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PREFACE 

Does gender equality in social institutions matter for the pursuit of happiness? This is an 

interesting question as gender roles in many countries have been affected by major changes in 

economic, political and social rights over the past decades.  

The Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI) produced by the Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Development Centre measures gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions. Recently, the burden of such discrimination on economic 

growth has been estimated to cost up to USD 12 trillion for the global economy. Yet, using 

standard economic indicators such as GDP as a measure of social progress is inherently limited. 

What is equally important is assessing the impact of gender inequality on other measures of 

well-being. Using subjective well-being indicators, for instance, allows a broader perspective of 

the complex consequences of gender-based discrimination in social institutions. 

This paper explores to what extent gender-based discrimination in social institutions may 

affect subjective well-being, measured through life satisfaction. It contributes to the policy 

dialogue on gender and development in two important ways.  

First, a robust negative relationship is seen between gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions and subjective well-being for both men and women. All in all, life satisfaction is 

higher in countries where women and men are treated more equally.  

Second, the current level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions imposes a levy 

on happiness. This translates into an estimated subjective well-being gap of 4.4%. 

Simultaneously, the paper’s findings reveal that tackling gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions would decrease the share of “unhappy” population from 14% to 5%.  

By underlining the potential improvement in life satisfaction that men and women 

throughout the world experience when social institutions are less discriminatory, this paper 

reinforces the critical importance of gender equality to policy making. 

Mario Pezzini 

Director, OECD Development Centre 

and Special Advisor to the OECD Secretary-General on Development 
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RÉSUMÉ 

L'OCDE a longtemps soutenu que l’objectif ultime des politiques publiques était d'améliorer 

notre qualité de vie. Mais qu'est-ce qui nous rend heureux? Vivre dans un pays garantissant 

l'égalité des droits et des chances aux femmes et aux hommes augmente-t-il notre bonheur? Cette 

étude montre que les discriminations envers les femmes au sein des institutions sociales, 

mesurées par l’indicateur institutions sociales et égalité femme-homme (SIGI), réduisent le bien-

être des individus, au-delà de son impact négatif sur la croissance économique et le PIB. Les 

hommes et les femmes sont plus heureux quand ils vivent dans un pays où les institutions 

sociales leur offrent des droits et opportunités égaux. L’étude estime que le niveau actuel de 

discrimination envers les femmes au sein des institutions sociales induit une perte de bien-être 

de 4.4 % au niveau mondial. Réciproquement, l’élimination de toutes formes de discriminations 

envers les femmes au sein des institutions sociales réduirait la proportion d’individus insatisfaits 

de 14 % à 5 % au niveau mondial. 

Classification JEL: J16, I31, D60 

Mots-clés: bien-être subjectif, institutions sociales, inégalités de genre. 

ABSTRACT 

The OECD has long argued that the ultimate goal of public policies is to improve the quality 

of our lives. But what makes us happy? Does living in a country guaranteeing equal rights and 

opportunities to women and men increase people’s happiness? This paper shows that gender-

based discrimination in social institutions, measured by the Social Institutions and Gender Index 

(SIGI), impedes well-being, beyond its negative impact on economic growth and GDP. Both men 

and women are happier when living in a country where social institutions offer equal rights and 

opportunities to women and men, even when taking into account country and individual 

characteristics. Current gender-based discrimination in social institutions fuels a decline of 4.4% 

in the world average level of life satisfaction. Conversely, eliminating gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions could reduce the share of the “unhappy” population from 

14% to 5% globally. 

JEL Classification: J16, I31, D60. 

Keywords: subjective well-being, social institutions, gender inequality. 

http://www.genderindex.org/
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Is gender-based discrimination in social institutions a determinant of men’s and women’s 

subjective well-being? This is an interesting question, not least because in many countries gender 

roles have been, over the past decades, impacted by major changes in economic, political and 

social rights. The level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions varies greatly across 

countries and overall remains an important issue, as no country has achieved gender parity in 

legal provision, social norms and practices (OECD, 2014a).  

Growing evidence on the role of societal or macro-characteristics as determinants of 

subjective well-being makes the case for further integrating institutional and economic factors 

(such as unemployment, inflation, or inequality measures) alongside the standard individual 

determinants, such as income or demographic characteristics (Berg and Veenhoven, 2006; 

Bjornskov, Dreher and Fischer, 2007). Alesina, Di Tella and MacCulloch (2004) for example have 

shown large, negative and significant effect of income inequality on happiness in Europe 

concluding that Europeans prefer living in more equal societies, while this effect was not 

significant in the United States.  

Evidence on the impact of gender inequality on subjective well-being remains limited. Using 

a sample of 66 countries, Bjornskov, Dreher and Fischer (2007) demonstrated that men and 

women are happier when living in more equal societies. A few studies have however shown that 

more equal female rights in economy, politics and society do not always grant women happiness 

(Vieira Lima, 2011; Mencarini and Sironi, 2012) but that the size of gender gap in subjective well-

being varies with the extent of societal gender inequality and the cultural attitudes regarding 

gender equality (Tesch-Römer, Motel-Klingebiel and Tomasik, 2008).  

With research on this topic remaining in its infancy, the indirect effects (or the preference for 

equality) and the direct effects of discrimination, in particular as they relate to gender, remain a 

relevant dimension to better understand the determinants of subjective well-being (Helliwell and 

Huang, 2008; Alesina and Guiliano, 2009). The work by Bjornskov, Dreher and Fisher (2007) for 

example follows a methodology similar to this paper, but by using the Cingranelli-Richards 

human rights database and the women’s economic, political and social rights indices, they focus 

on gender equality in legal rights, neglecting the key role of social norms and practices. This 

paper aims at filling this knowledge gap using the Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI), 

allowing us to also include gender-based discrimination in formal and informal laws and their 

implementation, social norms and practices. 
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The SIGI, produced by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s 

(OECD) Development Centre, measures deeply entrenched discrimination in social institutions 

such as formal or informal laws, social norms and practices that poses significant and enduring 

obstacles for women’s empowerment (OECD, 2014a). Prior research using the SIGI finds that 

gender-based discrimination in social institutions impedes economic growth, with lower female 

access to education and jobs reducing human capital and income per capita in more 

discriminatory settings (Ferrant and Kolev, 2016). Yet, as there are inherent limits to using 

standard economic indicators such as GDP as a measure of social progress (see for example 

OECD, 2011; Boarini and Mira d’Ercole, 2014), it is important to assess the impact of gender-

based discrimination in social institutions in terms of other well-being measures. Investigating 

the relationship between the SIGI and different aspects of subjective well-being can thus shed 

light on key domains that significantly affect men’s and women’s lives and ultimately guide 

policy actions. 

This paper investigates the relationship between gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions and subjective well-being, using macro-level data from the SIGI and both country 

and individual-level subjective well-being indicators from Gallup World Poll Survey. It 

contributes to the subjective well-being literature from a gender perspective in two important 

ways. First, it investigates whether the societal level of gender inequality in social institutions 

affects national and individual levels of subjective well-being (SWB). Second, it provides new 

estimates of the loss of subjective well-being associated with the current level of gender 

discrimination in social institutions and quantifies the potential improvement in life satisfaction 

that could be achieved with more gender equal social institutions.  

The paper is organised as follows. Section II briefly discusses theoretical considerations. 

Section III presents the empirical strategy. Data and descriptive statistics are presented in 

Section IV. Empirical results from the multivariate analysis are discussed in Section V. Section VI 

displays estimation of the well-being reduction associated with gender-based discriminatory 

institutions and potential improvements in life satisfaction associated with more gender equal 

social institutions. Section VII concludes with some policy implications and directions for future 

research.  
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II. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The field of subjective well-being studies, perhaps due to the relatively recent prominence of 

behavioural economics, is marked by many inconclusive theoretical frameworks relevant to 

understanding the relationship between subjective well-being and gender discrimination in 

social institutions.  

The main challenge addressed in the literature on subjective well-being has been to identify 

the factors that may determine its levels, whether it be external events, situations or personalities 

(Diener et al., 1999). Broadly, on the one hand, the so-called bottom-up approach described by 

Wilson (1967) embraces the notion that given basic and universal human needs, if a person’s 

circumstances allow him or her to fulfil these needs, he or she will be happy.  

If preference for equality is part of the set of needs experienced by individuals, 

discrimination could indirectly affect the population at large and thereby decrease overall levels 

of subjective well-being (see for example Bjornskov, Dreher and Fischer, 2007; Tesch-Römer, 

Motel-Klingebiel and Tomasik, 2008; Alesina, Di Tella and MacCulloch, 2004; Graham and 

Pettinato, 2002). Therefore, assuming that the level of gender-based discrimination that prevails 

in a given society does not reflect actual preferences for gender equality, gender discrimination 

in social institutions may well decrease the life satisfaction of both men and women. 

Similarly, discrimination against women often comes with traditional gender roles that are 

largely imposed on both men and women. Men and women who may be affected directly by 

discrimination against women may display lower levels of satisfaction due to their more limited 

capacity to live the life they want (Williams et al., 1997 and Schulz et al., 2000). One theoretical 

example for this is derived from the optimal allocation of leisure and work. Assuming that 

gender discrimination excludes women from specific types of occupations and induces them to 

stay at home and to disproportionately engage in necessary unpaid domestic work and 

childcare, the non-discriminated group – men – may have to work harder, spend less time with 

their children and make sub-optimal occupational choices due to discrimination against women. 

