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Abstract

This paper analyzes the impact of gender discrimination on individual life satisfaction
using a cross-section of 66 countries. We employ measures of discrimination of women
in the economy, in politics, and in society more generally. According to our results,
discrimination in politics is important to individual well-being. Overall, men and
women are more satisfied with their lives when societies become more equal.
Disaggregated analysis suggests that our results for men are driven by the effect of
equality on men with middle and high incomes, and those on the political left. To the
contrary, women are more satisfied with increasing equality independent of income
and political ideology. Equality in economic and family matters does overall not affect
life satisfaction. However, women are more satisfied with their lives when

discriminatory practices have been less prevalent in the economy 20 years ago.
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1. Introduction
Equal political and economic rights of women are viewed to be among the major
achievements of the 20" century, yet social reality often lags behind. During the last century,
many governments around the world seem to have adopted ‘modern’ laws without the
intention to rigorously enforce them — they talk the talk without walking the walk. This
reluctance of traditional societies to ‘modernize’ is often explained by their rejection of
‘Western’ values that are perceived as instrumentalized to sustain US American and European
political dominance and are thus alien to and superimposed on the indigenous culture
(Huntington, 1993). On the other hand, feminists tend to view ongoing discrimination of
women in both traditional and developed countries as an effort of men to defend their
privileges such as higher social status and better employment possibilities. But even if such
causes of intentional discrimination would have been eliminated, so-called ‘statistical
discrimination’ caused by information asymmetries might persist when missing or
unobservable information on women is replaced by characteristics of the average woman.
Clearly, the common view assumes a zero-sum game so that through improved gender
equality women gain, while men lose. Given that the constraints women faced in the past —
and still face today — often depended on their social status, women’s gains from greater
equality might be unequally distributed across social groups (e.g. Patessio, 2006). Moreover,
as persons with a rightist view are assumed to be more in favor of a conservative societal role
than a leftist person, re-defining women’s role in society should be opposed by the first but
supported by the latter, according to the stereotype. As political economists, we relate
agreement and disagreement, gains and losses to subjective well-being; the closer the social
reality is to one’s preferences, the higher individual happiness/utility should be. We ask
whether men are really happier in societies where women’s rights are suppressed, and
whether women are really less satisfied.

More specifically, we investigate whether and to what extent common views and
prejudices about the impact of discrimination on well-being hold when tested against real life
data. We therefore analyze how life satisfaction of women and men across 66 countries are
influenced by effective gender equality in the economy, in politics, and with respect to family
relations.! As the impact of social/societal conditions might depend on one’s view of the
world or one’s financial constraints, we also look at men and women separately, not only at
entire gender-specific populations but also grouped according to political orientation and

income. Because of the path dependence of the unfolding of human life, gender inequality in

! Psychologists have carried out few small sample studies on the effect of ’career’ discrimination on women,
ususally finding well-being to decrease (see e.g. Foster et al., 2004, Schmitt et al., 2002 for literature).



the early eighties might equally affect today’s opportunities, choices and aspiration levels —
even to a stronger degree than the current situation. As such, we not only investigate the
impact of past discrimination, but also the effect of changes in the level of discrimination over
the last 20 years.

To anticipate our main results, we find that men and women are more satisfied with
their lives in societies with increasing equality in political opportunities and participation over
the previous 20 years. Disaggregated analysis suggests that our results for men are driven by
the effect of increasing equality on men with middle and high income, and those on the
political left. To the contrary, women are more satisfied with increasing equality independent
of income and political ideology. Equality in economic and social matters does overall not
affect life satisfaction. However, women are more satisfied with their lives when there has
been less discrimination in the economy 20 years ago.

The remaining sections are organized as follows. Section 2 develops our hypotheses,
while section 3 introduces the data, and in particular our measures of discrimination. Section
4 describes the method of estimation. Section 5 presents the results; the final section

concludes.

2. Theoretical considerations

In mainstream economics there is a long tradition of neglecting female contributions to
societal well-being. Already with Adam Smith’s work “The wealth of nations,” goods that
were not traded over markets but remained within the realm of the single household used not
to belong to the subject matter of economic analysis (see Shah, 2006). But, traditionally, it is
those goods that are created and consumed within the “identical household” that are produced
by its female members. Only when women started producing for strangers, or when the share
of women in permanent employment outside the household rose, did female work and female
pay become part of economic investigation (Goldin, 2006). It needed further societal
development in the 1870s to generate awareness of political — and later during the 1960s of
economic — gender inequality (see the seminal contribution of Becker, 1957/1971). Formal
theoretical treatments of this issue, particularly of their effects on well-being, nevertheless
remain rare in the economics literature. In the following, we outline a simple theoretical
framework in which to evaluate the possible labor market and, finally, welfare outcomes of
easing gender discrimination, and develop a set of hypotheses to be tested in the proceeding

sections.



From a theoretical viewpoint, one of multiple ways to look at gender discrimination is to
focus on the leisure/work optimization process assumed in standard economic models. Both
women and men make choices of how to allocate their time and efforts under certain
constraints in order to maximize their utility, and possibly also dynastic utility of their
families. One of the potential impacts of gender discrimination is to tighten these constraints
that can result in either positive or negative welfare effects. As an example of a negative
effect, by excluding one social group from specific types of occupations, the trade-off
between labor market participation and staying at home is biased towards home work,
resulting in placing a disproportionate part of the burden of necessary home work — child care,
cleaning, doing the laundry etc. — on them. In consequence, discriminated individuals will be
forced to allocate their time and resources suboptimally compared to a situation without
discrimination. At first, in application to gender discrimination, the latter type of
discrimination could be expected to lead to an improvement of the life satisfaction of men, the
preferred group, as some of the burden of home production is lifted from their shoulders.

