washing ironing: balanced distribution 0.190 0.157
Washing ironing: partner does more 0.747 0.0367
Cleaning: balanced distribution 0.301 0.249
Cleaning: partner does more 0.606 0.0672
Childcare: balanced distribution 0.380 0.304
Childcare: partner does more 0.588 0.0263
Social support 7.161 7478
Contacts with friends 8.736 9.135
Thin relationships 8.249 8424
Number of organisations active in 0.702 0.671
Observations 101986 122251
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Table BHPS.3

(1) (2)
Education Freq Percent
Higher degree 5,276 2.35
Apprenticeship 4,577 2.04
Other qualif 1,567 0.70
No qualif 53,367 23.80
Still at school no qualif 1,505 0.67
First degree 21,245 947
Teaching qualification 5,497 245
Other higher qualif 44,860 2001
Nursing qualif 3,289 147
GCE A levels 27,175 12.12
GCE O levels or equiv 42223 18.83
Commercial qualif no O levels 5,936 265
CSE grade 2-5 scot grade 4-5 7,720 344
Total 224237
Table BHPS.4
(1) 2) (3) (4)

Men Women
Education Freq Percent Freq Percent
Higher degree 2,945 2.89 2,331 191
Apprenticeship 3,999 392 578 047
Other qualif 636 0.62 931 0.76
No qualif 21,167 20.75 32,200 26.34
Still at school no qualif 707 0.69 798 0.65
First degree 10,309 10.11 10,936 8.95
Teaching qualification 1,567 1.54 3,930 321
Other higher qualif 24,862 24.38 19,998 16.36
Nursing qualif 196 0.19 3,093 253
GCE A levels 13,455 13.19 13,720 11.22
GCE O levels or equiv 17,808 17.46 24,415 19.97
Commercial qualif no O levels 390 0.38 5,546 454
CSE grade 2-5 scot grade 4-5 3,945 3.87 3,775 3.09
Total 101986 122251
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Table BHPS.5

(1) (2)
Labour force status Freq Percent
Self employed 15,292 6.82
Other 904 0.40
In paid employment 111,878 49.89
Unemployed 8,492 379
Retired 45851 20.45
Family care 2,027 0.90
Student 16,702 7.45
Sick or disabled 13,337 595
Maternity leave 9,197 4.10
Government training scheme 557 0.25
Total 224237
Table BHPS.6
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Labour force status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Self employed 11,115 1090 4,177 342
Other 372 0.36 532 0.44
In paid employment 54,220 53.16 57,658 47.16
Unemployed 5,302 520 3,190 261
Retired 19,332 18.96 26,519 2169
Family care 25 0.02 2,002 1.64
Student 700 0.69 16,002 13.09
Sick or disabled 5,982 5.87 7,355 6.02
Maternity leave 4,626 454 4571 374
Government training scheme 312 031 245 0.20
Total 101986 122251
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Table BHPS.7

(1) (2)
Marital status Freq Percent
Under 16 years 502 0.22
Married 120,433 5371
Living as couple 23,615 10.53
Widowed 17,305 7.72
Divorced 12,115 540
Separated 3,856 172
Never married 46411 20.70
Total 224237
Table BHPS.8
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Marital status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Under 16 years 244 0.24 258 0.21
Married 57,790 56.66 62,643 51.24
Living as couple 11,253 11.03 12,362 10.11
Widowed 3,818 374 13,487 11.03
Divorced 3,964 3.89 8,151 6.67
Separated 1,315 1.29 2,541 2.08
Never married 23,602 23.14 22,809 18.66
Total 101986 122251
Table BHPS.9
(1) (2)
Duration of work contract Freq Percent
Permanent 122916 91.40
Not permanent 11,569 8.60

Total 134485
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Table BHPS.10

(1) (2) (3) 4)
Men Women
Duration of work contract Freq Percent Freq Percent
Permanent 62,521 92.07 60,395 90.71
Not permanent 5,382 7.93 6,187 9.29
Total 67903 66582
4. German Socio-Economic Panel (1991-2012)
Table GSOEP.1
(1) (2) (3) (4)
mean sd min max
Life satisfaction 6.97 1.78 0 10
Age 47.03 17.47 17 102
Monthly net household income (€) 2,522.63 1,758.09 0 200,000
Hours/week on paid job 2183 21.37 0 80
Hours/weekday on Housework 181 1.69 0 22
Table GSOEP.2
(1) (2)
West East
mean mean
Life satisfaction 7.15 6.48
Age 4691 4741
Monthly net household income (€) 2,694.18 2,041
Hours/week on paid job 2157 22.49
Hours/weekday on Housework 1.83 1.78
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Table GSOEP.3

(1) (2)
Men Women
mean mean
Life satisfaction 6.97 6.97
Age 46.62 47.39
Monthly net household income (€) 2,603.97 2,450.16
Hours/week on paid job 27.75 16.57
Hours/weekday on Housework 0.86 2.65
Table GSOEP.4
(1) (2)
Education Freq Percent
In school 7,433 211
Inadequately 9,752 277
General elementary 60,414 17.13
Middle vocational 169,940 48.19
Vocational plus Abi 17,345 492
Higher vocational 24,281 6.88
Higher education 63,504 18.01
Total 352669
Table GSOEP.5
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Education Freq Percent Freq Percent
In school 3,593 2.16 3,840 2.06
Inadequately 4,075 2.45 5677 3.04
General elementary 22,190 13.35 38,224 20.50
Middle vocational 80,688 48.56 89,252 47.86
Vocational plus Abi 7,347 442 9,998 5.36
Higher vocational 13,887 8.36 10,394 5.57
Higher education 34,386 20.69 29,118 1561
Total 166166 186503
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Table GSOEP.6

(1) (2)
Labour force status Freq Percent
NW (Non-working) 41,501 11.77
NW-But Reg Sec Job 4930 140
Working 199,302 56.51
Working But NW Past 7 days 965 0.27
NW-Age 65 And Older 595,466 16.86
NW-In Education-Training 12,548 3.56
NW-Maternity Leave 6,043 171
NW-Military-Community Service 452 0.13
NW-Unemployed 19,719 5.59
NW-But Sometimes Sec. Job 5,647 1.60
NW-but work past 7 days 2,096 0.59
Total 352669
Table GSOEP.7
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Women
Labour force status Freq Percent Freq Percent
NW (Non-working) 11,490 691 30,011 16.09
NW-But Reg Sec Job 1,984 1.19 2,946 1.58
Working 106,332 63.99 92,970 4985
Working But NW Past 7 days 346 0.21 619 0.33
NW-Age 65 And Older 25,620 1542 33,846 18.15
NW-In Education-Training 6,091 367 6,457 346
NW-Maternity Leave 113 0.07 5,930 3.18
NW-Military-Community Service 437 0.26 15 0.01
NW-Unemployed 9,891 595 9,828 5.27
NW-But Sometimes Sec. Job 2,742 1.65 2,905 1.56
NW-but work past 7 days 1,120 0.67 976 0.52
Total 166166 186503
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Table GSOEP.8

(1) (2)
Marital status Freq Percent
Married 218,037 61.82
Married, but separated 6,484 1.84
Single 82,783 2347
Divorced 22,848 6.48
Widowed 22,228 6.30
Husband/wife abroad 289 0.08
Total 352669
Table GSOEP.9
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Marital status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Married 105914 63.74 112,123 60.12
Married, but separated 2917 1.76 3,567 191
Single 43526 26.19 39,257 21.05
Divorced 8,901 5.36 13,947 7.48
Widowed 4,696 283 17,532 9.40
Husband/wife abroad 212 0.13 77 0.04
Total 166166 186503
Table GSOEP.10 (West sample)
(1) (2)
Men Women
mean mean
Life satisfaction 7.15 7.15
Age 4661 47.18
Monthly net household income (€) 2,781.53 2,616.22
Hours/week on paid job 28.27 1559
Hours/weekday on Housework 081 273
Observations 119,623 134,041
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Table GSOEP.11 (East sample)

(1) (2)
Men Women
mean mean
Life satisfaction 6.48 6.48
Age 46.72 48.03
Monthly net household income (€) 2,105.90 1,983.39
Hours/week on paid job 26.47 1895
Hours/weekday on Housework 0.96 250
Observations 40,188 45,272
Table GSOEP.12 (Women in partnership)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
mean sd min max
Life Satisfaction 7.04 173 0 10
Age 47.99 14.72 17 94
Monthly net household income (€) 2697.40 1784.56 0 200000
Hours/week on paid job 16.74 18.58 0 80
Hours/weekday on Housework 3.03 1.77 0 20
Total 115,548
Table GSOEP.13 (Men in partnership)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
mean sd min max
Life Satisfaction 7.00 173 0 10
Age 50.73 14.88 18 100
Monthly net household income (€) 269461 1739.23 0 200000
Hours/week on paid job 29.02 2245 0 80
Hours/weekday on Housework 0.81 0.96 0 14

