	Zeitschrift für Soziologie, Jg. 47, Heft 1, Februar 2018
	I



How working hours influence the life satisfaction of childless men and women, fathers and mothers in Germany

Online-Anhang / Online Appendix

Martin Schröder

Philipps-Universität Marburg, Institut für Soziologie, Ketzerbach 11, D-35032 Marburg; martin.schroeder@uni-marburg.de 
Content

III1.
Descriptive data


III1.1.
Figure 1: Distribution of the Independent Variable


IV1.2.
Table 1: Descriptives for Relevant Variables


VI2.
Regressions behind the main results


VI2.1.
Table 2: Random Effects, Own Working Hours


IX2.2.
Table 3: Fixed Effects, Own Changing Working Hours


XI3.
Working hours of partner


XI3.1.
Figure 2: Life satisfaction relative to partner’s work hours


XIII3.2.
Table 4: Random Effects, Working Hours of Partner


XIV3.3.
Table 5: Fixed Effects, Changing Working Hours of Partner


XV4.
Share of working hours


XVI4.1.
Table 6: Random Effects, Share of Working Hours


XVII4.2.
Table 7: Fixed Effects, Changing Share of Working Hours


XVIII4.3.
Figure 3: Life Satisfaction Relative to Own Share of Working Hours in Household


XIX5.
Household work


XX5.1.
Figure 4: Effects after Control for Hours of Housework


XXI5.2.
Figure 5: Effects after Control for Satisfaction with Household Work


XXII5.3.
Figure 6: Effects after Controlling for Hours Spent on Childcare


XXIII5.4.
Figure 7: Effects after Controlling for Satisfaction with Childcare


XXIII6.
Job characteristics


XXIV6.1.
Figure 8: Effects after Controlling for Occupational Prestige


XXV6.2.
Figure 9: Effects after Controlling for Job Satisfaction


XXVI6.3.
Figure 10: Effects for Changing Hours within the Same Job


XXVII6.4.
Figure 11: Effects for Self-Employed


XXVII7.
Education


XXVIII7.1.
Figure 12: Effects for University Graduates


XXIX7.2.
Figure 13: Effects for Non-University Graduates


XXX8.
Period and cohort effects


XXX8.1.
Figure 14: Effects after 2005


XXXI8.2.
Figure 15: Successive cohorts placed next to each other (born before 1960, born 1960s, born after 1970)


XXXIII9.
East Germany


XXXIII9.1.
Figure 16: Effects for East Germans


XXXIV10.
Desired working hours


XXXIV10.1.
Figure 17: Effects after Control for Desired Work Hours




1. Descriptive data 

1.1. Figure 1: Distribution of the Independent Variable
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1.2. Table 1: Descriptives for Relevant Variables
	Variable
	Obs
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min
	Max

	Survey year
	400,136
	2001.35
	8.81
	1984
	2015

	Life satisfaction
	400,136
	7.01
	1.8
	0
	10

	Weekly work hours
	400,136
	27.76
	20.79
	0
	100

	Change work hours
	400,136
	0.99
	12.6
	-82
	84.31

	Av. work hours individual
	400,136
	26.77
	16.7
	0
	100

	Desired Weekly Work Hours
	262,609
	34.9
	10.27
	0
	99.9

	Overtime hours
	242,079
	3.14
	6.21
	-80
	77

	Age
	400,136
	42.9
	12.34
	18
	65

	Woman
	400,136
	0.52
	0.5
	0
	1

	Unemployed
	400,136
	0.07
	0.25
	0
	1

	Maternity leave
	400,136
	0.02
	0.14
	0
	1

	Man > working hours
	231,755
	0.81
	0.39
	0
	1

	Child 0-14 in household
	400,136
	0.33
	0.47
	0
	1

	Net month income
	268,824
	1478
	1177
	0
	99,999

	Gross month income
	260,165
	2261
	1943
	0
	99,999

	East Germany
	400,136
	0.22
	0.41
	0
	1

	Education in years
	391,426
	11.93
	2.69
	7
	18

	Working hours of partner
	278,471
	27
	21
	0
	100

	Daily childcare hours
	400,136
	1.28
	3
	0
	16

	Daily housework hours
	400,136
	1.85
	1.93
	0
	16

	Satisfaction with housework 0-10
	280,949
	6.69
	2
	0
	10

	Satisfaction with leisure time 0-10
	377,205
	6.72
	2.27
	0
	10

	Satisfaction with work 0-10
	291,884
	7.02
	2.13
	0
	10

	Satisfaction with health 0-10
	399,480
	6.79
	2.19
	0
	10

	Satisfaction with childcare 0-10
	73,144
	6.77
	2.5
	0
	10

	Relationship status
	395,000
	
	
	
	

	-> Married, liv. tog.
	
	67%
	
	
	

	-> Married, liv. sep.
	
	2%
	
	
	

	-> Single
	
	21%
	
	
	

	-> Divorced
	
	8%
	
	
	

	-> Widowed
	
	2%
	
	
	

	Concerned about job security
	284,518
	
	
	
	

	-> [1] Very Concerned
	
	14%
	
	
	

	-> [2] Somewhat Concerned
	
	37%
	
	
	

	-> [3] Not Concerned At All
	
	49%
	
	
	

	Compensated For Overtime
	172,785
	
	
	
	

	-> [1] Comp. Time
	
	45%
	
	
	

	-> [2] Partly Compensated, Partly Paid
	
	23%
	
	
	

	-> [3] Paid
	
	13%
	
	
	

	-> [4] Time Not Compensated/Paid
	
	18%
	
	
	


Table 1 shows descriptive data for all variables. It shows that data reaches from 1984 to 2015 awith 400,136 observations. “Change work hours“ shows if a person works more or less working hours than her long-run average working hours. It is used to estimate the fixed “within person” effect. “Av. work hours individual“ shows the average number of working hours that a person works during all recorded years. Apparently, some people work up to 100 hours, at which the value is capped by the SOEP. 99.7 percent of all people in the sample work less than 80 working hours however (not shown here), so that such extreme values are very rare. Next, we see that people do 3.14 hours of overtime per week, with a standard deviation of 6.21. The average age of 42.1 and a share of .52 women in the sample are what is to be expected from a representative sample. The same is true for the share of .07 of unemployed in the sample and the share of .02 who is in maternity / paternity leave. In a share of .81 (or 81 percent) of all households, men work more than women and 33 percent of all households have a child between the age of 0 and 14. Net monthly income is in Euro (for all calculations, it is logged) and capped by the SOEP at 99,999 Euro. Again, these max values are extreme; 99 percent of all respondents earn less than 20,000 Euro a month. The share of people from East Germany is also approximately representative, but East Germans are slightly overrepresented by the SOEP’s design. In addition, all data should be fairly straightforward to interpret. The remaining variables are interpretable just as they are in the table and show no unusual values. I have capped childcare and housework at 16 hours, as it seems hardly possible to do more than that. However, this concerns only a minuscule proportion of all respondents, with 99.98 percent of all respondents saying that they do less than 16 hours of housework per day and 98.81 of all respondents saying that they do less than 16 hours of childcare per day. In any case, whether or not I cap this data does not influence the results. Last, I have calculated the working hours and life satisfaction of each person’s partner (when available) as controls in later regressions. The ensuing values are unremarkable. I also control satisfaction with different aspects of life. I have then listed the categorical variables of relationship status, of whether people are concerned about their job security and whether people are compensated for overtime, for which I control in a robustness test. The categorical variables sum should sum up to 100, but if they do not, this is due to rounding errors. Note however, that I do not have all cases available for some variables. Therefore, these are not always included in the main regressions, but instead used for robustness tests.

