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Abstract
This paper analyzes how intrahousehold bargaining power impacts labor supply, for seventeen
European countries. To that end, we estimate a collective model using the European Union Statistics
on Income and Living Conditions for the period 2004-2019, and we study the validity of several
potential distribution factors; that is to say, variables that impact labor supply only through
intrahousehold bargaining power. Results show some degree of heterogeneity in the responses of
labor supply to intrahousehold bargaining power. Spouses’ education and the age gap operate as
distribution factors in central European countries, such as Austria, Belgium, France, Luxembourg,
and Switzerland. On the other hand, in the Mediterranean South countries, the share of unearned
income of the wife operates as a distribution factor in Italy, Portugal, and Spain, and in countries of
Eastern Europe (Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, and Lithuania), the sex ratio, wives’ non-labor
income share, spouses’ age and education gap, and the fertility rate all operate as distribution factors.
In northern economies, such as Denmark and Estonia, we find evidence for share of unearned
income, age gap, and fertility rate, while in islands, such as Ireland and the United Kingdom, the sex
ratio, the share of unearned income, the age and education gap, and the fertility rate are suitable
bargaining power variables. The results are consistent with theoretical sharing rules, and distribution
factors that empower a given spouse are mainly positively correlated with increases in the share of
income they attract from intrahousehold bargaining.
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1. Introduction

This paper analyzes household labor supply in European families, following the general
collective model with distribution factors of Chiappori et al. (2002). We test the validity of
several potential distribution factors using data from the European Union Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), for the period 2004-2019, for seventeen

European countries.

Historically, family economic behaviors have been analyzed from a “unitary” perspective,
where families are the basic decision-main unit regardless of the household composition and
potential differences between household members’ preferences, thus being considered as
“black boxes”. This approach prevents any analysis of intrahousehold behaviors (Browning
et al. 2014). However, throughout the 1980s, several authors proposed models recognizing
that families were made up of spouses with different preferences. These models included
cooperative game theories (Manser and Brown 1980; Apps 1981, 1982; Ashworth and Ulph
1981; McElroy and Horney 1981; Apps and Jones 1986; Ulph 1988; Lundberg and Pollak
1994), non-cooperative games (Udry 1996; Bergstrém 1997; Lundberg et al. 1997; Konrad
and Lommerud 1995, 2000; Chen and Woolley 2001), individual and market models
(Grossbard-Shechtman 1984, 1993; Grossbard-Shechtman and Neideffer 1997), and
collective models based on social welfare programs (Chiappori 1988, 1992).

Specifically, the collective model (Chiappori 1988, 1992) was the first general framework
to analyze unobserved intrahousehold issues through observed behaviors, such as
consumption or labor supply.! The model assumes only that spouses cooperate to reach
Pareto-efficient outcomes, where no decision could make one spouse better off without
making the other worse off, and spouses then cooperate to take advantage of the marriage.
The collective model is then a theoretical tool that allows us to recover unobserved
behaviors, so long as observed behaviors satisty a series of testable conditions. One of the
most common testable implications is the impact of distribution factors, i.e., variables that
affect the distribution of power within the household, but not preferences or the budget

constraint (Browning and Chiappori 1998).

In this context, Chiappori et al. (2002) develop a simple collective model of household

labor supply with distribution factors in which, invoking the second welfare theorem, the

I'See Donni and Chiappori (2011), Browning et al. (2014), Chiappori and Mazzocco (2017), Donni and Molina
(2018), Chiappori and Molina (2020), and Chiappori et al. (2022) for surveys of the literature on collective
models, from theoretical and empirical perspectives.



allocation of resources within the household is characterized by a theoretically derived
sharing rule of income. The authors also propose a specific parametrization of spouses’ labor
supplies, and provide an empirical test of the model for the US using sex ratios and changes
in divorce laws as potential distribution factors. On the one hand, Chiappori et al. (2002)
argue that the sex ratio represents the relative supplies of males and females in the marriage
market, finding that higher ratios increase the bargaining power of the wife, decreasing that
of the husband, finally reducing (increasing) her labor supply (demand for leisure), with the
opposite impact on the male. Similarly, divorce laws could affect the income and the
assignment of property rights when a marriage ends, ultimately affecting distribution within
the household. The authors define an indicator proxy of the extent to which divorce laws are
favorable to women and obtain opposite labor supply effects for both spouses. More
specifically, they find that a higher value of this index increases the bargaining power of the

wife, finally reducing her labor supply, and increasing the husband’s labor supply.