Total 115,088
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5. Generations and Gender Programme (2 waves: 2002-2013)

Table GGP.1
(1) 2)
Country Freq Percent
Bulgaria 12,858 7.16
Russia 11,261 6.27
Georgia 10,000 557
Germany 10,017 5.58
France 10,079 561
Hungary 13,540 7.54
Italy 9,570 5.33
Netherlands 8,161 455
Romania 11,986 6.68
Norway 14,880 8.29
Austria 5,000 2.79
Estonia 7,855 438
Belgium 7,163 3.99
Australia 7,125 397
Lithuania 10,036 5.59
Poland 19,987 11.13
Czech Republic 10,006 5.57

Total 179524
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Table GGP.2

(1) (2) (3) (4)
mean sd min max
Age 46.53 16.45 16 99
Depression 95.68 3.58 7 28
Sat. with division of HH tasks 8.27 190 0 10
Sat. with relationship 862 1.70 0 10
Breaking intentions 0.08 0.27 0 1
HH tasks: partner 18.15 6.02 7 35
Decisions 8.69 172 3 15
Disagreements 11.46 4.15 7 35
Cooking: balanced rep. 0.13 0.34 0 1
Cooking: partner does more 0.29 0.45 0 1
Dishes: balanced rep. 0.20 040 0 1
Dishes: partner does more 0.24 043 0 1
Grocery shopping: balanced rep. 031 0.46 0 1
Grocery shopping: partner does more 0.19 0.39 0 1
Vacuum-cleaning: balanced rep. 0.20 0.40 0 1
Vacuum-cleaning: partner does more 0.25 043 0 1
Small repairs: balanced rep. 0.09 0.29 0 1
Small repairs: partner does more 0.34 0.48 0 1
Bills: balanced rep. 0.24 042 0 1
Bills: partner does more 0.22 041 0 1
Social activities: balanced rep. 0.51 0.50 0 1
Social activities: partner does more 0.09 0.28 0 1
Dec. Routine purchases: balanced rep. 041 0.49 0 1
Dec. Routine purchases: part. does more 0.24 043 0 1
Dec. Expensive purchases: balanced rep. 0.81 0.40 0 1
Dec. Expensive purchases: part. does more 0.08 0.27 0 1
Dec. Social activities: balanced rep. 0.83 0.38 0 1
Dec. Social activities: part. does more 0.07 0.25 0 1
Disagreement HH chores 181 0.90 1 5
Disagreement Money 1.85 0.97 1 5
Disagreement Leisure 167 0.85 1 5
Disagreement Friends 157 0.81 1 5
Disagreement Parents 1.59 0.89 1 5
Disagreement Alcohol 1.56 091 1 5
Disagreement Sex 147 0.77 1 5
Keep your opinion to yourself 241 1.10 1 5
Discuss calmly 348 101 1 5
Argue heatedly or shout 2.05 0.96 1 5
End up becoming violent 1.09 0.37 1 5
Part-time job 0.17 0.37 0 1
Hours per week on paid job 2457 21.65 0 140
Flexible time arrangements at work 043 0.50 0 1
Observations 179,524
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Table GGP.3

(1) (2)

Men Women

mean mean

Age 46.03 46.93

Depression 895 10.30
Sat. with division of HH tasks 8.68 7.89
Sat. with relationship 8381 8.45
Breaking intentions 0.06 0.10

HH tasks: partner 20.60 15.89
Decisions 9.45 7.99

Disagreements 11.29 1162
Cooking: balanced rep. 0.16 0.11
Cooking: partner does more 0.62 0.03
Dishes: balanced rep. 0.25 0.17
Dishes: partner does more 0.50 0.04
Grocery shopping: balanced rep. 0.36 0.27
Grocery shopping: partner does more 0.33 0.08
Vacuum-cleaning: balanced rep. 0.23 0.17
Vacuum-cleaning: partner does more 0.50 0.05
Small repairs: balanced rep. 0.07 0.11
Small repairs: partner does more 0.03 0.65
Bills: balanced rep. 0.26 0.22
Bills: partner does more 0.27 0.18
Social activities: balanced rep. 0.56 0.46
Social activities: partner does more 0.13 0.05
Dec. Routine purchases: balanced rep. 0.46 0.37
Dec. Routine purchases: part. does more 044 0.06
Dec. Expensive purchases: balanced rep. 0.81 0.80
Dec. Expensive purchases: part. does more 0.09 0.08
Dec. Social activities: balanced rep. 0.84 0.81
Dec. Social activities: part. does more 0.09 0.04
Disagreement HH chores 1.75 1.86
Disagreement Money 1.80 190
Disagreement Leisure 1.65 1.68
Disagreement Friends 1.57 1.56
Disagreement Parents 155 162
Disagreement Alcohol 1.54 1.59
Disagreement Sex 1.45 1.48
Keep your opinion to yourself 241 240
Discuss calmly 351 3.46
Argue heatedly or shout 197 2.12
End up becoming violent 1.09 1.09
Part-time job 0.09 0.25

Hours per week on paid job 29.22 20.64
Flexible time arrangements at work 042 0.44

Observations 80315 99209
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Table GGP.4
(1) (2)
Education Freq Percent
Pre-Primary 1,459 0.88
Primary 11,574 6.95
Lower secondary 29,400 17.65
Upper secondary 70,286 42.20
Post secondary non-tertiary 15,745 9.45
First stage of tertiary 36,059 21.65
Second stage of tertiary 2,042 1.23
Total 166565
Table GGP.5
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women

Education Freq Percent Freq Percent
Pre-Primary 481 0.64 978 1.06
Primary 4,268 572 7,306 7.95
Lower secondary 12,789 17.14 16,611 18.07
Upper secondary 34,599 46.37 35,687 38.81
Post secondary non-tertiary 6,347 851 9,398 10.22
First stage of tertiary 15,011 20.12 21,048 22.89
Second stage of tertiary 1,125 151 917 1
Total 74620 91945
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Table GGP.6
(1) (2)
Employment status Freq Percent
Employed or self-employed 93,300 52.02
Other 2,011 112
Working pensioner 847 0.47
In apprenticeship or training 50 0.03
Family business 963 0.54
Unemployed 11,969 6.67
Student or vocational training 9,221 5.14
Retired 41,218 22.98
Parental leave 3,254 181
Disabled for a long time 6,450 3.60
Housewife 9,991 557
Military or social service 97 0.05
Total 179371
Table GGP.7
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Men Women
Employment status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Employed or self-employed 47,925 59.73 45,375 4577
Other 777 0.97 1,234 1.24
Working pensioner 283 0.35 564 0.57
In apprenticeship or training 22 0.03 28 0.03
Family business 322 0.40 641 0.65
Unemployed 5,896 7.35 6,073 6.13
Student or vocational training 4,177 521 5,044 5.09
Retired 17,372 2165 23,846 24.06
Parental leave 73 0.09 3,181 321
Disabled for a long time 3,081 3.84 3,369 3.40
Housewife 219 0.27 9,772 9.86
Military or social service 95 0.12 2 0
Total 80242 99129
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Table GGP.8
(1) (2)
Marital status Freq Percent
Never married 47,702 2721
Married 99,668 56.86
Widowed 13,632 778
Divorced 14,299 8.16
Total 175301
Table GGP.9
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Men Women
Marital status Freq Percent Freq Percent
Never married 24,004 30.63 23,698 2445
Married 47,025 60 52,643 5431
Widowed 4,708 6.01 8,924 921
Divorced 2,638 3.37 11,661 12.03
Total 78375 96926
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1. The Explicandum: Gender Gaps in SWB

Table 1. The Gender Gap in Life Satisfaction. OLS Estimates. WVS (2011-
2015) and ESS (2002-2013)

(1) (2)

Life Satisfaction

WVS ESS
Women 0.04*** 0.05**
(0.01) (0.01)
Age -0.02** -0.03**
(0.00) (0.00)
Age’ 0.00*** 0.00**
(0.00) (0.00)
Household income decile 0.11* 0.06***
(0.01) (0.00)
Observations 79,399 160,682

*p<0.1.*p<0.05, ** p<0.01 Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level and professional sta-
tus.
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Table 2.A The Gender Gap in Depression. OLS Estimates. ESS (2006-2007
and 2012-2013)

(1) (2) (3)
Depression
Women 0.25*** 0.21** 0.15***
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Country fixed effects NO YES YES
Year fixed effects NO YES YES
Age and Age? NO YES YES
Demographic variables NO NO YES
Observations 57,949 57,949 57,949

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Depres-
sion: "Please tell me how much of the time during the past week : you felt depressed? you felt everything you did
was an effort? your sleep was restless? you were happy? you felt lonely? you enjoyed life? you felt sad? you could
not get going?” with responses labelled: "None or almost none of the time” = 1; "Some of the time” = 2; "Most of
the time” = 3; "All or almost all of the time” = 4. Demographic controls include: household income, marital status,
education level, professional status.