2. Regressions behind the main results

2.1. Table 2: Random Effects, Own Working Hours

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	RE
	RE control
	RE control income

	Man
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman
	0.27***
	(12.00)
	0.23***
	(5.99)
	0.51***
	(4.98)

	no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	child
	-0.13***
	(-3.85)
	-0.058
	(-1.06)
	-0.40**
	(-3.09)

	Man*no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman*child
	0.46***
	(11.81)
	0.35***
	(5.13)
	0.67***
	(4.05)

	 work hours
	0.026***
	(28.19)
	0.014***
	(15.83)
	0.0018
	(1.13)

	Woman* work hours
	-0.0069***
	(-4.93)
	-0.0030*
	(-2.40)
	0.0032
	(1.38)

	child* work hours
	0.011***
	(6.64)
	0.011***
	(6.25)
	0.0048
	(1.56)

	Woman*child* work hours
	-0.024***
	(-10.15)
	-0.015***
	(-6.18)
	-0.0089*
	(-2.04)

	 work hours* work hours
	-0.00027***
	(-18.29)
	-0.00015***
	(-11.01)
	-0.000055**
	(-2.87)

	Woman* work hours* work hours
	0.000041
	(1.62)
	0.000019
	(0.85)
	-0.000044
	(-1.37)

	child* work hours* work hours
	-0.000098***
	(-4.15)
	-0.00010***
	(-4.36)
	-0.000035
	(-1.07)

	Woman*child* work hours* work hours
	0.00022***
	(5.19)
	0.00012**
	(2.99)
	0.000066
	(1.13)

	Age
	
	
	-0.040***
	(-15.32)
	-0.042***
	(-13.26)

	Age²
	
	
	0.00052***
	(16.85)
	0.00047***
	(12.74)

	Maternity leave
	
	
	0.58
	(1.60)
	
	

	Man*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	0.14
	(0.36)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.11
	(-0.28)
	
	

	Woman*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.47
	(-1.29)
	
	

	Unemployed
	
	
	-0.62***
	(-23.62)
	
	

	Man*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.19**
	(3.26)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.14***
	(3.92)
	
	

	Woman*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.15***
	(3.56)
	
	

	Man*no child*Married, liv. tog.
	
	
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Man*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.65***
	(-15.50)
	-0.63***
	(-13.53)

	Man*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.26***
	(-14.20)
	-0.21***
	(-10.63)

	Man*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.26***
	(-8.77)
	-0.22***
	(-6.87)

	Man*no child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.31***
	(-4.19)
	-0.35***
	(-3.98)

	Man*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.49***
	(-5.87)
	-0.50***
	(-6.01)

	Man*child*Single
	
	
	-0.12***
	(-4.37)
	-0.077*
	(-2.50)

	Man*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.099
	(-1.78)
	-0.11
	(-1.94)

	Man*child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.45**
	(-2.67)
	-0.46*
	(-2.39)

	Woman*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.48***
	(-10.24)
	-0.37***
	(-7.48)

	Woman*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.22***
	(-11.86)
	-0.18***
	(-8.86)

	Woman*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.28***
	(-10.15)
	-0.18***
	(-5.92)

	Woman*no child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.37***
	(-8.79)
	-0.33***
	(-5.71)

	Woman*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.57***
	(-11.29)
	-0.53***
	(-8.67)

	Woman*child*Single
	
	
	-0.34***
	(-12.39)
	-0.30***
	(-8.75)

	Woman*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.35***
	(-9.39)
	-0.28***
	(-6.51)

	Woman*child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.42***
	(-4.50)
	-0.32**
	(-2.62)

	Man*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.31***
	(94.30)
	0.29***
	(79.84)

	Man*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(61.97)
	0.27***
	(57.55)

	Woman*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.30***
	(95.10)
	0.28***
	(73.32)

	Woman*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(67.95)
	0.26***
	(49.97)

	East Germany
	
	
	-0.47***
	(-37.48)
	-0.42***
	(-30.90)

	Man*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.18***
	(17.84)

	Man*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.23***
	(16.55)

	Woman*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(12.28)

	Woman*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.12***
	(8.97)

	Constant
	6.59***
	(376.39)
	5.66***
	(94.82)
	4.91***
	(52.65)

	sd individual
	1.24
	0.92
	0.91

	sd residual
	1.33
	1.25
	1.17

	icc
	0.47
	0.35
	0.38

	r² within
	0.013
	0.11
	0.095

	r² between
	0.028
	0.34
	0.28

	r² overall
	0.026
	0.28
	0.24

	individuals
	57627
	56030
	43745

	observations
	400136
	394354
	265123


t statistics in parentheses

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

The table shows that in all models, women are between .23 and .51 points more satisfied with life than men when all control variables are set to zero. People with children are -.13 to -.4 points less satisfied than those without children. However, this effect is only true for men, because since the interaction term of Woman*child is very significant and positive, women are .35 to .67 points more satisfied than men that live with children in the household. The effect of work hours is positive and significant in all but the last model. That means that a linear increase of working hours (controlled for a non-linear increase) increases life satisfaction, mainly because it means that with more working hours, people earn more (the last model controls for this effect). However, the interaction effect Woman*work hours shows that the life satisfaction of females gains less from a linear increase in work hours than the life satisfaction of men. Those that have a child profit more from a linear increase work hours, but again, the interaction effect Woman*child*work hours shows that women with children profit less from an increase of work hours. Model 1 and 2 show that work hours squared (effect work hours*work hours) decrease life satisfaction. This simply means that with increasing working hours, working hours eventually do not increase, but decrease life satisfaction. Next, the effect of of child*work hours*work hours shows that everyone who has children profits less from a non-linear increase in working hours and the effect of woman*child*work hours*work hours shows that this groups profits somewhat more from a non-linear increase in work hours (but suffered much more from a linear increase in work hours). Since there is a linear and a non-linear effect of working hours, which differs by gender and by children in the household, it makes more sense to look directly at the marginal effect sizes shown in the main paper, than piecing all effects together into one effect size for a certain group at a certain number of working hours. This graphical representation is given in the main paper. 

The control variables show that the linear effect of age on life satisfaction is negative, while the non-linear effect is positive. This reflects that people are least satisfied in the middle of their life. Model 2 also shows the effects of different reasons for working more or less. Generally, whether people are on parental leave has no statistically significant influence on life satisfaction. People that are unemployed are less satisfied, the different groups only differ somewhat from this main effect. The same is true for the different relationship statuses. I will not go through all of these effect sizes, but instead remark that compared to the life satisfaction of being a childless man who is married and living together, every other combination except one yields significantly less life satisfaction. I also control for how satisfaction with own health influences life satisfaction, which shows that for each group, being more satisfied with one’s own health significantly increases life satisfaction. The next variable shows that East Germans are less satisfied with their life than West Germans, a well-known finding from empirical studies. Last, Model 3 shows how, for each of the groups, more (logged) income goes together with more subjective well-being. The next table shows the same effect sizes but looks at changes of working hours, not their level. 