However, if home production is a sufficiently good substitute for wage employment,
holding the family budget constraint relatively constant will imply that the unconstrained
wage earners will have to work harder in their chosen occupations than would be the case if
discriminatory practices did not limit the other group’s choices — in particular if the
constraints faced lead to either non-occupation or only stereotyped job choices. The preferred
group may therefore often be forced to make suboptimal occupational choices due to
discrimination against the other group.2 Again applying these thoughts to gender
discrimination, under such conditions, the subjective well-being of men may also suffer from
discrimination of women.

On the other hand, an individual’s labor market choices and their welfare effects are
probably evaluated relative to what is perceived as relevant alternatives. As such, stereotyping
may exert an alleviating influence on the otherwise deleterious effects of discrimination
because it effectively limits the set of alternative choices that an individual, man or woman,
includes as relevant comparisons (Foster et al., 2004). Even in the context of discriminatory
practices, adaptation effects of life satisfaction can therefore pertain to make objectively
inferior situations of limited significance (cf. Irwin, 1944). Given this type of adaptation of
individual behavior and relevant social norms, discriminatory practices may in the longer run
not matter to most individuals, although changes in such practices could still affect subjective

well-being.

% This argument assumes that labor markets are still competitive insofar that the preferred group cannot extract
monopoly rents that might compensate for the loss (see also Becker 1957).



There is, however, an important point to note when taking this theoretical view. As
always, the constraints induced by discrimination may not be binding to everyone, i.e. the
optimal choices without these constraints of some individuals may lie within the space
spanned by the discriminatory constraints. If this is so, gender discrimination at best exerts no
direct effect on the life satisfaction of such individuals. We specifically stress that this is a
best-case scenario because these individuals — that are presumably most often men, but whom
we henceforth term Type I — may be hurt by the indirect impact of discrimination through
externalities exerted on them by the (altered) behavior of those who are directly affected by it.
The latter we term Type II (which are presumably mostly women), were the ones for which
constraints were previously binding and who alter their behavior when discriminatory
constraints are eased.

For example, if easing constraints of discrimination implies that more people of Type II
enter a segment of the labor market previously occupied exclusively by Type I, competition
increases and drives down the relative wage and social status associated with these jobs
within this segment. In turn, this will decrease the life satisfaction of Type I individuals while
it probably increases that of Type II.

Yet, if Type II individuals have formed their expectations of wages and status without
internalizing the effects of increased competition induced by lifting discriminatory
constraints, their life satisfaction may not increase (or increase very little) while their behavior
harms Type I people. This could be the case for both men and women of both types to the
extent that they, for example, face direct competition from the other ‘type’ in the labor
market. It should nevertheless be noted that in most standard settings this would be more
likely for women than for men.

Furthermore, for Type I individuals who are bound by their previous choices when
constraints are lifted, the behavior of the rest of society may induce another type of negative
externality on them. For example, for women who have chosen to be non-working spouses in
the past, lifting constraints on female employment in the present could potentially have the
effect that their social life suffers as less and less women will be in the same position as they
are, and, e.g. opportunities for social interactions during normal working hours decrease.
When easing discriminatory constraints, social norms may change accordingly and the value
of inactive women in society might depreciate. In Scandinavian countries, for example, where
most women are in the official labor market, those who choose to stay at home to take care of
their children are often frowned upon and consequently suffer to some degree from being

socially ostracized. Put simply, social norms may have been altered by the changes in gender



discrimination,” which may impose new but different constraints on the current choices and
thus life satisfaction of those who had made their choices within the space spanned by past
discriminatory constraints. As such, we can only draw very broad theoretical implications.

Turning to gender-specific subjective well-being, we now note how our general
theoretical considerations can be applied in a commonsensical way. At first sight,
discrimination of one gender automatically seems to imply a preference for the other. Thus,
with respect to men, in societies characterized by discrimination of women, men as
‘exploiters’ are thought to profit, enjoying various advantages in many fields of society. For
example, men might have better access to education and health care, higher social status,
being attributed ‘natural’ authority and leader characteristics, increasing their advantage over
female competitors in the labor market and contributing to better employment opportunities
(e.g. Schilt, 2006). In the context of our formal theoretical considerations, the discriminatory
constraints faced by most men may not be binding, i.e. they behave exclusively as Type I
individuals. However, given that they are binding for most women who thus tend to belong to
Type II, men might therefore also indirectly profit from discrimination of women in society
by their economic exploitation as cheap — since comparably underpaid — labor force.
Consistent with this view, Busse and Spielmann (2006) report unequal wages to lead to a
comparative advantage in international trade in case the production of the traded good is
(female) labor intensive. Given that the vast majority of investors and managers are male,
according to this view it is the other half of the population rather than the female workers who
reaps the profit from this exchange. In addition, Siegel (2006) reports that discrimination of
women in the labor market biases the trade-off between female employment and provision of
health care at home, disfavoring employment. As such, male dominance in the fields of
politics and industry helps establish and possibly also maintain institutional and
organizational frameworks that preserve existing gender inequalities (e.g., Buswell and
Jenkins, 1994; Kim, 1989)."

Discrimination in education and access to health care also has direct implications for
female health state and longevity, child mortality, and future employment possibilities,5 but

(expected) discrimination in the labor market, in turn, affects human capital investment

? For simplicity, we assume here that a change in discriminatory practices affects social norms and values.
However, it might well be that it is the alteration in norms that triggers and thus manifests itself in a change in
gender discrimination.

* As Blankenship (1993) shows for the US, even employment antidiscrimination policies such as the Equal Pay
Act of 1963 and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 might serve to maintain discriminatory practices.