Table 2.B The Gender Gap in Anxiety. OLS Estimates. ESS (2006-2007 and
2012-2013)

(1) (2) (3)
Anxiety
Women 0.24** 0.18** 0.15*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Country fixed effects NO YES YES
Year fixed effects NO YES YES
Age and Age? NO YES YES
Demographic variables NO NO YES
Observations 60,808 60,808 60,808

*p<0.1,**p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Anxiety:
"Please tell me how much of the time during the past week you felt anxious?” with responses labelled: "None or
almost none of the time” = 1; "Some of the time” = 2; "Most of the time” = 3; "All or almost all of the time” = 4.
Demographic controls include: household income, marital status, education level, professional status.columns 4.
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Table 2.C The Gender Gap in Calmness. OLS Estimates. ESS (2006-2007
and 2012-2013)

(1) (2) (3)
Calmness
Women -0.20** -0.19* -0.16™*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)

Country fixed effects NO YES YES
Year fixed effects NO YES YES
Age and Age? NO YES YES
Demographic variables NO NO YES
Observations 60,723 60,723 60,723

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01 Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Calmness:
"Please tell me how much of the time during the past week you felt calms and peaceful?” with responses labelled:
"None or almost none of the time” = 1; "Some of the time” = 2; "Most of the time” = 3; "All or almost all of the time”
= 4. Demographic controls include: household income, marital status, education level, professional status.

Table 2.0 The Gender Gap in Emotional Happiness. OLS Estimates. ESS
(2006-2007 and 2012-2013)

(1) (2) (3)

Happiness overall

Women -0.05* 0.01* 0.06***
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Country fixed effects NO YES YES
Year fixed effects NO YES YES
Age and Age? NO YES YES
Demographic variables NO NO YES
Observations 160,358 160,358 160,358

*p<0.1,**p<0.05,** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Happiness:
"Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are?” with responses labelled: "None or almost none of the
time” = 1, "Some of the time” = 2; "Most of the time” = 3; "All or almost all of the time” = 4. Demographic controls
include: household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
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Table 2.E The Gender Gap in Life Satisfaction by Country. OLS Estimates.
ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Life Satisfaction

AL BE BG CH cy cz DE DK EE ES FI FR

Women 0.12 0.05** -0.01 007 -005 0.04* 0.09** 0.04** 0.15** -0.02 0.08** 0.02
(0.09) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (005 (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

Obs. 1,106 9,043 3951 8523 1627 7230 13763 7,794 1960 7,773 2,055 6,956

(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22)  (23) (24)
Life Satisfaction

GB GR HR HU IE IL IS IT LT LU Lv NL

Women 0.03 000 008* 003 -002 010 006 -0.19"* 002 003 0.22** 0.06™*
(0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.09) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.01)

Obs. 3563 1842 2242 5002 3623 4967 1026 534 2968 1876 1589 9914

(25) (26) (27) (28)  (29) (30) (31)  (32) (33) (34)
Life Satisfaction
NO PL PT RO RU SE Sl SK UA XK

Women 0.04*** 0.04* 0.02 0.07 0.06** 0.01 0.05** 0.09*** 0.06* 0.15*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.08)

Obs. 9812 8601 1987 1667 8097 3038 6330 4289 4784 1150

) ) 2
*p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p < 0.01. Standard errors are given in parentheses. Controls : age, age™, country and year
fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level and professional status.
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Table 2.F The Gender Gap in Depression by Country. OLS Estimates. ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Depression
BE BG CH cY cz DE DK EE ES FI FR

Women 0.22** 0.21™* 0.14™ 035> 0.21** 0.13** 0.09** -003 028" 002 0.22"
(0.03) (0.05) (003) (008 (006) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)

Obs. 3240 1806 2,652 859 1205 4593 2469 1908 2644 2,041 3,503
(12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19)
Depression
GB HU IE IL IS IT LT NL
Women 0.11* 0.13* 0.02 0.13** 0.14* 0.31** 0.10* 0.14*

(0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.09) (0.04) (0.03)

Obs. 1,716 1,341 1,891 1,550 606 512 1,595 3,203
(20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28)

Depression
NO PL PT RU SE Sl SK UA XK

Women 0.09*** 0.24*** 0.19*** 0.18*** 0.12*** 0.14** 0.09* 0.18"* 0.06

(0.03) (0.04) (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)

Obs. 3219 2,732 1,006 3,299 1,641 2,012 2,145 1493 1068

2
*p<0.1,*p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Standard errors are given in parentheses. Controls : age, age™, country and year
fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level and professional status.
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Table 2.G The Gender Gap in Subjective Well-Being. OLS Estimates. BHPS
(1991-2008)

(1) (2) (3)
Life Satisfaction GHQ Job Sat. (Working individuals)
Women 0.01 -0.19** 0.19***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Observations 155,230 216,659 118,014

*p <01, *p<N05 *** p <001 Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Con-
trols : age, age™, Year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Life
satisfaction: "How dissatisfied or satisfied are you with your life overall? ” (0-10 scale) ; Job satisfaction: "All things
considered, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your present job overall” (1-7 scale). GHQ: "Have you recently:
been able to concentrate on whatever you're doing?” with responses "Better than usual” ; "Same as usual” ; "Less
than usual” ; "Much less than usual”. "Have you recently: lost much sleep over worry? felt constantly under strain?
felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties? been feeling unhappy or depressed? been losing confidence in yourself?
been thinking of yourself as a worthless person?” with the responses: "Not at all” ; "No more than usual” ; "Rather
more than usual” ; "Much more than usual”. "Have you recently: felt that you were playing a useful part in things?
felt capable of making decisions about things? been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? been able
to face up to problems? been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered? with the responses: "More so than
usual” ; "About same as usual” ; "Less so than usual” ; "Much less than usual”. The GHQ indicator is the Caseness
GHQ score, which counts the number of questions for which the response is in one of the two "low well-being”
categories. This count is then reversed so that higher scores indicate higher levels of well being, running from 0 (all
twelve responses indicating poor psychological health) to 12 (no responses indicating poor psychological health).

Table 2.H The Gender Gap in Depression. OLS Estimates. GGP (2005)

(1)
Depression
Women 0.31™
(0.03)
Observations 79,401

*p<0.1*p<0.05,*** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age , country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. Depression: "Please tell me
how frequently did you experience the next items during the previous week: | felt that | could not shake off the blues
even with help from my family or friends ; | felt depressed ; | thought my life had been a failure ; | felt fearful ; |
felt lonely ; | had crying spells ; | felt sad”. Responses are labelled: "Seldom or never” = 1 ; "Sometimes” = 2 ; "Often”
= 3 ; "Most of the time” = 4.
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2. The Gender Gap Over the Life Cycle

Table 3.A WWS. Life Satisfaction Over the Life Cycle. OLS Estimates. Mini-
mal Controls. (2011-2015)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Life Satisfaction
All All Age<18 18<Age <35  35<Ages<50 50<Age
Women 0.10**  0.08* 0.02 0.04** 0.04** -0.00
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Women*18<Age<35 -0.05
(0.04)
Women*35<Age<50 -0.05
(0.05)
Women*50<Age -0.08*
(0.05)
Women*Age -0.00**
(0.00)
Observations 79399 79399 1,883 31,313 22,405 23,798

*p<0.1,2p<005, ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age , country and year fixed-effects. Reference category: "Women*Age<18”.

Table 3.B WWS. Life Satisfaction Over the Life Cycle. OLS Estimates. Full
Set of Controls. (2011-2015)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Life Satisfaction
All All Age<18 18<Age<35 35<Age<50 50<Age
Women 0.02 0.05 -0.01 0.03** 0.06*** 0.07***
(0.03) (0.04) (0.06) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Women*18< Ages 35 -0.03
(0.04)
Women*35< Ages< 50 -0.01
(0.04)
Women*50< Age 0.02
(0.05)
Women*Age 0.00
(0.00)
Observations 79,399 79,399 1,883 31,313 22,405 23,798

*p<0.1,*%p<0.05, ** p < 0.0l Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Reference category: "Women*Age<18”.