2.2. Table 3: Fixed Effects, Own Changing Working Hours
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	FE
	FE control
	FE control income

	Man
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman
	0.17***
	(11.48)
	0.18***
	(5.00)
	0.51***
	(5.05)

	no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	child
	0.13***
	(9.69)
	0.21***
	(5.26)
	-0.25*
	(-2.09)

	Man*no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman*child
	0.027
	(1.40)
	0.019
	(0.34)
	0.53***
	(3.34)

	Change work hours
	0.010***
	(23.99)
	0.0047***
	(11.70)
	-0.0025***
	(-4.17)

	Woman*Change work hours
	-0.00055
	(-0.85)
	0.00076
	(1.28)
	0.0029**
	(3.06)

	child*Change work hours
	0.0029***
	(3.55)
	0.0017*
	(2.05)
	0.0017
	(1.56)

	Woman*child*Change work hours
	-0.011***
	(-9.92)
	-0.0052***
	(-4.64)
	-0.0046**
	(-2.75)

	Change work hours*Change work hours
	-0.00015***
	(-8.97)
	-0.000097***
	(-6.37)
	-0.000051*
	(-2.33)

	Woman*Change work hours*Change work hours
	0.0000099
	(0.36)
	-0.000022
	(-0.92)
	-0.000013
	(-0.35)

	child*Change work hours*Change work hours
	-0.000045
	(-1.37)
	-0.000076*
	(-2.48)
	-0.000098*
	(-2.30)

	Woman*child*Change work hours*Change work hours
	0.00016**
	(3.23)
	0.00011*
	(2.41)
	0.000037
	(0.55)

	Av. work hours individual
	0.010***
	(25.78)
	0.0044***
	(12.58)
	-0.0025***
	(-4.73)

	Age
	
	
	-0.037***
	(-14.25)
	-0.042***
	(-13.30)

	Age²
	
	
	0.00047***
	(15.63)
	0.00047***
	(12.73)

	Maternity leave
	
	
	0.53
	(1.45)
	
	

	Man*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.018
	(-0.05)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.050
	(-0.13)
	
	

	Woman*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.43
	(-1.16)
	
	

	Unemployed
	
	
	-0.67***
	(-26.10)
	
	

	Man*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.0077
	(0.15)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.19***
	(5.23)
	
	

	Woman*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.19***
	(4.73)
	
	

	Man*no child*Married, liv. tog.
	
	
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Man*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.66***
	(-15.57)
	-0.63***
	(-13.56)

	Man*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.26***
	(-14.26)
	-0.21***
	(-10.67)

	Man*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.27***
	(-8.86)
	-0.22***
	(-6.92)

	Man*no child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.32***
	(-4.41)
	-0.34***
	(-3.96)

	Man*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.50***
	(-6.02)
	-0.50***
	(-6.01)

	Man*child*Single
	
	
	-0.15***
	(-5.42)
	-0.079*
	(-2.53)

	Man*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.12*
	(-2.07)
	-0.11
	(-1.91)

	Man*child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.46**
	(-2.73)
	-0.46*
	(-2.38)

	Woman*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.48***
	(-10.27)
	-0.37***
	(-7.50)

	Woman*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.22***
	(-11.83)
	-0.18***
	(-8.88)

	Woman*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.28***
	(-10.13)
	-0.17***
	(-5.85)

	Woman*no child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.36***
	(-8.64)
	-0.33***
	(-5.70)

	Woman*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.57***
	(-11.32)
	-0.53***
	(-8.65)

	Woman*child*Single
	
	
	-0.34***
	(-12.27)
	-0.30***
	(-8.71)

	Woman*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.35***
	(-9.51)
	-0.28***
	(-6.51)

	Woman*child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.41***
	(-4.45)
	-0.32**
	(-2.62)

	Man*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.31***
	(94.38)
	0.29***
	(79.71)

	Man*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.28***
	(62.69)
	0.27***
	(57.44)

	Woman*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.30***
	(95.19)
	0.28***
	(73.38)

	Woman*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(67.85)
	0.26***
	(49.95)

	East Germany
	
	
	-0.47***
	(-37.91)
	-0.42***
	(-30.54)

	Man*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.18***
	(18.54)

	Man*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.24***
	(17.10)

	Woman*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(13.91)

	Woman*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.12***
	(10.13)

	Constant
	6.72***
	(395.29)
	5.70***
	(95.68)
	4.96***
	(53.57)

	sd individual
	1.24
	0.92
	0.91

	sd residual
	1.33
	1.25
	1.17

	icc
	0.46
	0.35
	0.38

	r² within
	0.011
	0.11
	0.095

	r² between
	0.020
	0.34
	0.28

	r² overall
	0.019
	0.28
	0.24

	individuals
	57627
	56030
	43745

	observations
	400136
	394354
	265123


t statistics in parentheses

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

This table shows the same effects as the table before, with the notable exception that it uses not a random, but a fixed effects term for working hours, which shows what happens when the same person changes his or her working hours, rather than showing whether people with more or less working hours are more or less satisfied. Thus, all effects can be interpreted in the same way as in the table before, except that the effect of working hours is now the effect “change work hours.” I therefore only focus on the substantive effect of this variable. The effect size shows that overall, when the same person increases his or her work hours, then this person gains life satisfaction (effect “change work hours”). This is mainly because additional work hours yield additional net income, as the positive effect of model 1 and 2 shows, which contrasts with the negative effect of Model 3 that controls for net income. Having a child increases the positive linear effect of increased working hours, but only for men, not for women (see negative effect “Woman*child*change work hours”). The effect of increased squared working hours is negative, which means that increasing working hours by a lot decreases life satisfaction. This is not significantly more the case for women generally, but controlling for reasons of why working hours are reduced, people with children are less satisfied due to a non-linear increase of working hours than people without children. Women with children are slightly more positively affected by a non-linear increase in work hours (Model 1, effect “Woman*child*change work hours*change work hours”). Again, what the effect of increased working hours and increased working hours squared means substantively for the life satisfaction of each of the four groups is difficult to calculate, given the different interaction terms with working hours, working hours squared and each of the four groups. The figures in the main paper therefore show the substantive effect sizes of changing working hours for each of the four groups. 

Finally, the effect “Av. work hours individual” shows that people are more satisfied when the average number of working hours that they have over all years is higher, unless work hours are not accompanied by more income (Model 3). Apart from this, all effects can be interpreted in the same way as before, so I do not go through them again. 

