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1. Introduction

Does gender equality affect individual happineskiz Ts an interesting question,
not least because over the last two decades, tlstevideworld has experienced
significant improvements in gender equality in aétall spheres of life.
However, in many countries, roles concerning clatdcand domestic work
remain highly gender specific. In a few countriessl so — an example being the
Scandinavian countries, where time use data shatanten are considerably more
likely to participate in domestic chores than imest countries. The opposite is
true in Southern European countries — as well asynsantinental countries. Do
the gender systems have an important impact owithdils’ psychological well-
being? Certainly, gender inequality within the deuis an aspect that cannot be
neglected when trying to explain reasons behind ar@h women’s happiness.
One might argue that improved gender equality hgzroved the general well-
being of women, although its extent may dependhencontext in which women
live and operate. Gender division of labour withive family, clearly, varies
considerably within and across countries. For mstaa woman living in a very
traditional household — her being the one beatwegoulk of household activities,
including childrearing, might report very differetgvel of happiness if this
household is located in Sweden, where generallydgrennequality is less
pronounced, compared to a country such as Gredoerewstrict gender roles
prevail.

Our purpose here is to investigate the relationbbiveen the unequal division of
household labour between the partners and womempihess Using data from

the second round of the European Social Survey YE®8 provide detailed
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insights into this research question. Given thesmwrable differences among
European countries in the level of reported hamsnand female share of
housework, we also consider directly to what extdr®@ context matters for
women’s happiness. The ESS is ideal for this arsmlgad includes specific
guestions on subjective well-being, family orgatiaand division of household
labour in 26 countries. Given the relatively largenber of countries involved in
this survey, we are able to specify a multi-lewgression model, which examines
to what extent gender equality at the country leselble to explain variation in

happiness at the individual level.

2. Theoretical background: which relationship

between happiness and housework?

What is happiness? Are there differences by genHew can the division of
labour within the family, i.e. the amount of housekvperformed by female and
male partner, be associated to heterogeneous leivietgppiness?

Recent literature has investigated substantially sabjective well-being and
several theories have been developed to define eptsiclike happiness
(Veenhoven, 1993; Diener, 1984). Psychologistsnatethe only ones interested
in well-being since it has been adopted by econtsnais one of the main elements
to estimate and maximize the utility function. Atetsame time, considerable
changes occurred in gender relations, whereby wodexoted more time to
education, gained power in the labor market anguhlic institutions. A large
number of studies analyzed these changes and phesgible consequences on
individual and family life. Moreover, based on timge surveys, gender inequality
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has been taken into account also in terms of a@wisif labor in the household
among partners. If women achieved economic suppod personal prestige
outside the roles of wife and mother, the burdehafsework and child care has
remained mainly on their shoulders (Gershuny, 2000)

What has been rarely explored in the literatureyeher, is the relationship
existing between subjective well-being and gendequality, both at micro (in
the household) and macro level (females’ role detshe family). The main aim
of this work is to investigate the interaction beéem these two dimensions, and
how changes in gender roles towards parity in farddmains, following those
occurred in the public sphere, could enhance woswell-being.

There are several theoretical perspectives on hapgj firstly developed in the
psychological field. The prominent theory is thecatled the “Set Point Theory”,
related to the concepts of adaptation and hedamiadmill (Helson, 1964;
Brickman and Campbell, 1971). According to thisstt of research, individuals’
judgments and reactions to current stimuli, whethey are negative or positive,
depend on how their previous history has given tremeference point for
comparison. The idea of a “hedonic treadmill” ineglithat, if people continue to
adapt to their life course circumstances, improvesgield no real benefits and
“worsened” conditions will not necessarily translamto a lower assessment of
well-being. Every individual is presumed to havaredefined happiness level that
he or she returns to as time goes by (Headey aratilge 1989; Larsen, 2000;
Williams and Thompson, 1993). Given that subjectixdl-being is thought to be
determined mainly by genetic endowments and peli$prtaaits, people who
undergo changes for the worse or for the bettdrshaivly adapt to these changes.

Therefore major events have only temporary effertshappiness. The direct



implication if this theory holds is that both indiuals and policy makers cannot
actually do very much to improve well-being of ¢giszens.

The set point theory gives a valid rationalizatedso to the so-called Easterlin
paradox. In fact, according to economic theory aedealed preference, an
increase in income should have a positive andnigséffect on happiness.
Assuming that individuals maximize their utility@vnormal goods, then “more is
definitely better”. Conversely, as Easterlin (1926) many psychologists and
political scientists pointed out, growth of reatame in Western countries over
the last fifty years did not come with a corresgagdise in individuals’ levels of
happiness (Clark et al., 2007).

However, recent analyses focusing on the long rattems of subjective well-
being have made scientists revising also the “SehtP hypothesis. That is,
certain life events do indeed bring about longHastshifts of happiness. At
macro level and looking at long term trends, stsigiewhich comparisons can be
made appear to show that satisfaction is highercaadges are more enduring in
family related domains than in domains related @iemal standard of living, i.e.
income (Veenhoven, 1993; Diener et al, 1999; Argy@e01). Headey (2006),
using data from the German Socio-Economic PanelEEO shows that the
stability of life satisfaction diminishes slowly evtime, meaning that long term
changes in subjective well-being are plausibleividdals who are most likely to
record large changes in life satisfaction are theke score high on personality
traits of extraversion or neuroticism, and also hhign openness to new
experiences. However, not only there is evidengaostible long term changes in
subjective well-being, but also that the pace dpdation to life events differs
along with different experiences. Moreover, induads tend to value losses more

than gains and, if they are almost completely addptto pecuniary changes, this
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is not the case for non-pecuniary life circumstand®idowhood, marriage and
divorce, for instance, appear to produce permankanges in individuals’ set
points (Frey and Sutzer, 2002; Zimmermann and Hest2006). The reason why
level of adaptation differs with respect to lifendmins is found by considering
different reactions of individuals’ aspirations ¢thanges in life events. When
aspirations and actual circumstances change iretan@s it often seems to be
case for upward movements in income), one typicallserves complete
adaptation where individuals return to the origisat point of happiness. If,
however, aspirations change less than the actuahgeh in circumstances,
adaptation cannot be complete. An individual whois happy marriage, whose
actual circumstances change positively, experieacg®ater goal-fulfilment and,
consequently, well-being increases (Easterlin, 2003