> For the relation between pre-natal health care and child health status see, e.g., Choi and Lee (2006).



decisions of women or her family.® Moreover, the employment situation of women spills over
to other societal areas such as decision-making within the family, pension and welfare
payment entitlements, access to credit, division of labor within the household, etc. In fact,
Browne and Stears (2005) found that resource inequality explains existing inequalities
between genders better than, for example, the capabilities approach of Sen (1999). In a
pertinent example from a developing country, Pitt et al. (2006) show that the autonomy of
women in family issues rises with the size of micro loans received, while non-employment
today implies less current but also future support from welfare and pension systems.
However, even in developed countries, the so-called ‘modern’ or ‘reformed’ pension systems
— based on individual entitlements only — systematically discriminate female life courses with
their natural gaps in employment history (Turner et al., 2006). Given that the negative
externalities exerted by what we have called Type I individuals (primarily men) are small, we

arrive at a first testable hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: Gender equality increases well-being of women but decreases that of

men.

However, as our potential counterargument goes, discrimination of women in the labor
market might impede sufficient diversification of income sources for the family as risk
insurance against labor market shocks. Similarly, restricted access of women to education and
health care, both of which aim to secure productivity of women in the labor market, may also
be deleterious to men’s well-being due to the externalities described above. In addition to the
purely economic effects of discrimination, men as primary providers of household income are
likely to experience substantially more psychological stress in a more discriminatory society
that keeps financial contributions of women from diversifying household income. Moreover,
segregation of the labor market arguably increases gender-specific labor supply within its
segments over and above what would be optimal, impeding employment and self-selection
based on comparative advantage. A counterhypothesis under the condition that Type I
individuals (primarily men) are harmed by the behavior of Type II individuals (primarily

women) induced by discrimination therefore is:

Hypothesis 2: Gender equality increases well-being of men and women.

® Neumark and McLennan (1995) analyze the impact of gender discrimination on labor market outcomes. For an
interesting meta analysis of the gender gap in wages see Stanley and Jarrell (1998).



On the other hand, there might well be situations in which discrimination is, on average,
beneficial to some groups in society.” Arguably, men and women in different societal groups
may be affected to different degrees, as already noted in the introduction, since discriminatory
constraints may either not be binding or constraints may be more or less strictly binding for
some groups than for others. Persons with an affluent family background, for example, do not
financially depend on employment opportunities in the labor market or limited access to
credit. Rather, employment may instead be sought for its procedural utility mainly, and in
case access to the labor market is restricted, other types of voluntary activities serve as more
or less imperfect substitutes. As one example, until 1940 even in the US major shares of
employed married women came from lower class backgrounds, thus suggesting that
employment was a bare necessity (Goldin, 2006).

Moreover, as Wellington (2006) shows, particularly highly educated women — but
possibly all wealthy persons — have the capability of setting up their own business, making
them more independent from existing labor market frictions. Such relations between female
education and self-employment might be historically deeply rooted, going back to the
managerial obligations of upper class women in the middle ages (see e.g. Goto, 2006, for
Japan). Equally, financial nest eggs increase individuals’ independence from
limited/discriminatory access to public resources of education or health care or even
government policies as suggested in Bjgrnskov, Dreher and Fischer (2007). In light of our
theoretical considerations, women in the high-income group are more likely to be of Type I

since discriminatory constraints are not necessarily binding.

Hypothesis 3: Gender equality is likely to exert no impact on people with high-income.

Therefore, there is reason to doubt that the subjective well-being of men or women with
high incomes is affected by discrimination to the same degree as that of people with average
or low incomes for which discriminatory constraints may be more likely to be binding. Yet, it

should be stressed that the distinction between people with middle and high income, on the

" As one example, Neumark and Stock (2006) have shown that the introduction of equalizing laws leads to a
decline in employment of women. In other words, unequal payment made female labor relatively cheaper
compared to male labor, leading to excess demand. In addition, discrimination might restrict occupational
choices of men to traditional, but low-paid professions, allowing women to choose ‘modern’ professions with a
higher return (Munshi and Rosenzweig, 2006). Moreover, assuming discriminatory gender-specific
characteristics might be beneficial for women in some cases in which ‘male’ characteristics are viewed as
destructive. For example, female offenders were found to receive more lenient punishment (Rodriguez et al.,
2006). Even psychologically, existing discrimination might be anticipated, leading to lower aspiration levels and
gender-biased preferences, so that women are usually found to be happy with their jobs although they are
systematically underpaid (Hakim, 1991; Theodossiou, 1998). Finally, gender inequality in various fields of
society may constrain women’s choice set, lowering their costs of decision-making.



one hand, and those with low and middle income, on the other hand, can be quite artificial, in
particular when compared across several dissimilar countries. In consequence, it is unclear
whether a middle-ranged family income is sufficiently large to (a) compensate for the
negative financial effects of non-participation of women in the labor market, and (b) make
women’s decision for education or self-employment insensitive to the household’s financial

situation. We nevertheless hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 4: Gender equality increases well-being of people with low-income.

On a more normative level, it is also possible to make a case for distinguishing between
moral and political convictions. Traditionally, persons with a leftist orientation are believed to
be in favor of egalitarian equality, a concept going back to the French revolution. Rooted in
workers’ fight for a ‘fair’ share in firm owners’ profits, ‘equal pay for equal work’ became a
well-known leftist slogan. The radical proletarian suffragette movement of the late 19"
century gained more support from left and far-left parties than from groups with a more
conservative ideology (cf. Encyclopedia Britannica).® Likewise, many discriminatory
practices, particularly those pertaining to education, politics, and the labor market are deeply
rooted in traditional gender roles. According to such roles, women are caring, assisting
persons, but not capable of leadership or decision-making abilities in issues not directly
related to the household. Based on such views, typical female employment is found in the
health, education, administration and service sectors, but even in these fields rarely in leading
positions that require ‘natural authority’.”

