
WORKING PAPERS

Working Paper No 2011-014 
January 2011

Unemployment and 
well-being in Europe.
The effect of country 
unemployment rate, 

work ethics and family ties

Małgorzata MIKUCKA



 CEPS/INSTEAD Working Papers are intended to make research findings available and stimulate comments and discussion. 
They have been approved for circulation but are to be considered preliminary. They have not been edited and have not 

been subject to any peer review. 

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect views of CEPS/INSTEAD. 
Errors and omissions are the sole responsibility of the author(s).

L’European Values Study (EVS) est une enquête 
réalisée au Luxembourg en 2008 auprès d’un 
échantillon représentatif de la population résidante 
composé de 1610 individus âgés de 18 ans ou plus. 

Au niveau national, cette enquête fait partie du 
projet de recherche VALCOS (Valeurs et Cohésion 
sociale), cofinancé par le FNR dans le cadre du 
programme VIVRE. Au niveau international, elle 
est partie intégrante d’une enquête réalisée dans 
45 pays européens  qui a pour objectif d’identi-
fier et d’expliquer en Europe les dynamiques de 
changements de valeurs, et d’explorer les valeurs 
morales et sociales qui sous-tendent les institu-
tions sociales et politiques européennes 
(www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu). 

Plus d’infos : http://valcos.ceps.lu.



Unemployment and well-being in Europe.
The effect of country unemployment rate, work

ethics and family ties.∗

Małgorzata Mikucka
CEPS/Instead, Luxembourg

January 2011

Abstract
Subjective well-being literature shows that higher unemployment rate corre-
sponds to lower psychological cost of own unemployment. The goal of the
paper is to deepen the understanding of this regularity by investigating the role
played by the work ethics and the strength of family ties. I analyze the Eu-
ropean Values Study data (2008) for 36 countries using multilevel regression
methodology.
First, starting from the “stigma hypothesis” I postulate that higher unemploy-
ment rate is associated with weaker work values, which correspond to less
social pressure and feeling of guilt, in turn lowering the psychological cost
of own unemployment. This is only partly supported by the data: whereas
stronger work values lower the well-being of unemployed, the country work
ethics has no effect.
According to the second hypothesis, stronger family ties raise the well-being
of the unemployed. This prediction is confirmed: people living in countries
with stronger family ties and those declaring stronger norms for family sup-
port suffer less from being unemployed. However, the strength of family ties
does not mediate the link between unemployment rate and effect of own un-
employment. Moreover, weaker family ties contribute to lower well-being of
unemployed in western Europe.
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1 Introduction

Starting from the work of Eisenberg and Lazarsfeld (1938), unemployment focuses particular

attention of researchers working on well-being. It is known that experiencing unemployment

is associated with systematically lower levels of well-being (Helliwell, 2003, Lucas et al.,

2004, Pittau et al., 2010), and analyses of longitudinal data demonstrated the causal character

of this link (Clark, 2003, Clark and Oswald, 1994, Gerlach and Stephan, 1996, Winkelmann

and Winkelmann, 1998). This led to the conclusion - fundamental from a policy point of view

- that unemployment is predominately involuntary.

Negative effect of unemployment on well-being exceeds the consequences of fall of income

(Brereton et al., 2008, Helliwell and Putnam, 2004, Winkelmann and Winkelmann, 1998),

which presumably reflects loss of psychological benefits associated with work, such as prestige

and social recognition, opportunities for social interaction and building networks1, weaker time

structure leading to drop of motivation and losing sense of purpose in life, and increased levels

of family stress. In fact, unemployed are found to suffer more often from anxiety, depression,

loss of confidence and reduced self-esteem (Theodossiou, 1998).

The psychological cost of unemployment depends on the context. Literature shows (Bonini,

2008, Clark, 2003, Shields and Price, 2005) that the negative effect of unemployment on well-

being is weaker in countries or regions where the unemployment rate is higher2. On the other

hand, higher unemployment rate lowers the well-being of employed persons3, presumably be-

cause of their lower job security (Luechinger et al., 2008).

The link between unemployment rate and the psychological cost of individual unemploy-

ment is not well documented yet. This paper aims at deepening the understanding of this

relationship by exploring the impact of norms in two domains. First, I focus on individual

work values and country work ethics. I check if the weakening of values can explain why in

low-unemployment countries unemployed suffer less. Second, I investigate the effect of family

ties, which can alleviate the negative effect of own unemployment on well-being. Similarly,

1However, the study by Winkelmann (2009) has found no evidence that social capital and social activities
moderate the negative effect of unemployment on well-being.

2On the regional level the effect is weaker. For example, Pittau et al. (2010) found no relationship between
unemployment rate at regional level and the negative effect of unemployment on well-being.

3As shown by Clark et al. (2009), the divide goes not only between unemployed and employed, but also
between people with less and more stable jobs.
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I test if the strength of family ties (which can be stronger in high-unemployment countries)

contributes to understanding the link between unemployment rate and the well-being of unem-

ployed.

The paper is organized as follows. I start with a brief literature review and formulating

hypotheses; then I move to description of the data and statistical method used. Analysis starts

with inspection of descriptive results. Subsequently I estimate a set of multilevel models to

formally test the hypotheses, and check the robustness of the results. I conclude with summary

and discussion.

2 Hypotheses

The fact that higher unemployment rate makes the unemployed less unhappy is surprising.

After all, in regions and periods of high unemployment these already disadvantaged members

of the society have especially large difficulties with finding a new job. The phenomenon is

explained by a shift of standards of what is considered appropriate and normal. The literature

refers to the term “stigma effect”: where the unemployment rate is higher, staying without

job becomes less stigmatizing (Warr and Jackson, 1987). This mechanism is also observed

concerning unemployment of “relevant others” (Clark, 2003): having an unemployed person

in the family increases the well-being of unemployed and decreases it for the employed. Ap-

parently, with many unemployed around, people without work constitute a smaller deviation

from the “normal” behavior.

This explanation refers to the shift of norms (Shields and Price, 2005), however the nature

of norms that come into play was so far not explicitly investigated. Using data that measure

work values, I explore the issue in more detail. I focus on the question if individual work

values and country work ethics affect well-being of unemployed and if they can be considered

factors mediating the effect of personal unemployment on well-being.

The idea that societies (countries, religious groups) differ in terms of “work ethics” stems

from Max Weber (1958). Also newer literature suggests large differences across countries and

cultures (Arslan, 2001a,b). The consequences may be socially substantial. Weber’s (1958)

work indicates work ethics as a source of economic success of protestant countries. Some

other results suggest that it may influence also the effect of unemployment on well-being.
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People of protestant denomination (associated by Weber (1958) with stronger work ethics)

experience higher drop of well-being due to unemployment (van Hoorn and Maseland, 2008).