Since then, several authors have empirically studied household behaviors in a collective
setting resembling Chiappori et al. (2002), using a range of potential distribution factors,
given their capacity to identify intrahousehold allocations (Lewbel and Pendakur 2008;
Bargain and Donni 2012; Cherchye et al. 2012; Dunbar et al. 2013; Bargain et al. 2014; Gobbi
et al. 2018; Calvi 2020). Sex ratios have been repeatedly tested as distribution factors, and
early works by Grossbard-Shechtman (1993), Grossbard-Shechtman and Neideffer (1997)
and Angrist (2002) had already concluded that higher sex ratios are associated with lower
female labor force participation. Other authors, such as Browning et al. (1994, 2014) and
Cherchye et al. (2012) have proposed the share of the household non-labor income coming
from one partner as a potential distribution factor. Lewbel and Pendakur (2008) used the
demeaned woman’s share of gross household income and an additional dummy indicating
whether the woman has less than 10% of the gross household income. Crespo (2009), using
data for Spain, found that the difference in spouses’ human capital is a good distribution
factor. Other potential distribution factors include unilateral-divorce laws (Gray 1998; Voena
2015), unilateral-divorce laws (Gray 1998; Voena 2015), spouses’ age differences (Vermeulen
2005; Vermeulen et al. 2006; Oreffice 2011, 2014; Cherchye et al. 2012; Gobbi et al. 2018),
the allocation of child benefits among spouses (Vermeulen et al. 2006; Lyssiotou 2017), joint
custody (Nunley and Seals Jr 2011; Altindag et al. 2017; Nguyen et al. 2018), the labor
earnings ratio (Bargain and Donni 2012; Gobbi et al. 2018), or spouses’ body mass index as

a proxy of attractiveness (Chiappori et al. 2012).



Within this framework the objective of this paper is to estimate a collective model of
household labor supply, following Chiappori et al. (2002), in a multi-country setting, and to
test a wide range of potential distribution factors that have been found suitable for single
countries. In doing so, we use harmonized and homogeneized data from the EU-SILC for
seventeen Buropean countries, for the period 2004-2019, and focus on distribution factors
related to individual and country characteristics. Our results show that sex ratios, wives’ non-
labor income share, spouses’ age and education gap, and the fertility rate seem to be
appropiate distibution factors in Eastern Europe. These results are also found for the UK
and Ireland. However, only the wives’ share of non-labor income seems a good distribution
factor in the Mediterranean countries, whereas the spouses’ education and age gap appear
appropriate distribution factors in Continental countries. Finally, in Denmark, all the
variables considered here as distribution factors are appropriate, and for Estonia we obtain

evidence for the wives’ non-labor income share, spouses’ age difference, and the fertility rate.

The main contribution of this paper is then threefold. First, using homogeneous data on
household labor supply behaviors in Europe, we study household labor supply behaviors in
seventeen countries during the period 2004-2019. The analysis tests for the validity of the
collective model in these countries, in terms of different distribution factors, against existing
research that has focused on single countries.” To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
empirical cross-country analysis of household collective behaviors in Europe. Second, we
study potential distribution factors, focusing on which variables are appropriate in different
countries. That is to say, we provide a cross-country study of potential distribution factors
that could be used in different settings, focusing on the labor supply effects of the sex ratio,
share of non-labor income, education level difference, age gap, and fertility rate. Finally, we
recover the sharing rule of income between spouses, which allows us to theoretically analyze
the intrahousehold allocation of resources, the extent of intra-family inequality, and how

spousal wages, household non-labor income, and distribution factors affect that process.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the theoretical
framework and empirical specification of the collective model. Section 3 describes the

distribution factors previously proposed in the collective framework literature. Section 4

2 See Browning et al. (1994), Fernandez-Val (2003), Vermeulen (2005, 2006), Beninger et al. (2006), Beblo et al.
(2007), Blundell et al. (2007), Donni and Moreau (2007), Cherchye and Vermeulen (2008), Crespo (2009),
Michaud and Vermeulen (2011), Rapoport et al. (2011), Cherchye et al. (2012, 2015), Donni and Matteazi (2012,
2018), Radchenko (2016), Lyssiotou (2017), Velilla (2020), and Molina et al. (2022).
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presents the data. Section 5 describes the econometric strategy and shows the empirical

results. The paper concludes in Section 0.

2. Theoretical framework and parametric specification

We use the theoretical framework proposed by Chiappori et al. (2002), and assume that each

household consists of a male and a female (whether married or unmarried), subscripted by
I =m, f, respectively. Spouses have distinct preferences and egoistic utility functions, U L=
Ui(l — 1, Ci,Z), where h' denotes spouse I’s labor supply (with 0 < h < 1), C' is the
private consumption of a Hicksian good whose price is normalized to one, and Z is a vector

of preference factors and taste demographics.

The main assumption of the collective model is that spouses cooperate to reach Pareto-
efficient outcomes (Chiappori 1988, 1992). In this context, the allocation of resources within
the household is determined by the intrahousehold bargaining power of spouses, represented
by the Pareto weight, u = u(wy,wy,y,2,s) € [0, 1], which depends on spouses’” wages
(W]-), household unearned income (y), taste demographics (z), and on distribution factor
variables (s), which affect the Pareto weight, but not preferences or the budget constraints

(Browning and Chiappori, 1998). Note that i is by definition unobservable.