Consequently, from the conservative viewpoint, the level of female education needed
and achieved is an average one, and preferred engagement of women in politics takes place, if
at all, at the local level. Clearly, this traditional role model and its derived social norms more
or less coincide with what non-traditionalists would call ‘discriminatory practices’. As the
origins of politically diverse attitudes towards gender equality are historically rooted and thus
seem to have changed little over the years, we therefore conjecture that in line with the formal
theoretical considerations, the gap between social norms created by less discrimination and
the set of relevant options outlined by prevailing social norms linked to political ideology is

smaller for people of a general leftwing conviction, as they hold less discriminatory views on

¥ Women’s rights advocates also fought for what we would nowadays call ‘antidiscriminatory practices’ in
basically all fields of society (education, property rights, family law). Bourgeois feminists tended to make equal
claims, but are said not to have really questioned the patriarchal society.

% A classic example are schools, in which most of the teaching personnel is female, but the superintendent male.
This pattern still persists (Mertz, 2006).
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gender roles. Even though this also implies that a group with ‘modern’ social norms may
implicitly discriminate against other groups abiding by traditional norms, this leads us to the

last of our directly testable hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5: Gender equality increases well-being of people with leftwing political

conviction.

As such, the five hypotheses outlined here can be directly tested against life satisfaction
data. We nevertheless need to emphasize that our theoretical considerations do not lead to
one-sided expectations, as all depend on the sum of the ultimate effects of gender constraints,

stereotyping and possible negative externalities.

3. Data
We employ three measures of women’s discrimination in the fields of politics, business and
economy, and social relations, obtained from the widely-used Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI)
human rights database (www.humanrightsdata.org), which is based on various US State
Department Country Reports on Human Rights Practices and annual reports from Amnesty
International. In general, it is important to note that these indicators of women’s rights are
exclusively concerned with the human rights practices of governments. Human rights
practices are the human rights-related actions of a government and any and all of its agents,
such as police or paramilitary forces. [....] [In contrast], a country’s human rights policies are
what a government says it is going to do to ensure the protection of the human rights of its
citizens’ [laid down in] constitutional provisions or legislation protecting human rights, but
this is irrelevant to our evaluation of actual government human rights practices which often
diverge from policies.” (Cingranelli and Richards, 2004, p. 5). In other words, the indices
reflect societal reality rather than theoretically existing conditions.

The first measure, women’s political rights, includes the active and passive right to
vote, to party membership, to government positions, and to petition. This index ranges from O
(no political rights by law) to 3 (legally guaranteed rights and effective political influence in
governing bodies). For more detailed information, see Table Al in the Appendix.

The second measure pertains to the sphere of economics and business. The women’s
economic rights index measures equality in payment, hiring and promotion practices, freedom
of professional choice and working hours, job security, and protection against sexual

harassment. The index is zero if women have no legally stipulated right to economic
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participation and are not protected against discriminatory practices. The highest value of 3 is
achieved if women’s rights are not only legally protected, but also vigorously enforced by the
government (see also Table A2)."

Finally, the third measure reflects women’s social rights in society. It is the broadest
measure among the three as it covers many different areas of social relations. Specifically, it
relates to inheritance, marriage and divorce, mobility and residence, within-family property
rights, social activities at the local level, education, and sexual self-determination (see also
Table A3). Issues this measure does not capture include domestic violence, trafficking and
prostitution, sexual harassment, honor killings, dowry deaths, and rape. Again, the index takes
on values between 0 and 3, with 3 being achieved if legal stipulation, a high level of
enforcement and anti-discrimination practices coincide.

An advantage of the CIRI database is that it measures discrimination for each year and
thus allows comparisons not only across countries but also over time. Exploiting this
variation, we construct indicators capturing the change in equality between two different
points in time, namely between 1999-2000 and 1980-1985, of which the first is roughly
contemporaneous with the collection of the life satisfaction data (as introduced below). To
gauge the impact of past levels of discrimination we construct averages for the early eighties
(1980-1985).

All individual-level variables in our model are derived from the 3 and the 4™ waves
(1997-2000) of the wvs.!' Our dependent variable, self-reported life satisfaction, is
measured on a ten-point scale ranging from 1 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely
satisfied). Societal groups are categorized by either self-reported income levels (low, middle,
and high), gender, or political orientation. The full data sample contains about 66,000
individuals, which is roughly divided in half by gender and drops to about 15,000 when
dividing the sample according to gender-specific ideology or income groups. Observations
with no specific political orientation have been excluded.

In the following, we employ a model that also includes variables aggregated at the
country level. Most of these country characteristics are obtained from widely-used
international data bases provided or administered by the World Bank, the IMF and the UN
(see Bjgrnskov, Dreher and Fischer (in press) for details). Table 1 shows the measures of
discrimination used to test the hypotheses formulated above and their sources, while Table A2

in the Appendix provides descriptive statistics.

91t should be noted that most of these components pertain to wage-employment, not to self-employment.
" Most of the interviews were conducted between 1999 and 2001. Only approximately 13’000 interviews out of
61°000 were taken in 1997.
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4. Method

In order to analyze the impact of discriminatory practices on individual life satisfaction, we
combine aggregate factors with individual-level determinants in one model. First, the
individual-level determinants are based on model specifications utilized in contemporary
happiness research (e.g. Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2005; Dorn et al., 2006). They comprise variables
such as age, gender, occupational status, marital status, education, income, political
orientation, religious denomination and frequency of service participation, and horizontal and
vertical trust. Second, various contributions have shown that certain national characteristics
equally influence individual well-being, which we account for by the inclusion of aggregate
variables. In particular, we add an array of aggregate factors which we have shown to be
robust and influential predictors of individual life satisfaction, as described in Bjgrnskov,
Dreher and Fischer (in press). These country-level variables include measures of economic
well-being (infant mortality, openness to trade, business climate), cultural factors (share of
Catholics or Protestants, a dummy for post-communist countries, geographic region), and
political determinants (bicameralism, years of independence).