On the level of individual (for clarity, I will use the term “work values” referring to indi-

vidual level, and “work ethics” - at country level), it may be defined as an internal motivation

to work. Individuals with weak work values have a higher disutility cost of working and a

higher willingness to live off unemployment benefits as long as possible. On the other hand,

people with strong work values would enjoy working and would feel guilty exploiting benefits

provided by the government (Michau, 2009)4. In order to stress the individual character of this

factor, in remaining of the text I will refer to the terms “work values” when speaking about

work ethics at the level of an individual.

Hypothesis 1. Social pressure: the effect of work ethics I expect that work values of an

individual, as well as work ethics of the country of inhabitance may affect how difficult the

experience of unemployment is. Unemployed with strong work values may suffer psycholog-

ically due to departing from the desired behavior, and they may experience stronger feeling of

guilt. Similarly, strong work ethics in the country may create social pressure that makes un-

dergoing unemployment more difficult. The effect of social pressure refers specifically to the

“social stigma”: in a society where everybody believes that work is an important obligation,

being unemployed may cause more criticism, maybe even ostracism that would worsen the

situation of unemployed.

However, work values and ethics may be just one of the factors coming into play. Another

aspect of norms that may be of importance here is related to family life and intergenerational

support.

People who experience negative events in life often receive support from others, which

may have a protective effect on their well-being (Kalmijn, 2010, Lin et al., 1979). Social

support may be especially important for the unemployed, both in terms of economic help and

4Interestingly, Michau (2009) indicates that prevalence of given type of ethics in population influences im-
plemented policy solutions. Predominance of high work ethics would be associated with low risk of exploiting
the system, which in turn leads to generous unemployment benefits. Contrary to that, if the work ethics is pre-
dominantly low, cost of generous unemployment insurance would be too high to implement it, which would lead
voters to approve a replacement ration sufficiently low to induce everybody to work.
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emotional support. Such help is first expected from from one’s family (Eggebeen and Davey,

1998), therefore the large cross-country differences in the norms of intergenerational support

can help understand the cross-country differences in psychological cost of unemployment5.

Norms of within-family support may be declared directly. It may be also captured by

behavior. One of important elements of the intergenerational support is co-residence of parents

and children - this may serve as an indicator of the norm of within family support. As shown

by Kalmijn and Saraceno (2008), the norm of intergenerational support is stronger in southern

and eastern European countries, where also young people longer co-reside with their parents

(Aassve et al., 2002). Moreover, the co-residence itself may also serve as a source of economic

and emotional support both for the unemployed and his/ her family.

Hypothesis 2. Within-family support network I expect that people declaring stronger

norms of intergenerational support would suffer less from unemployment. Similarly, I expect

that the well-being of the unemployed will be higher in countries where the intergenerational

support, as well as the norms of such support, are stronger.

3 Data and method

3.1 Data

The data come from the fourth edition of the European Values Study (EVS) (EVS Founda-

tion/Tilburg University, 2010) conducted in years 2008-2009 in 39 European countries and

regions. EVS is a cross-sectional survey program dating back to 1981 and a rich source of

information on beliefs, attitudes and opinions of European citizens on a wide range of topics,

such as family, work, religion, politics, society and others.

I use data for 36 countries6, which sums up to over 53 600 individuals. The range of

countries is particularly wide, including:

• post communist countries: both central-eastern (Czech, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and

Slovenia) and southern (Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia

5For an example of similar analysis concerning the psychological cost of divorce see Kalmijn (2010).
6The database contains information for 39 countries and regions, however country/region level statistics for

Northern Cyprus, Northern Ireland and Kosovo are hardly available, therefore I excluded them from the analysis.
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and Montenegro),

• former Soviet Union, including the European (Russian Federation, Belarus, Ukraine,

Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Moldavia) and Caucasian countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan

and Georgia),

• Mediterranean (Malta, Cyprus, Greece, Spain and Portugal),

• western continental (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, Nether-

lands and Switzerland), and

• Scandinavian (Denmark and Finland).

Table 1: Sample characteristics including unemployment rate.
% of unemployed Unemployment ratea N

in the sample men women

Albania 18.8 19.3 33.7 1534
Azerbaijan 16.7 24.9 16.9 1505
Austria 2.3 4.5 3.5 1510
Armenia 17.0 27.0 35.8 1500
Belgium 6.6 11.6 10.5 1509
Bosnia Herzegovina 26.7 32.2 47.6 1512
Bulgaria 9.2 11.4 18.0 1500
Belarus 3.6 7.5 3.4 1500
Cyprus 3.3 4.4 7.6 1000
Czech Republic 3.7 4.8 8.5 1821
Denmark 1.8 2.5 3.1 1507
Estonia 2.8 7.2 3.4 1518
Finland 5.5 8.8 7.7 1134
France 4.6 7.2 8.9 1501
Georgia 34.7 46.6 60.6 1500
Germany 11.2 18.0 18.7 2075
Greece 4.3 6.4 11.2 1498
Hungary 8.3 14.9 12.2 1513
Ireland 7.1 14.1 8.9 1013
Latvia 6.3 13.4 7.8 1506
Lithuania 4.5 8.0 7.1 1500
Luxembourg 2.9 4.7 5.2 1610
Malta 4.3 6.5 14.7 1500
Moldavia 18.5 34.2 27.8 1551
Montenegro 28.2 31.2 40.5 1516
Netherlands 1.2 2.9 1.7 1554
Poland 7.5 11.4 14.7 1510
Portugal 7.6 9.7 17.9 1553
Romania 2.7 6.9 4.0 1489
Russian Federation 4.6 9.5 5.8 1504
Serbia 21.0 27.9 36.9 1512
Slovak Republic 5.9 7.9 13.5 1509
Slovenia 4.1 6.2 8.7 1366
Spain 7.9 11.2 15.2 1500
Switzerland 1.9 3.4 2.6 1272
Ukraine 7.8 15.1 13.1 1507

Source: European Values Study, 2008
a % of unemployed in the economically active population

Sample size per country varies between over 2 000 for Germany and about 1 000 (Cyprus

and Ireland). For details on sample size and composition in particular countries see table 1).
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3.2 Measurement of the dependent variable

Subjective well-being The dependent variable in the analysis is the self-assessed well-being.

EVS contains two indicators of it:

1. happiness (“Taking all things together, would you say you are: very happy / quite happy

/ not very happy / not at all happy”) and

2. life satisfaction (“All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole

these days? (1) dissatisfied - (10) satisfied”).