Then, the household program is as follows:

max uU' + (1 — pU? (1)
(e,

s.t.: Wlhl + thz +y= ct +c?
The solution of the model is, then, a series of Marshallian labor supply equations:
h' = h'(wy,wy,y, 2, u(Wi, w2, 9,2,5)) = h' (w1, wy,,2,5) @)
h* = h*(wy,wy,y,2,1 — u(wy, wy,y,2,8)) = h*(Wy, Wy, Y, 2,5) 3)

It is important to note that, in this context, distribution factors represent an exogenous
source of variation of the Pareto weight. Consequently, these are variables that influence
family behavior, and specifically household labor supply, only through their effect on the
Pareto weight, as shown in Equations (2) and (3). The underlying intuition is that whenever
a distribution factor is favorable to one spouse, increasing their bargaining position and

decreasing that of the partner, spouses’ labor supplies should respond appropriately.



Assuming that leisure is a normal good (Chiappori et al. 2002; Rapoport et al. 2011), a shift
in a distribution factor that empowers a given spouse (increases her/his Pareto weight)
should have a negative impact on her/his labor supply, given an increase in her/his demand

for leisure, and consequently a positive impact on that of the partner.

On the other hand, according to the Second Fundamental Welfare Theorem, Problem (1)
is equivalent to a decentralized two-stage process (Chiappori 1992). In such a decentralized
process, the husband and wife first collectively decide a sharing rule for non-labor income,
which depends on the pareto weight, ¢, = o), b, =y— ¢ (). Second, conditional on
the sharing rule, each spouse / maximizes their utility, subject to an individual budget

constraint that accounts for the sharing rule:

I,Tl}%)f Ut “

s.t. Wl-hi + ¢, = C'

The solution of this decentralized process is a new series of labor supply equations, which

can be written as:
R =H' (w20, (Wi, w3, ,2,5)) 5)

R = H? (wy, 2,0, (Wi, w3, ,2,5) ) ©)

In this context, the derivatives of labor supplies with respect to ¢, are expected to be
negative, reflecting a pure income effect. That is to say, factors that improve the bargaining
position of the husband (wife) shift the share of non-labor income in his (her) favor, and
reduce the labor supplied by the husband (wife), increasing the labor supplied by the wife
(husband).

In this context, Chiappori et al. (2002) show that the collective framework imposes a
series of testable restrictions on household labor supply equations, that should be satisfied
for household behaviors being compatible with the collective model. If labor supply
behaviors satisfy a series of desirable properties (i.e., utility functions are continuously
differentiable, strictly quasi-concave, and increasing), the collective model requires standard
Slutsky restrictions, and also requires specific restrictions of partial derivatives. These
restrictions, often referred to as distribution factor proportionality, suggest that the relative

effects of distribution factors on spouses’ labor supply are equal (Chiappori et al. 2002).



In order to estimate the collective model, we follow existing empirical analyses (Chiappori
et al. 2002; Chau et al. 2007; Donni and Moreau 2007; Bourguignon et al. 2009; Rapoport et
al. 2011; Radchenko 2016; Lyssiotou 2017; Giovanis and Ozdamar 2019; Molina et al. 2022),
and impose a semilog parametrization of spouses’ labor supply equations. We also assume

that there are five potential distribution factors (S, ..., S5), and then estimate:
n o= fo + filogwn, + frlogws + foy + f , logwylogws + fs1 + -+ f oS5 +f'z
)
h"™ = my + mylogw,, + mylogwys + mzy + mylogwy,logws + mssy + -+ +
mySs + m'z (8)

Then, if =% # =2, it is possible to find a set of partial derivatives of the sharing rule, and one

f3 s
can recover the following expression of the sharing rule (Chiappori et al. 2002), which is valid
if and only if’;—f = ’}'}—55 == ’;‘—;:

1
b = Z(m1f4 logwy + fomylogw, + fomuy + f,mylogwy logw, + myf sy + -+
Maf4S5) + k(2) )

Where A= f my — f,m3 # 0. In equation (9), k (2) is not identifiable, since vector Z affects

both the sharing rule and the preferences, suggesting that the sharing rule can be recovered

up to a constant for each individual (Chiappori et al. 2002).

3. Literature review

Distribution factors are variables that affect household members’ bargaining position, but
not individual preferences and the joint budget constraint. These are variables that affect the
allocation of resources and household behaviors exclusively by changing the relative weights
of spouses within the household. Theory gives no guidance as to what constitutes a
distribution factor (Browning and Lechene 2001; Browning et al. 2006) but, since Browning
and Chiappori (1998), several distribution factors have been proposed and tested, in both

developed and developing countries, and in different years.