The models are estimated by ordered probit, with standard errors clustered by
countries to account for within group correlation (Moulton, 1990). Similarly to the approach
taken in the growth literature, the impact of an improvement in gender equality may be the
larger the less equal a society initially was, reflecting decreasing marginal utility of improving
social conditions. Therefore, we expect well-being to be affected by changes in inequality
conditional on the initial level, which thereby also allows for the potential effects of path
dependence and long-run adaptation effects.

Specifically, life satisfaction is a function of the initial level of gender equality D in
country s, the changes in gender equality over the twenty year period 4D, and a vector M
containing the aggregate and individual control variables for person j in country s. More
specifically, we determine the probability of observing a particular level of subjective well-
being by the probability that an underlying score is within the range of two particular cut
points k;.; and k; for the estimated outcome i (life satisfaction level i of individual j in country
s). This score is obtained by estimating a linear function of the independent variables in D and
M plus a random error u. As such, we estimate the probability that individual j reports a level
of life-satisfaction i in cross-sectional regressions for more than 60’000 individuals in a

maximum of 66 countries:

Pr(outcome = i) = Pr(k;; < f'M +aD+b AD + u <k;) .
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For all regressions, we report both coefficients and marginal effects of the variable of
interest, the number of observations and countries included, and McFadden’s R squared
(denoted ‘Pseudo R2’) as goodness of fit measure of our model.'? Based on the estimates,
marginal effects are calculated for the probability of reporting the highest level of life

satisfaction, evaluated at the sample mean. The next section presents the results.

5. Results

For the sake of simplicity, the following outcome tables only report the effects of our equality
measures that are added to the baseline model. The baseline variables listed in Table Al in the
Appendix are included in all regressions, but not shown. Specifically, we report the
coefficient estimate on the change in gender equality between the early eighties and the year
the WVS survey was carried out (1999-2000), and the coefficient pertaining to the level
measured in 1980-1985, as well as their marginal effects.

The results for the full baseline model for the whole population are displayed in the
Appendix (Table Al). They show that most of the individual-level determinants such as age,
gender, marital status, occupational status, etc. exert influences similar to those reported in the
previous empirical happiness literature (e.g. Frey and Stutzer, 2000; Ferrer-i-Carbonell,
2005). An in-depth discussion of the impact of these country characteristics such as the
political institutions, government spending, trade and business, geographic location, majority
religion and a country’s past, is provided in Bjgrnskov, Dreher and Fischer (in press),
reporting broadly consistent results. The following sections show how discrimination affects
well-being. Tables 1-3 focus on the whole population and also analyzes men and women
separately. In Tables 4-9 we test whether our results depend on individuals’ income situations

or political orientations.

A. Results for the whole population, men and women

Table 1 focuses on the impact of economic discrimination on well-being. According to the
results, neither the initial level of economic discrimination nor changes over the last 20 years
significantly affect well-being of the whole population or that of men. However, less
discrimination about 20 years ago increases well-being of women today (while changes in the
level have no impact), possibly indicating the path dependence of professional careers.

Obviously, what may matter for well-being today is not current discrimination but

2 In general, a Pseudo R2 of about 0.06 is obtained in individual-level life satisfaction analyses (Dorn et al.,
2006).
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discrimination at the time when educational and professional choices were made under the
then prevailing constraints. As such, the impact of gender disparity in the labor market on
happiness of women rather than men is consistent with theory. Yet, whether the effect on
women is due to real or perceived constraints is open for discussion. Goldin (2006), for
example, claims discrimination in the labor market to matter for women through its
psychological impact only insofar as the professional career positively contributes to female
identity and thus life satisfaction. However, as long as women choose non-permanent and
transitory employment like a Stackelberg-follower under the constraint of her husband’s labor
supply decision, less discrimination of women is not likely to affect the life satisfaction of

men. As such, in this situation men in general avoid negative externalities.

Insert Table 1 about here

Table 2 replicates the analysis for discrimination in politics. As can be seen, improved
gender equality over the period 1980-2000 increases the well-being of men and women
likewise, at least at the five percent level of significance. Not surprisingly, the gains for
women exceed those for men, with marginal effects double in size (0.048 versus 0.023). The
regression outcomes show that initial gender equality also matters. While the coefficient is
significant in the sample focusing on women and in the overall sample, there is no significant
effect on the well-being of men. Overall, these results suggest that discrimination in politics

reduces life satisfaction — but more so for women than for men.

Insert Table 2 about here

As regards gender equality in politics, changes as well as past levels equally appear to
raise life-satisfaction, with a stronger impact on women than on men. Following the recent
happiness literature on political institutions, a stronger participation of women in politics may
shift policy-making towards a more women-oriented point in the policy spectrum, affecting

present policy outcomes (Fischer and Rodriguez, 2007). In this light, it is noteworthy that men
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also benefit from these societal changes, which necessarily means that discrimination against
women in general implies negative externalities borne by men.

Turning to gender equality in the social sphere, Table 3 shows that discrimination — be it
past levels or improvements over time — does not seem to matter for life satisfaction, with all
coefficients being completely insignificant. This result might be caused by mutual
cancellation of both positive and negative effects of discrimination on well-being.
Alternatively, the result may equally reflect that changes or cross-national differences in
gender equality are irrelevant in explaining worldwide variation in individual life satisfaction
due to a very fast adaptation to new societal circumstances as is a standard finding in other

parts of the life satisfaction literature (cf. Lykken and Tellegen, 1996).

Insert Table 3 about here

To provide a short summary, gender equality in politics appears to be conducive to the life
satisfaction of both men and women (supporting hypothesis 2), while less discrimination in
economics and business is only conducive to that of women. Conversely, the results suggest
that equality in the social sphere is not important for life satisfaction.