3. Working hours of partner 

To test how own working hours influence the life satisfaction of one’s partner, the following calculations only include people in relationships whose partner lives with them. They then test how satisfied people are with their life, depending on the working hours of their partner. This reduces the sample to 40,957 respondents with 278,471 measurements of life satisfaction and working hours. Figure 2 shows how satisfied people are depending on how much their partner works. All regressions behind the effect sizes of Figure 2 are contained in Table 4 “Random effects, working hours of partner” and Table 5 “Fixed effects, changing working hours of partner” in this Online Annex. 
3.1. Figure 2: Life satisfaction relative to partner’s work hours
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The orange line with the rhombus symbol is relatively flat in all models. This indicates that the life satisfaction of fathers is virtually unaffected by how much their female partners work. The life satisfaction of childless men is almost as unaffected by the working hours of their female partners. In contrast to the life satisfaction for men, the lines that represent the life satisfaction of childless women and mothers increase steeply when their partners work more. This happens with a decreasing slope, so that the life satisfaction of childless women is highest when their partners work full time hours or even more. The fixed effects models (lower graphs) corroborate these results. An average father does not gain or lose life satisfaction when his partner increases or decreases her working hours. In contrast, everyone else gains life satisfaction when his or her partner works more than during a usual year. Women with and without children gain more satisfaction than men when their partner works more than during an average year, even if this does not yield additional income (lower right graph). In this sense, high working hours of men are not parasitic to the life satisfaction of their female partners, but actually go along with higher life satisfaction for them. Childless men and especially fathers are more satisfied when they work longer hours, and their female partners are also more satisfied when they work longer hours. In the following, I show the regressions behind these results

3.2. Table 4: Random Effects, Working Hours of Partner
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	RE
	RE control
	RE control

income

	Man
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman
	0.17***
	(5.46)
	0.18***
	(3.80)
	0.42**
	(3.06)

	no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	child
	-0.23***
	(-5.69)
	-0.052
	(-0.82)
	-0.40**
	(-2.69)

	Man*no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman*child
	0.24***
	(4.33)
	0.032
	(0.39)
	0.45*
	(2.26)

	Working hours of partner
	0.0021
	(1.69)
	0.0024*
	(2.17)
	0.0038**
	(3.17)

	Woman*Working hours of partner
	0.0089***
	(5.44)
	0.0086***
	(6.03)
	0.0070***
	(4.24)

	child*Working hours of partner
	-0.0025
	(-1.41)
	0.0012
	(0.72)
	-0.0012
	(-0.68)

	Woman*child*Working hours of partner
	0.014***
	(5.39)
	0.0084***
	(3.65)
	0.0086**
	(3.19)

	Working hours of partner*Working hours of partner
	-0.000017
	(-0.69)
	-0.000018
	(-0.85)
	-0.000024
	(-1.04)

	Woman*Working hours of partner*Working hours of partner
	-0.000099**
	(-3.26)
	-0.000098***
	(-3.66)
	-0.000079**
	(-2.64)

	child*Working hours of partner*Working hours of partner
	0.000019
	(0.50)
	-0.000042
	(-1.22)
	-0.00000081
	(-0.02)

	Woman*child*Working hours of partner*Working hours of partner
	-0.00012**
	(-2.59)
	-0.000045
	(-1.06)
	-0.000071
	(-1.47)

	Weekly work hours
	0.023***
	(19.68)
	0.013***
	(11.80)
	-0.0012
	(-0.66)

	Woman*Weekly work hours
	-0.0075***
	(-4.36)
	-0.0054***
	(-3.47)
	0.0033
	(1.16)

	child*Weekly work hours
	0.016***
	(8.62)
	0.013***
	(6.20)
	0.0060
	(1.75)

	Woman*child*Weekly work hours
	-0.029***
	(-10.94)
	-0.016***
	(-5.70)
	-0.011*
	(-2.19)

	Weekly work hours*Weekly work hours
	-0.00023***
	(-12.37)
	-0.00014***
	(-8.17)
	-0.000022
	(-0.96)

	Woman*Weekly work hours*Weekly work hours
	0.000016
	(0.50)
	0.000018
	(0.63)
	-0.000072
	(-1.82)

	child*Weekly work hours*Weekly work hours
	-0.00016***
	(-5.98)
	-0.00012***
	(-4.59)
	-0.000054
	(-1.45)

	Woman*child*Weekly work hours*Weekly work hours
	0.00033***
	(6.89)
	0.00017***
	(3.69)
	0.00013*
	(1.99)

	Age
	
	
	-0.052***
	(-14.66)
	-0.046***
	(-11.00)

	Age²
	
	
	0.00064***
	(15.87)
	0.00051***
	(10.60)

	Maternity leave
	
	
	0.90
	(1.58)
	
	

	Man*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.17
	(-0.29)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.49
	(-0.85)
	
	

	Woman*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.83
	(-1.47)
	
	

	Unemployed
	
	
	-0.53***
	(-15.70)
	
	

	Man*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.11
	(1.67)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.12**
	(2.63)
	
	

	Woman*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.13**
	(2.66)
	
	

	Man*no child*Married, liv. tog.
	
	
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Man*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.25*
	(-2.47)
	-0.21*
	(-2.00)

	Man*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.095***
	(-3.94)
	-0.075**
	(-2.93)

	Man*no child*Divorced
	
	
	0.021
	(0.49)
	0.034
	(0.74)

	Man*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.083
	(0.53)
	0.013
	(0.10)

	Man*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.31**
	(-3.15)
	-0.31**
	(-2.99)

	Man*child*Single
	
	
	-0.030
	(-0.85)
	-0.0044
	(-0.12)

	Man*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.053
	(-0.83)
	-0.059
	(-0.89)

	Man*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.19
	(0.72)
	0.11
	(0.43)

	Woman*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.34***
	(-3.75)
	-0.27**
	(-2.63)

	Woman*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.096***
	(-3.66)
	-0.071*
	(-2.51)

	Woman*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.052
	(-1.10)
	-0.0073
	(-0.15)

	Woman*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.31**
	(3.07)
	0.25*
	(2.00)

	Woman*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.37***
	(-3.79)
	-0.36**
	(-2.92)

	Woman*child*Single
	
	
	-0.11**
	(-3.18)
	-0.13**
	(-2.71)

	Woman*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.11
	(-1.87)
	-0.12
	(-1.72)

	Woman*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.38
	(1.85)
	0.15
	(0.66)

	Man*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.31***
	(77.95)
	0.29***
	(66.78)

	Man*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(58.56)
	0.27***
	(54.96)

	Woman*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.29***
	(77.03)
	0.27***
	(58.36)

	Woman*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(58.82)
	0.25***
	(43.05)

	East Germany
	
	
	-0.52***
	(-36.03)
	-0.47***
	(-29.72)

	Man*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.18***
	(13.85)

	Man*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.24***
	(15.81)

	Woman*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(10.15)

	Woman*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(8.47)

	Constant
	6.67***
	(280.49)
	5.91***
	(74.57)
	5.01***
	(39.11)

	sd individual
	1.20
	0.89
	0.88

	sd residual
	1.27
	1.20
	1.12

	icc
	0.47
	0.36
	0.38

	r² within
	0.014
	0.11
	0.094

	r² between
	0.032
	0.33
	0.29

	r² overall
	0.029
	0.28
	0.24

	individuals
	40957
	39979
	31768

	observations
	278471
	275982
	186185


t statistics in parentheses

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

3.3. Table 5: Fixed Effects, Changing Working Hours of Partner
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	FE
	FE control
	FE control income