Chiappori et al. (2002) used the sex ratio and the laws governing divorce as distribution
factors in the US, finding that the sex ratio and divorce laws affected the labor supply and

the intrahousehold decision process in exactly the direction predicted by the theory. Using
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the 1989 wave of the Panel Study on Income Dynamics (PSID), they found that when the
sex ratio increases, there is a relative scarcity of women, this increases her Pareto weight and,
as a result, the distribution of gains or unearned income from the marriage should shift in
her favor, generating opposite income effects for both spouses, decreasing the wife’s labor
supply and increasing the husband’s labor supply. Regarding laws governing divorce, the
notion is that they could affect the income and the assighment of property rights when a
marriage ends. The authors compute a single indicator, which they refer to as a “divorce laws
index”, proxy of the extent to which divorce laws are favorable to women, and obtained
evidence of different estimates for wives and husbands: an increase in the indicator, which
means the adoption of a divorce law deemed favorable to women, reduces wives’ labor
supply whereas it increases husbands’ labor supply. Similarly, Oreffice (2007) used the
abortion legalization in the 1970s across the US as a distribution factor through a dummy
variable in a collective setting. She gathered survey data from the Current Population Survey
(CPS) in the period 1968-1979 and obtained evidence of opposite effects on both spouses’
labor supplies, as did Chiappori et al. (2002), giving support to the collective model.

Moreover, her findings using data from the PSID were qualitatively robust.

Other examples of distribution factors successfully tested in the collective literature is the
share of income earned by a couple member. Browning et al. (1994), using data from the
Canadian Family Expenditure Surveys for the years 1978, 1982, 1984, and 1986, find that
spouses’ relative income affects household labor supply consistent with the collective model,
and more recently Lyssiotou (2017) from the UK FES dataset for 1991-1993, and Molina et
al. (2022) using data from the EU-SILC for Spain in 2010, obtained that the share of
unearned income affects the distribution of resources within the family. These results suggest
that a change in the wife’s share of unearned income affects negatively her labor supply and
positively the husband’s labor supply. Alternatively, Oreffice (2011, 2014) used the non-labor
income difference between partners, for the US in 2000, finding that a relatively rich partner

has more bargaining power and supplies less labor than his/her mate.

Giovanis and Ozdamar (2019) considered the wife’s disability status as a distribution
factor. In this case, greater disability levels imply a higher relative bargaining power and a
larger share of non-labor income. Giovanis and Ozdamar (2019) examine data from the Iraqi
Household Socio-Economic Survey (IHSES) from 2012-2013, finding that disabled women

participate for fewer hours in the labor market, consistent with the distribution factor theory.
Vermeulen (2005) use data from 1995-2003 for the Netherlands and study the age
difference between both household members with a dummy variable indicating whether the

8



individuals are married or cohabiting, and the share of the male’s non-labor income in the
household’s total non-labor income. The author found significant effects for being married,
and for the age difference between men and women. Both variables were found to have
positive impacts on the share of non-labor income going to women. Nevertheless, the male’s
share in non-labor income was found to have a positive and statistically significant effect on
the share of total non-labor income going to women. Oreffice (2011) also examined the age
difference between partners and found that a relatively young partner has more bargaining
power and supplies less labor in same-sex and opposite-sex cohabiting couples, while the
opposite was found among married-couples and older partners supply less labor. Cherchye
et al. (2012) exploited data for a sample of Dutch couples with children from the
Longitudinal Internet Studies for the Social Sciences (LISS) panel, for the year 2008,
estimating that the age difference between the husband and his spouse positively and
significantly influences the husband’s Pareto weight. Later, Oreffice (2014) used data from
the 2000 US Census, finding that the older spouse holds a more favorable bargaining position
in the household, and consequently works less than her/his mate. By contrast, Gobbi et al.
(2018), using the age difference between spouses as distribution factor, found that larger age
differences shift the advantage towards the relatively younger partner, who gains power in

household decisions.

Chau et al. (2007) study China in a collective framework, collecting data from a survey
carried out by the Urban Survey Unit of the State Statistical Bureau in the summer of 2002,
in five cities in China. The authors propose that the difference in non-labor income between
the spouses (the husband’s minus the wife’s non-labor income) is a distribution factor. A
larger difference means that the husband has greater power, reducing his labor supply and
increasing his leisure time. The authors also use the difference in years of education between
husband and wife, and the labor supply effect is assumed to be exactly the same. Their results
suggest that those two variables act as distribution factors, since they have the expected signs
and the estimates suggest opposite labor supply effects for each spouse (husbands work less
when the differences in non-labor income and education of husbands over wives are larger,
whereas the inverse is found for wives). Crespo (2009) proposed an alternative definition for
the difference in education between husband and wife by computing the differences in the
education level between both spouses. She uses data from the European Community
Household Panel (ECHP) for Spain in the period from 1994 to 1999, and the results suggest
that the difference in the education level between the husband and the wife is a suitable

batrgaining power indicator within the household, since one partner works less when her/his



education level is relatively higher than that of his/her partner. Nevertheless, the education
difference between partners was not found to be a suitable distribution factor in the study
by Oreffice (2011) using data from the 2000 US Census, consistent with Browning et al.
(1994).