According to the “prospect theory” (Kahneman anderBky, 1979) and the
“theory of planned behaviour” (Ajzen, 1991) evenufe expected changes in
subjective well-being matter, determining decisionsthe life-cycle, such as
fertility decisions (Billari, 2009). It is what ppte think happiness is associated
with that influences their decision making and widiials behave according to
what they think makes them happy. Empirically thiga, predicting that
happiness drives life course decisions, is not &asgst, although is important for
instance, to consider that there might be somegardnty and selection bias (i.e.
are the happier people who marry more than othersnoply marriage makes
people happier?).

Of course perceptions and attitudes, affecting th&mntions and then behavior,
are linked to social norms and country settinggi®morms, embedding effects
of past gender differences in family and workingesp are found to be

internalised by both women and men, affecting imtlial happiness. For instance,
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there are double standards in appropriate earndyggender, so that women
earning less than men do not necessarily repdérdiices in their job satisfaction
and, consequently, in their subjective wellbeinge(tso called paradox of
“contented female workers”; Crosby, 1982; Lalivel &tutzer, 2010).

However the extent to which traditional norms drared varies not only between
countries, but also in time. Analyzing trends ie thvel of satisfaction in the last
35 years in the United States and 12 European gesnStevenson and Wolfers
(2009) documented a new puzzling paradox: womeedining subjective well-
being, both absolutely and relatively, with respecthat of men. If in the 1970s,
in all western countries, women reported higherjextityve well-being than men,
the declines in female happiness have eroded #nideg gap until now when a
new gender gap is emerging, with highly subjeciwedi-being for men.

This shift has occurred through much of the indaksed world (Stevenson and
Wolfers, 2009) and constitutes an apparent paraoesause, by the most
objective measures, women'’s lives have enormousjyaved over the past 35
years. The expanded women’s opportunities in iodi@i rights, health,
education, job market, etc. should have increaser twelfare. The rather
puzzling paradox is that women'’s relative subjextiell-being has fallen over a
period in which most objective measures point toust improvements in their
opportunities. Stevenson and Wolfers (2009) sugipestthis may be driven by a
change in reference group or expectations for worfiea increased opportunities
available to women may have increased what womejuine declaring
themselves happy, women’s lives have become momplex and their well-
being now likely reflects their satisfaction withone facets of life compared with

previous generations. The happiness of women whopamarily homemakers



reflects their satisfaction with their home lifeh@reas for working women
reported happiness may reflect aggregate well-b@weg multiple domains.

This averaging over several domains may lead toetomwerage satisfaction
because it is difficult to achieve the same degréesatisfaction in multiple
domains. In addition, the increase in the femdbeddorce participation may have
led more women to compare their outcomes to théskeeomen around them. In
turn, women might perceive their relative positiomer than in the case with
only women as a reference group. This change indfegence group may make
women worse off or it may simply drive a changéhieir reporting behaviour.
Furthermore their increasing expectations of gendquality were unmet
especially within the family. Women’s increased ogipnities in the job market
have led to an increase in the total amount of wihiky do, making them
hedonically worse off (Krueger, 2007). This hasodksd to incoherence in the
levels of gender equality in what McDonald (2008)Is the individual-oriented
institutions of the public sphere and family-orihtinstitutions of the private
sphere.Over the last decades, most Western cauihitaee become characterized
by a “stalled gender revolution”. Whereas dramahanges occurred in gender
relations in general, whereby women entered inptiiaic sphere and the labour
market, the burden of housework and care has remamainly on women'’s
shoulders. Today women participate in the labourketamore than ever before,
and have reduced, at the same time, the amounmnhefdevoted to unpaid work.
Nevertheless, they have done so less than propaltyo thereby reducing their
leisure time. Men have only slightly increased ithevolvement in family tasks,
not acquiring a full share of family responsibility childcare and housework
(Blossfeld and Drobnic, 2001; Bernhardt, 2004; Nethwand Wernhart, 2008).

Thus, gender relations within the family have creahgery little. The observed
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increase in women's employment, not followed by manreasing their
responsibility for domestic chores and care, chiarees the “stalled revolution”
(Hochschild, 1990). The increase of women’s worktip@ation without a
consequent redistribution of housework and chiledaas often generated a real
“dual-burden” for them, other than a “dual-presénce

In our work we investigate the core issues relavegender equality, providing a
new perspective on the relationship between getigesion of roles in a domestic
sphere and the outcome in subjective wellbeing.hyfmthesize that women who
are engaged in a higher share of household work hdower level of well-being
with respect to those who work less at home.

In the literature there are few studies analyzirmthappens if the partner does
not contribute to the couple’s health and his beahavtends to generate marital
conflict, and none referred directly to individuahppiness. Research indicates
that division of household labour between men amimen are directly and
indirectly linked to depression: performing largamounts of routine and
repetitive housework is associated with more fretukepression among women
(Barnett and Shen, 1997; Glass and Fujimoto, 18®iding, 1990; Larson et al.,
1994). The association is much weaker for men. Bleatticipation in the routine
repetitive chores of cooking, cleaning and washielieves women’s burden,
contributes to their sense of fairness, and heaeerks their chances of being
depressed (Coltrane, 2000). It is possible thatwhg in which two co-residing
partners share family and house care tasks infeeem®men happiness through
the following mechanism: not only doing more at loimpacts negatively on the
happiness, but also the amount of housework peddrivy the partner could

affect the fairness perception and, consequeifysatisfaction.