96
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Table 3.C ESS. Life Satisfaction Over the Life Cycle. OLS Estimates. Minimal
Controls. (2002-2013)

(1) ) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Age<18 18<Age<35 35<Age<50 50<Age
Women 0.01 0.11= 0.10* -005 0.05** 0.02* -0.01
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Women*18< Age<35 -0.06*
(0.03)
Women*35< Age<50 -0.09**
(0.04)
Women*50< Age -0.11%
(0.04)
Women*Age -0.00***
(0.00)
Observations 160,682 160,682 160682 4978 39,602 43,339 72,763

*p<0.1.*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country and year fixed-effects. Reference category: "Women*Age< 18” in column 3.

Table 3.D ESS. Life satisfaction Over the Life Cycle. OLS Estimates. Full Set
of Controls. (2002-2013)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Life Satisfaction

All All All Age<18  18<Ages<35 35<Age<50 50<Age
Women 0.05**  0.02 0.04 -0.04 0.03** 0.05** 0.07*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Women*18< Age<35 -0.01
(0.03)
Women*35< Age<50 -0.03
(0.04)
Women*50< Age 0.03
(0.04)
Women*Age 0.00
(0.00)
Observations 160,682 160,682 160,682 4,978 39,602 43,339 72,763

*p<0.1*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age , country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Reference category: "Women*Age< 18” in column 3.
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Table 3.E ESS. Depression Over the Life Cycle. OLS Estimates. Full Set of
Controls.

(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Depression
All All All Age<l8 18<Age<35 35<Ages50 50<Age
Women 0.15** 0.11* 0.11** 0.23** 0.13* 0.13** 0.16™*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Women*18< Age<35 0.02
(0.04)
Women*35< Age<50 0.07*
(0.04)
Women*50< Age 0.03
(0.04)
Women*Age 0.00
(0.00)
Observations 57949 57,949 57,949 1,855 14,042 15,622 26,430

*p<0.1*p<0.05, ** p<0.01 Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.

Reference category: "Women*Age< 18” in column 3.

Figure 1. The Gender Gap in Emotional Wellbeing. WHO Index of Depression.
Reproduced from Eurofound (2013), Figure 33.
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3. The Time Trend in the Gender Gap in SWB

Table 4.A A Declining Trend in the Gender Gap in Life Satisfaction. OLS Es-
timates. ESS. (2002-2013)

(1) (2) (3)

Life Satisfaction

Women 0.06*** 0.05*** 0.07**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Women*Year -0.00** -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
Women*Year>=2008 -0.02* 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)
Observations 107,777 107,777 107,777

*p< 0.12** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level and professional sta-
tus. Sub-sample of countries part of all waves of the ESS.

Table 4.B No Declining Time Trend in the Emotional Wellbeing Gap. OLS
Estimates. ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction Depression Anxiety Calmness Happiness

Women 0.06*** 0.18** 0.19** -0.20*** 0.05***
(0.01) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.01)

Women*Year/100 -0.32** -0.30 -041 0.13 0.02
(0.14) (0.34) (041) (0.37) (0.15)

Observations 107,777 39,903 40,245 40,256 107,754

*p<0.1.**p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level and professional sta-
tus. Sub-sample of countries part of all waves of the ESS.
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4. Country Differences

Table 5.A The Greater Wellbeing Gap in Rich Countries. OLS Estimates.
WVS, Last Wave.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Life Satisfaction

Women 0.04 0.05 002 0.06** -0.00 0.02
(0.04) (0.03) (002) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Women*Asia -0.01 -0.01
(0.04) (0.04)
Women*America -0.03 -0.01
(0.04) (0.04)
Women*Europa -0.05 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03)
Women*Oceania 0.09* 0.13**
(0.05) (0.04)
Women*Developing countries 0.01 -0.03
(0.02) (0.02)
Women*Lower-middle-income country 0.02 0.00
(0.04) (0.05)
Women*Upper-middle-income 0.03 0.01
(0.02) (0.03)
Women*High-income country 0.03* 0.05*

(0.02) (0.03)

Demographic variables NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 79,399 79399 79399 79399 79399 79,399

*p<01, *2* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age , country and year fixed-effects in column 1 ; demographic variables (household income, marital status,
education level, professional status) are added in column 2. Reference category: "Women*Africa” columns 1 and 2,
"Women*Developed countries” in columns 3 and 4, "Women*Low-income country” in columns 5 and 6.
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Geographical area (unstats.un.org) :

Europe
Northern Europe: Estonia, Sweden
Western Europe: Germany, Netherlands
Eastern Europe: Belarus, Poland, Romania, Russia, Ukraine
Southern Europe: Slovenia, Spain
Africa
Northern Africa: Algeria, Libya, Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt
Western Africa: Ghana, Jordan, Nigeria
Eastern Africa: Rwanda, Zimbabwe
Southern Africa: South Africa
Asia
Eastern Asia: China, Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan
Southern Asia: India, Pakistan

Western Asia : Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Armenia, Cyprus, Palestine, Irag, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Qatar, Turkey, Yemen

Central Asia: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan
South-Eastern Asia : Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand

America
Central America : Mexico
Northern America : United States
South America : Argentina, Brail, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Uruguay
Carribean : Trinidad and Tobago

Oceania
Australia

New Zealand

Developing/Developed countries :

Developing countries
Africa
Carribean
Central America
South America
Asia, excluding Japan

Developed countries — United States
United States
Europe
Japan
Oceania

Classification by income level:
http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-and-lending-groups
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Table 5.B Geographical Differences in Depression. OLS Estimates. ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Depression
Women 0.25** 0.18*** 0.20** 0.14***
(0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
Women*Northern Europe -0.13*** -0.13***
(0.04) (0.04)
Women*Southern Europe 0.03 0.04
(0.06) (0.06)
Women*Western Europe -0.01 -0.02
(0.04) (0.04)
Women*Western Asia 0.01 0.02
(0.13) (0.11)
Women*CEl 0.05 0.03
(0.04) (0.04)
Women*Great Britain and Ireland -0.13* -0.11*
(0.07) (0.05)
Women*Central and Eastern Europe 0.02 0.01
(0.04) (0.03)
Demographic variables NO YES NO YES
Observations 57,949 57,949 57,949 57,949

*p<01, *2* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, country and year fixed-effects. Demographic variables (Household income, marital status, education
level and professional status) are added in columns 2 and 4 only. Reference category: "Women*Eastern Europe” in
columns 1 and 2. "Eastern Europe” does not include Russia and Ukraine, which are part of the CEI.
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5. Education

Table 6 Education and the Gender Gap in SWB. OLS Estimates. ESS.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Life Satisfaction Depression
Women 0.05** -0.04* 0.15*  0.34**
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05)
Women*Lower secondary 0.09*** -0.16™*
(0.02) (0.05)
Women*Lower tier upper secondary 0.10™ -0.20***
(0.02) (0.06)
Women*Upper tier upper secondary 0.08*** -0.18***
(0.03) (0.06)
Women*Advanced vocational 0.11* -0.26**
(0.03) (0.05)
Women*Lower tertiary education 0.10*** -0.27***
(0.03) (0.05)
Women*Higher tertiary education 0.10** -0.28***
(0.02) (0.05)
Observations 160,682 160,682 57949 57,949

*p<0.1,*%p<0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Reference category for education : "Less than lower secondary”.
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6. Job Characteristics

Table 7.A Gender Gap in Life Satisfaction and Working Conditions. OLS Es-
timates. BHPS.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Life Satisfaction
All All Men Women
Women 0.02* 0.02*
(0.01) (0.01)
Log of monthly labour income 0.06*** 0.09*** 0.05**
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Hours per week on paid work/100 -0.29** -0.14* -0.34**
(0.06) (0.08) (0.09)
Promotion opportunities 0.06™** 0.07* 0.04**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Temporary job -0.05*** -0.07*** -0.04*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Commuting time>20 min -0.06*** -0.05** -0.06***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Nb. of people employed at workplace (dummies) NO YES YES YES
Observations 70,917 70,917 33,259 37,658

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are giﬁen in parentheses. Stan-
dard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls : age, age”, year fixed-effects, hou-
sehold income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample of working individuals.
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Table 7.B Gender Gap in Mental Health and Working Conditions. OLS Esti-

mates. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
GHQ (working individuals)
All All Men Women
Women -0.18** -0.18**
(0.01) (0.01)
Log of monthly labour income 0.02** 0.02 0.03*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Hours per week on paid work/100 -0.05 0.03 -0.12
(0.05) (0.06) (0.08)
Promotion opportunities 0.06*** 0.06**  0.05***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Temporary job -0.02 -0.04* -0.01
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Commuting time>20 min -0.05*** -0.03** -0.06***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Nb. of people employed at workplace (dummies) NO YES YES YES
Observations 92,817 92,817 43716 49,101

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age”, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample

of working individuals.
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Table 7.C Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Working Conditions. OLS Es-
timates. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Job Satisfaction (working individuals)
All All Men Women
Women 0.18*** 0.14*
(0.01) (0.01)
Log of monthly labour income 0.06*** 0.16** 0.04***
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Hours per week on paid work/100 -0.83*** -0.55*** -0.86***
(0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
Promotion opportunities 0.23*** 0.28*** 0.19*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Temporary job -0.08*** -0.08*** -0.07***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Commuting time>20 min -0.06*** -0.03* -0.08***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Nb. of people employed at NO YES YES YES
workplace (dummies)
Observations 94,949 94,949 44,722 50,227

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 **p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample
of working individuals.