4. Data

We use cross-sectional data from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living
Conditions (EU-SILC), for the period 2004-2019, and covering the following countries:
Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. The
EU-SILC data is comparable and multidimensional microdata and is part of the European
Statistical System. It is conducted every year by Eurostat (since 2003) and combines data at
the household and individual level for all working-age individuals of the interviewed
households, covering a range of factors, including income, labor characteristics, poverty, and

living conditions, among others (European Commission 2017).’

The sample is restricted to those households formed by a “wife” and a “husband”
(whether married or unmarried), between 21 and 65 years old (inclusive), consistent with
Chiappori et al. (2002) and Grossbard (2014). As in Chiappori et al. (2002) and Mazzocco
(2007), the latter restriction was used to eliminate as many full-time students and retired
individuals as possible and to reduce cohort effects. Then, the main units of analysis are
working age respondents of interviewed households who cohabit. We also retain only
households in which both the husband and the wife work, following Chiappori et al. (2002).
Restrictions leave a total sample of 389,040 observations, corresponding to 389,040
households, in which there is information for the husband and the wife simultaneously and

both spouses report positive hours of work. Table 1 shows sample sizes, by country.*

The main variables are spouses’ hours of work, spouses’ wages, and household non-labor
income. Hours of work of males and females are defined as total hours of work per week.
Hourly wages are defined as the ratio of earnings over work hours, defined in euros per hour.

The EU-SILC includes information on the annual (total) disposable income of households,

3 We do not include the 2003 sutrvey year because it only contains information for 6 countries: Austria, Belgium,
Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg, and Norway.

4 We have eliminated those observations that can be considered outliers at the 5% level using the blocked
adaptative computationally efficient outlier nominators algorithm (Billor et al. 2000).
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defined as the sum for all household members personal income components, net of taxes,
and we use this variable to compute the household non-labor income by dropping the labor
earnings components from the total disposable income.” Table 2 reports descriptive statistics
of work hours, wages, and household unearned income, pooled and at the country level. The
average work hours for both the husband and the wife are 41.861 and 33.624 hours per week,
respectively, while the average wages are €16.812 per hour, and €13.204 per hour, respectively
(an average gender gap of €3.608 per hour). Thus, husbands earn more and spend more time
at work. By country, the average wife’s hourly wage ranges from €3.435 in Hungary to
€28.010 in Switzerland, whereas the average husband’s wage ranges from €4.302 in Hungary
to €33.849 in Switzerland. The household non-labor income is, on average, €2,279.227 per

year for the pooled sample.

The EU-SILC data allows us to define the following control variables: 1) The age of
respondents, measured in years. 2) The marital status of individuals (a dummy variable taking
value 1 for couples who are legally married, O otherwise). 3) The maximum level of education,
measured using the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED). From the
information of the ISCED, we define two educational dummy variables: “Secondary
education”, which takes value 1 for those individuals who have achieved a secondary but
non-compulsory level of formal education, 0 otherwise, and “University education”, which
takes value 1 for individuals with University education. The reference group for education
corresponds to low-educated individuals who have not completed non-compulsory
education. 4) The self-employment status of respondents (a dummy variable taking value 1
if respondents are self-employed, O otherwise). 5) The part-time status of the respondents (a
dummy variable taking value 1 if the respondents are part-time workers, 0 otherwise). 6) The
family size. 7) The number of children present in the household, to control for household
structure. Vector z includes these preference variables. Summary statistics for males and

females are shown in Table A1, in the Appendix.

4.1. Distribution factotrs

First, we consider the sex ratio, defined as the relative number of males per female, by
country of residence, year, and husband’s age, taken from Eurostat. According to Chiappori

et al. (2002), an increase in the sex ratio, which represents a scarcity of women, should

5To avoid the effect of inflation, all monetary amounts are expressed in real terms using the deflator provided
by the World Bank’s World Development Indicators database for each country and the base period is taken to
be 2015.
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increase the Pareto weight of the wife, then reducing her labor supply and increasing the
husband’s. The intuition is that a higher sex ratio represents a lower supply of females in the
marriage market, in a given age bracket, therefore the ability to find a match is reduced for
males but increased for females, making the current marriage relatively more attractive to
husbands than to wives. The conditions of the marriage market favor women and increase
her Pareto weight when the sex ratio is higher, and they then attract a larger share of
household resources, reducing her labor supply and increasing the labor supply of the
husband (Grossbard-Shechtman 1993; Grossbard-Shechtman and Neideffer 1997; Angrist
2002; Chiappori et al. 2002; Rapoport et al. 2011; Campana et al. 2018; Giménez-Nadal et al.
2021; Molina et al. 2022).