In such cases, not only may women be less satisfied but men may also be negatively impacted by 

the externalities generated by the discrimination of women and gender stereotypes in labour 

markets. 

The importance of relational goods within the set of requirements to be fulfilled to be happy 

may also play an important role when studying gender discrimination. When more equal social 

institutions come with an improvement in material conditions that is accompanied by a decline 

in the consumption of relational goods, the positive effect on happiness may be offset (Bruni and 

Stanca, 2008). Such a relational crowding-out effect is described in the case of working women in 
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the second shift theory (Hochschild and Machung, 1989), with women continuing to take care of 

most household and childcare responsibilities despite their increased participation in the labour 

force, thus reducing their leisure time, making them hedonically worse off. This phenomenon is 

for instance believed to be one reason behind the apparent paradox of declining female 

happiness in developed countries (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2009).  

Another strand of the theoretical literature further points to a rather complex relationship 

between happiness and more equal rights. Nussbaum for instance (for a summary, see Vieira 

Lima, 2011) argues that as the acquisition of rights often involves conflicts and social tensions 

that reduce happiness, this may ultimately offset the benefit of acquiring them, at least in the 

short run. Nussbaum also stresses the importance of internal capabilities, defined as 

characteristics of a person, whether in terms of personality or fitness (Nussbaum, 1995), as key 

drivers of well-being. Along with material and social conditions, she conceives that more rights 

may not be enough to raise the level of subjective well-being without a commensurate increase in 

internal capabilities. Using the SIGI allows to investigate this question as this innovative measure 

combines both de jure and de facto discrimination by taking into account legal barriers as well as 

discriminatory social norms reducing women’s capabilities (Ferrant and Nowacka, 2015).  

The bottom-up approach is complemented by the notion that individual dispositions – for 

instance, personality – can determine one’s baseline level of subjective well-being. The Hedonic 

Set Point theory (Helson, 1964; Brickman and Campbell, 1971) for instance posits that individuals 

have a fixed set-point of subjective well-being, such that changes in individual circumstances, 

whether negative or positive, may only have a temporary effect on subjective well-being, as 

individuals ultimately adapt and return to their predefined levels of subjective well-being (the 

so-called Hedonic Treadmill). Some evidence however supports the controversy around this 

theory, as individuals may completely adapt to pecuniary factors like income, while there might 

be incomplete adaptation to other life events (marriage, unemployment, or widowing) or non-

pecuniary factors such as adverse health changes (Veenhoven, 1993; Diener et al., 1999; Argyle, 

2001; Easterlin 2004 and 2005) that may permanently change individuals’ set points (Frey and 

Stutzer, 2002; Zimmermann and Easterlin, 2006). The existence of a hedonic treadmill would 

mean that progress towards greater equality in social institutions could be offset by aspirations 

of more gender equality, while conversely worsening conditions of women would not 

necessarily convert into lower level of well-being. 

Additional theoretical frameworks stress the importance of social comparisons, whereby 

individuals incorporate information from others, and in particular perceptions of differences 

between oneself and others in their cognitive processes determining their levels of subjective 

well-being or satisfaction. The role of social comparisons in the context of gender equality has yet 

to be studied, but one can assume an intricate relationship between the information available and 

comparison drawn by both women and men in terms of other societies’ level of gender 

discrimination in social institutions.  
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Aspirations, and in particular discrepancies between one’s set of aspirations and reality have 

also been emphasised to play a role in individuals’ subjective well-being. The latter phenomenon 

has important implications, as the process or the likelihood of reducing the discrepancies 

between one’s aspirations and outcomes may itself be more relevant to well-being than the level 

of said discrepancies. For instance, the so-called “paradox of contented female workers” (Agassi, 

1982) describes a situation where, because of different aspirations (and in particular lower 

emphasis being placed on earnings in comparison to men), although women in general are 

aware of the gender wage gap, they do not report significantly greater dissatisfaction with their 

job and consequently their subjective well-being (Crosby 1982; Lalive and Stutzer, 2010; 

Davidson, 2004). 

http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10672-014-9238-1#CR14
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III. EMPIRICAL STRATEGY 

We follow a two-step procedure to test whether gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions affects subjective well-being for both men and women. First, we start by 

investigating the relationship at the macro-level, by focusing on cross-country variation 

(Model 1). Second, we test the robustness of our results by using individual variation in 

subjective well-being measures as well as country-level variables in our regressions (Model 2). 

Model 1: Assessing the effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on the 

national level of subjective well-being 

In order to determine whether countries characterised by higher levels of gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions also display on average lower levels of subjective well-being, 

we estimate a linear model using Ordinary Least Square (OLS) as follows: 

𝑌𝑗 = α0 + α1 𝒛𝑗 + α2 𝑆𝐼𝐺𝐼𝑗 + ε𝑗                            (1) 

where 𝑌𝑗 is the average level of subjective well-being in country j. The vector 𝒛𝑗 includes 

country-level control variables typically included in cross-country well-being regressions such as 

macroeconomic indicators (GDP per capita, inflation rate and unemployment rate), development 

indicators (HDI or life expectancy, average years of schooling and infant mortality), governance 

indicators (civil liberties, CPIA, World Governance Index or its components: rule of the law, 

government effectiveness, voice and accountability, political stability and absence of 

violence/terrorism, regulatory quality and control of corruption), government expenditures (in 

health and education), inequality index (GINI) and other features such as ethnic fractionalisation, 

religion and geography (latitude and landlocked). SIGI is our variable of interest measuring 

gender-based discrimination in social institutions and ε the error term. Regional dummies are 

included in all regressions.1  

Equation 1 is estimated as a linear regression (OLS) with robust standard errors. Estimating 

this model for the overall population, and then separately for men and women allows us to 

analyse whether the effect of the SIGI varies across the samples, and to test the difference 

between its effect across men and women.  

As gender-based discriminatory social institutions are considered as the underlying drivers 

of gender inequality in outcomes, one may argue that the SIGI coefficient (𝛼2) not only captures 

the effect of gender-based discrimination in social institutions but also in other areas, such as 

                                                      

 
1 All data sources and definitions are presented in Table 1. 
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education and labour. To control for such effects, other gender-specific indices, such as the GII or 

gender gaps in education and labour force participation, are included (after controlling for the 

absence of multicollinearity, as the various measures are highly correlated with the SIGI). 

Similarly, to distinguish the effect between gender and income inequality, the GINI is included 

in equation 1 as a control variable. 

Model 2: Identifying the effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on 

individual levels of subjective well-being 

In order to measure the effect of discriminatory social institutions on individual levels of 

subjective well-being, we estimate a linear model as follows: 

𝑌𝑖𝑗 = γ0 + γ1 𝒛𝑗 + γ2 𝒙𝑖 + γ3 𝑆𝐼𝐺𝐼𝑗 + τ𝑖𝑗            (2) 

where the dependent variable 𝑌𝑖𝑗  is the level of subjective well-being of individual i in 

country j, SIGI is our interest variable measuring gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions, the vector of variables 𝒙𝑖  includes socio-economic and demographic individual 

characteristics (gender, age, age2, level of education, marital status, having no children, 

employment status, household income and rural residency) and 𝒛𝑗 corresponds to the same set of 

macro-level controls used in equation 1. Regional dummies are included in all regressions and 

robust standard errors are clustered at the country level.  

Equation 2 is estimated using OLS regressions. However, to test the robustness of our 

results, equation 2 is also estimated as an ordered probit model, fitting the ordinal nature of the 

dependent variable. This model will again be estimated for three separate samples (the overall 

population, women, and men) to test the existence of gender-specific effect of the SIGI, using 

both ordered probit and OLS estimators. 

As the gender and well-being literature has shown gender disparities in well-being patterns 

(Berger, 2009; Gash, Mertens and Romeu Gordo, 2010; Gimenez-Nadal and Sevilla-Sanz, 2011; 

Trzcinski and Holst, 2010), equation 2 includes an additional control variable measuring the 

gender effect in the overall population sample. Two alternative measures are used in this paper 

to control for female-premium in subjective well-being. The first one is a dummy equal to 1 for 

women. The estimation of a constant effect of being a woman on subjective well-being assumes 

its stability across countries: whatever the country, being a woman always has the same effect 

(size and sign) on life satisfaction. The second option is to predict a macro-variable gender 

differences using only individual-levels factors 𝒙𝑖 to estimate equation 2 for each country 

separately. It allows for country-specific variation in the gender happiness gap, considered as a 

societal effect that could vary according to the country and its definition of gender roles. It 

assumes the gender happiness gap being related to sociological construction rather than a 

biological effect associated with sex differences that would have involved a similar difference 

across countries.  
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Some caveats regarding our empirical strategy have to be acknowledged. In particular, the 

collection of information on gender-based discrimination in social institutions is recent, and as 

such the SIGI is only available in one wave, thus limiting our empirical study to a cross-country 

analysis. Although our results are robust to specifications and estimators changes, caution 

should be applied in their interpretation, in particular regarding causality. For example, OLS 

regressions of Model 1 will give results that do not correspond to the causal effect of 

discriminatory social institutions on subjective well-being levels: upward or downward biases 

are possible. Hence, we interpret our results as robust correlates. Given the cross-sectional nature 

of the data, we acknowledge that reverse causality (or simultaneity), measurement error, as well 

as omitted variables may bias our results, which leads us to make a number of adjustments. 