Table 7.D Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Working Conditions. GGP

(1) (2) (3)
Part time job  Weekly working hours  Flexible time arrangements
(Probit) (OLS) (Probit)
Women 0.17* -4.29*** 0.01
(0.03) (0.61) (0.02)
Observations 79,425 146,772 58,188

*p<0.1.*p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status.
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Table 7.E Gender Gap in Depression and Working Conditions. OLS Estimates.
GGP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Depression
All All All Men Women
Women 031 032 031*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Part-time job 0.02 0.01 0.08 -0.03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03)
Hours per week on paid job 0.00**  0.00** 0.00* 0.00*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Flexible time arrangements at work -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.06
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Part-time job (partner) 0.07 0.02 0.18*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.05)
Hours per week on paid job (partner) 0.00*** 0.00* 0.00***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Flexible time arrangements at work (partner) 0.02 -0.00 0.04

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

Regularity of work (dummies) NO YES YES YES YES
Observations 13,100 13,100 13,100 6,219 6,881

*p< O.12** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. Dummies for the regularity of
respondent’s work include 5 modalities: "continuous through much of the year”, "Seasonal”, "Intermittent”, "Casual”,
or "Other”. Flexible time arrangement variable is a dummy equal to 1 if respondent answers "yes” to the question:
"Does your employer allow regular flexible time arrangements for personal reasons, like for adapting to children’s
schedules?”.
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7. Personality Traits

Table 8. The Gender Gap in SWB and Personality Traits. OLS Estimates.

WVS.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Men Women
Women 0.05* 0.06** 0.08
(0.02) (0.02) (0.14)
Openness-to-experience 001 0.01 0.02* 0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Conscientiousness 0.02*** 0.02** 0.03*** 0.02*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Extroversion 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Agreeableness 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Neuroticism -0.05** -0.05** -0.05** -0.05***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Women*Openness-to-experience -0.01
(0.01)
Women*Conscientiousness 0.00
(0.01)
Women*Extroversion 0.00
(0.01)
Women*Agreeableness 0.00
(0.01)
Women*Neuroticism -0.01
(0.01)
Observations 30,444 30,444 30,444 15,106 15,338

*p<01, *E p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age , country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level and professional
status. Big 5 personality traits: "Now could you tell me whether you agree strongly, agree a little, neither agree nor
disagree, disagree a little or disagree strongly with each of the following statements?” ”I see myself as someone
who has few artistic interests” (0). "I see myself as someone who has an active imagination” (0). "I see myself as
someone who tends to find fault with others” (C). "I see myself as someone who tends to be lazy” (C). "I see myself
as someone who is outgoing, sociable” (E). I see myself as someone who is reserved” (E). "l see myself as someone
who is generally trusting” (A). "I see myself as someone who tends to find fault with others” (A). "I see myself as
someone who gets nervous easily” (N). ’I see myself as someone who is relaxed, handles stress well” (N). Responses
are labelled as follows: "Disagree strongly” = 1 ; "Disagree a little” = 2 ; "Neither agree nor disagree” = 3 ; "Agree a
little” = 4 ; "Agree Strongly” = 5. Response scales are reversed when necessary.
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8. Reported Division of Tasks and Decision-making

Table 9.A Reported Division of Tasks and Decision-Making
GGS

. OLS Estimates.

(1) (2)
Partner does HH  Partner makes decisions
tasks
Women -4 34%** -1.43***
(0.50) (0.15)
Observations 58,587 65,304

3)

Frequency of
Disagreements

0.24*
(0.11)

42,906

*p<0.1.*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given
age, age”, country fixed- effects, marital status, education level, employment status.

in parentheses. Controls:

Table 9.B Reported Division of Detailed Tasks. OLS Estimates. GGS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Partner does HH tasks
) ) Grocery  Vacuum- Small . Social
Cooking Dishes ] ) ] Bills o

shopping  cleaning repairs activities
Women -1.71% -1.38* -0.76*** -1.31* 1.88*** -0.29* -0.30***

(0.13) (0.17) (0.04) (0.15) (0.12) (0.14) (0.05)
Observations 119,930 114,291 120,608 97,288 110,072 110,855 100,670

*p<0.1.*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given
age, age”, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. For
variable of interest is the response to the question: "Who does this household task?” Respo

in parentheses. Controls:
each household task, the
nses are labelled "Always

respondent” = 1; "Usually respondent” = 2 ; "Respondent and partner equally” = 3 ; "Usually partner” = 4 ; "Always

partner” = 5. Household in which neither partner does one of those tasks are excluded.




Appendices

9. The Division of Tasks Explains the Gender Gap Away

Table 10.A Life Satisfaction and the Division of Tasks. OLS Estimates. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Life Satisfaction
All All Men Women
Women 0.06*** 0.00
(0.02) (0.03)
Grocery shopping: balanced distribution 0.03 -0.00 0.06**
(0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Grocery shopping: partner does more -0.01 -0.03 -0.02
(0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Cooking: balanced distribution -0.03 0.02 -0.04
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Cooking: partner does more -0.02 0.05 -0.10***
(0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Washing ironing: balanced distribution -0.04 -0.05 -0.02
(0.02) (0.05) (0.03)
Washing ironing: partner does more -0.03 -0.04 -0.13**
(0.03) (0.04) (0.06)
Cleaning: balanced distribution 0.00 0.11* -0.02
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Cleaning: partner does more -0.00 0.11* -0.09*
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Childcare: balanced distribution -0.01 0.05 -0.00
(0.02) (0.06) (0.02)
Childcare: partner does more -0.03 0.02 -0.05

(0.03) (0.06) (0.06)

Observations 31,301 31,301 14,729 16,572

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p<0.01. Standard errors clusteredzat the individual level are given in parentheses. Refe-
rence category: "Respondent does more”. Controls : age, age™, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status,
education level, professional status. Household task: "Could you please say who mostly does these household jobs
here?” with responses labelled "Mostly self”, "Mostly partner”, "Shared”, "Other”. Since responses "Other” represent
very few observations, they are dropped from the sample.
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Table 10.B Mental Health and the Division of Tasks. OLS Estimates. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All All Men Women
Women -0.15**  -0.26™*
(0.02) (0.03)
Grocery shopping: balanced distribution -0.01 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Grocery shopping: partner does more -0.03 -0.03 -0.00
(0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Cooking: balanced distribution -0.02 0.02 -0.02
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Cooking: partner does more -0.02 0.02 -0.07*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Washing ironing: balanced distribution -0.07** -0.05 -0.07*
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Washing ironing: partner does more -0.07** -0.05 -0.19***
(0.03) (0.04) (0.06)
Cleaning: balanced distribution -0.04* 0.03 -0.05**
(0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Cleaning: partner does more -0.03 0.05 -0.10*
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Childcare: balanced distribution -0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.05) (0.02)
Childcare: partner does more -0.03 -0.03 0.00
(0.02) (0.05) (0.05)
Observations 40,607 40,607 19,147 21,460

*p<0.1,*p<0.05, ***p< 001 Standard errors clusteredzat the individual level are given in parentheses. Refe-
rence category: "Respondent does more”. Controls : age, age™, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status,

education level, professional status.
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Table 11.A Life Satisfaction and Work Hours. OLS Estimates. GSOEP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Men  Women
Women 0.04** 001 -0.20**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Hours per weekday on -0.16 -4.63** -445*** -043
housework/100
(0.26) (060) (060) (0.29)
Hours per week on paid job/100 -0.07* -0.20** -0.16"* -0.10**
(003) (005) (0.05) (0.05)
Hours per weekday on housework>0 0.07** 0.09*** 0.10™* 0.29**
(001) (001) (001) (0.02)
Women*Hours per weekday on 4.47***
housework/100
(0.66)
Women*Hours per week on paid 0.11*
job/100
(0.06)
Women*Hours per weekday on 0.21**
housework>0
(0.02)
Women*Hours per week on paid -0.12**
job>0
(0.03)
Hours per week on paid job>0 0.10*
(0.06)
Observations 352,669 352,669 352,669 166,166 186,503