The actual division of housework within the houddhs a very direct measure of
power and equality between men and women, at feasthat concerns the role
that they hold in a society. What cannot be disidgd, however, is how women
perceive the division of household labour. In thespect, the context in which
couples live is crucial. Previous research expjicihoted that contextual
differences are not only present, but extremelyartgnt to understand household
processes (Calasanti and Bailey, 1991; Kamo, 1984chez, 1993). The country
of residence, for instance, matters for women’scggtion of fairness of the
division of labour. The key reason is that gendawqualities are embedded in
social institutions, which affect the roles indivals are expected to inhabit in
those institutions. In turn, family labour allocats would be structured by gender
differences in resources and power, and by diffeenn ideological valuations of
labour (Curtis 1986; Katz, 1991, Davis, 2004). Hendecisions concerning
labour allocation are not just “rational” and eiéist economic strategies, but also
take into consideration cultural, moral, ideologiead historical implications
(Davis, 2004).

If the level of gender stratification in a countaffects the expectations of
individuals in their work and family lives, it affes also the individual perceptions
of fairness of the division of household labour &&éz, 1990). In turn, we foresee
that place of residence and context play an importale in the relationship
between the women'’s share of household work andHhhBgpiness. If they live in
a country where doing almost all the tasks witlia household is perceived as
“normal” and fair, it could be that housework hast & large impact on their
happiness. Conversely, for a woman with a huge éwosk load in a more

“egalitarian” country, the negative effect on haygss would be stronger.
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Summing up, levels of happiness among women tutntmue very different
across Europe and this can be associated to theadtibns between partners
within the household. Women in countries wherelével of gender stratification
is lower have more bargaining power within marrefer cohabitations) and are
able to obtain a more equal sharing of householdkw@his explanation,
however, may be only partial and we need to congidader inequality not only
inside the family but also in a more general sengéomen’s overall
empowerment and conditions in a country, captufed,example, by female
labour force participation rates, educational atte@nts and political

achievements, have possibly a strong impact on itndividual well-being.

3. Data

Our analysis is based on the European Social SU&E®$%). These surveys have
been mapping attitudinal and behavioral changdsumope’s social, political and
moral climate since 2001. So far four rounds hasenbconducted and completed:
22 countries were included in Round 1 (2002), 2Raund 2 (2004), 25 in Round
3 (2006), and 21 in Round 4 (2008). Every roundtaios a so-called core
module, which remains unchanged over survey roamdshas been designed to
chart and explain the interaction between Europbhanging institutions and
attitudes, beliefs and behavioral patterns of ierde populations. The first part
of the survey pertains to individuals’ values addalogical orientations. These
may be the cause of people’s opinions, behaviowsaations, thus becoming an
important driver behind the social, political ancbeomic change within their

respective societies. Secondly, the ESS considedsviduals’ cultural and
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national orientations, a feature being of key intaioce given the process of
unification of the Western European countries. el main area concerns the
underlying social structure of society. Since valaed social change are strongly
driven by the social composition (e.g. educatiod ancupations), identification
of these factors is essential in drawing a cornpéture of the social climate. The
questionnaire includes also a second part thaevawver time (the so-called
Rotating Module).

For our analysis, we use the second round (2004@nghat it includes
variables necessary for measuring the outcomestefest. In particular, the
questionnaire asks specific questions on familyrkwand well-being, which
contain information on the combination of familfeli housework and happiness.
In order to assess the dynamics taking place irthiel&ousehold between women
and their partners, we restricted our focus on wobnetween 20 and 50 years of
age, who co-reside with a partner (8,031 obsematmut of the original 47,537

sample).

4. Variables and descriptive findings

4.1 Measuring happiness

Traditionally and strongly influenced by economitmusehold and individual
well-being is measured by income or other monetargasures such as
consumption expenditure. One drawback of this aggras that an assumption
has to be imposed on how individuals within a hbos® share the income, the
second is that well-being derives from many otheurses than income and
consumption. As a result, recent research hasedtdaoking into alternative
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measures of well-being where the level of happineas become popular.
Individuals are asked directly about their happsneshich then presumably
would be the sum of benefits derived from incomeé aonsumption, but also
other non-monetary factors that cannot in any basmeasured very easily.

The key question is of course whether happineseetidmeasures
individuals’ well-being in a satisfactory way. I ipositively correlated with
income and wealth, as well as other life eventiviave normally would consider
as positive (i.e. marriage) and negatively witle ldvents of a less happy nature
(i.e. death or divorce). Consequently, happinedgéty, at least on average to
give a good indication of well-being. On the othend, the current level of
happiness when asked in a survey may depend onge raf factors that we
ideally would like to disregard in our analysis.cliuld be for instance, that an
individual had a cold or was feeling ill the day wmiterview, and therefore
reported a lower level of happiness than would witse be the case. Still, in so
far such noise in the data is random, it shouldaffeict the overall conclusions of
the analysis.

Typically a question about happiness is posed Hews: “Taking all things
together, how happy are you with your life?”, ordid satisfied are you with your
life?”, and generally the answer is given on anir@adscale, ranging from 0
(extremely unhappy) to 10 (extremely happy). Buésia question asking about
current happiness on some ordinal scale reallyigeoa good assessment of
current circumstances related to different life dam (family life, employment,
economic wealth, etc.)? Moreover, it is difficuwdt understand how people answer
to this kind of questions. Do they answer by coasid themselves with respect
to their own situation in the past, to the othetviduals around them or do they

try to give a comprehensive judgment, all thingestdered? Hence, it is hard to
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say if it is possible to carry out inter-temporal interpersonal comparison in
happiness scores. However, despite measurememsjsaand in particular the
reliability and validity of the replies, happiness now widely used. The
conclusion from existing studies is that these ettbje indicators, far from being
without problems, do reflect individuals’ feelinggpsychological well-being and
happiness (Diener, 1984; Veenhoven, 1993).