Both these variables were proved reliable indicators of psychological well-being. For instance,

it has been shown that national-level happiness correlates with hypertension and with preva-

lence of hearth diseases in a country (Blanchflower and Oswald, 2008). Moreover, individuals

who declare to be happier have lower levels of salivary cortisol (stress hormone), reduced fib-

rinogen stress responses, and lower heart rate (Steptoe and Wardle, 2005); their areas of the

brain associated with processing of pleasure are more active (Urry et al., 2004), and their neu-

rological response to negative information is weaker (van Reekum et al., 2007). Self-ratings

of subjective well-being were also proved to correlate with judgments made by a third per-

son (Schneider and Schimmack, 2009), to be stable for individuals (Kahneman and Krueger,

2006, Schimmack et al., 2010), and to associate with satisfaction with particular domains of

life (Schimmack et al., 2010).

It is also recognized that self-assessment of well-being fluctuates day-by-day under the

influence of random events (such as finding a coin or the weather) (Kahneman and Krueger,

2006), and (on a social level) depends on propensity toward positivity in responding (Diener

et al., 2000). This however does not undermine the reliability of these measures. Happi-

ness may affect behavior even if it is triggered by random events. More importantly however,

despite above mentioned randomness, judgments of well-being systematically differ along

individual and social-level factors (such as prosperity, equality, social security, political free-

dom), which supports the claim that they well reflect living conditions faced by individuals

(Ouweneel and Veenhoven, 1991).

Happiness and life satisfaction are regarded as separate but close measures of the same

phenomenon. Helliwell and Putnam (2004) consider life satisfaction a better tool for assess-

ing effects of stable characteristics of social context, but note that their central results do not
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change when happiness measure is used. On the other hand, Peiró (2006) considers happiness

and life satisfaction two distinct spheres of well-being, of which the second one depends more

on economic factors. Taking this into account and following the example of Kalmijn (2010), I

use both indicators to construct my dependent variable. Correlation between them is .517 for

sample including all countries8.

After re-coding (so that higher values of both measures indicate higher well-being), I stan-

dardize both variables (because they have different metrics) and sum them. The resulting

variable is recoded into percentile scores, which makes it (and the later obtained regression

coefficients) easier to interpret (because 99 means the highest, and 1 - the lowest possible level

of well-being). Obtained variable ranges from 1 to 94, and has the mean of 46.7. Switching

from standardized values to percentile scores reduces also the skewness on the left side of the

distribution.

Acknowledging that the measure used in analysis is not a standard one, I further validate

obtained results with the use of happiness and life satisfaction variables.

3.3 Measurement of the independent individual-level variables

Employment status I code employment status as a set of dummy variables. I distinguish

five employment categories:

1. unemployment,

2. employment (including full-time (30 hours or more per week), part-time (less than 30

hours per week), and self-employment)

3. housewife not otherwise employed,

4. retired and

5. other not employed (containing students, disabled, military service and otherwise not-

classified situations).

Here, the most important categories are unemployment and employment (the reference cate-

gory).

7After reversing the scale of happiness.
8But within particular countries it ranges between .08 for Azerbaijan and .71 in Finland, which suggests that

using each of three possible measures in countries such as Azerbaijan may give different results.
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Work-related values Work values in EVS are captured by a set of five statements measuring

values of a respondent on a 5-points Likert scale from “agree strongly” to “disagree strongly”.

These are:

1. To fully develop your talents you need to have a job,

2. It is humiliating to receive money without having to work for it,

3. People who don’t work turn lazy,

4. Work is a duty towards society and

5. Work should always come first, even if it means less spare time.

Factor analysis performed on these statements (both orthogonal and oblique model) provided

solution with one factor (with loadings of about .5-.58), therefore I account for a single dimen-

sion of values by calculating the average of the above mentioned statements. The variable is

recoded so that lower values indicate weaker values.

Inter-family support As a proxy of the inter-family support I use co-residence with parents.

It is a dummy variable, which takes the value of 1 if the respondent lives in the same household

with his/her parents, 0 - if not. The questionnaire does not make it clear if the partner’s parents

were also classified as “parents”.

Norms of inter-family support The variable is constructed on the basis of following ques-

tions:

1. “Which of these two statements do you tend to agree with? (a) Regardless of what the

qualities and faults of one’s parents are, one must always love and respect them; (b)

One does not have the duty to respect and love parents who have not earned it by their

behavior and attitudes.”

2. “Which of the following statements best describes your views about parents’ responsi-

bilities to their children? (a) Parents’ duty is to do their best for their children even at

the expense of their own well-being; (b) Parents have a life of their own and should not

be asked to sacrifice their own well-being for the sake of their children.”

3. “Which of the following statements best describes your views about responsibilities of

adult children towards their parents when their parents are in need of long-term care?
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(a) Adult children have the duty to provide long-term care for their parents even at the

expense of their own well-being; (b) Adult children have a life of their own and should

not be asked to sacrifice their own well-being for the sake of their parents”

For each individual I compute a sum of answers supporting the inter-family obligations

(answers “a”): higher values indicate stronger norm of the inter-family support.

In the model I also include a list of individual-level control variables.

Age Age is measured in years. I also include age squared, to allow for the U-shaped rela-

tionship between age and well-being.

Married I control only for the effect of being married vs. not being married, i.e. I don’t

distinguish between never married, widowed, divorced, separated or persons in registered part-

nership.

Having children I control for presence of any children in the household of the respondent9.

Being a parent This variable includes also cases when the child does not live with the re-

spondent.

Married and having children Combination of being married and having children may have

an effect on well-being, therefore I include a dummy variable taking the value of 1 for respon-

dents who are married, have children and live with some children in their households.

Education With two dummy variables I control for having secondary or tertiary education,

as opposed to having vocational, primary or lower education.

Social trust I construct the measure of social trust as an average of two variables (“Do you

think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would they

9The data does not allow checking if the child in the household is a child of the respondent, his/her grand-
child, relative or other person.
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try to be fair?” and “Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they

are mostly looking out for themselves?”), of which both use 10-points answering scale. The

correlation between the variables is .49, and higher values designate higher level of trust.

Health problems I control for declared level of health problems, utilizing answers to the

question: “All in all, how would you describe your state of health these days? Would you say

it is (1) very good . . . (5) very poor?” Higher values indicate more health problems.

Because endogeneity of self-declared health may be a problem, I validate the robustness

of final results by excluding this variable from the model.