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 **p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age, region and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Life satisfaction: "How satisfied are you with your life, all things considered?”. Responses are on a O ("completely
dissatisfied”) to 10 ("completely satisfied”) scale. Non workers are assigned O working hours.
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Table 11.B Life Satisfaction and Work Hours. OLS Estimates. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Men Women
Women 0.01 -0.00 -0.28**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.04)
Hours per week on housework/100 -0.04 -0.17 -0.14 -0.12*
(0.05) (0.12) (0.12) (0.06)
Hours per week on paid work/100 -0.14>*  -0.16™ -0.13* -0.15*
(0.05) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Hours per week on housework>0 0.13*  0.07** 008%™ 035
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04)
Hours per week on paid work>0 0.09**  0.10** 0.08** 0.10™*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
Women*Hours per week on housework/100 0.13
(0.13)
Women*Hours per week on paid work/100 0.03
(0.09)
Women*Hours per week on housework>0 0.30**
(0.04)
Women*Hours per week on paid work>0 -0.02
(0.04)
Observations 153,423 153423 153423 69,785 83,638

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are giﬁen in parentheses. Stan-
dard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls : age, age™, year fixed-effects, hou-
sehold income, marital status, education level, professional status. Non workers are assigned zero working hours.
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Table 11.C Mental Health and Work Hours. OLS Estimates. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
GHQ
All All All Men Women
Women -0.19** -0.20*** -0.42**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.04)
Hours per week on housework/100 -0.03 -0.33**  -0.32*** 0.00
(0.05) (0.09) (0.09) (0.06)
Hours per week on paid work/100 -0.05 -0.02 -0.03 -0.06
(0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Hours per week on housework>0 0.08***  0.05* 0.06** 0.25*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03)
Hours per week on paid work>0 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Women*Hours per week on housework/100 0.34***
(0.10)
Women*Hours per week on paid work/100 -0.04
(0.08)
Women*Hours per week on housework>0 0.21**
(0.03)
Women*Hours per week on paid work>0 0.02
(0.03)
Observations 204,497 204,497 204,497 93,182 111,315

*p<0.1,**p<0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are giﬁen in parentheses. Stan-
dard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls : age, age™, year fixed-effects, hou-
sehold income, marital status, education level, professional status. Non workers are assigned zero working hours.
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10. Work-life Balance

Table 12.A Satisfaction with Work-Life Balance. OLS Estimates. ESS

(1) (2) (3)

Satisfaction with Work to family conflict Family to work conflict
work-life balance

Women 0.03* -0.06*** 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Observations 38,728 23,145 14,960

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Satisfac-
tion with work-life balance: "How satisfied are you with the balance between the time you spend on your paid work
and the time you spend on other aspects of your life?” Answers are on a 0-10 scale. Work to family conflict: "How
often do you: keep worrying about work problems when you are not working? feel too tired after work to enjoy the
things you would like to do at home? find that your job prevents you from giving the time you want to your partner
or family? find that your partner or family gets fed up with the pressure of your job?”. Family to work conflict: "How
often do you: find that your family responsibilities prevent you from giving the time you shou.ﬁd to your job? find
it difficult to concentrate on work because of your family responsibilities?”. Controls : age, age™, country and year
fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.

Table 12.B Desired Working Hours. OLS Estimates. ESS

(1) (2)
Desired own weekly working hours ~ Desired partner’s weekly working
hours
Women -0.39*** 0.38***
(0.03) (0.05)
Observations 42,412 18,799

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
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11. Social Capital and Life Satisfaction

Table 13.A The Gender Gap in Life Satisfaction and Social Capital. OLS Es-

timates. ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Life Satisfaction
Women 0.04*** 0.01 0.03* 0.04*** 0.00 -0.18***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.06)
Thick relationships 0.07** 0.05** 0.05***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Thin relationships 0.03** 0.03** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Active involvement 0.03*** 0.01** 0.01**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Women*Thick 0.01***
relationships
(0.00)
Women*Thin 0.00
relationships
(0.00)
Women*Active -0.00
involvement
(0.00)
Observations 39,142 39,142 39,142 39,142 39,142 39,142

*p<0.1,%p<0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
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Table 13.B The Gender Gap in Depression and Social Capital. OLS Esti-

mates. ESS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Depression

Women 0.14** 019 0.15* 0.14* 020 061
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.09)
Thick relationships -0.10** -0.09*** -0.08"**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Thin relationships -0.03*** -0.02** -0.01***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Active involvement -0.03*** -0.01 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Women*Thick relationships -0.01*
(0.00)

Women*Thin relationships -0.00**
(0.00)

Women*Active involvement -0.01
(0.01)

Observations

37,403 37,403

37,403 37,403

37,403 37,403

*p<01, *2* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.

117




Appendices

12. Time Stress

Table 14.A Satisfaction and Decision-Making Within the Household. GGP

Women

Dec. Routine purchases:\
balanced responsibility

Dec. Routine purchases:\ part.
does more

Dec. Expensive purchases:\
balanced responsibility

Dec. Expensive purchases:\ part.
does more

Dec. Social activities:\balanced
responsibility

Dec. Social activities:\ part. does
more

Observations

(1) (2)
Depression (OLS)

0.30***
(0.01)

0.29***
(0.01)
-0.01

(0.01)
-0.01

(0.01)
_0'13***

(0.03)
0.04*

(0.02)
_0.20***

(0.02)
-0.03

(0.02)

41,096 41,096

(3) (4)

Intention to break
up (Probit)

0.03***
(0.00)

0.02**
(0.00)
-0.01*

(0.00)
-0.01**

(0.00)
_0.03*‘*

(0.00)
-0.00*

(0.00)
-0.05**

(0.01)
-0.02***

(0.00)

60,015 60,015

(5) (6)

Sat. with
relationship (OLS)

-0.25*
(0.04)

-0.17*
(0.03)
0'15***

(0.03)
0.12***

(0.03)
0.28***

(0.03)
0.11*

(0.04)
0.39*

(0.05)
0.21**

(0.05)

64813 64813

*p<0.1,*p <005 ** p < 001. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Con-
trols: age, age?, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. Decision indicators: “Who
makes decisions about the following issues in your household?”. Responses are labelled “Always respondent” =
1; “Usually respondent” = 2 ; “Respondent and partner equally” = 3 ; “Usually partner” = 4 ; “Always partner” = 5.
Household in which neither partner makes one of those decisions are excluded. Reference category: respondent

does more.
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Table 14.B Satisfaction and Decision-Making within the Household by Gen-

der. GGP
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Depression Intention to break  Sat. with relationship
(OLS) up (Probit) (OLS)
Men Women Men Women Men Women
Dec. Routine purchases:)\  -0.04 0.00 -0.00 -0.02**  0.12** 0.16™*
balanced responsibility
(0.03) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.03)
Dec. Routine purchases:\ part. -0.05 0.06 -0.01* -0.00 0.09*** 0.13*
does more
(0.03) (0.05) (0.00) (0.01) (0.02) (0.05)
Dec. Expensive purchases\ -0.09* -0.16"* -0.01*** -0.04** 0.18** 0.36***
balanced responsibility
(0.04) (0.03) (0.00) (0.00) (0.03) (0.04)
Dec. Expensive purchases:\ part. 0.10*** -0.01 0.00 -0.01* 0.06** 0.13*
does more
(0.02) (0.03) (0.00) (0.01) (0.03) (0.07)
Dec. Social activities:\ balanced -0.10*** -0.24** -0.02** -0.06™* 0.22*** 0.45**
responsibility
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.05)
Dec. Social activities:\\ part.  0.04* -0.02 -0.01 -0.02** 0.07 0.24***
does more
(0.02) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.06)
Observations 20,342 20,754 28604 31,405 31,121 33,692

*p<0.1.*p<0.05,*** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age , country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. Reference category: respon-

dent does more.
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Table 15. Satisfaction and the Distribution of Tasks Among Spouses. GGP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7) (8)

Sat. with division Sat. with Intention to break
of HH tasks (OLS) relationship (OLS) up (Probit)

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

Depression (OLS)

f:;‘g:g;?ﬁ;;a”ced -019** 006° 024 017** 016" 00l -000 001*
(004) (003) (005) (001) (005 (003) (001) (0.00)
Cooking:\ partner does more  -0.22**  0.12* 0.26"* 017* 020" -0.01 -0.01 0.02**
(005) (006) (007) (006) (006) (0.06) (001) (0.01)

zissiiﬁiﬁlmw 003 -001 011" 024 017" 013" -002"* 000
(004) (004) (003) (002) (003) (002) (001) (0.00)
Dishes:\ partner does more -0.04 0.05 0.06 0.24*** 0.08* 011~ -0.02** -001
(003) (004) (004) (004) (003) (0.04) (001) (001)