In our analysis the dependent variable is meaduwyete question “Taking
all things together, how happy would you say yoearThe answer is given on
an ordinal scale, ranging from 0 (extremely unhappyl0 (extremely happy).
Respondents tend to answer positively and more lia¢éinof the sample reports
values of 7 or higher, producing a skewed distrdrubf happiness. Even though
the distribution of happiness is concentrated towaigh values, it seems that
there are systematic differences in the assessmhenbjective well-being among
the 26 countries included in the analysis. This loareasily seen in Table 1 that
reports descriptive statistics on the variables jmentioned above. Although
levels of average happiness are fairly high, wecadhat the associated standard
deviation is not negligible (and over 2 for six otnes). Ranking among
countries shows Iceland and Northern countriegadinhg positions and Italy and
Ukraine in the last ones. The reason why reportggpimess is generally so high
in the sample could be related to selection issagsye are considering women
who are co-residing and they may be more satisfigd their life relative to

single womeh.

Tablel here
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4.2 Measuring housework

Housework, and childcare, characterizes the fanolg-set. The division
of tasks within the family between men and womeavisrywhere influenced by
each member of the couple being involved in paigkwblowever, worldwide,
there is a persistent female specialization in @bakl tasks. Only in the
Scandinavian countries there is now a consoliddtadit amongst men to
undertake domestic and family activities on an eduasis (Gershuny 1995,
2000).

In the ESS data, the amount of household work isel# as things done
around the home, including cooking, washing, clegncare of clothes, shopping,
maintenance of property, but not including childcand leisure activities (Mills
et al, 2008). Individuals are asked both the totak people in home spend on
housework on a typical weekday and weekend, angdhteof total time they are
engaged in. This share ranges from 1, meaning “r@nalmost none”, to 6,
meaning “all or nearly all of the time”. After cadering the distribution of
women'’s share of housework, we employ in the mad#immy variable which is
equal to 1 when the female respondent is engagedlange share of household
labour (more than 75%, i.e. when the original catlimariable on the share of
housework is equal to or greater than 5) and Oreike. A preliminary analysis
of this variable shows that the differences in tiemal share between a typical
weekday and the weekend are extremely small. Hsr rbason we take into
account only the ones referring to the typical vazgk

As we can see from the figure below (see Figure tigre is high
heterogeneity in the portion of household tasksie@drout by European women.
The country where apparently women work relativelyre inside the household

is Greece, with 81% of women in the sample doingentban 75% of household
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work. The general picture is not different in Twkand Portugal, which report a
percentage around 76%. The first of the 9 countnibsere less than half of the
respondents is engaged in less than 75% of houkesv®oland. In this group we
find only Eastern European countries (Poland, Eaf@lovenia and Ukraine) and
Scandinavian ones (Iceland, Finland, Norway, Swealgth Denmark). In other
former socialist countries the percentages of thdse engage in a large share of
housework are slightly higher, like Hungary (56.95%zech Republic (51.89%)
and Slovakia (50.6%). The large diversity can bteated not only in the high
variability of percentages, but also in the faattbountries located in the same
area and with the same kind of welfare regime amstitutions report very
different values, e.g. Luxemburg and Belgium. Theuits from ESS data are
consistent with those, more appropriate, obtaingdline use budget surveys

(Anxo et al., 2010; Gershuny, 2000; OECD, 2007).

Figurelhere

4.3 Happiness and share of housework at country level

To have a more accurate picture on the associationvomen’s share of
housework with happiness, it is interesting to stigate the relationship between
the average level of subjective psychological wellhg in each country and the
respective percentage of respondents engaged ire mi@n 75% of total
housework. An overview of this relationship is po®d in Figure 2. It reveals
that the link between the two variables is notdinand that every country has its
own combination (Pearson correlation coefficient0z1861***). However, a
more detailed analysis of the figure shows somel kafi clustering among

countries, in particular according to the institaal context and the geographic

16



location. Northern countries, for instance, allgenat a high average happiness and
relatively few respondents working a lot in the seliold. The opposite situation
occurs in Southern Europe, like in Greece, Portwgal Turkey, whereas the
percentage of women engaged in a large share afeholid labour is a bit lower
in Italy. Spain is the outlier of this group, arekms to match more with countries
of continental Europe, such as the Netherlands)dérand Luxemburg. Here the
average happiness ranges between 7.5 and 8.5hangottion of “hard core
house workers” is around 60%. Finally, in Easteumope we observe values of
both variables a bit lower with respect to conttaércountries. Therefore, the
nation of residence and context appears to plagnportant role in the considered
relationship. Hence, taking into account the undleg differences among
countries, it might happen that a clearer connaatmmes out; this is exactly what
a model with a multilevel structure allows to intrgate and what we look at in

the next section.

Figure2 here

5. Determinants of female happiness: which role for

housework?

5.1 Multilevel estimation

In order to examine the possible determinants ppimess and, in particular, the
impact of women’s share of housework, we implengesetries of ordered probit
regressions with a multilevel structure. Data add in the ESS present a
clustered structure: Information is gathered aividldial level and individuals are

grouped within countries. We introduce a two-lemebdel, which allows for
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grouping of individual outcomes within countriedi§ means that the variation in
the outcome, i.e. happiness, is decomposed ibébaeen-country component and
awithin-country one. A null model without any explanatory variablmply tells
us how much of the variance in happiness is duediwidual level variation and
country level variation. Statistically, failing tecognize this hierarchical structure
leads to underestimation of the standard erroyming statistical significance
when coefficients are in fact not significant (Gsikeln, 2003). A more substantive
benefit of the multi-level model is that we canlute country level variables and
therefore assess the importance of country chaistate in explaining individual
level variation in happiness. This is importantf naly because the descriptive
statistics show substantial country differenceg,ddso because such differences
are also reported in the existing literature (Catéisand Bailey, 1991; Kamo,
1994; Sanchez, 1993). The argument is that couoftryesidence influences
women'’s perception of fairness of the division abdur. The level of gender
inequality in social institutions, for example, pkea people expectations about the
role they need to take in the society. Consequeatly analysis cannot ignore the
fact that women under consideration live in 26ididgr countries.
Our model can be written as follows:

Happinessij =a, +,BHS”. + X + )Gl +uy, +gy

where Happiness; is the level happiness — ranging from 0 (extremelgappy)
to 10 (extremely happy) — of individual in country j; HS; is the dummy

variable that is equal to 1 if a woman is engaged share of household labour

greater than 75%X; is a vector of women’s demographic and socio econo

characteristics; whileGl; represents the level of gender inequality at cquntr
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level. u,; is the country specific error term argjis the individual specific error

term.