Household income In EVS income is coded as an ordinal variable which assigns to each

respondent only the information on the income range to which the respondent belongs, so that

exact value of income is not known10 . To construct the measure of income, I use the country-

specific variables11. First, I replace the category codes with the categories’ middle values

(separately for each country) and then make them comparable with the use of PPP exchange

rates, so that resulting values are expressed in international PPP dollars12. In regression, I use

income in the logarithmic form, which I subsequently center around the country mean.

As usually, for considerable percentage of respondents (over 40% in Malta, Portugal and

Ireland, over 30% in Denmark) the information on household income is missing. In order to

include also these respondents in the analysis, I substitute missing values with country mean

and mark answers “don’t know” and “refusal” with two separate dummy variables. This way

of dealing with missingness certainly lowers the reliability of the income variable. Alternative

solutions might be either to completely ignore the level of income, or to perform analysis on

strongly narrowed sample with non-missing income. Ignoring the income level, which is a

strong predictor of well-being, might lead to acquiring biased estimates; similar consequences

might have performing the analysis on non-randomly selected sample. For this reason I use

10The question in EVS questionnaire is as follows: “Here is a list of incomes and we would like to know in
what group your household is, counting all wages, salaries, pensions and other incomes that come in. Just give
the letter of the group your household falls into, after taxes and other deductions.”

11A common variable (unified for all countries, with all income ranges expressed in Euro) is available, however
it offers very poor representation of income differences in poorer countries. For this reason I use a set of country-
specific variables.

12Because at the time of writing the paper PPP exchange rates were available only for 2005 (and data come
from 2008/9), before PPP conversion I also deflate the incomes to the 2005 values.
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the income variable with imputed missing values. Considering its weaknesses, I perform two

robustness checks of the final model: first, excluding the income variable; second, limiting

sample to respondents who provided information on income (in the second case I exclude

from the analysis countries, where percentage of missing income information exceeds 30%).

3.4 Measurement of the country-level variables

Unemployment rate I include information on the overall country unemployment rate.

Work ethics in a country Work ethics in a country is defined as the average of individual

work values of the citizens.

Strength of family ties I use two measures to capture strength of family ties. The first one

refers to co-residence and is the country percentage of unemployed aged 18-50 who live with

their parents.

The norm of inter-family support This is the second variable relating to the strength of

family ties in a country. It is constructed as an average of the norm of within-family support

declared by respondents in a country (see individual measurement of declared importance of

the family).

In the analysis I also account for two country-level control variables.

GDP Although Easterlin (1974) found little evidence on the link between GDP and happi-

ness (neither cross-nationally nor in time-trends) which initiated discussion on the “Easterlin

paradox”, part of the literature shows a positive relationship between the two (Hessami, 2010,

Stevenson and Wolfers, 2008). Therefore I control the level of national income by using coun-

try’s GDP (data for year 2007, corrected by PPP).

Region I include a dummy variable marking countries of former Soviet Union, which are

known to experience systematically lower levels of subjective well-being (Kalmijn, 2010).
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Table 2: Means and standard deviations of variables used in the analysis

mean sd min max count

subjective well-being, percentiles 46.71 28.13 1 94 52470
employed 0.51 0.50 0 1 53323
unemployeda 0.09 0.29 0 1 53323
housewifea 0.08 0.27 0 1 53323
retireda 0.23 0.42 0 1 53323
other empl. statusa 0.08 0.27 0 1 53323
age 47.03 17.84 18 108 53440
age2 318.53 335.77 0.085 3756.7 53440
married 0.54 0.50 0 1 53355
married, with children 0.34 0.47 0 1 53609
has children 0.71 0.45 0 1 53214
children in the hh 0.45 0.50 0 1 52613
secondaryb 0.48 0.50 0 1 53258
tertiaryb 0.24 0.43 0 1 53258
trust 4.96 2.18 1 10 53291
health problems 2.35 0.96 1 5 53456
hh income (log, ppp) −0.00 0.71 −3.81 3.40 53595
missing income: dk 0.12 0.32 0 1 53609
missing income: refusal 0.07 0.26 0 1 53609
work ethics 3.66 0.74 1 5 53373
with parents 0.20 0.40 0 1 52932
norm for family support 3.82 0.45 1 4 53380
woman 0.56 0.50 0 1 53608

Observations 53609

UNEMPL. RATEc −0.07 5.62 −8.56 20.8 36
WORK ETHICSc −0.01 0.21 −0.51 0.41 36
FAMILY TIESc 0.00 0.16 −0.33 0.28 36
FAMILY SUPPORTc −0.02 0.31 −0.71 0.54 36
GDPc 0.16 15.29 −20.0 56.9 36
EX-SOVIET UNIONc 0.28 0.45 0 1 36

Observations 36

Source: European Values Study, 2008
a reference category is employment (full-time, part-time and self-employed)
b reference category is primary and vocational education
c country-level variables
Note: all country-level variables are mean-centered; hh income is centered within each country.
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All variables used in the analysis are summarized in table 2.

3.5 Statistical method

To test the hypotheses I use multilevel regression, which allows modeling the dependent vari-

able as a function of predictors measured on various levels, e.g. using individual and country

characteristics. I use multilevel, rather than simple regression, because hierarchical data (such

as multi-country EVS with individuals nested within countries) do not satisfy the basic as-

sumption of independence of observations. This may lead to biased estimates of parameters

and their standard errors, which in turn can result in wrongly rejecting or supporting theoreti-

cally important conclusions (Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992, Luke, 2004).

I test a two-level model, with individuals (level 1) nested within countries (level 2). The

average subjective well-being is allowed to vary randomly across countries (random intercept),

and the effect of unemployment on well-being is also allowed to vary across countries (random

slope). Formally, the model is presented in equations 1-3.

Individual-level equation:

wbij = α0j + α1j · Unemplij+

+ α2 · Unemplij ·WorkV alij + α3 · Unemplij · FamilyT iesij+

+ α4 · x1.ij + . . .+ αk+3 · xk.ij + εij

(1)

Country-level equations:

α0j = β00 + β01 · z1.i + . . .+ β0m · zm.i + µi (2)

α1j = β10 + β11 · UnRatei + β12 ·WorkEthicsi + β13 · FamilyT iesi + νi (3)

Equation 1 shows the individual-level model for individual i in country j. The dependent

variable, wbij , is the self-assessed well-being of the individual ij. The intercept α0j contains

subscript j, which indicates that different intercepts may be estimated in various countries. The

coefficient α1j associated with the variable Unemplij informs on the ceteris paribus effect of

unemployment on individual’s well-being. Again, the subscript j indicates that the effect of

unemployment may differ across countries. Following two terms, α2 ·Unemplij ·WorkV alij
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and α3 ·Unemplij ·FamilyT iesij are the interactions describing the effect of individual-level

characteristics (work values and family ties) of the unemployed on their well-being. Coeffi-

cients α2 and α3 will be therefore important for verifying the hypotheses. Finally, equation 1

includes also a set of individual-level control variables x1.ij . . . xk.ij . I assume that the effect

of these variables on well-being is the same in all countries, therefore coefficients α4 . . . αk+3

do not contain the subscript j. The last element of equation 1, εij , is the individual-level er-

ror. This is the part of variation unexplained by the model, which cannot be attributed to the

cross-country variation.