Grocery shopping:\ balanced

- -0.03 -0.04* 0.04*  0.15** 0.02 0.10*** -0.01 -0.01
responsibility
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.00) (0.00)

Grocery shopping:\ partner

-0.00 -0.01 0.02 017  -0.03 0.12* -0.00 -0.00
does more
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05) (0.00) (0.00)

Vacuum-cleaning:\ balanced

. -0.01 0.04* 0.06 0.19** 0.04 0.10** -0.00* -0.01***
responsibility
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Vacuum-cleaning:\ partner

-0.05* 0.03 0.03 0.13** 0.00 0.06** -0.00 0.00
does more
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)

Small repairs:\ balanced

O 0.15»* -0.14* -0.10* 0.28"* -0.10* 0.13* 0.01 -0.01
responsibility
(0.05) (0.07) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01)

Small repairs\: partner does
more

0.20™* -0.27*** -003 045** -001 029** -0.00 -0.04**

(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.01)
Bills:\ balanced responsibility ~ -0.01 -005 0.06** 0.10** 005* 006" -0.01* -0.01***

(0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)
Bills:\ partner does more 0.02 -0.04 0.09** 0.10** 0.08** 0.04* -0.00 -0.01

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.01)

Social activities:\ balanced

-0.10** -0.15*** 0.12** 030™* 0.16** 028** -0.02** -0.05***
responsibility

(0.02) (003 (003) (003) (0.04) (0.04) (000) (0.00)

Social activities:\ partner

-0.02 -0.04 0.04 0.20*** 0.02 0.17* -0.00 -0.02**
does more

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.00) (0.00)

Observations 19691 20,264 23,757 24318 24,521 24951 23775 24618

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,*** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age?, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. Household in which neither
partner does one of those tasks are excluded. Reference category: respondent does more.
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13. Doing Gender

Table 16.A Life Satisfaction and Contribution to Household Income. OLS
Estimates. ESS.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction

Women 0.04** 0.04** 0.09*** 0.04** 0.07**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
Proportion of HH income provided 0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Women*Proportion of HH income provided -0.01*
(0.00)
Prop of HH income>1/2 0.00 0.03
(0.02) (0.02)
Women*Prop of HH income>1/2 -0.05**
(0.02)
Observations 54,348 54,348 54,348 54,348 54,348

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Proportion
of household income provided: "Around how large a proportion of the household income do yourself?” Answers are
onalto ascale labelled : "None”, "Very small”, Under a half”, "About a half, "Over a half”, "Very large”, "All". Controls
:age, age , country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.

Table 16.B Life satisfaction and Contribution to Household Income. OLS
Estimates. ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Life Satisfaction
Men Women Men Women
Proportion of HH income provided 0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Prop of HH income>1/2 0.03* -0.03

(0.02) (0.02)

Observations 25,337 29,011 25,337 29,011

*p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
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Figure 2. Relative Contribution to Household Income and Housework Hours.
Full-time Employed Dual-earner Couples. BHPS

Relative income and weekly housework time by sex
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Note: The data is from the BHPS, 1992 to 2008. Sub-sample of couples where both spouses are employed more
than 34 hours per week, and are between 20 and 60 years of age. Weekly housework time: "About how many hours
do you spend on housework in an average week, such as time spent cooking, cleaning and doing the laundry?”.

Figure 3. Relative Contribution to Household Income and Housework Hours.
Full-time Employed Dual-earner Couples. Predicted margins. BHPS

Predictive margins in full time dual earner couples
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Note: The data is from the BHPS, 1992 to 2008. Sub-sample of couples where both spouses are employed more
than 34 hours per week and are between 20 and 60 years of age. n=9079 men and n= 9084 women. Weekly
housework time: "About how many hours do you spend on housework in an average week, such as time spent
cooking, cleaning and doing the laundry?”.
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14. Institutions and Gender Roles. Lessons from East Versus West
Germany

Table 17.A Life Satisfaction and Housework. East Versus West Germany.
OLS GSOEP

(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Life Satisfaction
All Men Women All Men Women
Women 0.04** 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
East Germany -0.44**  -029** -047** -045"* -031** -048*
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.06)

Hours per weekday \ on

0.46 -3.97** 0.19
housework/100

(0.29) (0.74) (0.33)
Hours per week \ on paid

. -0.07*  -0.24* -0.06
job/100

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Hours per weekday \ on

0.05*** 0.08*** 0.28***
housework>0

(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Hours k id
. per week \ on pai 001
job>0
(0.04)
East*Hours per weekday\ on

-2.77** -2.27* -2.90**
housework/100

(0.56) (1.33) (0.66)
East*Hours per week \ on paid

) -0.00 0.28*** -0.21*
job/100

(0.08) (0.11) (0.11)
East*Hours per weekday \ on

0.08*** 0.08** 0.09*
housework>0

(0.02) (0.02) (0.05)
East*Hours per week \ on paid

. 0.00 -0.13** 0.08*
job>0

(0.03) (0.05) (0.04)

Observations 339,124 159,811 179313 339,124 159811 179313

p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.0L1. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age, region and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
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Table 17.B Housework Hours, East Versus West Germany. OLS Estimates.
GSOEP

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Hours/weekday on housework
Women in partnership Men in partnership
East Germany -0.29** -0.14* 0.01 -0.06
(0.09) (0.07) (0.06) (0.05)
Regional fixed effects YES YES YES YES
Year fixed effects YES YES YES YES
Demographic variables NO YES NO YES
Observations 111,631 111,631 111,127 111,127

*p<01,*p<0.05 **p <£).Ol. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Demo-
graphic variables : age, age™ , household income, marital status, education level, professional status are added in
column 2. Estimates run on the sub-sample of couples where both spouses were interviewed.

Table 17.C Life Satisfaction and Share of Housework, East Versus West
Germany. OLS Estimates. GSOEP

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Life Satisfaction
p\g/?tr::rrs‘,;p Men in partnership
West East West East
Hours per week on paid job/100 -0.14»  -042** -033** -0.22*
(0.07) (0.13) (0.07) (0.11)
Hours per weekday on housework/100 -1.61** -254** -359* -612**
(0.39) (0.77) (1.03) (1.57)
Hours per week on paid job>0 -0.28
(0.22)
Hours per weekday on housework>0 0.54** 0.65*** 0.15* 0.18**

(0.07) (0.10) (0.02) (0.03)
Share of hours per weekday on housework  0.18*** 0.22*** -0.13* -0.11
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.08)

Observations 82,983 28,648 82,586 28541

*p<0.1, *Ep < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age, region and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Estimates run on the sub-sample of couples where both spouses were interviewed.
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15. Disagreement and Violence

Table 18 Reaction to Disagreement Between Spouses. OLS Estimates. GGP

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Ki E
e.er,) your . Argue heatedly nd u'p
opinion to Discuss calmly becoming
or shout .
yourself violent
Women 0.01 -0.07* 0.12* -0.01
(0.07) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Observations 48,255 48,260 48,262 48,236

*p<0.1.*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status.

Table 19.A Depression and Disagreement Between Spouses. OLS Estimates. GGP

(1) ) (3)

Depression

Women 0.33*** 0.31** 0.30™*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Disagreement HH chores 0.05*** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01)

Disagreement Money 0.08*** 0.06***
(0.01) (0.01)

Disagreement Leisure 0.03** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01)

Disagreement Friends 0.05** 0.05**
(0.02) (0.01)

Disagreement Parents 0.05*** 0.04**
(0.01) (0.01)

Disagreement Alcohol 0.08*** 0.05***
(0.01) (0.01)

Disagreement Sex 0.06*** 0.05***
(0.01) (0.01)

Keep your opinion\to yourself 0.03***
(0.01)

Discuss calmly -0.06***
(0.01)

Argue heatedly or shout 0.04**
(0.01)

End up becoming violent 0.20***
(0.02)

Observations 25,594 25,594 25,594

*p< 0.12** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age , country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status. Disagreements : "Within the
last 12 months, how often did you and your partner/spouse have disagreement about [topic] ?” with responses
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labelled : "Never” = 1; "Seldom” = 2 ; "Sometimes” = 3 ; "Frequently” = 4 ; "Very frequently” = 5. Topics covered are:
household chores, money, leisure, friends, parents, alcohol and sex. Indicators of reaction correspond to the respon-
ses to the corresponding questions: "When you have a serious disagreement with your partner/spouse, how often
do you [reaction]?” "Never” = 1 ; "Seldom” = 2 ; "Sometimes” = 3 ; "Frequently” = 4 ; "Very frequently” = 5. Reactions
covered are: keep your opinion to yourself, discuss calmly, argue heatedly or shout, end up becoming violent.