Female characteristics‘ vector includes variableshsas the number of working
hours outside the household, the level of incoma alility to obtain unpaid
assistance for housework. Women'’s position in temarket and the amount of
time they devote to it is very influential in thelationship between housework
and happiness. First, the time available for hootiies — including housework
— is reduced. Secondly, working outside the hong énh@ositive income effect,
which for instance could enhance possibilities iotng a housekeeper. Third,
obviously there are many factors influencing thetationship, such as income,
age, health, religion and employment. We expect tiegative impact to be
stronger for women who are employed part-time drtiione, given that they are
often trapped into a double burden of both markatkvand domestic duties in the
household (Ericson, 2008).

Compared to housewives, working women tend to tegoeater happiness,
whether they work part-time or full-time. This h&ams because job satisfaction is
one of the three most important predictors of odrappiness, the other two
being marriage and family satisfaction (Argyle, 20Clark, 1997). Hence, from
the number of working hours per week (overtime eaetl) according to the
worker’s contract, we create three different binagyiables referring to three
different categories: women workingp to 10 hours per week, those working
between 11 and 30 hours and those workingnore than 31 hours per week. Only
in Turkey the percentage of those working more th@rhours per week is only
10%. Also in Southern European countries (Gredagy, ISpain and Switzerland)
this share is quite low. In all the remaining coigst more than half of the sample

works at least 10 hours per week. The only countmyhich “part-time” working
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scheme (10-30 hours per week) is more common than“full-time” one is
Netherlands, where women working “part-time” aré/d@While those working
“full-time” are just 25% of the sample.

Financial resources are another factor to be cersibwhen looking at individual
happiness. Existing evidence shows that incomeesalsppiness (Clark et al,
2007; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; Blanchflower and Qdw2004), especially in the
lower part of the income distribution (Argyle, 2Q0but the effect is not always
very strong and long lasting (Easterlin, 2001). BES records income by using a
variable, which reflects twelve income bracketsgiag from less than €1800 to
€120000 or more and refers to household incomepdreents are asked to place
their household income in the respective internBésed on this classification, we
estimate the median income for each country. Therebviously substantial
heterogeneity of income levels and purchasing p@eerss countries. However,
by using the midpoint of the income distributioarfr each country, we are able to
construct a relative income variable. We includarary variable in the analysis,
taking value 1 if household income is above or etuthe median income in that
country. The extent to which income is positivebgaciated with happiness may
depend on the household size. A high income maypaatrongly associated with
happiness if the number of household members dslatgd' .

Another issue particularly important for our an@ys the extent to which the
respondents are able to obtain assistance for Wwouksdrom individuals external
to the family. This kind of help is either paid, time case a housekeeper is hired,
or unpaid, when for instance grandparents take chtheir grandchildren. The
second round of the ESS provides information omlgua unpaid help and this
variable is equal to 1 if the respondent can caumtsomeone for help with

housework and 0 if not. The number of respondespierting that they received
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unpaid help from outside is surprisingly high foregy country analyzed (see
Table 1). Moreover, the two countries where les B0 percent (i.e. being at the
lower end of the distribution) of respondents cammnt on outside help, are
Greece and Turkey. The highest percentages arel flmmNorthern countries,
Denmark, Iceland and Sweden, being the highest evimeore than 90% of
interviewed women get unpaid help. This kind ofohesually comes from parents
of respondents or from their children, when theywgup.

Finally, in the analysis we consider also the afjeespondents, self reported
health, the frequency of church attendance (theéabiar is equal to 1 if the
respondent attends religious services at least anoenth, 0 otherwise) and the
number of children in the household. This last atale is of particular interest,
given that children have mixed effects on subjectivell-being and exert their
influence via two different mechanisms. Firstlygyhincrease happiness about
family life. Secondly, the added financial burddncbildren reduces satisfaction
with one’s economic situation (Zimmermann and E#ste2006). The fact that
respondents live with a partner induces the peagenof those with at least one
child in the household to be high.

The most relevant country level factor for our gsel is the intensity of gender
inequality. To grasp women’s overall empowermertt aonditions in a country,
we exploit two macro variables. The first is thenéde labour force participation
rate and an index, the Global Gender Gap, whiclsiders several different life
domains. The Female Labour force participation reters to 2004, given that our
respondents were interviewed exactly in that ysae (Table 2). We notice that in
all countries of Northern Europe the rate of wonbetween 15 and 64 years of
age, who are working (or who are unemployed bukilap for a job), is greater

than 70%. The country with the highest rate isdod| followed by Norway and
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Sweden. On the contrary, very low values are resbid Turkey (29%) and Italy
(49.5%), and more generally in Eastern and SoutBemope. Countries where a
large percentage of women is part of the labourketaare usually the same
countries where average happiness is high.

The Global Gender Gap is a more general indicadtgeader inequality existing
in a country. A Global Gender Gap Report series l@aached in 2006 by the
World Economic Forum, aimed at capturing the magiatof the gap between
women and men in four critical areas: economicigggtion and opportunity,
political empowerment, educational attainment aedlth and survival It ranks
countries according to gender equality rather themmen’s empowerment
(Global Gender Gap Report 2006). The first yearilalvke is 2006 and we use
that year, assuming that the general picture ir6280®ot very different to the one
in 2004, relevant for our analysis. It ranges frof9 (Turkey) to 0.81 (Sweden),
with the maximum possible value being 1 (equaliggweeen men and women).
Together with Sweden, also Norway, Finland andalcélare in a top position,
immediately followed by Germany, United Kingdomeland and Spain. The
lowest ranking, instead, belongs to Turkey, Italg &reece and the index is quite

low in Eastern Europe.

Table2 here

In the multi-level setting we are of course intéedsin the effect and the
significance of such variables. But we are alserggted in understanding how
much country characteristics can explain the cqurdriation in the outcome.