Equation 2 describes how the country-specific intercept α0j (see equation 1) depends on

m country level variables (z1.i . . . zm.i). The equation contains also the error term µi, which

corresponds to the country-level random intercept in the multilevel model.

The equation 3 models the effect of unemployment on well-being as a function of country-

level variables: unemployment rate, work ethics and strength of family ties (UnRatei,WorkEthicsi

and FamilyT iesi, respectively). Therefore, the coefficients β11 . . . β13 are fundamental for

verifying the hypotheses. The random variation of unemployment effect is captured by ele-

ment νi, and corresponds to the random slope in multilevel model.

To test the hypotheses I focus on the interactions of unemployment with the individual and

country-level factors (coefficients: α2, α3, β11, β12 and β13). This method has an advantage

over inspecting the determinants of well-being on a sample limited to unemployed, because

average well-being of unemployed and employed individuals in a country are strongly corre-

lated (country-level correlation coefficient r = .69 among women and r = .57 among men,

for 36 countries). Using this model would therefore fail to focus on well-being cost of unem-

ployment, but would instead inform on the determinants of well-being in general.

4 Results

4.1 Country-level descriptive results

I start with inspecting scatter plots (figure 1) presenting the country-level relationship between

the average well-being cost of being unemployed (vertical axis) and characteristics of coun-

tries (horizontal axis): unemployment rate, country work ethics, and strength of family ties

measured by both co-residence with parents of unemployed adults and by the declared norm
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for inter-family support. The figure is accompanied by table 3, showing the country-level cor-

relations between the average effect of unemployment and explanatory country-level factors.
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Figure 1: The association between country-level indicators and the well-being cost of being
unemployed.

Country codes:
AL Albania, AM Armenia, AT Austria, AZ Azerbaijan, BA Bosnia and Herzegovina, BE Belgium, BG Bulgaria, BY Belarus, CH
Switzerland, CY Cyprus, CZ Czech, DE Germany, DK Denmark, EE Estonia, ES Spain, FI Finland, FR France, GE Georgia, GR Greece,
HU Hungary, IE Ireland, LT Lithuania, LU Luxembourg, LV Latvia, MD Moldavia, ME Montenegro, MT Malta, NL Netherlands, PL
Poland, PT Portugal, RO Romania, RS Serbia, RU Russia, SI Slovenia, SK Slovakia, UA Ukraine

The well-being cost of own unemployment varies a lot across countries and it ranges from

close to zero (in Azerbaijan, Belarus, Russia and Montenegro) to about -30 in Switzerland (i.e.

well-being of unemployed is about 30percentage points lower than of employed) and over -

20 in Netherlands and Germany. Similarly, also the explanatory factors are quite diversified

across countries.

Unemployment rate is positively correlated with well-being consequences of unemploy-

ment, which is consistent with the literature: higher unemployment rate corresponds to less
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Table 3: Country-level correlations between explanatory variables.
WELL-BEING COST UNEMPLOYMENT WORK FAMILY FAMILY

OF UNEMPLOYMENT RATE ETHICS TIES SUPPORT

WELL-BEING COST OF UNEMPLOYMENT 1.00
UNEMPL. RATE 0.35∗ 1.00
WORK ETHICS 0.34∗ 0.04 1.00
FAMILY TIES 0.67∗∗∗ 0.06 0.44∗ 1.00
FAMILY SUPPORT 0.62∗∗∗ 0.33+ 0.65∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 1.00

Source: European Values Study, 2008
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

negative effect of own unemployment on well-being. However, the relationship seems in a

large part driven by high-unemployment countries (Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina,

Georgia, and Spain). For the group of countries with unemployment rate under 10% no re-

lationship is observed (results not shown, correlation coefficient of 0.0075 for 26 countries).

The results for work ethics are surprising. The correlation is positive, which means that

stronger work ethics corresponds to smaller negative effect of unemployment on well-being.

In countries where the well-being cost of being unemployed is highest (Netherlands, Finland,

Switzerland) the declared work values are weakest. Here as well as in case of unemployment

rate, the relationship is mainly driven by a small group of countries: after excluding Nether-

lands and Switzerland the correlation becomes statistically insignificant.

Things look differently for the strength of family ties. The percentage of adult unemployed

who are residing with their parents, as well as the declared norm for family support are strongly

correlated with the country-level average well-being cost of unemployment. The stronger the

family ties in a country, the lower the average psychological cost of unemployment.

Inspection of correlations among the country-level factors (table 3) informs that the country

unemployment rate is correlated only with the declared norm of family support. The explana-

tory factors are positively correlated: not only the two measures of family ties, but also family

ties and country work ethics. For this reason, performing the multilevel regression I will start

by including them in the model separately.

4.2 Multivariate analysis

The results so far were based on inspection of country-level bivariate correlations. In order to

test the hypotheses I turn to multilevel regression, which will allow accounting for individual-

level characteristics, therefore also for the compositional differences between countries. The

17



results are presented in tables 4 and 5.

Table 4: Regression of well-being on set of explanatory variables. Basic model including
individual and country-level predictors.

(1) (2)
Null model Basic model

unemployeda −2.52 (−3.22)∗
unemployed x WEST −5.42 (−3.20)∗
woman 0.80 (3.60)∗∗∗

housewifea 2.11 (4.83)∗∗∗

retireda 2.62 (6.66)∗∗∗

other empl. statusa 1.96 (4.39)∗∗∗

age −0.11 (−10.48)∗∗∗
age2 0.01 (12.95)∗∗∗

married 6.47 (19.13)∗∗∗

married, with children 1.20 (2.47)∗

has children 0.67 (1.71)+

children in the hh −2.32 (−5.38)∗∗∗
secondaryb 0.96 (3.36)∗∗∗

tertiaryb 1.65 (4.90)∗∗∗

trust 1.95 (37.41)∗∗∗

health problems −10.45 (−79.38)∗∗∗
hh income (log, ppp) 2.79 (16.95)∗∗∗

missing income: dk 0.18 (0.52)
missing income: refusal 0.73 (1.71)+

work values 1.49 (9.87)∗∗∗

with parents −0.96 (−2.87)∗
family support 4.03 (16.21)∗∗∗

UNEMPL. RATEc −0.08 (−0.65)
WORK ETHICSc −19.36 (−5.01)∗∗∗
FAMILY TIESc 5.82 (1.14)
FAMILY SUPPORTc 2.42 (0.76)
GDPc 0.14 (2.39)∗