	Man
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman
	0.19***
	(9.88)
	0.20***
	(4.78)
	0.54***
	(4.06)

	no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	child
	0.11***
	(7.10)
	0.25***
	(5.58)
	-0.26
	(-1.86)

	Man*no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman*child
	0.049*
	(2.16)
	-0.050
	(-0.80)
	0.51**
	(2.82)

	change partnerworkh.
	0.0032***
	(5.64)
	0.0027***
	(5.33)
	0.0040***
	(7.15)

	Woman*change partnerworkh.
	0.0019*
	(2.57)
	0.0030***
	(4.69)
	0.0015*
	(2.01)

	child*change partnerworkh.
	-0.0038***
	(-4.31)
	-0.0023**
	(-2.80)
	-0.0030***
	(-3.55)

	Woman*child*change partnerworkh.
	0.0051***
	(4.19)
	0.0024*
	(2.10)
	0.0020
	(1.52)

	change partnerworkh.*change partnerworkh.
	0.000023
	(0.89)
	-0.000063**
	(-2.74)
	-0.000064*
	(-2.53)

	Woman*change partnerworkh.*change partnerworkh.
	-0.000063*
	(-2.00)
	0.000034
	(1.18)
	0.000032
	(0.98)

	child*change partnerworkh.*change partnerworkh.
	-0.000042
	(-0.97)
	-0.0000049
	(-0.12)
	0.000043
	(1.07)

	Woman*child*change partnerworkh.*change partnerworkh.
	-0.000057
	(-1.06)
	-0.00012*
	(-2.42)
	-0.00018**
	(-3.17)

	Change work hours
	0.0093***
	(18.10)
	0.0051***
	(10.38)
	-0.0024***
	(-3.33)

	Woman*Change work hours
	-0.0020*
	(-2.52)
	-0.0020**
	(-2.72)
	0.00065
	(0.57)

	child*Change work hours
	0.0033***
	(3.68)
	0.00056
	(0.63)
	0.00072
	(0.62)

	Woman*child*Change work hours
	-0.010***
	(-7.85)
	-0.0027*
	(-2.10)
	-0.0036
	(-1.95)

	Change work hours*Change work hours
	-0.00013***
	(-6.11)
	-0.000063***
	(-3.36)
	-0.0000055
	(-0.21)

	Woman*Change work hours*Change work hours
	-0.000021
	(-0.62)
	-0.000074*
	(-2.40)
	-0.000057
	(-1.29)

	child*Change work hours*Change work hours
	-0.000088*
	(-2.36)
	-0.00011**
	(-3.06)
	-0.00015**
	(-3.24)

	Woman*child*Change work hours*Change work hours
	0.00020***
	(3.43)
	0.00016**
	(2.93)
	0.00010
	(1.34)

	Av. work hours individual
	0.0080***
	(17.01)
	0.0024***
	(5.59)
	-0.0046***
	(-7.35)

	Age
	
	
	-0.048***
	(-13.87)
	-0.044***
	(-10.69)

	Age²
	
	
	0.00058***
	(14.78)
	0.00047***
	(10.10)

	Maternity leave
	
	
	0.86
	(1.52)
	
	

	Man*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.38
	(-0.66)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.41
	(-0.72)
	
	

	Woman*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-0.80
	(-1.41)
	
	

	Unemployed
	
	
	-0.57***
	(-17.05)
	
	

	Man*child*Unemployed
	
	
	-0.13*
	(-2.16)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.16***
	(3.53)
	
	

	Woman*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.13**
	(2.73)
	
	

	Man*no child*Married, liv. tog.
	
	
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Man*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.25*
	(-2.44)
	-0.21*
	(-1.98)

	Man*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.097***
	(-4.04)
	-0.067**
	(-2.65)

	Man*no child*Divorced
	
	
	0.027
	(0.62)
	0.046
	(1.01)

	Man*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.069
	(0.44)
	-0.0019
	(-0.01)

	Man*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.32**
	(-3.19)
	-0.31**
	(-2.96)

	Man*child*Single
	
	
	-0.040
	(-1.11)
	-0.0036
	(-0.09)

	Man*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.066
	(-1.03)
	-0.050
	(-0.75)

	Man*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.19
	(0.73)
	0.10
	(0.38)

	Woman*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.33***
	(-3.67)
	-0.27**
	(-2.58)

	Woman*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.090***
	(-3.42)
	-0.061*
	(-2.17)

	Woman*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.058
	(-1.25)
	-0.0075
	(-0.16)

	Woman*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.29**
	(2.90)
	0.23
	(1.86)

	Woman*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.39***
	(-3.96)
	-0.38**
	(-3.09)

	Woman*child*Single
	
	
	-0.13***
	(-3.61)
	-0.14**
	(-2.86)

	Woman*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.13*
	(-2.10)
	-0.12
	(-1.71)

	Woman*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.34
	(1.67)
	0.13
	(0.58)

	Man*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.31***
	(78.10)
	0.29***
	(66.79)

	Man*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.28***
	(59.27)
	0.27***
	(54.75)

	Woman*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.29***
	(77.45)
	0.27***
	(58.66)

	Woman*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(59.03)
	0.25***
	(42.96)

	East Germany
	
	
	-0.53***
	(-36.88)
	-0.46***
	(-29.16)

	Man*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.19***
	(14.35)

	Man*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.24***
	(16.39)

	Woman*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.15***
	(11.52)

	Woman*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(9.76)

	Constant
	6.84***
	(320.69)
	6.05***
	(75.77)
	5.11***
	(39.83)

	sd individual
	1.20
	0.89
	0.88

	sd residual
	1.27
	1.20
	1.12

	icc
	0.47
	0.35
	0.38

	r² within
	0.012
	0.11
	0.094

	r² between
	0.017
	0.33
	0.29

	r² overall
	0.018
	0.27
	0.24

	individuals
	40957
	39979
	31768

	observations
	278471
	275982
	186185


t statistics in parentheses

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

4. Share of working hours

If men and women are indeed satisfied with systematically different working hours for themselves and their partner, then mothers should be most satisfied when providing a significantly smaller share of the household’s total hours in employment, compared to their partner, while fathers should be most satisfied when providing a significantly larger share. I have tested whether this is the case by looking at how many working hours people spend in employment relative to their partner (see for these calculations Table 7 “Random Effects, Share of Working Hours” and Table 8 “Fixed Effects, Changing Share of Working Hours” as well as the graphical effect sizes in Figure 3 “Life Satisfaction Relative to Own Share of Working Hours in Household.” 