As a general estimation strategy, a null modefirst estimated, only

including the constant. Next, through differentesmdions, both individual level
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variables and country level ones are incorporatetthié model. In order to obtain
the fraction of residual variability that can bériauted to country level effects it
is useful to define the “intra-class” correlatiooetficient, namely the ratio
between country variance and the total variance:

o= Var (Uy,) .
Var (uy;) +Var(e;)

where g; and u,; are assumed to be independent and normally digtdb

Through the intra-class correlation coefficignwe can find out which is the
proportion of total variance accounted for by betmsountry variation. When
country-level variables are included in the modebtighout the extensions, we
expect the intra-class correlation coefficient tecrase (assuming the county

level variables have explanatory power).

5.2 Results and discussion

Estimates of the ordered probit multilevel regressiare reported in Table 3 and
Table 4. We perform the analysis both on the whsalmple of 8,031 women
between 20 and 50 and on a sub-sample of 4,968wgpfiore than 10 hours per
week) women. The reason why we want to focus otenibn separately on
working women is that, in this case, we expect baafr work to interact with
happiness in two different but opposite ways. Ome twand, working women
usually report a greater happiness, whether thek wart-time or full-time, with
respect to housewives (Clark, 1997). On the othardh the effect of being
employed indirectly decreases happiness, by forttiegn into a double burden of

both market work and domestic duties in the housklifothe share of housework
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is fairly high. Hence, by looking at them sepanatele are able to understand
which one of the two effects is stronger.

The general hypothesis we formulated is that womleo are engaged in a
higher share of household work have a lower haggimath respect to those who
work less at home. This expectation is confirmedodel (2), where we observe
a negative and strongly significant coefficient tbe share of housework greater
than 75%, independently on the total number of bbaksl labour houts One of
the most interesting results concerns contractenishim paid work. In model (2)
we observe that there is no apparent differencedsat housewives and women
working up to 30 hours per week. However, a smhlinge occurs when the
weekly working hours are more than 30. Women belango this category are
slightly less happy then the rest of the samplenddethere is an indication that
the negative effects of the dual burden trap ovecthose of increased happiness
through job satisfaction. The intra-class correlaticoefficient related to this
model is 0.12, meaning that 12% of the total vamams due to cross-country
variability. Sincep is not much higher than that of the null model{d.), it seems
clear that happiness differences among countriesateébe explained by through
individual level differences.

As previously discusses, if they live in a countrigere doing almost all
the tasks within the household is perceived asmyadt and fair, it could be that
housework has not a large impact on their happjreess/ersely, a woman with a
huge housework load in a more “egalitarian” coundhould feel even more
depressed. As a matter of fact, when we test inein@J the impact that having a
share of housework greater than the country mela@non happiness, we notice
that the coefficient is negative and significantret 5% level. This effect is less

strong than the one reported in model (2), butweily much present.
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In models (4) and (5) we start introducing counéyel variables as a
means to better understand the effect of the iitten$ gender inequality in a
given country. First we look at the female labonircé participation rate and we
observe that nothing changes with respect to m()elThat is, individual level
variation is stable when including the macro vdaatMoreover, the effect of
female labour force participation is small, but ifge and significant. More
interestingly, the variance component representiagation between countries
has diminished markedly, from 0.136 to 0.096, meguiat this indicator is able
to explain 29.4% of the between-country variatiBarticipation of women to the
labour market is then a characteristic which dgtishes countries and may
explain part of the international differences inmen’s happiness. Investigating
the impact of gender inequality between men and @mgneconsidering not only
the occupational field, but also the gender gagdincation and political power the
results are not much different. In model (5) thearshof household work
coefficient maintains its explanatory power and beéween-country component
of the variance decreases to 0.08. In this cagmuating for the global gender
gap explains 41.2% of the variance across countfiee intra-class correlation
coefficient comes down to 0.074, suggesting thd&y @M% of the total variance
is due to cross-country variability (after contiradj for gender inequality). Hence,
our expectations about the fundamental role of wosmeverall empowerment
and of gender inequality in shaping women psycholdgwell-being find
corroboration in our data. When we focus our aitdenon working women only,
the picture is reinforced.

As reported in Table 4, models (7), (9) and (1istrate that a large share
of housework affects women happiness negatively,the effect is much stronger

compared to the case when the whole sample is Uibelresult confirms that the
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dual burden trap exists and exerts its influengeimeresting aspect of our results
in Table 4 is that, in all the considered model®e tovariate measuring the
number of children living in the household is negggnificant. It seems that,
among working women, having children in househottesd not affect their
happiness. This is in contrast to the case whesdwives were included in the
sample. Then the coefficient was always significamd positive even if rather
small. It might be the case that those working idetshe household have much
less spare time and, consequently do not missrésepce of children (if they had
some, who now live by themselves) or do not fea tteed to experience
motherhood. As we already observed in Table 3, imgrkull-time, more than 30
hours per week, has a negative impact on happiaadsye can argue that for this
group of female respondents the dual burden isibethan for part-time workers,
resulting in a lower assessment of psychologicdi-Haeng.