Second, we consider the share of household non-labor income generated by the wife. A
larger share means that the wife has greater power in the intrahousehold decision process,
since the household depends more on her unearned income (Bourguignon et al. 1993;
Browning et al. 1994, 2014; Vermeulen 2005; Lewbel and Pendakur 2008; Oreffice 2011,
2014; Cherchye et al. 2012; Molina et al. 2022). Consequently, we assume that when spouses
contribute more to household resources, they accrue greater power materialized in an

increase of their Pareto weight.

We include the difference in age between the husband and the wife (Browning et al. 1994,
2000, 2014; Vermeulen 2005; Vermeulen et al. 2006; Oreffice 2011, 2014; Gobbi et al. 2018),
assuming that when a given spouse is relatively younger, he/she is more attractive, and thus
can attract a larger share of household resources. To take one example, for a given husband,
a younger wife has more power in intrahousehold decisions than an older wife. Similarly, we
consider spouses’ differences in the level of education as a potential distribution factor.
Given that we do not have information on the years of schooling from the EU-SILC data,
we use the Crespo (2009) index, which takes higher (lower) values if the husband has a higher
(lower) education level, relative to the wife. The intuition is as follows. If education level
difference increases, we expect that the spouse with the higher education can attract a greater
share of resources from the household, compared to a similar household with a smaller

spousal education gap.

We include the fertility rate as a potential distribution factor. Fertility rates, at the country,
year, and 5-year age group level, are taken from Eurostat, and defined as “the number of
children a woman would be expected to have at the current age”. Although the relationship
between fertility and female labor supply has been widely studied in recent years (Carlinger
et al. 1980; Bronars and Grogger 1994; Angrist and Evans 1998; Del Boca et al. 2005; Cristia
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2008; Bloom et al. 2009; Hupkau and Leturcq 2016), to the best of our knowledge there is
no study so far investigating the relationship between fertility rates and labor supply in a
collective framework, using this variable as a potential distribution factor. Nevertheless, in
societies in which fertility rates are higher, depending on social norms and values towards
marriage and childcare, it could be that either mothers or fathers become more empowered.
Fertility decisions could affect the choice of women’s labor supply due to childbearing which

would keep the wife away from work.’

Table 2 shows averages for the distribution factors at the pooled and country level. We
observe an average sex ratio of 0.992, an average share of the wife in non-labor income equal
to 0.087, husbands are on average 2.194 years older than their wives, the spousal difference
in education is 4.616, following Crespo (2009), and the fertility rate is 0.157 for the pooled
sample. When we look to the countries’ average, we observe that the sex ratio ranges from a
minimum of 0.916 in Lithuania to a maximum of 1.034 in Luxembourg. The wives’ unearned
income share average ranges from 0.006 in the UK to 0.264 in Estonia. Consequently,
husbands provide the major proportion of household unearned income, in all the countries
of our sample. The average age difference is, in all cases, positive, indicating that husbands
in our sample are older than their wives, especially in Hungary where husbands are on average
2.662 years older. Furthermore, the education level difference between spouses in our sample
ranges from 4.092 in Latvia to 5.116 in Austria. This indicates that both spouses have similar
levels of schooling, both high school or University education, according to Crespo (2009).
Finally, the average fertility rate ranges from 0.094 in Hungary to 0.234 in Ireland.

5. Results

Following Chiappori et al. (2002), we estimate equations (7) and (8) simultaneously, using
the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM). The main advantage of GMM is that it allows
us to consider the possible correlation between the error terms in the female and male labour
supply equations, and it takes into account heteroskedasticity of unknown form across
households (Davidson and MacKinnon 1993). Consequently, it computes more
asymptotically efficient estimates compared to other methods like 3-Stage Least Squares

(3SLS) or Full Information Maximum Likelithood (FIML). We first estimated these equations

¢ Other distribution factors that have been proposed are the laws governing divorce (Chiappori et al. 2002;
Voena 2015) and child custody (Nunley and Seals Jr 2011; Altindag et al. 2017; Nguyen et al. 2018). However,
we could find no significant variation in these laws for the analyzed period and countries.
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and, after imposing the collective rationality hypothesis (the ratio of coefficients associated
with cross-log wage terms and the ratio of coefficients associated with the distribution factors

should be equalized), we recover the sharing rule.

Tables 3 and 4 show the estimates of Equations (7) and (8), respectively, and separately
for each country. Taste demographics include age, education (taking primary education as
reference category), the number of children, family size, whether spouses are married, being
a self-employed worker, and being a part-time worker. We also include year fixed effects.

Additional coefficients are available upon request.