Endogeneity concerns are addressed in two ways. First, using lagged value of the SIGI reduces 

reverse causality from the dependent variable to the interest variable: this paper uses 2014-levels 

of life satisfaction as a dependent variable, and 2014-levels for the country-level control variables, 

while the SIGI measures discrimination in 2005-12. Second, the omitted variable bias is reduced 

by including three sets of control variables (micro and macro variables and gender gaps in 

outcomes) that could be correlated with subjective well-being and/or discriminatory social 

institutions. This allows minimising spurious correlation with our main results and assuring the 

SIGI is not capturing another phenomenon. 
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IV. DATA 

This section briefly describes the SIGI, as well as the evaluative subjective well-being 

measure collected through the Gallup World Poll. All data sources and definitions are presented 

in Table 1. Table 2 then presents descriptive statistics for the background data used in the 

multivariate analysis. 

The Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI) 

To measure a country’s level of discrimination in social institutions, this paper relies on the 

SIGI (OECD, 2014b). The SIGI is a composite index that measures gender-based discrimination in 

social institutions taking into account formal and informal laws as well as attitudes and practices 

that discriminate against women in five dimensions: discriminatory family code, restricted 

physical integrity, son bias, restricted resources and assets, and restricted civil liberties.2  

The SIGI takes into account de jure (legal) as well as de facto (actual) situations, measuring 

gender-based discrimination in legal provision and its implementation, but also in social norms 

and practices. As such, it offers several advantages over other measures of legal discrimination 

against women , such as Women, Business and the Law (World Bank, 2015a) or the CIRI 

women’s right measures (Cingranelli and Richards, 2010) that focus only on the de jure situation. 

Legal systems might reflect a level of public commitment without illustrating the 

implementation of anti-discriminatory laws. Consequently, attitudinal and prevalence data are 

critical to mirror socially transformative changes (Ferrant and Nowacka, 2015). Therefore, while 

Bjornskov, Dreher and Fisher (2007) have tested similar hypotheses, that is whether men and 

women are more satisfied with their lives when societies guarantee gender equality, our 

definition of discrimination against women differs. While the SIGI captures discrimination 

against women in social norms and practices in addition to discriminatory formal and informal 

laws, the CIRI women’s rights measures only focus on legal formal discrimination (for detailed 

information on the SIGI’s indicators see OECD, 2014a). 

The SIGI quantifies the level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions in the 

period 2005-12 for 108 countries. The SIGI is composed of 14 variables grouped into five sub-

indices. It is an average of the squares of its five sub-indices (equation 3). It ranges from 0, 

indicating very low levels of discrimination, to 1, indicating very high levels of discrimination. 

                                                      

 
2  For more information on the construction of the index and its sub-indices, please refer to Branisa et 

al. (2014) or to the 2014 SIGI methodological paper available at www.oecd.org/dev/development-

gender/gender-publications.htm.  

http://www.oecd.org/dev/development-gender/gender-publications.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dev/development-gender/gender-publications.htm
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The SIGI classifies countries into five groups, from very low levels of discrimination in social 

institutions to very high levels.3  

𝑆𝐼𝐺𝐼 =
1

5
 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑦 𝑓𝑎𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑦 𝑐𝑜𝑑𝑒2 +  

1

5
 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑝ℎ𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦2 + 

1

5
 𝑆𝑜𝑛 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒²

+ 
1

5
 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠2 + 

1

5
 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑐𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑙 𝑙𝑖𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠2             (3) 

Measuring subjective well-being 

This analysis uses Gallup World Poll data4 to measure evaluative subjective well-being. 

More precisely, life satisfaction is measured as follows: 

Please imagine a ladder, with steps numbered from 0 at the bottom to 10 at the top. The top of the 

ladder represents the best possible life for you and the bottom of the ladder represents the worst possible life 

for you. On which step of the ladder would you say you personally feel you stand at this time?  

Subjective well-being has in recent years increasingly been established as a reliable measure 

of individual well-being that provides complementary insights into the living conditions of 

individuals beyond the objective dimensions. Using the life satisfaction question as a measure of 

subjective well-being provides the advantage of using a measure which is more reflective of a 

person’s sense of living a meaningful life than other affective well-being items. It also captures a 

longer time span (World Happiness Report, 2015 [Helliwell, Layard and Sacks, 2015]; OECD, 

2013). Despite some caution regarding the use of such measures, previous empirical work has 

shown that life satisfaction measures are valid and reliable as well as comparable across people 

and countries (Krueger and Schkade, 2008; Exton, Smith and Vandendriessche, 2015). 

Other data 

Additional control variables include standard micro and macro determinants of individual 

well-being (Table 1). Individual-level data (gender, marital status, age, household income, 

education level, employment status, residence area and whether children are living in the 

household) come from the Gallup World Poll. 

 

                                                      

 
3  Countries in the SIGI are classified in five groups according to their level of gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions: very low (SIGI<0.04), low (0.04<SIGI<0.12), medium 

(0.12<SIGI<0.22), high (0.22<SIGI<0.35), and very high (SIGI>0.35). 

4  Gallup Worldwide Research continually surveys residents in more than 150 countries, representing 

more than 98% of the world’s adult population, using randomly selected, nationally representative 

samples. Gallup typically surveys 1 000 individuals in each country, using a standard set of core 

questions that has been translated into the major languages of the respective country. In some 

regions, supplementary questions are asked in addition to core questions. In many countries, the 

survey is conducted once per year, and fieldwork is generally completed in two to four weeks. 
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Table 1. Variable names, descriptions and data sources 

Variable Description Source 

Life satisfaction 
Gallup World Poll's measure of life satisfaction. Higher values indicate higher level of 

subjective well-being. 

Gallup World 

Poll (2014) 

Women Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the individual is a woman. 

Living in couple Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the individual is married or living with a partner. 

Age Age of the individual. 

Age² Age of the individual, squared and divided by 100. 

Household income Logarithm of the total income of the individual's household. 

Secondary education 
Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the highest level of education attained by the 

individual is secondary education. 

Tertiary education 
Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the highest level of education attained by the 

individual is tertiary education. 

No child Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the individual does not have any child. 

Rural 
Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the individual lives in a rural area or farm, small 

town or village. 

Employed Dummy variable taking the value 1 if the individual is employed. 

GDP 
Logarithm of the GDP per capita, defined as the gross domestic product divided by 

midyear population and expressed in constant 2005 US dollars (2012). 

WDI (World 

Bank, 2015b) 

Life expectancy Life expectancy at birth in years (2012). 

Infant mortality Mortality rate, infant (per 1 000 live births) (2012). 

Inflation Annual GDP deflator (2012).  

Employment Share of the labour force that is working (% working age population) (2012). 

Unemployment 
Share of the labour force that is without work but available for seeking employment (% 

labour force) (2012). 

Gender gap in LFP Male-to-female ratio of labour force participation (2012). 

Gender gap in 

education 
Male-to-female ratio of average years of schooling (2012). 

GINI 

The income GINI coefficient measures the deviation of income among the population 

from a perfectly equal distribution. Higher values indicate higher inequalities (latest 

available year). 

WGI 

The Worldwide Governance Indicators are a set of six indicators measuring six 

dimensions of governance: rule of law, government effectiveness, voice and 

accountability, political stability and absence of violence/terrorism, regulatory quality 

and control of corruption. Higher values indicate greater strength (2012 estimates).  

WGI (World 

Bank, 2015c) 

Average years of 

schooling 
Average years of schooling attained for population aged 15 and over and by sex (2010). 

Barro and Lee 

(2013) 

Civil liberties 
The Civil Liberties index measuring the freedom of expression, assembly, association and 

religion. Higher values indicate smaller degree of freedom (2012). 

Freedom 

house (2012) 

SIGI 
The Social Institutions and Gender Index for the year 2012. Higher values indicate higher 

levels of discrimination. 

GID-DB 

(OECD, 2014b) 

Latitude Distance from the equator in degrees. 
CEPII (2014) 

Landlocked Dummy variable equal to 1 if the country is landlocked. 

Ethnic A measure of ethnic fractionalisation. Alesina et al. 

(2003) Religious A measure of religious fractionalisation. 

HDI 

The Human Development Index. It measures achievement in key dimensions of human 

development: a long and healthy life, being knowledgeable and have a decent standard 

of living. Higher values indicate higher levels of development (2012). 
UNDP (2014) 

GII 

The Gender Inequality Index. It measures gender inequalities in reproductive health, 

empowerment and economic status. The higher the value the more disparities between 

females and males (2012). 