4.1. Table 6: Random Effects, Share of Working Hours

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	RE
	RE control
	RE control income

	Man
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman
	0.47***
	(12.24)
	0.42***
	(7.75)
	0.57***
	(4.01)

	no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	child
	-0.11
	(-1.92)
	-0.076
	(-0.93)
	-0.31
	(-1.78)

	Man*no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman*child
	0.46***
	(7.46)
	0.26**
	(2.71)
	0.46*
	(2.18)

	share empl h
	0.022***
	(23.04)
	0.011***
	(11.69)
	-0.0025
	(-1.21)

	Woman*share empl h
	-0.0090***
	(-7.12)
	-0.0047***
	(-3.94)
	0.0030
	(1.13)

	child*share empl h
	0.0013
	(0.79)
	0.0062**
	(3.14)
	-0.0016
	(-0.42)

	Woman*child*share empl h
	-0.011***
	(-5.70)
	-0.0080***
	(-3.56)
	0.00094
	(0.20)

	share empl h*share empl h
	-0.00016***
	(-20.94)
	-0.000087***
	(-11.46)
	0.0000018
	(0.13)

	Woman*share empl h*share empl h
	0.000031**
	(2.86)
	0.0000068
	(0.68)
	-0.000040*
	(-2.08)

	child*share empl h*share empl h
	0.000020
	(1.59)
	-0.000028*
	(-2.03)
	0.000017
	(0.67)

	Woman*child*share empl h*share empl h
	0.000038*
	(2.34)
	0.000024
	(1.39)
	-0.000035
	(-1.07)

	Age
	
	
	-0.043***
	(-11.72)
	-0.045***
	(-10.92)

	Age²
	
	
	0.00052***
	(12.22)
	0.00050***
	(10.58)

	Maternity leave
	
	
	3.24***
	(237.52)
	
	

	Man*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-2.52***
	(-15.61)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-2.75***
	(-27.23)
	
	

	Woman*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-3.19***
	(-113.12)
	
	

	Unemployed
	
	
	-0.60***
	(-12.34)
	
	

	Man*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.28**
	(2.91)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.12
	(1.89)
	
	

	Woman*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.18**
	(2.90)
	
	

	Man*no child*Married, liv. tog.
	
	
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Man*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.25*
	(-2.44)
	-0.21*
	(-1.97)

	Man*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.091***
	(-3.74)
	-0.070**
	(-2.74)

	Man*no child*Divorced
	
	
	0.038
	(0.83)
	0.040
	(0.86)

	Man*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.022
	(0.13)
	0.051
	(0.39)

	Man*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.33**
	(-3.21)
	-0.31**
	(-3.01)

	Man*child*Single
	
	
	-0.045
	(-1.24)
	-0.0026
	(-0.07)

	Man*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.062
	(-0.94)
	-0.066
	(-0.99)

	Man*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.27
	(1.01)
	0.14
	(0.51)

	Woman*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.31***
	(-3.41)
	-0.26*
	(-2.58)

	Woman*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.084**
	(-3.17)
	-0.077**
	(-2.73)

	Woman*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.017
	(-0.37)
	-0.0081
	(-0.17)

	Woman*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.25*
	(2.23)
	0.23
	(1.83)

	Woman*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.39***
	(-3.93)
	-0.35**
	(-2.82)

	Woman*child*Single
	
	
	-0.12***
	(-3.29)
	-0.12**
	(-2.59)

	Woman*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.091
	(-1.43)
	-0.13
	(-1.77)

	Woman*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.36
	(1.72)
	0.15
	(0.64)

	Man*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.30***
	(72.65)
	0.29***
	(66.54)

	Man*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.28***
	(58.39)
	0.27***
	(54.93)

	Woman*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.28***
	(70.95)
	0.27***
	(58.37)

	Woman*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(57.47)
	0.25***
	(42.94)

	East Germany
	
	
	-0.52***
	(-35.04)
	-0.47***
	(-30.29)

	Man*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.18***
	(13.64)

	Man*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.24***
	(16.05)

	Woman*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.12***
	(9.76)

	Woman*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(8.75)

	Constant
	6.56***
	(207.11)
	5.81***
	(68.27)
	5.18***
	(38.08)

	sd individual
	1.18
	0.90
	0.89

	sd residual
	1.24
	1.17
	1.12

	icc
	0.48
	0.37
	0.38

	r² within
	0.010
	0.11
	0.094

	r² between
	0.023
	0.31
	0.28

	r² overall
	0.021
	0.26
	0.24

	individuals
	38198
	37330
	31704

	observations
	246849
	244678
	185369


t statistics in parentheses

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

4.2. Table 7: Fixed Effects, Changing Share of Working Hours
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	FE
	FE control
	FE control income

	Man
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman
	0.13***
	(6.62)
	0.20***
	(4.39)
	0.53***
	(3.96)

	no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	child
	0.079***
	(5.20)
	0.20***
	(4.41)
	-0.36**
	(-2.58)

	Man*no child
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Woman*child
	0.054*
	(2.46)
	-0.085
	(-1.33)
	0.54**
	(2.96)

	Change share empl h
	0.0025***
	(6.11)
	0.00031
	(0.84)
	-0.0030***
	(-6.79)

	Woman*Change share empl h
	-0.00094
	(-1.63)
	-0.0012*
	(-2.22)
	-0.0011
	(-1.69)

	child*Change share empl h
	0.0027***
	(4.36)
	0.0015*
	(2.52)
	0.0023***
	(3.39)

	Woman*child*Change share empl h
	-0.0065***
	(-7.75)
	-0.0025**
	(-3.10)
	-0.0027*
	(-2.34)

	Change share empl h*Change share empl h
	-0.000095***
	(-8.48)
	-0.000052***
	(-5.25)
	-0.000042**
	(-2.83)

	Woman*Change share empl h*Change share empl h
	0.0000025
	(0.16)
	-0.000011
	(-0.80)
	0.000035
	(1.87)

	child*Change share empl h*Change share empl h
	0.0000032
	(0.19)
	-0.000016
	(-1.01)
	0.0000056
	(0.24)

	Woman*child*Change share empl h*Change share empl h
	0.000021
	(0.91)
	0.0000027
	(0.13)
	-0.000073*
	(-2.37)

	Average share empl h
	0.0027***
	(8.77)
	-0.000093
	(-0.36)
	-0.0028***
	(-8.56)

	Age
	
	
	-0.034***
	(-9.48)
	-0.047***
	(-11.23)

	Age²
	
	
	0.00039***
	(9.54)
	0.00051***
	(10.81)

	Maternity leave
	
	
	3.19***
	(247.57)
	
	

	Man*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-2.83***
	(-18.45)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-2.79***
	(-27.81)
	
	

	Woman*child*Maternity leave
	
	
	-3.17***
	(-116.50)
	
	

	Unemployed
	
	
	-0.78***
	(-16.62)
	
	

	Man*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.11
	(1.36)
	
	

	Woman*no child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.23***
	(3.75)
	
	

	Woman*child*Unemployed
	
	
	0.33***
	(5.40)
	
	

	Man*no child*Married, liv. tog.
	
	
	0
	(.)
	0
	(.)

	Man*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.24*
	(-2.34)
	-0.21*
	(-2.00)

	Man*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.090***
	(-3.70)
	-0.081**
	(-3.17)

	Man*no child*Divorced
	
	
	0.046
	(1.00)
	0.037
	(0.80)

	Man*no child*Widowed
	
	
	-0.0032
	(-0.02)
	0.061
	(0.47)

	Man*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.31**
	(-3.10)
	-0.31**
	(-3.03)

	Man*child*Single
	
	
	-0.051
	(-1.40)
	-0.0066
	(-0.17)

	Man*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.067
	(-1.01)
	-0.072
	(-1.09)

	Man*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.31
	(1.11)
	0.14
	(0.52)

	Woman*no child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.30**
	(-3.29)
	-0.26*
	(-2.54)

	Woman*no child*Single
	
	
	-0.065*
	(-2.47)
	-0.077**
	(-2.75)

	Woman*no child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.0064
	(-0.14)
	-0.0069
	(-0.15)

	Woman*no child*Widowed
	
	
	0.24*
	(2.15)
	0.22
	(1.78)

	Woman*child*Married, liv. sep.
	