Table 19.B Satisfaction and Disagreement Between Spouses. GGP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Sat. with relationship (OLS) Intention to break up (Probit)
Women -0.28** -0.25*** -0.24*** 0.04*** 0.03*** 0.03***

(0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Disagreement HH

-0.08**  -0.07*** 0.01** 0.01*
chores
(0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Money -0.17**  -0.15** 0.02*** 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Leisure -0.09***  -0.08*** 0.01* 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Friends -0.07**  -0.06*** 0.01** 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement -0.04**  -0.03* 000"  0.00%*
Parents
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Alcohol -0.15* -0.12* 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Sex -0.14*  -0.12* 0.02**  0.01**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Keep your opinion\to 0,05 0,01
yourself
(0.01) (0.00)
Discuss calmly 0.11* -0.01***
(0.01) (0.00)
Argue heatedly or 003" 0,02+
shout
(0.01) (0.00)
E.nd up becoming 022" 0.02*
violent
(0.02) (0.01)
Observations 33,625 33,625 33,625 32624 32624 32,624

*p< 0.12** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status.
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Table 19.C SWB and Disagreement Between Spouses, by Gender. GGP

(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6)
Depression (OLS) sat. V».Iith Intention to Preak
relationship (OLS) up (Probit)

Men Women Men Women Men Women
Disagreement HH chores 0.02** 0.04** -0.05*  -0.08*** 0.01* 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)

Disagreement Money 0.04*** 0.08**  -0.11** -0.17** 0.01 0.02***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Disagreement Leisure 0.01 0.04** -0.08**  -0.09*** 0.00** 0.02***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Friends 0.03* 0.06™* -0.06™* -0.06**  0.02*** 0.01*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Disagreement Parents 0.03** 0.05*** -0.04** -0.02 0.00 0.00*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Disagreement Alcohol 0.03* 0.06**  -0.06** -0.16*** 0.01*** 0.03***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)

Disagreement Sex 0.06*** 0.05** -0.13** -0.12*** 0.02*** 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Keep your opinion\to yourself 0.02 0.03**  -0.03*** -0.06*** 0.01* 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Discuss calmly -0.05*** -0.06**  0.10*** 0.13**  -0.01*** -0.02***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Argue heatedly or shout 0.02 0.05* -0.03* -0.04* 0.01** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00)

End up becoming violent 0.19** 0.21**  -0.19*** -0.24** 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)

Observations 12,131 13,463 15,571 18,054 14921 17,703

p<0.1, " p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls:
age, age”, country fixed-effects, marital status, education level, employment status.
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16. The Gender Gap in Job Expectations

Table 20.A The Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Expectations. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Job sat. Financial ~ Wish better Expect Sat. Promotion Sat.
(OLS) expectations job better job  promotion  opportunities  relation
(OLS) (Probit) (Probit) prospects (Probit) with boss
(0LS) (OLS)
Women 0.19*** -0.06*** -0.12*** -0.03*** -0.06™** -0.06*** 0.18***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
Observations 118,014 214,792 52,485 51,043 34,346 107,249 34,387

*p<0.1, **Zp < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Questions

related to satisfaction with particular aspects of the respondent’s present job: “promotion prospects”, ”

relations with
your supervisor or manager”, ”

What are your financial expectations for year ahead? " ; "In the next twelve months,
would you like to get a better job with your current employer?” ; ” Do you think this actually will happen in the co-

ming twelve months: get a better job with your current employer? ”; "In your current job do you have opportunities
for promotion?”. Subsample of working individuals.

Table 20.B A Time Trend in the Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Expecta-
tions. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(7)

) ) Sat. .

Job sat. FlnanC|Aal Wish better Expest promotion Promotion SaF. relation
(OLS) expectations iob (Probit) better job rospects  opp. (Probit) with boss
oLs) ! (Probit) P O PP (OLS)
(OLS)

Women 0.30** -0.04*** -0.17** -0.03* -0.09*** -0.12* 0.26**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)

Women*year  -0.01*** -0.00 0.00** -0.00 0.01 0.01*** -0.02***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01)

Observations 118,014 214,792 52,485 51,043 34,346 107,249 34,387

*p<01, *ﬁ p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls

:age, age”, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample
of working individuals.
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Table 20.C Cohort Effects in the Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Expec-
tations. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
) ) ) Sat. ) .
Financial Wish Expect ) Promotion  Sat. relation
Job sat. A . . promotion .
(OLS) expectations better job  better job rospects opp. with boss
(OLS) (Probit)  (Probit) PP (Probit) (OLS)
(OLS)
Women 0.24** 0.00 -0.14** -0.03** -0.06* -0.07*** 0.26***
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)
Born \after 0.07*** 004"  -005"*  -001 008"  -007* 0.08*
1955
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04)
Women*\ - _ . - - - .
After1955 0.07 0.10 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.14
(0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)

Observations 118,008 214,772 52,483 51,041 34,344 107,244 34,386

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample
of working individuals.

Table 20.D The Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Expectations: People
Born Before 1955. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7)
Sat.

Job sat Financial Wish Expect Comotion Promotion  Sat. relation
(OLS) " expectations  betterjob  better job [:Jrospects opp. with boss
(0LS) (Probit) (Probit) (Probit) (0Ls)
(OLS)
Women 0.24* -001 011" -001**  -007*  -0.06"" 025"
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)
Observations 36,727 101,300 12,921 12,549 14,832 31,298 14,855

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample
of working individuals born before 1956.
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Table 20.E The Gender Gap in Job Satisfaction and Expectations: People
Born After 1955. BHPS

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Financial Expect sat Promotion Sat. relation
Job sat. ) Wish better P ) promotion N

(OLS) expectations iob (Probit) better job rospects opp. with boss

(OLS) ) (Probit) PP (Probit) (OLS)

(0oLS)

Women 0.17*** -0.10*** -0.12*** -0.04*** -0.06*** -0.05*** 0.13**

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)

Observations 81,281 113,472 39,559 38,404 19,512 75,941 19,531

*p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age, year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status. Sub-sample
of working individuals born after 1955.

17. The Institutional Foundations of the Gender Gap in SWB

Table 21.A Occupational Segregation and Subjective Wellbeing. OLS Esti-
mates. ESS

(1) 2) (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Men Women
Women 0.02 0.02 -0.07
(0.02) (0.02) (0.29)
Occupational segregation -0.04 -0.04 0.01 -0.10
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.10)
Occupational segr.*Women 0.00
(0.01)
Observations 17,972 17,972 17,972 8,374 9,598

*p<0.1,%p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age , country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Data from years 2003 and 2013.The occupational segregation index reflects the proportion of the employed popu-
lation that would need to change occupation in order to bring about an even distribution of men and women across
occupations. The index varies between O (no segregation) and 50 (complete segregation). Data on segregation are
from the 2014 report on equality between women and men of the European Commission.
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Table 21.B Women in National Parliaments and SWB. OLS Estimates. ESS

(1) () (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Men Women
Women 0.05*  0.05* 0.04
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05)
Prop. of women in national parliaments 0.03* 0.03* 0.03 0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Prop. of women in national parliaments*Women 0.00
(0.00)
Observations 16,241 16,241 16,241 7,742 8,499

*p<0.1,%p<0.05, *** p <001 Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
: age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Data from years 2003 and 2010 are considered. Data on proportion of women in national parliaments are from
the 2014 report on equality between women and men of the European Commission.

Table 21.C Women in Firms’ Boards and SWB. OLS Estimates. ESS

(1) () (3) (4) (5)
Life Satisfaction
All All All Men Women
Women 0.05* 0.05** 0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05)
Prop. of women in board of directors 0.01 0.00 -0.02** 0.03*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Prop. of women in board of dir.*Women 0.00
(0.00)
Observations 16,241 16,241 16,241 7,742 8,499

*p<0.1,%p<0.05 ** p<0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, household income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Data from years 2003 and 2010 are considered. Board members of largest publicly listed companies are conside-
red. Data on proportion of women in board of directors are from the 2014 report on equality between women and
men of the European Commission.
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Table 21.D European Welfare Regimes and the Gender Gap in SWB. OLS
Estimates. ESS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Life Satisfaction Depression
Women 0.04*** -0.03* 0.15** 0.29***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Women*Nordic regime 0.09*** -0.20**
(0.02) (0.04)
Women*Continental regime 0.09*** -0.11**
(0.02) (0.04)
Women*Anglo-Saxon regime 0.03 -0.16*
(0.02) (0.08)
Women*Central/Eastern regime 0.08*** -0.16***
(0.02) (0.04)
Observations 118,975 118,975 44,062 44,062

*p<01, 5* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors clustered at the country level are given in parentheses. Controls
:age, age”, country and year fixed-effects, house- hold income, marital status, education level, professional status.
Reference category: "Women*Southern country” in column 2.
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