As far as the variance decomposition is concertienull model (6) reports an
intra-class correlation coefficient of 0.136, a bigher than that of model (1).
Also in this case the introduction of individualvewmiates in the analysis has a
negligible impact on the variance across counttsvever, when we include the
female labour force participation rate, it explaB&3% of the between-country
variability and brings dowp to 0.088. Also the Global Gender Gap has a strong
explanatory power for the country differences, asdcounts for 42% of the
variance across countries. In model (10), aftertroimg for gender inequality,
between-country component is only 8% of the totiance. This suggests that
country-level variables, denoting gender inequaligre able to explain
international differences in women’s happiness,cbethe effect being stronger

the sample consist of working women only.
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We include in the regression other individual viles and their
coefficients do not change dramatically in the deling specifications. As
expected, happiness decreases with age and bedtitpyhbas a strong positive
impact on this psychological well-being. Confirmiagrich literature about the
effects of religion on personal well-being, we fitindit frequent church attendance
also outside special holy days is positively asged with happiness. It has been
argued that one of the possible reason why religiakes a difference to people’s
lives is that it provides social networks, favodyabffects physical and mental
health, school attendance and reduces deviantitgctivehrer, 2004; Snoep,
2008). Moreover, it seems to be true also contrglfior demographic variables
such as age, income and marital status (Luttmeé5R0As predicted, receiving
unpaid help with housework by someone externahéohousehold and having a
fairly high income are positively associated to piapss. Concerning this last
point, it is important to specify that controllifgr the number of household
members does not change magnitude and significahdacome coefficient.
Apparently, mothers with children still living ifé household are happier than
mothers with old sons/daughters or women withoutdan, as the relative

coefficient comes out to be positive and significan

Table3-4 here

6. Conclusion

Investigating the relatively unexplored relatioqstietween gender inequality

inside the couple and women’s happiness acrosspEarmocountries, we found
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empirical evidence to our hypothesis that a lafggres of housework negatively
affects women’s happiness, in particular for thesgployed for more than 30
hours per week, with respect to being employed-jrag or being a housewife.
Undeniably, he dual-presence is thereforubtblown “dual-burden”.

A second important result is that women’s unhapsneoncerning unequal
division of labour cannot be judged only in “abdeluerms, but also in “relative”
terms. We found that being engaged in housework ¢éxaeeds the median
amount recorded in a specific country affects ragpats’ happiness in a negative
way: a woman, living in a country where partnemsally share equally household
chores, feels more unhappy if she has to perforenbilik of total housework;
conversely, where (e.g. Greece) women are, on geeia charge of almost all
housekeeping, sharing part of it with the partnecrdases the negative effect of
housework on respondent’s happiness.

The third result comes from investigating the plolesdeterminants of the
variation in happiness in Europe and looking atdgennequality from a wider
perspective. That is, looking at the importancgerider discrimination at country
level in shaping women’s well-being. More than 4@¥the variance across
countries can be explained by gender inequalityvéeh men and women,
considering not only the job market, but also tlesmdger gap in education and
political power.

Unfortunately, the European Social Survey is asiectional dataset. Therefore
we cannot say whether the negative effect of aelaftare of housework and of
gender gap on women’s happiness is lasting oves tmnot. However, we can
argue that caring about gender inequality bothdmsind outside the household is
fundamental to understand the dynamics behind w&messessment of

happiness in the countries of the European region.
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In conclusion, our results prompt the idea thajexttve well-being should play a
more central role in research and policy concerfangily. These results are even
more evident when we recall that, on one hand, geaduality within the family
has been proved to be linked at macro (McDonal@0P@nd micro level (i.e.
Mills et al., 2008) to higher fertility intentiorend behaviour. On the other hand,
the “happiness commonality” theory (Billari, 2009ustains a positive link
between subjective well-being and fertility, aghioth at micro and macro level.
The main idea behind this theory is that the quest happiness, and the
compatibility between happiness and childbeariaghé “commonality” that may
shed some light on why fertility levels are so hegeneous across developed
countries.

We believe the association between gender equalithin the couple and
happiness to be the missing link between the twepries and an important
intermediate variable to be considered when anadysliverging family and

fertility contexts of Southern and Northern Eurapeauntries.
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TABLE 1: Descriptive Statistics of variablesused in the analysis, by Country (Source: own elaboration on 2004 ESS data)

Share of Bad Church . . High 10-30 > SQ
Country  Num Obs Average housework Subjective Attendance At Ie{;\st With unpaid Income Working Working
Happiness > 75% Health (once a month 1 child help = country Hours Hours
or more) median) per week per week
Code # Value St. Dev. % % % % % % % %
AT 107 7.93 1.87 52.3 2.8 32.7 71.9 81.3 67.2 28.0 32.7
BE 304 7.93 1.39 53.9 4.2 11.8 75.9 75.6 57.5 27.3 43.4
CH 370 8.28 1.33 65.6 1.6 25.4 67.3 82.7 83.7 25.6 31.8
Ccz 397 7.28 1.95 51.8 4.5 9.8 76.8 86.4 59.4 5.7 159
DE 491 7.48 1.87 59.6 6.1 19.7 73.5 78.6 60.9 26.8 34.2
DK 275 8.42 1.31 30.5 2.1 9.4 70.9 96.3 76.0 13.8 5.06
EE 320 7.23 1.65 44.6 3.1 6.5 79.6 82.1 89.3 6.2 370
ES 275 7.65 1.67 64.7 4.0 28.3 78.9 70.5 52.7 10.5 48.3
FI 343 8.39 1.18 42.2 2.3 9.9 68.2 86.0 81.6 6.4 .6 67
FR 334 7.81 1.66 59.8 4.1 104 78.1 76.6 70.3 215 54.1
GR 454 7.38 1.79 80.8 1.3 55.5 80.6 54.1 65.2 7.9 3.23
HU 256 7.03 2.31 56.2 7.0 22.6 83.2 70.7 70.7 5.4 855
IE 379 8.21 151 69.6 0.7 73.8 84.7 84.7 62.5 26.3 34.0
IS 107 8.57 1.30 43.9 2.8 14.0 87.8 93.4 75.7 20.5 54.2
IT 107 6.28 231 58.8 0.0 53.2 83.1 68.2 63.5 18.6 33.6
LU 271 7.92 1.74 69.3 4.4 27.3 79.7 76.01 52.4 23.2 38.0
NL 358 7.89 1.29 61.1 4.1 19.2 73.4 87.7 75.7 39.6 24.8
NO 333 8.20 1.44 38.7 3.9 10.8 74.7 85.8 85.2 23.4 51.9
PL 337 7.06 2.23 47.1 5.3 81.3 86.9 87.5 53.1 10.6 51.0
PT 322 7.04 1.57 76.0 2.8 36.9 77.0 68.3 53.7 5.2 146
SE 328 8.18 1.30 31.7 3.9 7.6 71.0 90.5 67.3 14.9 3.16
Sl 224 7.69 1.66 41.9 4.4 26.7 87.0 83.9 69.6 1.7 6.77
SK 251 6.46 2.25 50.6 3.5 43.0 92.0 85.2 60.5 2.7 056
TR 477 6.96 2.41 76.52 9.0 10.2 87.2 41.5 57.2 2.3 7.5
UA 317 6.20 2.09 39.75 8.2 26.8 81.7 77.9 100.0 5.0 48.2
UK 294 7.51 1.75 59.1 2.7 19.3 73.4 77. 73.4 30.9 4.33
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Figure 1: % of women between 20 and 50 engaged in more or lessthan 75% of household

work

Share of household work - by country
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Source: own elaboration on 2004 ESS data.