	
	-0.39***
	(-3.90)
	-0.35**
	(-2.85)

	Woman*child*Single
	
	
	-0.11**
	(-3.09)
	-0.13**
	(-2.78)

	Woman*child*Divorced
	
	
	-0.086
	(-1.35)
	-0.13
	(-1.76)

	Woman*child*Widowed
	
	
	0.36
	(1.76)
	0.13
	(0.57)

	Man*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.31***
	(72.77)
	0.29***
	(66.36)

	Man*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.28***
	(58.68)
	0.27***
	(54.94)

	Woman*no child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.28***
	(71.23)
	0.27***
	(58.45)

	Woman*child*Satisfaction with health 0-10
	
	
	0.27***
	(57.46)
	0.25***
	(42.92)

	East Germany
	
	
	-0.52***
	(-35.41)
	-0.48***
	(-30.85)

	Man*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.18***
	(13.59)

	Man*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.24***
	(16.36)

	Woman*no child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.13***
	(10.83)

	Woman*child*log net inc.
	
	
	
	
	0.12***
	(9.61)

	Constant
	7.01***
	(283.67)
	5.96***
	(69.83)
	5.28***
	(40.39)

	sd individual
	1.18
	0.89
	0.89

	sd residual
	1.24
	1.17
	1.12

	icc
	0.48
	0.37
	0.38

	r² within
	0.0050
	0.11
	0.094

	r² between
	0.011
	0.31
	0.28

	r² overall
	0.011
	0.26
	0.24

	individuals
	38198
	37330
	31704

	observations
	246849
	244678
	185369


t statistics in parentheses

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

4.3. Figure 3: Life Satisfaction Relative to Own Share of Working Hours in Household
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The upper left “Random effects” graph of Figure 3 shows that, before including controls, fathers are most satisfied when they supply about 80 percent of the household’s employment hours. Childless men are most satisfied when they supply 70 percent of the couple’s employment hours. Fathers and childless men are thus most satisfied when working respectively 4 and 2.3 times as much as their partner, but they are not most satisfied when they provide all the working hours (see the graphs at 100 percent). In contrast, childless women are most satisfied at or slightly left of the red line, that is, when working as much as their partner or slightly less. However, the life satisfaction of mothers is highest when they contribute about 20 percent of the household’s employment hours. However, as long as mothers work less than their male partners, their life satisfaction remains relatively high; it declines however, when mothers work more than their partner does. The opposite is true for men. Their life satisfaction is relatively high as long as they work longer than their female partners. When men work less than their female partners however, their life satisfaction is much lower.

The middle upper graph “Random effects with controls” shows that these results persist after including controls, which account for the different reasons why someone might provide a lower share of the couple’s hours in employment, such as sickness, unemployment or parental leave. It shows that fathers are again most satisfied when supplying about 75 percent of the couple’s working hours; mothers are most satisfied when supplying 25 percent of the household’s hours in employment, women without children are most satisfied when providing 35 percent of the household’s hours in employment. However, their life satisfaction values remain relatively high as long as they work less than their male partner does. This and other models cannot estimate effects for childless men, because they cannot interact childless men with the variable for parental leave. Last, the upper right graph “Random effects, controls plus income” shows that everyone is less satisfied when contributing a larger share of the household’s working hours without earning more. However, this effect is strongest for mothers, less strong for childless women, weaker still for childless men and weakest for fathers. Thus, the life satisfaction of women who contribute a larger share of hours in employment to the household without earning more declines rapidly, while the life satisfaction of men who provide a larger share of the household’s employment hours without earning more declines less rapidly.

The lower graphs of Figure 3 shows the same relationships as fixed effects models. These show what happens when an individual changes his or her share of working hours, relative to the couple’s arrangement during a typical year. For the regression behind these effect sizes, see Table 8 “Fixed effects, changing share of working hours.” The lower left “Fixed Effects” graph of Figure 3 shows that typical individuals from each group, except a typical mother, increase their satisfaction when increasing their share of working hours up to 30 percent. In turn, everyone except mothers becomes unsatisfied when their share of working hours decreases. A typical mother is thus different from individuals in the three other groups; she loses life satisfaction when taking up a larger share of working hours. This is true before and after including controls (lower left “Fixed effects” and lower middle “Fixed effects with controls” graphs respectively). Finally, the “Fixed effects, controls plus income” graph on the lower right shows that after controlling income, all groups except fathers lose life satisfaction in those years where they have a larger share of working hours than they usually have, without earning more than they usually earn. 

Overall, the results therefore show that fathers especially are most satisfied if they supply about 75 percent of their partnerships’ paid working hours; mothers are most satisfied when they provide about 25 percent of a couple’s hours in employment. However, mothers tend to be satisfied as long as they work less than their partner does. Childless women are most satisfied with working hours at – or slightly below – egalitarian arrangements.
5. Household work

The main results may hinge on what scholars describe as the “dual-burden phenomenon: Even full-time employed women still bear a disproportionate responsibility for housework and child” 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Gershuny et al. 2005, 656; also cf. Craig & Mullan 2010; Deding & Lausten 2010, 253)
. This might explain the main results because men may never do their share of housework, so when they work in the labor market, at least they do something useful. If for women, spending more hours in employment means that they have to work long hours there and at home, then it is no wonder that long hours in employment make them unsatisfied (Álvarez & Miles-Touya 2015, 2f.). Whether the dual burden phenomenon stands behind the effects above can be controlled by holding housework hours constant. The results from doing so are indistinguishable from the main results however (see Figure 4 “Effects after Control for Hours of Housework” in the Online Annex). 

5.1. Figure 4: Effects after Control for Hours of Housework
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Still, it is possible that women do not do more mere hours of housework, but are more unsatisfied with the homework that they do when they are working longer hours. I therefore also control how satisfied or unsatisfied people are with the housework that they do. However, the results are again similar to the main results (see Figure 5 “Effects after Control for Satisfaction with Household Work”). Again, this does not strongly influence the results.

5.2. Figure 5: Effects after Control for Satisfaction with Household Work
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The dual burden phenomenon could also mean that women are not overburdened by household work per se when working longer hours, but by childcare 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(cf. Pedulla & Thébaud 2015, 121; Schober & Spiess 2015, 725; Treas et al. 2011, 126)
. To test whether this explains the results, I have controlled how many hours people spend on childcare in “Figure 6: Effects after Controlling for Hours Spent on Childcare.” Again however, the results do not appear very different from the main results (I can only look at mothers and fathers here, as others have no childcare hours) to display. 

5.3. Figure 6: Effects after Controlling for Hours Spent on Childcare
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But the dual burden phenomenon might not be mediated through mere hours of housework or childcare. Instead, people might be more unsatisfied with their childcare arrangements when working longer hours. To test whether this explains the results, I have rerun all regressions while holding satisfaction with childcare arrangements constant. However, the main results are again very similar (see Figure 7 “Effects after Controlling for Satisfaction with Childcare.” 