Note: The shaded areas indicate country-level variables, while the non-shaded cells indicate individual-level variables.  
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Country-level data on per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP), life expectancy, infant 

mortality, inflation, employment, unemployment, income inequalities (as measured by the GINI 

coefficient) as well as gender gaps in education and labour force participation are taken from 

World Bank’s World Development Indicators (WDI). This paper also uses the World Bank’s 

Worldwide Governance Indicators to measure the strength of countries’ governance. Data on 

total average years of schooling for the total population aged older than 15 and by sex originate 

from the Barro-Lee dataset. A measure of civil liberties is taken from the Freedom House. Ethnic 

and religious fractionalisation measures are obtained from Alesina et al. (2003). Information on 

countries’ geographic location derives from CEPII. Finally, this paper uses the Gender Inequality 

Index (GII) as well as the Human Development Index (HDI) obtained from the United Nations 

Development Programme as instruments to respectively measure gender inequality in outcomes 

and human development across countries. 

Descriptive statistics 

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for all the variables included in the analysis by world 

regions. Large regional disparities in the level of gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions occur around the world (Figure 1): the SIGI score varies between an average of 0.02 

in OECD countries and 0.33 in the MENA region.5 OECD countries are the highest performing 

countries, reflecting a tradition of sustained investments in gender equality to reduce 

discrimination in social institutions in this group of countries. Eastern Europe and Central Asia 

(EECA), Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) and East Asia and the Pacific (EAP) represent a 

second set of countries, displaying medium performances in the SIGI. On the other side of the 

spectrum, South Asia (SA), Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and the Middle East and North Africa 

(MENA) regions suffer high levels of gender-based discrimination in their social institutions. 

                                                      

 
5  Regions are defined as follows: East Asia and the Pacific (EAP) includes Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Myanmar, People's Republic of China, Philippines, Thailand, Timor-Leste and 

Viet Nam; Eastern Europe and Central Asia (EECA) includes Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Serbia, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan; Latin America and the 

Caribbean (LAC) includes Argentina, Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Panama, 

Paraguay, Peru, Plurinational State of Bolivia, and Trinidad and Tobago; OECD includes Belgium, Czech 

Republic, France, Italy, Slovenia, Spain, Turkey; Middle East and North Africa (MENA) includes Egypt, Iraq, 

Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia and Yemen; South Asia (SA) includes Afghanistan, 

Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka; and Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) includes Angola, 

Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Côte d'Ivoire, Democratic Republic of 

the Congo, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, 

Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, Senegal, 

Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Togo, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia and 

Zimbabwe. 
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Figure 1. SIGI scores by region

 

Notes: This figure presents the average SIGI scores by region. Higher SIGI values indicate higher inequality: the SIGI ranges from 0 for 

very low discrimination to 1 for very high discrimination. The regions are: Middle East and North Africa (MENA), Sub-Saharan 

Africa (SSA), South Asia (SA), East Asia and the Pacific (EAP), Eastern Europe and Central Asia (EECA) and Latin America and the 

Caribbean (LAC). This regional classification excludes Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries, 

which are represented as a stand-alone group. 

Source: OECD (2014b), Gender, Institutions and Development Database. 

Table 2 further points to the regional disparities in well-being. On average sub-Saharan 

Africans are the least satisfied with their life with an average score of 4.1, followed by South 

Asians (4.5) and Middle Easterners and North Africans (4.8). Individuals living in OECD 

countries score highest on the life satisfaction scale, with an average level of 6.3. Interestingly, 

high heterogeneity occurs in each region as shown by the high regional standard deviations.  

Looking at simple bivariate relationships, Figure 2 emphasises the negative correlation 

between gender-based discriminatory social institutions and regional levels of life satisfaction 

(correlation coefficient of -0.72, significant at 10% level). Thus, countries having the most satisfied 

populations have also shown, at least partially, more success in removing gender-based 

discrimination from their social institutions than regions hosting the most unsatisfied 

population. 

Regional disparities in demographic and socio-economic outcomes are also depicted in 

Table 2. Data on country-level variables likely explain part of the regional disparities in life 

satisfaction. OECD countries for instance – scoring highest on average in subjective well-being - are 

the wealthiest (GDP per capita of USD 25 180), followed by EECA countries (USD 3 720) and LAC 

(USD 3 670). Similarly, individuals living in OECD countries enjoy the longest life expectancy at 

birth (80 years compared to 69 at the global level), benefit from better human development (0.857 

compared to 0.628 at the global level), civil liberties (1 compared to 4 at the global level) and a 

greater distribution of income (GINI coefficient equal to 35 compared to 40 at the global level), 

while gender disparities in outcomes, such as in health, empowerment and economic status are the 

lowest in the world (GII equal to 0.113). It is however worth noticing that the level of 

unemployment in OECD countries is among the highest in the world, with 11.5% of the active 
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population without work, along with EECA and MENA countries (13.7% and 13.3%, respectively). 

At the bottom of the life satisfaction scale, in SSA, the sample population is on average younger, 

poorer, less educated and more likely to have children and to live in rural areas. 

Figure 2. Bivariate correlations between gender-based discriminatory social institutions and 

well-being 

 

Note: This figure presents the negative correlation between national level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions and 

subjective well-being. 

Source: Authors’ calculations. 

Gender gaps in education also differ widely between regions. OECD countries again 

perform well, though preceded by EECA where this gap is almost closed (1.01) and LAC (1.04). 

Disparities between women and men in SA, however, remain high: for every 100 girls enrolled in 

secondary education there are 158 enrolled boys. Interestingly, gender gaps in labour force 

participation persist in every region, but to different extents: male labour force participation is 

1.23 times higher than the female counterpart in EAP, compared to 3.61 in MENA. This 

persistence in gender gaps attests to the global nature of gender inequality irrespective of levels 

of income or development: eliminating discrimination requires national commitments and 

priorities, and cannot just result from GDP and economic growth. 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics 

Variable EAP EECA LAC MENA OECD SA SSA World 

Life satisfaction 5.43 5.23 5.97 4.83 6.33 4.55 4.08 5.09 

Women 0.56 0.41 0.57 0.49 0.52 0.50 0.49 0.53 

Living in couple 0.72 0.58 0.52 0.63 0.62 0.72 0.51 0.59 

Age 44 45 41 36 46 37 34 40 

Household income 17785 12289 9373 15673 34457 5309 5341 13028 

Secondary education 0.38 0.58 0.50 0.49 0.64 0.35 0.40 0.48 

Tertiary education 0.14 0.22 0.10 0.14 0.23 0.06 0.04 0.12 

No child 0.51 0.59 0.43 0.34 0.63 0.31 0.24 0.42 

Rural 0.62 0.64 0.60 0.41 0.53 0.81 0.74 0.65 

Employed 0.65 0.51 0.52 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.60 0.54 

GDP per capita (USD) 2,545  3,724  3,677  3,045  25,182  1,056  1,179  5,269 

Life expectancy 73 73 74 72 80 67 58 69 

Infant mortality 19 15 19 22 5 42 57 29 

Inflation 4 9 6 5 2 8 9 7 

Employment 69.0  50.4  62.1  39.4  48.1  58.2  66.9  58.8  

Unemployment 4.0 13.7 6.6 13.3 11.5 4.2 8.2 8.8 

Gender gap in LFP 1.23 1.27 1.51 3.61 1.40 2.52 1.25 1.57 

Gender gap in education 1.09 1.01 1.04 1.30 1.06 1.58 1.31 1.18 

GINI 40  33  51  34  35  33  43  40  

WGI -0.55 -0.31 -0.39 -0.84 0.79 -0.63 -0.69 -0.38 

Average years of 

schooling 7 11 8 7 10 6 5 8 

Civil liberties 5 3 3 5 1 4 4 4 

SIGI 0.137 0.107 0.071 0.330 0.022 0.269 0.279 0.172 

Latitude 28.2  45.2  0.9  30.7  45.2  26.5  0.2  21.3  

Landlocked 0.1  0.4  0.1  0.0  0.1  0.3  0.3  0.2  

Ethnic 0.29  0.40  0.38  0.28  0.24  0.39  0.66  0.43  

Religious 0.39  0.48  0.23  0.29  0.31  0.20  0.57  0.40  

HDI 0.681 0.733 0.698 0.672 0.857 0.579 0.479 0.648 

GII 0.307 0.264 0.455 0.507 0.113 0.536 0.581 0.408 

Notes: Standard deviations are in parenthesis. These values only include the 94 countries in our sample that are ranked in the 2014 

edition of the SIGI and belong to the 2014 Gallup Word Poll sample. Household income is expressed in international dollars. GDP is 

expressed per capita, in constant 2005 USD. Infant mortality is the infant mortality rate per 1 000 live births. The regions are East Asia 

and the Pacific (EAP), Eastern Europe and Central Asia (EECA), Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), Middle East and North 

Africa (MENA), South Asia (SA) and Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). This regional classification excludes Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) countries, which are represented as a stand-alone group.  

Sources: Authors' calculations based on Gallup World Poll (2014); World Bank (2015b); World Bank (2015c); CEPII (2014); Alesina et 

al. (2003); Barro and Lee (2013); Freedom house (2014); UNDP (2014) and OECD (2014b). 
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V. EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

The links between gender-based discriminatory social institutions and national 

subjective well-being  

First, we explore the relationship between gender-based discriminatory social institutions 

and subjective well-being at the national level. In particular, we estimate equation 1 with country 

level average of life satisfaction as the dependent variable (Model 1) as an average for the full 

population (Table 3), then as the female average (Table A.1 in Annex A), and finally for the male 

average life satisfaction (Table A.2 in Annex A).  