We find that the own wages decrease work hours for both males and females, with the
associated coefficients being statistically significant at standard levels. Household non-labor
income has a negative effect on the labor supply of husbands and wives. Specifically, female
wages are negatively related to female labor supply in Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic
(significant at the 90% level), Estonia, France, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland,
Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the UK. Estimated coefficients range from -5.092
(Switzerland) to 0.880 (Denmark). On the other hand, male wages are negatively related to
male labor supply in Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Hungary,
Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the UK, with
coefficients between -3.534 in Portugal, and -0.302 in Lithuania. Husband (wife) wages are
negatively related to the partner’s labor supply in Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic,
Denmark, France, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the UK (Czech Republic,
Denmark, France, Luxembourg, Portugal, Switzerland, and the UK). These coefficients
range from -4.036 to 0.528. Finally, the cross log-wage term is positively (negatively)
correlated with both spouses’ hours of work in Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, France,
Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the UK (Hungary, Ireland, and

Lithuania).

For non-labor income, we find negative and statistically significant coefficients in Austria,
Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Poland, Portugal, Switzerland, and the UK for females, while negative statistically significant
coefficients are obtained in Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Hungary, Ireland, Poland,
Portugal, Switzerland, and the UK for males. These latter correlations fluctuate between -

0.107 and 0.015.

Concerning the variables of interest, the distribution factors, we find that some

distribution factors are consistent with the collective model for most countries, whereas
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others are valid for only certain countries. We find the expected coefficient for the sex ratio
(l.e., a negative and significant coefficient in wives’ equations, and/or a positive and
significant coefficient in those of husband) in Czech Republic, Denmark, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Poland, Spain, and Switzerland. We obtain unexpected signs for Lithuania and the UK,
suggesting that the sex ratio is not a suitable bargaining variable in these countries.
Specifically, we find that an increase in the sex ratio reduces the husbands’ labor supply,
whereas it is associated with higher wives’ labor supply in the UK. On the other hand, in

Lithuania we find that a higher sex ratio is associated with a lower husbands’ labor supply.

The wives’” share of non-labor income is negatively related to their weekly work hours,
suggesting that this variable is a suitable distribution factor; higher values of this variable are
associated with an increase in the wives’ intrahousehold bargaining power, shown in a
decrease in their working hours and an increase in their husbands’ hours of work. More
specifically, we obtain the correct signs for Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia (for both
spouses), Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal, Spain, and the UK, while the
Denmark estimates are contrary to the expected signs (negative for female’s labor supply,

positive for male’s labor supply).

The age difference between husbands and wives suggests that larger differences are
negatively related to male labor supply in Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, France,
Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal, and the UK, indicating that older husbands have greater
bargaining power within the household decisions. Moreover, wives in Austria, Estonia,
France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Switzerland, and the UK work more when they are relatively
younger, in line with Cherchye et al. (2012) and Oreffice (2014). Consequently, these results
suggest that the older spouse has greater power within the household, decreasing his/her
labor supply and increasing his/her demand for leisure in these countries, with the opposite
being found for the younger spouse. This is contrary to our previous assumption, since we
assumed that younger spouses attract a higher share of household resources, given that
he/she is relatively more attractive. Nevertheless, the results suggest that older and more
experienced spouses have greater power within the family. Estimates for the age gap also
suggest that wives work less in Italy when they are relatively younger than their spouses. The
education level difference is also associated with a statistically significant increase in the
wives’ labor supply, whereas the opposite is found for husbands, consistent with Crespo
(2009); the distribution factor assumption (higher values of this variable are associated with
a higher relative education level of the husbands). This result is found for Belgium, Czech

Republic, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal, and the UK. On the other hand, the
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estimates suggest that husbands in Austria and Hungary work less when their education level
is higher than that of their wives, while in Denmark wives work more when their education
level is lower in relative terms. We find unexpected signs for the education level difference
in female labor supply for Switzerland, as the estimates suggest that wives work less when
their education level, in relative terms, is lower. Finally, results suggest that the fertility rate
is positively related to women’s labor supply, while the results display a negative statistically
significant coefficient in the male labor supply in Austria, Denmark, France, Switzerland, and
the UK. In addition, wives in Czech Republic and Ireland work more when the fertility rates
are higher, and we find a negative statistically significant coefficient in the male labor supply
equation for the fertility rate in Estonia and Portugal. This suggests that in those countries
where fertility rates are higher, females (males) devote more (less) time to market work
activities compared to males (females). Our results also suggest that wives in Latvia work less

when the fertility rate is higher, contrary to the previous estimates.

For example, we find expected coefficients for the sex ratio in Czech Republic, Denmark,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Poland, Spain, and Switzerland, for the women’s share of non-labor
income in Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal,
Spain, and the UK, for the age gap in Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Switzerland, and the UK, for the education gap in
Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Portugal, and the UK, and for the fertility rate in Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
France, Ireland, Latvia, Portugal, Switzerland, and the UK. Thus, we obtain the expected

results, giving support to the collective model framework.