Path dependence implies that today’s choice set is determined and restricted by
decisions made at preceding points in time in which different discriminatory circumstances
and social norms did constrain choices. As a consequence, discrimination in the past might
well exert an impact on today’s individual consumption possibilities, affecting present well-
being. Our analysis identified such path dependencies for (a) men and women with respect to
gender equality in political participation and (b) women with respect to the economic sphere.
However, diminishing discrimination in the political area over time was equally found to play
an important role for subjective well-being. More specifically, more effective participation of
women in politics appeared conducive to peoples’ happiness, both of men and women

equally.”

" Tt is noteworthy that in these cases an additional and simultaneous path dependence effect was identified,
indicating that both changes over time as well as past levels of discrimination matter for subjective well-being.
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B. Results by income and political ideology

The general results thus support the existence of differential effects of gender inequality.
However, both constraints and social norms may differ across income groups or ideology.
Tables 4 — 9 therefore replicate the results for the gender-specific samples split according to
income (low/middle/high) and political ideology (left/right). With respect to gender equality
in the economy (Table 4), diminishing disparity over the last 20 years does not significantly
affect the well-being of men, while less discrimination measured in 1980 is beneficial for left-
wing oriented men. Note, however, that there is no significant effect in any sample split by
income, contradicting our expectation that improved employment opportunities of women
may relax households’ budget constraints.

Mirroring the findings for all women (Table 1), we find changes in discrimination in
business and economics over the last 20 years to be irrelevant to all women likewise (Table
5), while gender equality 20 years ago is conducive to the well-being of women according to
most subgroups, possibly indicating a strong path dependence of professional careers. Not
surprisingly — and in line with our expectations — the largest path dependence effect prevails
in the low-income group, for whom gender specific constraints have probably been most
binding. Women in the high income group are not affected by discriminatory practices in the

labor market, again supporting our predictions.

Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here

Turning to the results for discrimination in politics (Tables 6 and 7), we find gender
equality in the past not to matter for the life satisfaction of men, while changes between the
years 1980 and 2000 increase the well-being of men in some sub-groups. In particular, as
predicted, leftist oriented men seemingly gain from such development (at the 5 percent level
of significance), in contrast to those on the political right, whose well-being is not
significantly affected. Moreover, improvements from 1980 on are conducive to the utility of
men in the middle and high income group equally, contrasting the insignificant effect in the
low income group.

In line with our expectations and corroborating the results for women in the entire
sample (Table 2), diminishing gender disparity in political participation raises the welfare of
women in all subgroups, be it in form of changes over time or, for most groups, measured as

past levels in 1980. The latter effect is not observable in the high income group, suggesting
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that the well-being of these women is independent from shifts in policy outcomes, which is in
line with our expectations. In general, the benefits for people with low income are statistically
weaker and smaller in size compared to the middle income group. On the other hand, there is
a considerable difference in magnitude of the impact between left-wing and right-wing

women (0.039 versus 0.062).

Insert Tables 6 and 7 about here

Mirroring the estimation outcomes for women and men reported in Table 3, improved
gender equality in the sphere of social relations is not related to well-being in the various
gender subsamples by political ideology or income level (Tables 8 and 9). As sole exception
and somewhat in support of hypothesis 4, a stronger position of women relative to that of men
in their past social relations exerts a beneficial impact on women with low income (at the 5

percent level of significance).

Insert Tables 8 and 9 about here

Summarizing, the results for the gender-specific subsamples by ideology and income
often confirm what has been observed for the entire samples of men and women. However,
comparing the life satisfaction outcomes for the three indicators of discrimination across
subgroups, systematic patterns along ideology and income can be identified.

First, we find support for our hypothesis 5 that equal opportunities for women are in
relatively stronger congruence with a leftist ideology that is probably critical of traditional
gender role models and the related social norms. As such, left-wing oriented people appear to
have benefited relatively more from less discrimination than did persons with a conservative
ideology. Overall, greater gender equality in economics and politics causes well-being in the
leftist sample to rise — an effect that we do not observe in the right-wing sample.'*

Another pattern emerges when comparing results across income. In general, men with
low income appear to be (socially) excluded from the benefits of diminishing discrimination

compared with (a) men earning middle incomes or (b) women with low incomes. Social

" In case of the effect of discrimination in business of women, the significance level in the rightist sample is
much lower as compared to that in the leftist sample. An exception is gender equality in politics which appears
more beneficial for rather conservative women.
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exclusion might be caused by tight budget constraints leading to non-participation and
marginalization, as men with low income do not benefit from more gender equality in politics
as compared to richer men or equally poor women. Furthermore, men with low income are
excluded from the benefits through less discrimination in the labor market that are observed
for women with low income. These results are consistent with an inflow of female workers
compressing wages of all low-skilled workers alike, although it still yields some positive
benefits in particular to women with low income. Moreover, the same observation holds for
less discrimination in social relations that is only conducive to women with low income. This
finding is in line with our expectation that strengthening women’s position within the
household might alter the bargaining power within the household to her advantage."

Overall, our results show that no simple conclusions can be drawn from the study of
the effects of gender discrimination on subjective well-being. The effects are heterogeneous
across groups in society and across different spheres. Our results are more in line with
hypothesis 2 than hypothesis 1, as inequality seems to be detrimental to the well-being of both
men and women. Still, the effect is more pronounced on women, at least partly supporting
hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 3 expected the effect of gender inequality to be absent on people
with high income, which is partly confirmed. However, according to hypothesis 4, gender
equality is particularly beneficial for people with low income. We find little evidence for this.
Hypothesis 5, finally, stressed the importance of gender equality for people on the political

left, in particular. We found strong evidence in favor of this hypothesis.

6. Conclusions
Improvements in gender equality are considered to be among the major social achievements
in human history. Still, it remains an open question whether women have actually benefited
from equality. Equally open is the question how the happiness of men has been affected. Does
the direction or strength of the impact of equality depend on financial circumstances or the
political orientations of individuals? These are the questions this study analyzed, based on
cross-sectional analysis of more than 60’000 individuals living in a maximum of 66 countries.
Our measure of gender equality, taken from the CIRI database, allows us to observe the
impact of past levels as well as changes in discriminatory practices over the last 20 years.