Across all specifications, country average levels of life satisfaction decrease with the country’s 

level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions: the population is on average happier 

when living in countries where women and men are treated more equally by their social 

institutions. These findings are robust to the inclusion of various country-level controls, such as 

macroeconomic, development and governance indicators, cultural and geographic characteristics, 

as well as income inequality and gender gaps in outcomes. To provide a quantitative assessment of 

these results, for example, using Table 3 column 7, a one-unit increase in the SIGI representing a 

country’s social transformative change required to move from a situation with perfectly 

discriminatory social institutions (SIGI=1) to a situation of perfect parity (SIGI=0) would induce an 

increase of 0.4 on average at the country level in the ladder of life satisfaction (0-10 scale).  

Interestingly, the SIGI’s effect does not vary by gender: differences between SIGI’s coefficients in 

Tables A.1 and A.2 in Annex A are not significant. It means that gender discrimination negatively 

affects both female and male subjective well-being. Thus, from a life satisfaction perspective, policies 

promoting gender parity in social institutions would equally benefit men and women. 

Including controls for gender inequality in outcomes, such as the GII or measures of gender 

gaps in labour force participation, or in education, does not affect the significance of our results 

despite reducing the SIGI’s coefficient. This finding suggests first of all that gender inequality is 

negatively correlated with a country’s average levels of subjective well-being beyond outcomes, 

emphasising the key role of non-discriminatory social institutions for happiness. Second, it 

implies that the underlying drivers of gender inequality, captured by the SIGI, affect subjective 

well-being both directly and indirectly through their negative influence on gender gaps in 

outcomes (for more details on this relationship see Ferrant and Nowacka, 2015 or Ferrant and 

Kolev, 2016). The SIGI’s coefficients presented in Table 3 estimate the net effect filtered from the 

SIGI’s effect on gender gaps in outcomes. In that sense, they represent a conservative lower bond 

estimate of the effect of SIGI and the subjective well-being reduction associated with gender-

based discrimination in social institutions estimated in the next section is underestimated. 
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Table 3. Country level relationship between the SIGI index and average life satisfaction  

  Dependent variable : life satisfaction 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

SIGI -4.051*** -1.685*** -0.546** -0.109** -0.259** -0.416** -0.404** -0.284** -0.207** -0.278** 

  (0.524) (0.564) (0.239) (0.046) (0.111) (0.180) (0.191) (0.118) (0.107) (0.126) 

GDP   0.461*** 0.490*** 0.323*** 0.371*** 0.374*** 0.284** 

 

0.361** 0.362** 

    (0.066) (0.097) (0.094) (0.136) (0.136) (0.135) 

 

(0.138) (0.138) 

Inflation   

 

0.004 

 

-0.017 -0.017 -0.020 

 

-0.011 -0.011 

    

 

(0.004) 

 

(0.025) (0.025) (0.024) 

 

(0.029) (0.029) 

Unemployment   

 
 

 

-0.010 -0.010 -0.009 

 

-0.014 -0.014 

    

   

(0.019) (0.019) (0.018) 

 

(0.021) (0.021) 

Life expectancy   

  

0.072*** 0.093*** 0.094*** 0.099*** 

 

0.092*** 0.092*** 

    

  

(0.022) (0.032) (0.033) (0.029) 

 

(0.031) (0.032) 

Infant mortality   

  

0.010 0.013 0.013 -0.020* 

 

-0.012 0.012 

    

  

(0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) 

 

(0.013) (0.013) 

Average schooling   

  

-0.029 0.052 0.058 -0.012 

 

0.051 0.051 

    

  

(0.052) (0.051) (0.049) (0.059) 

 

(0.051) (0.053) 

WGI   

   

-0.243 -0.184 -0.183 

 

-0.259 -0.253 

    

   

(0.274) (0.291) (0.297) 

 

(0.309) (0.341) 

Latitude   

   

-0.004 -0.003 -0.000 

 

0.002 0.002 

    

   

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

 

(0.006) (0.006) 

Landlocked   

   

0.153 0.173 0.083 

 

0.144 0.146 

    

   

(0.189) (0.213) (0.166) 

 

(0.203) (0.232) 

Gender gap in LFP   

     

-0.110 

  

  

    

     

(0.127) 

  

  

Gender gap in 

education 

  

     

-1.206*** 

  

  

  

     

(0.432) 

  

  

GII   

    

0.520 

   

0.055 

    

    

(1.378) 

   

(1.542) 

GINI   

      

-0.020** -0.023 0.023 

    

      

(0.009) (0.016) (0.018) 

Employment   

 

0.003 

      

  

    

 

(0.007) 

      

  

HDI   

      

5.039*** 

 

  

    

      

(0.723) 

 

  

Culture   
   

   
 

  

Civil liberties   
   

   
 

  

Regional dummies           

Constant 5.729*** 1.829*** 1.401 -2.213 -4.911* -5.190* -2.964 1.062 -5.561** -5.586* 

  (0.142) (0.578) (1.199) (1.786) (2.648) (2.854) (2.282) (0.762) (2.730) (2.830) 

Observations 94 90 90 90 90 83 79 89 87 87 

R-squared 0.324 0.540 0.542 0.640 0.790 0.791 0.827 0.566 0.786 0.786 

Note: Linear regression, robust clustered standard errors in parenthesis. *significant at 10% level, **significant at 5% level, 

***significant at 1% level. Culture includes religion and ethnic fractionalisation. Civil liberties include the seven levels of the freedom 

house index, minus level 1 that was omitted. 

The links between gender-based discriminatory social institutions and individual 

subjective well-being  

In order to test the robustness of the previous results and rely on individual variation in life 

satisfaction, this paper further estimates the effect of gender-based discriminatory social 

institutions on individuals’ well-being using Model 2 and equation 2, where the dependent 

variable is the individual level of life satisfaction. This model includes the SIGI as an 
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independent variable, as well as individual-level and country-level covariates in a linear 

regression (Table 4).  

Table 4. SIGI and individual subjective well-being 

  Dependent variable : life satisfaction 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SIGI -1.900*** -0.833*** -0.310** -0.539** -0.427** -0.263** -0.157** -0.154** -0.051** 

  (0.285) (0.222) (0.139) (0.214) (0.192) (0.104) (0.075) (0.061) (0.022) 

Women 0.156*** 0.158*** 0.153*** 0.183*** 0.168*** 0.167*** 0.161*** 0.171*** 0.169*** 

  (0.032) (0.031) (0.030) (0.031) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.028) (0.027) 

Living in couple 0.177*** 0.197*** 0.193*** 0.147*** 0.159*** 0.157*** 0.156*** 0.170*** 0.169*** 

  (0.034) (0.036) (0.032) (0.031) (0.026) (0.025) (0.027) (0.026) (0.026) 

Age -0.036*** -0.042*** -0.041*** -0.046*** -0.044*** -0.044*** -0.045*** -0.045*** -0.045*** 

  (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Age² 0.029*** 0.033*** 0.032*** 0.038*** 0.038*** 0.038*** 0.038*** 0.039*** 0.039*** 

  (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) 

Household income 0.307*** 0.246*** 0.255*** 0.223*** 0.259*** 0.259*** 0.261*** 0.254*** 0.253*** 

  (0.027) (0.026) (0.026) (0.027) (0.028) (0.028) (0.026) (0.028) (0.028) 

Secondary education 0.438*** 0.386*** 0.407*** 0.424*** 0.389*** 0.387*** 0.390*** 0.397*** 0.395*** 

  (0.067) (0.062) (0.058) (0.044) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.040) (0.040) 

Tertiary education 0.834*** 0.761*** 0.785*** 0.791*** 0.819*** 0.821*** 0.802*** 0.809*** 0.811*** 

  (0.102) (0.089) (0.080) (0.071) (0.058) (0.059) (0.058) (0.061) (0.061) 

No child 0.145*** 0.077 0.071 0.081* 0.118*** 0.114*** 0.120*** 0.125*** 0.119*** 

  (0.046) (0.047) (0.044) (0.045) (0.034) (0.032) (0.031) (0.034) (0.033) 

Rural -0.124*** -0.085** -0.089** -0.098** -0.140*** -0.142*** -0.134*** -0.133*** -0.136*** 

  (0.041) (0.042) (0.039) (0.048) (0.040) (0.040) (0.037) (0.042) (0.042) 

Employed 0.041 0.090** 0.048 0.149*** 0.117*** 0.114*** 0.111*** 0.109*** 0.105*** 

  (0.050) (0.042) (0.037) (0.037) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.036) 

SIGI*Women 0.337 0.384 0.351 0.494 0.149 0.141 0.192 0.114 0.101 

  (0.225) -0.33 (0.231) -0.457 (0.223) (0.223) (0.209) (0.235) (0.233) 

GII 

     

-0.509 

  

-0.822 

  

     

(0.998) 

  

(0.997) 

Gender gap in LFP 

      

-0.006 

 

  

  

      

(0.084) 

 

  

Gender gap in 

education       

-1.190*** 

 

  

      

(0.326) 

 

  

GINI 

       

-0.021 -0.024* 

  

       

(0.013) (0.014) 

Culture 
  

    

Civil liberties 
  

    

Development 

indicators 


 
     

Geography 
  

    

Governance 
  

    

Macro indicators         

Regional dummies         

Constant 3.480*** 2.042*** 0.401 -0.251 -4.730** -4.487** -3.667* -5.225** -4.878** 

  (0.333) (0.481) (0.986) (1.697) (2.151) (2.166) (1.843) (2.187) (2.155) 

Note: Linear regression. * significant at 10% level, **significant at 5% level, ***significant at 1% level. Age² refers to the variable Age, 

squared and divided by 100. The highest education level attained was omitted when equal to elementary. Culture includes ethnic 

fractionalisation and religion. Civil liberties includes the seven levels of the freedom house index, minus level 1 that was omitted. 