EX-SOVIET UNIONc −6.44 (−3.95)∗∗∗
Constant 47.46 (28.13)∗∗∗ 40.90 (29.02)∗∗∗

Random effects:
country RI 9.06 † 3.03 †
RS: unemployment 10.10 † 3.50 †
individual-level error 26.15 † 23.07 †

N 49238 49238
AIC 461405.8 449038.8

Source: European Values Study, 2008
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001; t statistics in parentheses
† standard deviation of the random effect is at least 2 x larger than its standard error
For random effects standard deviations are presented; RS - random slope, RI - random intercept
a reference category is employment (full-time, part-time and self-employed)
b reference category is primary and vocational education
c country-level variables

Table 4 shows the results of null and basic model. Null model is a basically empty model,

containing only intercept and random coefficients. Significant random effects justify the use

of multilevel methodology. AIC (Akaike Information Criterion) of the null model serves as a

benchmark for assessing the fit of subsequent (nested) models.

The basic model in the second column of table 4 presents the results of estimation account-

ing for individual- and country level control variables. The model represents a better fit than

the null model: both random intercept and random slope largely decrease, and AIC values
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indicate a significant improvement of model fit (χ2(28) = 38 109.4, p(χ2) = 0.000).

Results of the basic model are consistent with the literature. Unemployed are on aver-

age almost 3% less happy than employed, and in the western Europe - over 8%. Well-being

changes with age, forming a known U-shaped curve. Marriage, education, household income

and social trust are associated with higher well-being. On the other hand, having children

in the household and experiencing health problems corresponds to lower psychological well-

being. Living in a country with higher GDP raises well-being, while living in the former Soviet

Union - lowers it.

Moreover, people declaring stronger work values are on average happier, although living

in a country with stronger work ethics decreases happiness. Living with parents corresponds

to lower well-being, whereas declaring the norm for inter-family support - with higher (on the

country level these two variables have no significant effect).

Let’s now move to results of estimations relevant for testing above formulated hypotheses

(table 5). Model 3 informs how does the effect of unemployment on well-being vary according

to the country unemployment rate. AIC value in model 1 is higher than in basic model, which

indicates that accounting for the unemployment rate increases the error of the prediction. Still,

the significant and positive coefficient (“unemployed x UNEMPL. RATEc”) indicates, consis-

tently with the literature, that higher unemployment makes the effect of own unemployment

more positive, or rather - less negative.

Models presented in further columns of table 5 account, except from the unemployment

rate, also for individual work values and country work ethics (model 4), strength of family val-

ues measured by co-residence (model 5), declared norm for intergenerational support (model

6) and all above mentioned factors (model 7). The full model offers the best fit: better than

the basic model (χ2(7) = 18.6, p(χ2) = 0.01) and than model 3 accounting for the country

unemployment rate (χ2(6) = 20.3, p(χ2) = 0.002).

What do the results tell us about the cross country differences in the situation of unem-

ployed? The “stigma hypothesis” postulates that in conditions of high unemployment the

nature of norms concerning employment changes: unemployment becomes more easily ac-

ceptable, normal and justified behavior. The results of model 4 inform that the postulated

change of norms is not related to work values. As we have seen in table 3, there is no cor-

relation between country unemployment rate and country work ethics. It is not true that in
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high-unemployment countries people stop believing that, e.g. it is “humiliating to receive

money without having to work for it” or that “people who don’t work turn lazy”. In model

4 (table 5) adding work values and work ethics does not improve the model fit (compared

to model 3, table 5), and both coefficients are insignificant. However, inspection of the full

model informs that people with stronger work values experience lower well-being as unem-

ployed. Summing up, whereas values and experienced dissonance or feeling of guilt affect

well-being of unemployed, country work ethics (and related social pressure) have no effect.

Second hypothesis postulated that strong family ties rise the well-being of unemployed.

Among the two analyzed measures, country-level co-residence of unemployed adults with

their parents has such positive effect: in countries where the family ties are stronger the well-

being of unemployed is higher. However, there is no effect at the individual level: unemployed

who live with their parents (“unemployed x with parents”) are on average neither more nor

less happy than other unemployed. This suggests, that the strength of family ties and not the

co-residence itself is the crucial factor here. On the other hand, the declared norm for family

support has an effect at individual level. Unemployed declaring stronger norms for inter-family

support have higher well-being. At the same time, at the country level no effect is observed.

The strength of family ties is related to the well-being of unemployed, but the relationship

is independent from the effect of unemployment rate. In models 5 and 7 the interaction of

own unemployment with country unemployment rate remains significant. Therefore, we find

no support for the claim that stronger family ties explain the lower psychological cost of own

unemployment in high-unemployment countries.

However, results of models 5-7 allow us understanding different regularity. In these models

the difference between eastern and western Europe in terms of well-being of the unemployed

became insignificant. This suggests that weaker family ties are the source of lower well-being

of the unemployed in the western Europe.

4.3 Robustness checks

Additional analysis accounting for social expenditures An additional analysis was per-

formed including in the model a country-level variable measuring the level of public expendi-
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tures on labor market policies13. The data is available for 24 out of 36 analyzed countries14.

However, reducing the sample and excluding a large part of eastern-European and many of

high-unemployment countries results in insignificant interactions of own unemployment with

unemployment rate, family ties and expenditures. Insignificant coefficients are also obtained

in analysis performed on a sample limited to countries for which expenditures are known, in a

model not accounting for expenditures.

These results lead to two conclusions. First, currently too few data on labor market poli-

cies expenditures are available to assess their effect compared to unemployment rate, work

values and family support. Secondly, in a sample limited to countries of the European Union,

unemployment rate is not significantly related to the well-being cost of unemployment.

Influential countries I perform a test of how much the results depend on particular countries

included in the sample. I do this by calculating dfbetas, which measure how much given

coefficient changes after excluding given country15. In other words, dfbetas help detecting if

any country is a source of instability of coefficients of interest. Results are shown in table 6.

Overall, dfbetas for the variables most important in the analysis are low: they never ex-

ceed 1 and only in case of five countries they exceed the cutoff value of 0.5 (Azerbaijan,

France, Germany, Montenegro and Serbia). Estimation of the full model after excluding these

countries (not shown, available upon request) gives results consistent with the ones presented

above.