Our results show that the effect of gender discrimination on life satisfaction indeed
varies between men and women, and also across different income and ideological groups.

Focusing on the broad picture, our results reveal that in particular discrimination in politics is

'3 Another example pertains to discrimination in the economic sphere, where positive path dependence effects
are observable for women with middle and high incomes, but not for corresponding men.
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important to life satisfaction: overall, both men and women are more satisfied with their lives
with increasing equality in participation possibilities in politics. Disaggregated analysis
suggests that our results for men are driven by the effect of equality on men with middle and
high income, and those on the political left. To the contrary, women are more satisfied with
increasing political equality independent of income and political ideology. In contrast,
changing equality in economic and social matters over the last decades does overall not affect
life satisfaction. However, women are more satisfied with their lives when there has been less
discrimination in the economy 20 years ago. Hence, according to our results past inequality in
the economy equally matters to well-being as changes in discrimination over time, indicating
strong path dependence of individuals’ occupational and other economic choices. In contrast,
changes in gender equality in politics over time seem to be more important to well-being than
past levels. Equality in the social sphere does not matter for well-being at all.

More differential impacts arise when we split the samples of men and women by income
or political orientation. In general, people with low income profit differently than those with
high- and middle income, while less discrimination often affects persons with a leftist
orientation differently from the average right-wing person. However, while the results for our
various sub-groups show no clear pattern, we find considerable support for some of our
hypotheses. In particular, our data do confirm that (a change in) gender inequality affects rich
people less, particularly women with high income. On the other hand, people with low income
gain less or nothing from social progress, potentially because the household budget constraint
is tight. We also find some support for the hypothesis that inequality is more important for
people on the political left compared to those on the right.

However, our results show the need to stress the importance of a simple insight: that
gender equality cannot be treated as one unitary phenomenon. The findings in this paper show
that some measures of gender inequality are significantly associated with well-being, while
others do not appear to impact life satisfaction. As such, it must be realized that gender
inequality is always measured from an outside perspective, using indicators and benchmarks
that are neutral to culture or history. However, it might well be that women’s assessment of
subjective discrimination is a completely different one. The internalization of stereotypes, for
example, may help in mitigating the negative impacts of discrimination (cf. Schmitt et al.,
2002, Foster et al., 2004). In order to obtain a more complete picture, it is therefore arguably
important to take into account the perceived degree of gender equality as well as factual social
reality even if — and perhaps in particular because of — those evaluations may not appear

consistent.
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Table 1: Changes in equality of women in the economy

all male female
Change 1980 - 2000 0.076 0.046 0.103

[1.00] [0.58] [1.40]
Marginal effect 0.014 0.008 0.020
Level 1980 0.112 0.054 0.169**

[1.37] [0.65] [2.04]
Marginal effect 0.020 0.010 0.032%*%*
Observations 59971 30411 29560
Countries 62 62 62
Pseudo R2 0.0603 0.0648 0.0578

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.

Table 2: Changes in equality of women in politics

all male female

Change 1980 - 2000 0.195***  0.135** 0.253***

[2.94] [2.08] [3.35]
Marginal effect 0.035%*%  0.023**  (0.048***
Level 1980 0.109** 0.049 0.169**

[1.78] [0.80] [2.44]
Marginal effect 0.020* 0.010 0.032%**
Observations 60446 30693 29753
Countries 63 63 63
Pseudo R2 0.0604  0.0648 0.058

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.

Table 3: Changes in equality of women in society

all male female
Change 1980 - 2000 0.007 -0.027 0.046

[0.14] [0.49] [0.82]
Marginal effect 0.001 -0.005 0.008
Level 1980 0.036 -0.019 0.097

[0.52]  [0.27] [1.30]
Marginal effect 0.006  -0.003 0.018
Observations 58660 29786 28874
Countries 61 61 61
Pseudo R2 0.0599 0.0644 0.0576

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.
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Table 4: Changes in equality of women in the economy (men)

left right income low income mid income high

Change 1980 - 2000  0.086  0.003 0.054 0.031 0.059
[1.13]  [0.04] [0.50] [0.39] [0.65]

Marginal effect 0.013  0.001 0.009 0.005 0.011
Level 1980 0.156* -0.036 0.019 0.109 0.055
[1.83]  [0.40] [0.15] [1.25] [0.55]

Marginal effect 0.024 -0.007 0.003 0.018 0.010
Observations 16424 13987 9178 11208 10025
Countries 62 62 62 62 62
Pseudo R2 0.0691 0.0589 0.0568 0.0693 0.054

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.

Table 5: Changes in equality of women in the economy (women)

left right income low income mid income high

Change 1980 - 2000 0.089 0.123 0.115 0.118 0.054
[1.13]  [1.64] [1.37] [1.32] [0.73]

Marginal effect 0.015 0.027 0.021 0.022 0.011
Level 1980 0.189* 0.147* 0.224** 0.176* 0.11
[2.15] [1.72] [2.25] [1.78] [1.15]

Marginal effect 0.032** 0.032* 0.041* 0.032* 0.023
Observations 16551 13009 10324 10532 8704
Countries 62 62 62 62 62
Pseudo R2 0.0626 0.0496 0.0532 0.0584 0.0507

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1l included in all regressions.

Table 6: Changes in equality of women in politics (men)

left right income low income mid income high

Change 1980 - 2000 0.156** 0.125 -0.001 0.153* 0.276***
[2.40] [1.60] [0.01] [1.77] [2.92]

Marginal effect 0.024**  0.024 -0.000 0.026* 0.051***
Level 1980 0.068 0.045 -0.118 0.072 0.138
[1.12]  [0.55] [1.61] [0.89] [1.43]

Marginal effect 0.011 0.009 -0.020 0.012 0.026
Observations 16582 14111 9282 11270 10141
Countries 63 63 63 63 63
Pseudo R2 0.0689 0.0589 0.0561 0.0696 0.0556

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1l included in all regressions.