Development indicators includes life expectancy, infant mortality and average years of schooling. Geography includes latitude and 

landlocked. Governance includes the World Governance Index. Macro indicators includes GDP, inflation and unemployment. 
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Here again, we observe that higher levels of gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions are associated with lower levels of subjective well-being, whether for the whole 

population (Table 4), for women (Table B.1 in Annex B), or for men only (Table B.2 in Annex B). 

Interestingly, the SIGI’s effect does not vary by gender: the differences between SIGI’s 

coefficients in Tables B.1 and B.2 are again not significant. This negative relationship remains 

significant when controlling for standard macro and micro determinants of individual subjective 

well-being. Similarly, the results are robust to estimator changes: using linear (OLS) or non-linear 

(ordered probit) does not affect the significance of our findings (Table B.3 in Annex B). To 

provide a quantitative assessment of these results, using Table 4 column 7, a one-unit increase in 

the SIGI (as explained above, representing a country’s social transformative change required to 

move from a situation with perfectly discriminatory social institutions to a situation of perfect 

parity) would induce an increase of 0.157 on average at the individual level in the ladder of life 

satisfaction (0-10 scale). This is quite large when comparing with the effect of life events such as 

getting married or becoming widowed that are known to be important determinants of life 

satisfaction. For instance, Lucas et al. (2003) found that getting married boosted individual 

subjective well-being by 0.115 points, while becoming a widow(er) led to a 0.697 point drop. 



The pursuit of happiness: Does gender parity in social institutions matter? 
 

DEV/DOC/WKP(2017)3 

26  © OECD 2017 

VI. MEASURING THE COST OF GENDER-BASED DISCRIMINATION 

FOR SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING 

We have previously found a negative relationship between subjective well-being and 

gender-based discrimination while controlling for gender inequality in outcomes. We now use 

the SIGI’s coefficients from Model 1 first to quantify the loss in subjective well-being associated 

with the current level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions and second to 

estimate the gains, in terms of increased level of life satisfaction that could be achieved with 

greater gender parity. 

The well-being reduction associated with gender-based discriminatory social institutions is 

obtained by comparing the actual situation (business-as-usual) to an ideal one where gender-

based discriminatory social institutions have been eliminated (SIGI=0).6 

The well-being reduction for individual i in country j associated with gender-based 

discriminatory social institutions is simulated as follows (equation 4):  

𝑆𝑊𝐵 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑗 = 𝑌𝑖𝑗
∗ − 𝑌𝑖𝑗

𝑡                        (4) 

where 𝑌𝑖𝑗
∗  represents the predicted level of subjective well-being for individual i in country j 

in an ideal setting where all gender-based discriminations have been eliminated (all other 

variables being at their observed values) and 𝑌𝑖𝑗
𝑡  the predicted level of individual subjective well-

being. Simulations are carried out using equation 2 and relying on individual-level variations in 

life satisfaction. Three specifications have been used to provide three estimates of the reduction 

in well-being associated with gender-based discriminatory social institutions (see Table 4 

columns 7, 8 and 9). 

Using as a benchmark an ideal world with perfect gender parity in social institutions (SIGI = 

0) and weighting according to country populations, the current level of discrimination is 

estimated to induce a decline in the world average level of life satisfaction of 0.23 in the 0-10 scale 

of life satisfaction, representing 4.4% of the current level of global subjective well-being (Table 5). 

                                                      

 
6  Results from Model 2 (cross-country analysis and linear regressions) are used to estimate countries’ 

reduction and improvement in subjective well-being associated with gender-based discrimination in 

social institutions.  In equation 4, ∝2 can be interpreted as the marginal effect, which corresponds to 

the country’s average level of subjective well-being changes when the SIGI changes from 0 to 1, 

holding all other variables in the equation constant (i.e. partial derivative).  
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Regional disparities in well-being reductions associated with gender-based discriminatory 

social institutions are large (Figure 3). Given our linear approach, the higher the SIGI, the higher 

the decline in absolute life satisfaction7, with the highest reduction found in the Middle East and 

North African, sub-Saharan African and South Asian countries. The largest regional variation is 

found in sub-Saharan Africa, ranging from 0.06 points in the life satisfaction scale in South Africa 

to 0.6 points in Mali or South Sudan.  

Figure 3. Reduction in subjective well-being associated with current levels of gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions 

  

Note: This figure presents the reduction in self-reported level of life satisfaction associated with current levels of gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions in absolute terms. For each region, countries included in the estimation are the following: East 

Asia and the Pacific (EAP) includes Cambodia, Indonesia, Mongolia, People's Republic of China, Philippines and Thailand; Eastern 

Europe and Central Asia (EECA) includes Albania, Armenia, Bulgaria, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Tajikistan and 

Ukraine; Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) includes Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, 

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru and Plurinational State 

of Bolivia; OECD includes Belgium, Italy, Slovenia, Spain and Turkey; Middle East and North Africa (MENA) includes Egypt, Iraq, 

Jordan and Tunisia ; South Asia (SA) includes Afghanistan, Bangladesh, India, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka; and Sub-Saharan 

Africa (SSA) includes Benin, Burundi, Cameroon, Côte d'Ivoire, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Namibia, 

Niger, Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan, Togo, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania and 

Zambia. 

Source: Authors’ calculations. 

In contrast, smaller reductions can be found in other regions of the world: 2.8% in East Asia 

and the Pacific (EAP) and 1.1% in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC). In OECD countries, 

where average levels of gender-based discrimination in social institutions are very low, the 

decline represents 0.8% of the current level of life satisfaction.  

                                                      

 
7  Only individuals having the full set of control variables are included in the sample for simulation. To 

allow comparisons across predicted values, the country sample is always the same (see note Figure 3 

for the detailed list of countries). 
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Interestingly, the poorest countries have the highest reduction in subjective well-being: up to 

8.1% in low-income countries compared to 4.2% in middle-income countries and 0.2% in high-

income countries (Table 5). Similarly variations across countries are huge and reflect disparities 

in levels of gender-based discrimination: in Niger and South Sudan for example the reduction in 

life satisfaction is estimated to reach up to 13% and 15%, respectively compared to less than 1% 

in Belgium. 

Table 5. Well-being reduction associated with current levels of gender-based discrimination in 

social institutions 

 

Reduction Representativity 

of sample 

 

Absolute  Relative  

World average 0.23 4.41% 66.9% 

EAP average 0.16 2.78% 88.8% 

EECA average 0.12 2.45% 27.9% 

LAC average 0.07 1.11% 86.9% 

MENA average 0.42 8.69% 34.8% 

OECD average 0.05 0.85% 15.5% 

SA average 0.33 7.32% 99.9% 

SSA average 0.32 7.46% 46.7% 

High-income 0.01 0.17% 9.8% 

Middle-income 0.22 4.21% 83.7% 

Low-income 0.35 8.14% 55% 

Note: This table presents the well-being absolute and relative reduction associated with gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions weighted by the regional/income population represented in the sample. The reduction is based on the specification 

displayed in Table 4, column 7. 

Source: Authors’ calculations. 

Looking at the distribution of subjective well-being, the regional differences in changes 

associated with the eradication of gender-based discrimination in social institutions can perhaps 

best be grasped by studying the proportion of the population reporting low (less than 4 on the 

life satisfaction scale), medium (4 or 5) and high (higher than 5) scores (Figure 4). We can for 

instance see that while there is a large difference when pooling all countries, with a share of 

“unhappy” population decreasing from 14% to 5%, this gap becomes even more pronounced 

when looking at the MENA (going from 19% to 2%) and the South Asia (29% to 8%) regions. 

Conversely, the share of highly satisfied individuals triples in MENA.  
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Figure 4. Proportion of population reporting low, medium and high well-being according to 

the level of gender-based discrimination in social institutions 

 

Note: This figure presents the proportion of population (weighted by population) falling into three categories: those reporting less 

than 4 on the satisfaction with life scale, those reporting 4 or 5, and those reporting higher well-being than 5, based on the predictions 

obtained from the specification displayed in Table 4 column 7. 