5.4. Figure 7: Effects after Controlling for Satisfaction with Childcare
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Thus, the dual burden phenomenon, according to which women who work longer hours are unsatisfied because of housework and childcare, cannot explain the main results.

6. Job characteristics 
It is also possible that working hours are correlated to the quality of jobs. It is possible for example, that fathers who work longer hours have better jobs, while mothers who work longer hours do not (Álvarez & Miles-Touya 2015, 2). To test this, I have controlled for the occupational prestige that people have in their job. This data exists in the SOEP, because each job is coded with Treiman's (1977) international occupational prestige score, which ranks the prestige of a job on a scale from 0 to 100. 

6.1. Figure 8: Effects after Controlling for Occupational Prestige

[image: image8.png]RE occupational_prestige

RE con occupational_prestige

RE con inc occupational_prestige

Y T 1@

~ ~ ~

RE| ‘ RE ’ ‘

~ ~ N

s ‘ | N;

S

A ‘ ~1 |

2 o

£ ~

5 | @

2

o © ~

. ‘ | ’ ‘

=
CtoNooTRNLOTRAS S CrmNOoIRANSOIRNS S ST ONOOTNNLOTON DS

YLeRIEHBLILHES feRIZSBLITNEBSE YeRIZHBLILNBS
Work hours per week Work hours per week Work hours per week
—e— Man,nochid —— Man, child —e— Man,nochid  —&— Man, child —e— Man,nochid ~ —¢— Man, child
~—— Woman, no child—e— Woman, child ~—e— Woman, no child —e— Woman, child ~—e— Woman, no child —e— Woman, child
FE occupational_prestige FE con occupational_prestige FE con inc occupational_prestige

< 1w R

~ ‘ ~ ~

o e o

s~ ~ @

k ~

g

2 NS

T ~

3 o

2 ~7

=P -

< o

o ’ &

&D'" T T T T T T T T ~7 T T T T T T T T T
ges®yeveqeg | Seg®yoveaqeg

Change work hours per week
—&— Man, child
—e— Woman, no child—e— Woman, child

—e— Man, no child

2 ©® N ® ¥ O ¥ ® N © Q
§ 2@ & e R

Change work hours per week

—e— Man —&—  Woman

Change work hours per week

—e— Man, no child ~—#— Man, child

—=— Woman, no child —e— Woman, child




After controlling for occupational prestige but the trends are the same (see Figure 8: “Effects after Controlling for Occupational Prestige.” This means that the quality of jobs cannot explain the main results. It is also possible that not some objective quality of a job changes with job hours, but the subjective satisfaction with a job. I therefore also ran separate regressions that control for subjective satisfaction with work (see Figure 9 “Effects after Controlling for Job Satisfaction”). 

6.2. Figure 9: Effects after Controlling for Job Satisfaction
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The results show that mothers are much less satisfied with life when they work longer working hours after controlling for job satisfaction, while the direction of the effects for the other three groups are similar as in the main calculations. 

In addition, I have also controlled whether people change working hours in the same job or by changing into another job. If I calculate all results by restricting the regressions to those that have not changed jobs, the results remain the same (see Figure 10: Effects for Changing Hours within the Same Job). 

6.3. Figure 10: Effects for Changing Hours within the Same Job
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In addition, the results may also be affected by selection into self-employment. However, I have rerun all regressions with only those cases that are not self-employed and again, the results remain the same (see Figure 11: Effects for Self-Employed). 

6.4. Figure 11: Effects for Self-Employed
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7. Education

Empirical research shows that whether people prefer egalitarian arrangements depends on their education 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(cf. Pedulla & Thébaud 2015, 126ff.; Blossfeld et al. 2001, 65; Drobnič 2000, 148; Craig & Mullan 2010, 1346; Álvarez & Miles-Touya 2015, 3)
. To check whether the results above exist independently of education, I have rerun separate calculations for university graduates and non-university graduates (see Figure 12 “Effects for University Graduates” and Figure 13 “Effects for Non-University Graduates”). Within both subgroups, the effects are similar to the main calculations. 

7.1. Figure 12: Effects for University Graduates
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7.2. Figure 13: Effects for Non-University Graduates
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8. Period and cohort effects

Are the effects above disappearing with later generations or over time? To test this, I have run separate regressions with measurements after 2005, and with cohorts born after 1960. In each case, this roughly splits the dataset in half. However, both Figure 14 “Effects after 2005” and Figure 15 “Effects for Those Born after 1960” in the Online Annex show that even for the second half of the period and for the younger generation, the life satisfaction of mothers is very unresponsive to working hours and declines with working hours when controlling income, whereas especially fathers are more satisfied at longer working hours. The effects of childless men and childless women are again in between the two groups. Therefore, it seems as if the effects do not become much weaker as time passes or as new cohorts enter working life 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(also cf. Blossfeld et al. 2001, 66; Gash 2008, 658)
.

8.1. Figure 14: Effects after 2005
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8.2. Figure 15: Successive cohorts placed next to each other (born before 1960, born 1960s, born after 1970)
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9. East Germany

The graphs of Figure 15: “Effects for East Germans only” show that the effects persist for this group, but are less strong than in all of Germany. 

9.1. Figure 16: Effects for East Germans
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The life satisfaction of East German mothers is still less responsive to working hours than everyone else’s. Fathers still have the highest life satisfaction around 50 hours. But Eastern German childless women are more like men in these calculations. The other big difference are the fixed effects regressions, which show that East German mothers can increase their life satisfaction by working more, albeit not to the same degree as everyone else. The calculations also have larger confidence intervals, which may be due to the lower sample size or because the effects are indeed less clear in East Germany. When income is controlled, the life satisfaction of East German mothers still decreases more rapidly than the life satisfaction of all other groups. To test for other cultural differences that might explain the results, I have also controlled whether respondents are German, EU/OECD, non-EU/OECD citizens. This did not change the results significantly.

10. Desired working hours

It is possible that men and women with and without children are mainly satisfied with their working hours because these are the working hours that they want. Indeed, the SOEP asks people specifically how many working hours they desire to work. In this, the four groups give very different answers. When asked, childless men desire a mean of 38.4 (sd 8.83) working hours, fathers desire to work even a bit more (mean desired working hours 39.6, sd 7.69), childless women desire to work 31.5 working hours (sd 10.1) and mothers desire mean working hours of 26.7 (sd 10.6) per week. In other words, fathers especially are not only satisfied with more working hours, they also want to work more hours, while mothers are not only satisfied with fewer working hours, they also want to work fewer hours. This fits role theory, which suggests that the results come about simply because fathers work the full time working hours that they want to work, while mothers work the part-time working hours that they want to work. To test this, I have recalculated all results after controlling for desired working hours, which indeed makes the curves approach each other (see Figure 17 “Effects after Control for Desired Work Hours”). This means that if men and women did not desire to work different working hours, they would not be satisfied with different working hours. Indeed however, men and women (and fathers and mothers especially) do desire to work different hours. And working roughly those hours contributes to their life satisfaction. 

10.1. Figure 17: Effects after Control for Desired Work Hours
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