Analysis for subgroups Additional analysis concerns consistency of relationships between

eastern and western Europe. The results (shown in table 7) inform that the discussed regulari-

ties take different shape in eastern and western European countries. In particular, in the West

the psychological cost of unemployment depends more strongly on work values, and it does

13The data is provided by Eurostat as “Public expenditure on labor market policy measures; All LMP measures
(categories 2-7). I use the data for 2008, corrected by price indexes for cross-country comparability.

14Unavailable are: Albania, Azerbaijan, Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Belarus, Georgia, Republic of
Moldova, Montenegro, Russian Federation, Serbia, Switzerland and Ukraine.

15Dfbetas are calculated using the formula: dfbeta(j) = (b(j)− b(j)i)/se(j)i, where b is the baseline coeffi-
cient for variable j, bi - coefficient for the same variable j after excluding country i, and sei - standard error of
coefficient j after excluding country i. Since dfbetas are not formal statistics (no formal statistical test exists),
therefore there is no strict cutoff value. As a rule, values above 2/

√
n or 3/

√
n are considered influential, and

above 1 - strongly so. In case of this analysis, cutoff values are 0.5 (3/
√
36) and 0.33 (2/

√
36)
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Table 6: DFbetas for each country for the full model.
Country unempl. unempl. x unempl. x unempl. x unempl. x unempl. x unempl. x unempl. x

UNEMPL. RATE work values WORK ETHICS co-residence FAM. TIES fam. supp. FAM. SUPP.

Albania 0.06 −0.07 0.14 −0.12 −0.33 −0.05 −0.12 0.07
Azerbaijan 0.19 −0.33 0.31 0.73 0.44 0.12 0.11 −0.09
Austria 0.07 0.11 0.18 0.24 −0.00 0.08 0.02 −0.20
Armenia 0.10 0.09 0.21 −0.02 −0.13 −0.13 −0.32 −0.12
Belgium 0.06 −0.02 0.01 −0.11 −0.14 0.08 −0.17 0.09
Bosnia Herzegovina −0.11 −0.14 −0.43 0.09 0.30 −0.01 −0.14 −0.10
Bulgaria −0.03 0.00 0.01 −0.12 0.07 −0.02 −0.01 0.06
Belarus 0.09 −0.15 −0.01 −0.08 0.18 0.17 −0.14 −0.11
Cyprus 0.04 −0.01 0.00 0.25 −0.01 0.26 −0.04 −0.14
Czech Republic 0.28 −0.09 −0.00 −0.05 −0.07 −0.18 −0.00 −0.06
Denmark 0.11 −0.01 0.11 0.06 −0.16 −0.01 0.03 −0.12
Estonia −0.04 0.01 −0.06 0.01 −0.03 0.00 0.06 0.02
Finland 0.03 −0.00 −0.05 0.01 −0.07 0.01 0.08 0.02
France −0.15 −0.20 −0.25 −0.29 0.18 −0.55 0.02 0.70
Georgia 0.05 −0.16 0.31 −0.11 0.19 −0.15 −0.11 −0.18
Germany 0.13 −0.15 0.01 −0.51 −0.10 0.33 0.26 0.08
Greece 0.03 0.05 −0.08 0.02 −0.34 0.06 −0.10 −0.06
Hungary −0.35 −0.11 0.10 −0.38 0.04 −0.21 −0.28 0.45
Ireland −0.05 0.00 −0.08 −0.02 0.13 0.04 −0.14 −0.00
Latvia −0.48 0.20 −0.13 0.32 0.07 −0.02 0.03 0.17
Lithuania 0.04 0.02 −0.04 −0.00 −0.03 −0.01 −0.04 −0.02
Luxembourg 0.05 −0.01 −0.23 −0.07 0.25 −0.13 −0.16 −0.01
Malta −0.10 0.18 0.02 0.23 0.16 −0.07 0.08 −0.20
Moldavia −0.12 0.10 0.12 −0.03 0.13 0.08 −0.17 −0.09
Montenegro 0.13 0.49 0.53 0.13 −0.41 0.21 −0.30 −0.17
Netherlands −0.17 0.08 −0.12 0.21 0.01 −0.06 0.05 0.03
Poland 0.15 −0.11 0.09 −0.30 −0.04 0.09 0.20 0.12
Portugal 0.09 −0.12 −0.10 0.02 −0.04 −0.31 0.28 0.20
Romania −0.01 −0.02 −0.19 0.03 −0.03 0.02 0.01 −0.03
Russian Federation 0.12 −0.04 0.12 −0.10 0.07 0.20 −0.09 −0.09
Serbia 0.23 0.11 −0.72 0.01 −0.44 0.18 0.55 −0.17
Slovak Republic −0.02 0.00 0.12 −0.01 0.06 0.00 0.20 −0.00
Slovenia −0.16 0.06 0.15 0.05 −0.17 0.04 0.08 0.02
Spain −0.01 0.03 0.12 −0.10 0.26 −0.14 0.16 0.05
Switzerland −0.07 0.05 −0.10 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.06 −0.02
Ukraine −0.14 0.08 −0.03 0.05 −0.07 0.07 0.10 −0.06
Source: European Values Study, 2008
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not vary along the country unemployment rate. In the East, the country-level strength of fam-

ily ties (approximated by co-residence) has stronger effect on the well-being of unemployed.

Concluding, although the results of analysis are robust with regard to influential countries, the

observed regularities differ between eastern and western Europe.

Table 7: Full model separately for eastern and western Europe.
Eastern Europe Western Europe

unemployeda −4.03 (−3.48)∗∗∗ −3.95 (−2.02)∗
unemployed x UNEMPL. RATEc 0.23 (1.67)+ 0.43 (0.96)
unemployed x work values −0.53 (−0.85) −2.01 (−1.99)∗
unemployed x WORK ETHICSc −1.36 (−0.22) 3.65 (0.48)
unemployed x with parents −0.80 (−0.88) 0.84 (0.42)
unemployed x FAMILY TIESc 17.55 (1.95)+ 12.60 (1.19)
unemployed x family support 1.08 (1.84)+ 2.30 (2.27)∗

unemployed x FAMILY SUPPORTc −1.03 (−0.20) 1.32 (0.21)
...
(other effects not shown)
...

Random effects:
country RI 2.82 † 3.63 †
RS: unemployment 2.96 † 3.22 †
individual-level error 23.04 † 23.07 †

N 28929 20309
AIC 263733.4 185207.3

Source: European Values Study, 2008
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001; t statistics in parentheses
for random effects standard deviations are presented; RS - random slope, RI - random intercept
† standard deviation of the random effect is at least 2 x larger than its standard error

I also check the consistency of the results for men and women (table 8). The results inform

that observed regularities differ between these groups. Psychological cost of unemployment

is higher for men, and depends more on work values and country family ties. For women,

country unemployment rate is of higher importance.