Source: Authors’ calculations. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

Gender-based discrimination in social institutions has recently been estimated to be a 

burden for economic growth beyond its effect on gender inequality in outcomes. Yet, as there are 

inherent limits to using standard economic indicators such as GDP as a measure of social 

progress, it is equally important to assess the impact of gender inequality on other measures of 

well-being. Using subjective well-being indicators, for instance, can allow for a broader 

perspective of the consequences of complex development phenomena such as gender-based 

discrimination in social institutions. 

In this paper, we provide the evidence that gender-based discrimination in social 

institutions, measured by the OECD Development Centre’s SIGI, matters for the pursuit of 

happiness. Our analysis showed two main findings. First, discriminatory social institutions are 

associated with a decrease in individual and national well-being, for both women and men: life 

satisfaction is higher in countries where women and men are treated more equally. Second, 

current levels of gender-based discrimination in social institutions impose an important levy on 

happiness, leading to an estimated subjective well-being gap of up to 4.4%; while treating 

equally women and men would decrease the share of “unhappy” population from 14% to 5%.  

All in all, these results underscore the potential improvement in life satisfaction that men 

and women throughout the world could experience with gender parity in social institutions. 

From a policy perspective, they bear several implications.  

First, interventions that directly tackle gender discrimination in social institutions are 

needed for improving both men and women’s levels of life satisfaction. While discussing specific 

policy options goes beyond the scope of this paper, the SIGI 2014 report (OECD, 2014a) provides 

examples of how social institutions can be transformed through gender-responsive and gender-

transformative policies and interventions. 

Second, as discriminatory social institutions seem to represent a significant burden on 

subjective well-being in low-income countries, unlocking this potential for better lives could be 

particularly beneficial for the world’s least developed countries. Looking forward, further 

research could be undertaken to identify which types of discriminatory social institutions may 

have the most detrimental effects on life satisfaction and which specific interventions should thus 

be pursued. 
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ANNEX A:  

Assessing the effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on 

the national level of subjective well-being 

Table A.1. Assessing the effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on the 

national female level of subjective well-being 

  Dependent variable : female life satisfaction 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
SIGI -3.958*** -0.450** -0.390** -0.596** -0.182** -0.459** -0.531** -0.250** -0.301** 
  (0.560) (0.184) (0.161) (0.244) (0.075) (0.188) (0.218) (0.102) (0.123) 
GDP   0.484*** 0.497*** 0.337*** 0.404*** 0.409*** 0.307** 0.391*** 0.396*** 
    (0.068) (0.099) (0.101) (0.143) (0.142) (0.142) (0.143) (0.142) 
Inflation   

 
0.003 

 
-0.020 -0.020 -0.024 -0.014 -0.015 

    
 

(0.004) 
 

(0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.030) (0.030) 
Unemployment   

   
-0.012 -0.011 -0.012 -0.017 -0.017 

    
   

(0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.021) (0.021) 
Life expectancy   

  
0.079*** 0.095*** 0.096*** 0.099*** 0.094*** 0.094*** 

    
  

(0.023) (0.034) (0.035) (0.031) (0.033) (0.034) 
Infant mortality   

  
-0.010 -0.013 -0.013 -0.021* -0.012 -0.012 

    
  

(0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.014) 
Average schooling   

  
-0.037 0.059 0.070 -0.010 0.060 0.065 

    
  

(0.055) (0.053) (0.052) (0.063) (0.054) (0.056) 
WGI   

   
-0.383 -0.279 -0.314 -0.412 -0.366 

    
   

(0.289) (0.301) (0.310) (0.321) (0.347) 
Latitude   

   
-0.003 -0.001 0.001 0.003 0.003 

    
   

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) 
Landlocked   

   
0.134 0.168 0.058 0.128 0.146 

    
   

(0.203) (0.229) (0.179) (0.222) (0.253) 
Gender gap in LFP   

     
-0.147 

 
  

    
     

(0.128) 
 

  
Gender gap in 

education 

  

     

-1.330*** 

 

  

  

     

(0.466) 

 

  

GII   
    

-0.915 
  

-0.404 
    

    
(1.437) 

  
(1.569) 

GINI   
      

-0.026 -0.025 
    

      
(0.018) (0.020) 

Employment   
 

0.001 
     

  
    

 
(0.008) 

     
  

Culture   
   

    

Civil liberties   
   

    

Regional dummies         

Constant 5.729*** 1.829*** 1.401 -2.213 -4.911* -5.190* -2.964 1.062 -5.561** 

  (0.142) (0.578) (1.199) (1.786) (2.648) (2.854) (2.282) (0.762) (2.730) 

Observations 94 90 90 90 90 83 79 89 87 
R-squared 0.324 0.540 0.542 0.640 0.790 0.791 0.827 0.566 0.786 

Note: Linear regression, robust clustered standard errors in parenthesis. *significant at 10% level, **significant at 5% level, 

***significant at 1% level. Culture includes religion and ethnic fractionalisation. Regressions were performed on the female sub-

sample of the population only. Civil liberties includes the seven levels of the freedom house index, minus level 1 that was omitted. 
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Table A.2. Assessing the effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on the 

national male level of subjective well-being 

  Dependent variable : male life satisfaction 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SIGI -4.127*** -0.911*** -0.694** -0.406** -0.369** -0.382** -0.500** -0.200** -0.163** 

  (0.510) (0.269) (0.277) (0.161) (0.146) (0.147) (0.198) (0.079) (0.065) 

GDP   0.437*** 0.482*** 0.310*** 0.342** 0.342** 0.267* 0.336** 0.331** 

    (0.065) (0.097) (0.090) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.141) (0.139) 

Inflation   

 

0.005 

 

-0.012 -0.012 -0.013 -0.005 -0.005 

    

 

(0.004) 

 

(0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.028) (0.029) 

Unemployment   

   

-0.008 -0.008 -0.007 -0.012 -0.012 

    

   

(0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.021) (0.022) 

Life expectancy   

  

0.063*** 0.089*** 0.090*** 0.096*** 0.088*** 0.087*** 

    

  

(0.022) (0.031) (0.032) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030) 

Infant mortality   

  

-0.009 -0.013 -0.013 -0.019* -0.011 -0.011 

    

  

(0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) 

Average schooling   

  

-0.020 0.040 0.041 -0.017 0.036 0.032 

    

  

(0.049) (0.050) (0.049) (0.056) (0.049) (0.051) 

WGI   

   

-0.077 -0.072 -0.028 -0.078 -0.120 

    

   

(0.278) (0.303) (0.303) (0.319) (0.360) 

Latitude   

   

-0.005 -0.005 -0.002 -0.000 -0.000 

    

   

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Landlocked   

   

0.173 0.174 0.109 0.160 0.143 

    

   

(0.182) (0.202) (0.161) (0.191) (0.217) 

Gender gap in LFP   

     

-0.071 

 

  

    

     

(0.137) 

 

  

Gender gap in 

education   

     

-1.059** 

 

  

    

     

(0.423) 

 

  

GII   

    

-0.042 

  

-0.366 

    

    

(1.410) 

  

(1.600) 

GINI   

      

-0.020 0.022 

    

      

(0.014) (0.016) 

Employment   

 

0.004 

     

  

    

 

(0.007) 

     

  

Culture   
   

ü ü ü ü ü 

Civil liberties   
   

ü ü ü ü ü 

Regional dummies         

Constant 5.717*** 2.026*** 1.351 -1.476 -4.301* -4.324 -2.712 -4.868* -4.708* 

  (0.139) (0.575) (1.200) (1.805) (2.522) (2.698) (2.306) (2.535) (2.594) 

Observations 94 90 90 90 90 83 79 87 87 

R-squared 0.351 0.555 0.559 0.636 0.782 0.782 0.813 0.776 0.776 

Note: Linear regression, robust clustered standard errors in parenthesis. *significant at 10% level, **significant at 5% level, 

***significant at 1% level. Culture includes religion and ethnic fractionalisation. Regressions were performed on the male sub-sample 

of the population only. Civil liberties includes the seven levels of the freedom house index, minus level 1 that was omitted.  
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ANNEX B:  

The effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions  

on individual levels of subjective  

Table B.1. The effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on female individual 

levels of subjective well-being 

  Dependent variable : life satisfaction 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
SIGI -1.314*** -0.783*** -0.648** -0.567** -0.320** -0.318** -0.547** -0.133** -0.075** 
  (0.229) (0.254) (0.260) (0.227) (0.128) (0.127) (0.219) (0.053) (0.030) 
Living in couple 0.087*** 0.098*** 0.086*** 0.067*** 0.077*** 0.077*** 0.075*** 0.084*** 0.084*** 
  (0.019) (0.020) (0.017) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) 
Age -0.014*** -0.017*** -0.016*** -0.018*** -0.020*** -0.020*** -0.020*** -0.020*** -0.020*** 
  (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Age² 0.010*** 0.011*** 0.010*** 0.014*** 0.016*** 0.016*** 0.016*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 
  (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Household income 0.144*** 0.115*** 0.117*** 0.102*** 0.122*** 0.122*** 0.124*** 0.118*** 0.118*** 
  (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) 
Secondary education 0.224*** 0.198*** 0.213*** 0.220*** 0.203*** 0.203*** 0.199*** 0.208*** 0.208*** 
  (0.039) (0.037) (0.035) (0.025) (0.022) (0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.022) 
Tertiary education 0.380*** 0.340*** 0.353*** 0.363*** 0.391*** 0.391*** 0.377*** 0.386*** 0.386*** 
  (0.059) (0.054) (0.050) (0.042) (0.032) (0.032) (0.033) (0.033) (0.034) 
No child 0.052** 0.016 0.015 0.016 0.049** 0.049** 0.052*** 0.053*** 0.052*** 
  (0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.023) (0.020) (0.019) (0.019) (0.020) (0.019) 
Rural -0.079*** -0.063*** -0.063*** -0.072*** -0.088*** -0.088*** -0.085*** -0.084*** -0.085*** 
  (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.020) (0.020) 
Employed -0.004 0.021 0.000 0.058*** 0.050*** 0.050*** 0.046** 0.047** 0.045** 
  (0.027) (0.024) (0.023) (0.022) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.020) (0.019) 
GII   