Table 7: Changes in equality of women in politics (women)

left right income low income mid Income high

Change 1980 - 2000 0.237*** 0.287*** 0.205** 0.316*** 0.278***
[3.03]  [3.58] [2.39] [3.36] 13.27]

Marginal effect 0.039*** 0.062*** 0.038** 0.057*** 0.057***
Level 1980 0.166™ 0.187** 0.137* 0.190** 0.127
[2.36]  [2.40] [1.66] [2.02] [1.54]

Marginal effect 0.028**  0.040** 0.025 0.0343* 0.026
Observations 16663 13090 10401 10579 8773
Countries 63 63 63 63 63
Pseudo R2 0.0628  0.0497 0.0528 0.0591 0.0519

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.

Table 8: Changes in equality of women in society (men)

left right income low income mid income high

Change 1980 - 2000  0.026 -0.080 -0.046 -0.023 -0.041
[0.53] [1.17] [0.72] [0.37] [0.47]

Marginal effect 0.004 -0.015 -0.008 -0.004 -0.007
Level 1980 0.069 -0.096 -0.068 0.03 -0.024
[1.04] [1.15] [0.79] [0.37] [0.23]

Marginal effect 0.010 -0.018 -0.011 0.005 -0.004
Observations 16096 13690 9054 10924 9808
Countries 61 61 61 61 61
Pseudo R2 0.0684 0.0587 0.0555 0.0698 0.0542

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.

Table 9: Changes in equality of women in society (women)

left right income low income mid income high

Change 1980 - 2000  0.046 0.042 0.067 0.027 0.012
[0.77] [0.68] [1.07] [0.43] [0.17]

Marginal effect 0.007 0.009 0.012 0.005 0.003
Level 1980 0.094 0.091 0.176** 0.092 0.012
[1.25] [1.09] [2.22] [1.02] [0.13]

Marginal effect 0.015 0.019 0.032** 0.016 0.002
Observations 16190 12684 10163 10236 8475
Countries 61 61 61 61 61
Pseudo R2 0.0626  0.049 0.053 0.0586 0.0508

Notes: z-statistics in brackets. Variables reported in Appendix Table A1 included in all regressions.



Appendix

Table A1: Women’s political rights

Women’s political rights

0

None of women’s political rights are guaranteed by law. There are laws that
completely restrict the participation of women in the political process.

Political equality is guaranteed by law. However, there are significant limitations in
practice. Women hold less than five percent of seats in the national legislature and in
other high-ranking government positions

Political equality is guaranteed by law. Women hold more than five percent but less
than thirty percent of seats in the national legislature and/or in other high-ranking
government positions

Political equality is guaranteed by law and in practice. Women hold more than thirty
percent of seats in the national legislature and/or in other high-ranking government
positions

Source:

Cingranelli and Richards (2004)

Table A2: Women’s economic rights

Women’s economic rights

0

There are no economic rights for women under law and systematic discrimination
based on sex may be built into the law. The government tolerates a high level of
discrimination against women.

There are some economic rights for women under law. However, in practice, the
government DOES NOT enforce the laws effectively or enforcement of laws is
weak. The government tolerates a moderate level of discrimination against women.

There are some economic rights for women under law. In practice, the government
DOES enforce these laws effectively. However, the government still tolerates a low
level of discrimination against women.

All or nearly all of women's economic rights are guaranteed by law. In practice, the
government fully and vigorously enforces these laws. The government tolerates
none or almost no discrimination against women

Source:

Cingranelli and Richards (2004)

Table A3: Women’s social rights

Women’s social rights

0

There are no social rights for women under law and systematic discrimination based
on sex may be built into the law. The government tolerates a high level of
discrimination against women.

There are some social rights for women under law. However, in practice, the
government DOES NOT enforce these laws effectively or enforcement of laws is
weak. The government tolerates a moderate level of discrimination against women..

There are some social rights for women under law. In practice, the government
DOES enforce these laws effectively. However, the government still tolerates a low
level of discrimination against women..

All or nearly all of women's social rights are guaranteed by law. In practice, the
government fully and vigorously enforces these laws. The government tolerates
none of almost no discrimination against women.

Source:

Cingranelli and Richards (2004)
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Appendix

Table A1: Baseline model:
Aggregate and individual determinants of life satisfaction

government consumption
infant mortality

years of independence
share of Catholics
share of Protestants
bicameral system
openness

relative investment price
postcommunist

Asia

Latin America

Africa

North Africa

Buddhist

Muslim

Catholic

Protestant

Orthodox

other Christian denomination
no denomination

Jewish

Hindu

has confidence in parliament
conservative ideology
trusts most people
income level 2

income level 3

income level 4

income level 5

income level 6

income level 7

income level 8

income level 9

income level 10 (highest)

Table At: Baseline model:
Aggregate and individual determinants of life satisfaction

Note: Weighted ordered probit with clustering at the country level.

% %

+, ¥, ** denote significances at the 10, 5 and 1 percent level, respectively.

age 25- 34

age 35-44

age 45 - 54

age 55 - 64

age >64

male

completed primary education

incomplete sec. edu., technical focus
complete sec. edu., technical focus
incomplete sec. edu, university preparation
complete sec. edu., university preparation
lower-level tertiary education

upper-level tertiary education

single female

single male

married

cohabiting

has had 1 child

has had 2 children

has had 3 or more children

selfemployed

housewife

retired

other

student

unemployed

service participation: > once a week
service participation: once a week

service participation: once a month
service participation: on common holy days
service participation: on specific holy days
service participation: once a year

service participation: less than once a year
believes in superior being

Observations

Number of countries
adj. Pseudo R2
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