Figure 2: Average happiness and shar e of housework, by country
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TABLE 2 Data on female labour force participation rate and global gender

gap in European countries

Labour force participation

Global Gender Gap

rate (2004), female (2006)
Country % Value
Austria 63.5 0.698
Belgium 57.0 0.078
Czech Republic 63.7 0.671
Denmark 74.3 0.746
Estonia 64.3 0.694
Finland 72.8 0.795
France 62.4 0.652
Germany 66.5 0.752
Greece 54.6 0.654
Hungary 53.3 0.669
Iceland 82.7 0.781
Ireland 60.5 0.733
Italy 49.5 0.645
Luxembourg 54.4 0.667
Netherlands 69.1 0.725
Norway 77.1 0.799
Poland 57.7 0.680
Portugal 67.1 0.692
Slovakia 62.4 0.675
Slovenia 66.1 0.674
Spain 55.9 0.731
Sweden 75.1 0.813
Switzerland 74.9 0.699
Turkey 29.0 0.585
Ukraine 63.3 0.679
United Kingdom 69.2 0.736

Source

UN Statistics Division:
http://data.un.org/

Global Gender Gap Report 2006:
http://www.weforum.org
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TABLE 3 Multilevel analysis of housework effects on women subjective well-

being
Women 20-50 (1) Null (2 (3) (4) (5)
Share of household workk75% -0.089*** -0.088*** -0.088***
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025)
Country median share of household work 0.021
(0.167)
Share higher than the country's median -0.060**
(0.028)
Age -0.040*** -0.041*** -0.040*** -0.039***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Age squared 0.0003*  0.0004* 0.0004*  0.0004*
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
Church attendance 0.136*** 0.135*** 0.136** 0.138*
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
Subjective general health 0.693*** 0.693** 0.693* 0.693***
(0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059)
Number of children in the Household 0.023**  0.022* 0.023**  0.023**
(0.0112) (0.0112) (0.0112) (0.012)
Unpaid help 0.171*=* 0.173** 0.169** (0.169***
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)
High income 0.166*** 0.168** 0.165** 0.165***
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Hours worked per week — b/w 10 and 30 0.039 0.048 0.038 0.038
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)
Hours worked per week - 31 or more -0.048*  -0.036 -0.050*  -0.050*
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)
Female Labour Force Participation Rate® 0.017***
(0.006)
Global Gender Gap°® 0.041%**
(0.0112)
LR test (p-value) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0074 0.0007
Multilevel (1)-(2) 1)-4) (2)-(5) (2)-(6)
Number of observations 8031 8031 8031 8031 8031
Variance across countries 0.125*** 0.136** 0.128** 0.096*** 0.080***
(0.036) (0.031) (0.034) (0.028) (0.024)
Intra-class correlation coefficient 0,111 0,120 13,1 0,088 0,074

°2004; °°2006

Source: own elaboration on 2004 ESS data

Note: standard errors in parenthesis. P-values=839:*+p<=0.05:**+p<=0.01***.

37



TABLE 4 Multilevel analysis of housework effects on working women
subjective well-being

Only Working Women (6) Null  (7) (8) 9) (10)
Share of household wokk75% -0.100*** -0.097*** -0.097***
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
Country median share of household work 0.038
(0.185)
Share higher than the country's median -0.082**
(0.033)
Age -0.052** -0.052** -0.051** -0.051**
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
Age squared 0.0005*  0.0005* 0.0005* 0.0005*
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)
Church attendance 0.101**  0.101**0.102*** 0.102***
(0.039) (0.040) (0.039) (0.039)
Subjective general health 0.726***  0.736**0.725*** (0.725%**
(0.105) (0.104) (0.105) (0.105)
Number of children in the Household 0.020 0.019 020. 0.021
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Unpaid help 0.161** 0.164*** 0.157** 0.157***
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
High income 0.106***  0.109*** 0.104***  0.104***
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Hours worked per week - 31 or more -0.100** -0.094** -0.098*** -0.097***
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)
Female Labour Force Participation Rate® 0.023***
(0.006)
Global Gender Gap°® 0.048***
(0.012)
LR test (p-value) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.0002
Multilevel (7)-(8) (7)-(10) (8)-(11) (8)-(12)
Number of observations 4968 4968 4968 4968 4968
Variance across countries 0.157** (0.150** 0.152**0.097*** 0.087***
(0.046) (0.044) (0.045)  (0.029) (0.026)
Intra-class correlation coefficient 0,136 0,130 321 0,088 0,080

°2004; °°2006
Source: own elaboration on 2004 ESS data

Note: standard errors in parenthesis. P-values=839:*+p<=0.05:**+p<=0.01***,

" In what follows, subjective well-being, life sdtistion, and happiness, though not identical, are
treated as reasonably interchangeable terms.

" However, computing average happiness in each poustng the original sample reveals that
also among men and women living alone the distidbudf happiness is right skewed (the average
is 7.44 with a standard deviation of 1.9)

" The number of household members may bias resutstdimancial situation; hence we have to

be careful when trying to interpret these figulesUkraine, surprisingly, all women between 20
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and 50, co-residing with a partner, has a “hightidehold income. Furthermore, they seem to be
quite involved in the labour market outside thedehold.

" Its inclusion in the different specifications lasimpact on other variables coefficient.
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