    
-0.008 

  
-0.166 

    
    

(0.496) 
  

(0.479) 
GINI   

      
-0.012* -0.012* 

    
      

(0.007) (0.007) 
Gender gap in LFP   

     
-0.014 

 
  

    
     

(0.044) 
 

  
Gender gap in 

education 

  
     

-0.621*** 
 

  
  

     
(0.172) 

 
  

Culture 
  

    

Civil liberties 
  

    

Development 

indicators 


 
     

Geography 
  

    

Governance 
  

    

Macro indicators         

Regional dummies         

Observations 47 562 45 955 45 955 38 635 37 327 37 327 37 327 35 544 35 544 

Note: Ordered probit regression for the female population of the sample, robust standard errors have been corrected for clustering 

within countries. *significant at 10% level, **significant at 5% level, ***significant at 1% level. Age² refers to the variable Age, squared 

and divided by 100. The highest education level attained was omitted when equal to elementary. Culture includes ethnic 

fractionalisation and religion. Civil liberties includes the seven levels of the freedom house index, minus level 1 that was omitted. 

Development indicators includes life expectancy, infant mortality and average years of schooling. Geography includes latitude and 

landlocked. Governance includes the World Governance Index. Macro indicators includes GDP, inflation and unemployment. 
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Table B.2. The effect of gender-based discriminatory social institutions on male individual 

levels of subjective well-being 

  Dependent variable : life satisfaction 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SIGI -

1.444*** 

-

0.972*** 

-

0.850*** 

-

0.867*** 

-0.385** -0.226** -0.587** -0.220** 0.023** 

  (0.201) (0.225) (0.223) (0.282) (0.172) (0.089) (0.262) (0.105) (0.009) 

Living in couple 0.059*** 0.064*** 0.060*** 0.049*** 0.058*** 0.057*** 0.058*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 

  (0.018) (0.019) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Age -0.020*** -0.023*** -0.022*** -0.024*** -0.023*** -0.023*** -0.024*** -0.023*** -0.023*** 

  (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Age² 0.018*** 0.020*** 0.019*** 0.022*** 0.021*** 0.021*** 0.022*** 0.021*** 0.021*** 

  (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Household income 0.150*** 0.121*** 0.123*** 0.108*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.124*** 0.124*** 

  (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) 

Secondary education 0.194*** 0.170*** 0.184*** 0.176*** 0.161*** 0.161*** 0.169*** 0.164*** 0.163*** 

  (0.030) (0.028) (0.026) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) 

Tertiary education 0.415*** 0.387*** 0.395*** 0.381*** 0.386*** 0.388*** 0.388*** 0.380*** 0.381*** 

  (0.044) (0.038) (0.037) (0.034) (0.033) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.035) 

No child 0.090*** 0.059*** 0.055** 0.058*** 0.061*** 0.058*** 0.061*** 0.063*** 0.059*** 

  (0.023) (0.023) (0.022) (0.022) (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) 

Rural -0.035 -0.015 -0.016 -0.017 -0.043* -0.045* -0.040* -0.039 -0.041* 

  (0.022) (0.023) (0.022) (0.027) (0.024) (0.023) (0.023) (0.025) (0.024) 

Employed 0.061** 0.084*** 0.064*** 0.099*** 0.079*** 0.080*** 0.082*** 0.076*** 0.076*** 

  (0.028) (0.023) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) 

GII   

    

-0.473 

  

-0.620 

    

    

(0.477) 

  

(0.488) 

GINI   

      

-0.008 -0.010 

    

      

(0.006) (0.006) 

Gender gap in LFP   

     

-0.014 

 

  

    

     

(0.039) 

 

  

Gender gap in 

education 

  

     

-0.514*** 

 

  

  

     

(0.151) 

 

  

Culture 
  

    

Civil liberties 
  

    

Development 

indicators 


 

     

Geography 
  

    

Governance 
  

    

Macro indicators         

Regional dummies         

Observations 42 516 41 258 41 258 34 321 33 109 33 109 33 109 31 633 31 633 

Note: Ordered probit regression for the male population of the sample, robust standard errors have been corrected for clustering 

within countries. *significant at 10% level, **significant at 5% level, ***significant at 1% level. Age² refers to the variable Age, squared 

and divided by 100. The highest education level attained was omitted when equal to elementary. Culture includes ethnic 

fractionalisation and religion. Civil liberties includes the seven levels of the freedom house index, minus level 1 that was omitted. 

Development indicators includes life expectancy, infant mortality and average years of schooling. Geography includes latitude and 

landlocked. Governance includes the World Governance Index. Macro indicators includes GDP, inflation and unemployment. 
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Table B.3. Ordered probit estimation of Model 2 

  Dependent variable : life satisfaction 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SIGI -1.372*** -0.870*** -0.625** -0.716** -0.343** -0.269** -0.556** -0.162** -0.020** 

  (0.209) (0.232) (0.282) (0.287) (0.154) (0.108) (0.242) (0.080) (0.009) 

Women 0.075*** 0.076*** 0.073*** 0.087*** 0.081*** 0.080*** 0.078*** 0.082*** 0.081*** 

  (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) 

Living in couple 0.085*** 0.094*** 0.093*** 0.069*** 0.076*** 0.075*** 0.075*** 0.081*** 0.080*** 

  (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) 

Age -0.017*** -0.020*** -0.019*** -0.021*** -0.021*** -0.021*** -0.021*** -0.021*** -0.021*** 

  (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Age² 0.014*** 0.016*** 0.015*** 0.018*** 0.018*** 0.018*** 0.018*** 0.019*** 0.019*** 

  (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Household income 0.147*** 0.118*** 0.122*** 0.105*** 0.124*** 0.124*** 0.125*** 0.121*** 0.121*** 

  (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) 

Secondary 

education 

0.210*** 0.185*** 0.195*** 0.199*** 0.185*** 0.184*** 0.186*** 0.189*** 0.188*** 

(0.032) (0.030) (0.028) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

Tertiary education 0.397*** 0.363*** 0.375*** 0.371*** 0.391*** 0.392*** 0.384*** 0.384*** 0.386*** 

  (0.049) (0.043) (0.039) (0.035) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031) 

No child 0.070*** 0.037* 0.035* 0.037* 0.056*** 0.054*** 0.057*** 0.059*** 0.056*** 

  (0.022) (0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.016) (0.015) (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) 

Rural -0.059*** -0.041** -0.043** -0.047** -0.067*** -0.068*** -0.065*** -0.063*** -0.065*** 

  (0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.023) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.020) (0.020) 

Employed 0.020 0.043** 0.023 0.070*** 0.056*** 0.055*** 0.054*** 0.052*** 0.050*** 

  (0.024) (0.020) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

SIGI*Women 0.162 0.185 0.169 0.231 0.069 0.066 0.09 0.054 0.048 

  (0.107) -0.14 (0.111) -0.222 (0.107) (0.107) (0.101) (0.112) (0.111) 

GII   

    

-0.231 

  

-0.386 

    

    

(0.478) 

  

(0.475) 

GINI   

      

-0.010 -0.011* 

    

      

(0.006) (0.007) 

Gender gap in LFP   

     

-0.001 

 

  

 

  

     

(0.040) 

 

  

Gender gap in 

education 

  

     

-0.568*** 

 

  

  

     

(0.157) 

 

  

Culture 
   

    

Civil liberties 
   

    

Development 

indicators   
     

Geography 
   

    

Governance    
    

Macro indicators 


       

Regional dummies         

Observations 90 078 87 213 87 213 72 956 70 436 70 436 70 436 67 177 67 177 

Note: Ordered probit regression, robust standard errors have been corrected for clustering within countries. *significant at 10% level, 

**significant at 5% level, ***significant at 1% level. Age² refers to the variable Age, squared and divided by 100. The highest education 

level attained was omitted when equal to elementary. Culture includes ethnic fractionalisation and religion. Civil liberties includes 

the seven levels of the freedom house index, minus level 1 that was omitted. Development indicators includes life expectancy, infant 

mortality and average years of schooling. Geography includes latitude and landlocked. Governance includes the World Governance 

Index. Macro indicators includes GDP, inflation and unemployment.  
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