Further test on a subgroup (results not shown) limits the sample to 27 countries where

the unemployment rate does not exceed 10%. Most of the obtained relevant coefficient were

insignificant. Although the well-being of unemployed is on average lower than of others,

this effect does not vary according to the unemployment rate, strength of family ties, or work

values. These results show how important for obtained results is including in the sample high-

unemployment countries.

Excluding possibly problematic variables - health and income Additional estimation ex-

cluding health variable, household income and missing household income (excluding the five

countries with over 30% of missing income data, results not shown, available upon request)

gives results consistent with the ones presented above.
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Table 8: Full model separately for men and women.
Men Women

unemployeda −4.94 (−3.96)∗∗∗ −2.94 (−2.43)∗
unemployed x WEST 0.46 (0.15) −2.71 (−0.88)
unemployed x UNEMPL. RATEc 0.21 (1.52) 0.26 (1.89)+

unemployed x work values −1.85 (−2.38)∗ −0.05 (−0.07)
unemployed x WORK ETHICSc −0.05 (−0.01) −3.27 (−0.62)
unemployed x with parents −0.02 (−0.02) −0.98 (−0.84)
unemployed x FAMILY TIESc 17.99 (2.43)∗ 9.11 (1.28)
unemployed x family support 1.27 (1.69)+ 1.54 (2.25)∗

unemployed x FAMILY SUPPORTc 4.03 (0.90) −0.95 (−0.21)
...
(other effects not shown)
...

Random effects:
country RI 2.58 † 2.98 †
RS: unemployment 3.61 † 3.49 †
individual-level error 22.99 † 23.11 †

N 21507 27731
AIC 196031.7 253030.5

Source: European Values Study, 2008
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001; t statistics in parentheses
for random effects standard deviations are presented; RS - random slope, RI - random intercept
† standard deviation of the random effect is at least 2 x larger than its standard error

Dependent variable The two original dependent variables, happiness and life satisfaction

are ordered variables and should be analyzed using ordered probit or logit method. However,

estimation of a ordered logit multilevel model with random slope is associated with difficul-

ties. For this reason I instead I test a logistic model (table 9) regressing happiness and life

satisfaction (recoded into dummies, with cut-off points 1-2/3-4 and 1-7/8-10 respectively16)

on the full set of predictors. Results are overall consistent with obtained for the percentage

score variable used in the main analysis. Life satisfaction of unemployed is lower inn the

West, and is related to work values and norms for family support. Happiness of unemployed

varies with the country unemployment rate, country-level family ties, and declared norm for

family support.

Secondly, I perform similar check using the linear model (in practice, use of OLS brings

results similar to ordered logit, see: Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Frijters 2004). The results (not

shown available upon request) are again consistent with the ones presented above: happiness

of unemployed is related to the country unemployment rate and family ties, as well as declared

norm for family support; life satisfaction of unemployed co-varies with their work values and

norms of inter-family support.

16The cutoff points were chosen in such a way to approximate the 50%/50% division.
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Table 9: Full model for happiness and life satisfaction. Logistic regression with cutoff points
1-2/3-4 for happiness, and 1-7/8-10 for life satisfaction.

Happiness Life satisfaction

unemployeda 0.63 (−5.40)∗∗∗ 0.71 (−3.86)∗∗∗
unemployed x WEST 0.87 (−0.60) 0.70 (−1.66)+
unemployed x UNEMPL. RATEc 1.03 (2.69)∗ 1.02 (1.58)
unemployed x work values 0.96 (−0.76) 0.90 (−2.03)∗
unemployed x WORK ETHICSc 1.24 (0.56) 1.06 (0.15)
unemployed x with parents 0.88 (−1.31) 0.95 (−0.58)
unemployed x FAMILY TIESc 4.63 (2.96)∗ 1.34 (0.58)
unemployed x family support 1.11 (1.82)+ 1.09 (1.65)+

unemployed x FAMILY SUPPORTc 1.08 (0.25) 1.27 (0.75)
...
(other effects not shown)
...

Random effects:
country RI 0.15 (−3.93)∗∗∗ 0.20 (−5.76)∗∗∗
RS: unemployment 0.31 (−8.97)∗∗∗ 0.30 (−9.67)∗∗∗

N 49483 49832
AIC 36685.8 58571.4

Source: European Values Study, 2008
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001; table shows odds ratios; t statistics in parentheses
for random effects standard deviations are presented; RS - random slope, RI - random intercept
† standard deviation of the random effect is at least 2 x larger than its standard error

5 Summary and discussion of results

The goal of present analysis was to investigate two mechanisms possibly standing behind the

strongly supported empirical regularity that higher unemployment rate relatively improves the

well-being of unemployed.

The first hypothesis concerned work values and country work ethics. Following the “stigma

hypothesis”, I wanted to check if the change of work values may be considered the factor

mediating the relationship between country unemployment rate and the psychological cost of

being unemployed. The results show that on a country level the unemployment rate is not

correlated with country work ethics, which however does not exclude that within a country the

rise of unemployment is associated with shift of values.

Unemployed with stronger work values have lower well-being, however country work

ethics is not related to the psychological cost of unemployment. This does not falsify the

“stigma hypothesis”, but makes it more precise. Apparently, the possible re-definition associ-

ated with high unemployment rate concerns not so much the values (perceived obligations of

individual) but - probably - information. It is plausible, that in conditions of high unemploy-

ment people still recognize both the obligation to work and the internal value of it, but they

perceive the conditions as much more difficult. In other words, high unemployment does not
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necessarily stop people believing in the value of work. Instead, it may make them more realis-

tic concerning the chances of finding it. this suggests that the “stigma effect” concerns not the

perception of what is normal and appropriate, but rather the perception of what is justified by

current conditions: rather information than values.

The second explored mechanism concerned family ties, and their possibly alleviating ef-

fect on the psychological cost of unemployment. The results show that indeed higher family

support (approximated by the frequency of unemployed adults to co-reside with parents and

by declared norms for family support) increases the well-being of unemployed. However, it is

not a factor mediating the relationship between country unemployment rate and psychological

cost of unemployment: including it in the regression model does not change the coefficient re-

lated to the unemployment variable. However, weaker family ties are apparently the cause of

the higher psychological cost of unemployment in western European countries. These results

stress the importance of the informal family support for the well-being of deprived groups,

and they suggest that the strength of family ties may be an important sphere of social policies

intervention.
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