In the case of Austria, the age, the education gap, and the fertility rate have opposite
effects on the labor supply of both spouses, and males work less when the education gap
and the fertility rate are higher, whereas females work more when they are younger and the
fertility rate is higher. Nevertheless, these results are not valid for all countries. In Belgium,
the age and education gap and the wife’s share of non-labor income are suitable distribution
factors since the effects are found to be contrary for both spouses, and wives work less when
their share of household non-labor income is greater, and they work more when their
education level is lower, relative to their partners. By contrast, males in Belgium work less
when they are relatively older and have greater human capital. In Czech Republic, other
variables perform well. Overall, we observe that the coefficients estimated for sex ratio, share

of non-labor income, age and education gaps, and fertility rate confirm the theory of the
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distribution factors since these factors significantly influence both spouses’ labor supply

oppositely.

When we take into account the geographical distribution of these countries, we can
suggest that culture is important in justifying the estimates of the bargaining power factors.
At this point, the age and the education level differences seem to be suitable distribution
factors in Continental countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Luxembourg, and Switzerland)
and Anglo-Saxon countries (Ireland and the UK). Furthermore, in Ireland and the UK the
sex ratio, the wives’ share of unearned income, and the fertility rates are suitable
intrahousehold bargaining factors. The results for wife’s share of non-labor income are also
consistent for the Mediterranean countries (Italy, Portugal, and Spain). In Eastern Europe
(Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland) we find more
heterogeneity, as the results suggest that the sex ratio, the wives’ non-labor income share,
spouses’ age and education gaps, and the fertility rate are valid distribution factors for the
Czech Republic, and the wives’ share of non-labor income, spouses’ age gap and the fertility
rate are valid for Estonia. For the rest of the countries, we find that the sex ratio and the
spouses’ education gap are appropriate distribution factors in Hungary, as are the fertility
rate in Latvia, the sex ratio in Lithuania, and the sex ratio and wives’ share of unearned
income in Poland.” For Denmark, we find that all the distribution factors considered in our

study are appropriate.

5.1.Sharing rule

Table 5 displays the associated coefficients of the sharing rule with respect to its arguments:
wages, non-labor income, and distribution factors, as defined in Equation (9).° The estimated
parameters show that a greater the woman’s share of non-labor income, the lower the
spouse’s education gap, and a lower fertility rate is associated with a statistically significant
increase in the wife’s income share in Czech Republic, consistent with the theory of the
distribution factors. In addition, the man’s wage and household non-labor income are

positively correlated with the wife’s income share.

7 We should note that the estimates for Lithuania suggest that males work less as a consequence of an increase
in the sex ratio. The coefficient for the females’ equations is not statistically significant at standard levels. This
is contrary to previous findings (Grossbard-Shechtman 1993; Grossbard-Shechtman and Neideffer 1997,
Angrist 2002; Chiappori et al. 2002).

8 To obtain the sharing rule from estimates, we must impose specific constraints on the labor supply equations.
In Table A2 and A3 we show the results of re-estimating Equations (7) and (8) after imposing the distribution
factor proportionality restrictions.
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In France, a lower age and education difference between husbands and wives increases
the wives’ share of resources, consistent with the intrahousehold bargaining theory. The
coefficient for household non-labor income displays a positive sign, statistically significant at

the 95% level.

In Hungary, only one coefficient is statistically significant at the 90% level, that
associated with the household non-labor income, which is positively associated with the
resources attracted by the wife. By contrast, in Ireland our results show that household non-
labor income and wives’ share of non-labor income are positively correlated with the
household resources going to wives. The coefficient obtained for education level difference
between husbands and wives displays a negative sign, consistent with the collective model,
as wives gain more power within the household when their education level is higher. In
Lithuania the natural logarithm of men’s wage shows a negative sign, suggesting that this
variable is negatively correlated with the wives’ sharing rule. In Portugal, the results also
suggest that a higher women’s share of non-labor income and the lower the education level
difference between men and women, the greater the women’s share of resources. The
coefficients obtained for hourly wages and household non-labor income are positive and
statistically significant at standard levels, whereas the cross-log wage term displays a negative

sign with women’s household income.

In Switzerland, the spouses’ age gap and the fertility rate are positively correlated with
the wife’s income share, whereas the spouses’ education gap shows a negative and statistically
significant correlation with the share of resources going to the wife. Hourly wages and the
total household non-labor income are negatively associated with the proportion of
household resources going to wives, whereas the cross term is positively correlated with the

sharing rule.

Finally, in the UK the estimates display a positive statistically significant coefficient for
the sex ratio, the age and education gaps, and the fertility rate, whereas the wife’s share of
non-labor income displays a negative statistically significant coefficient. Thus, the wife’s
share of non-labor income has an unfavorable impact on the sharing rule, whereas a relatively
lower education level of the wife is associated with a greater share of her household
resources, which is somewhat counterintiuitive. Houtly wages, and the household non-labor
income are negatively associated with the sharing rule, whereas the cross-terms display a

positive and statistically significant coefficient.
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Our results suggest that distribution factors affect spouses’ labor supply, although we
find different results on a country-by-country basis. Overall, we observe that the coefficients
estimated for the sex ratio, the wives’ share of non-labor income, spouses’ age and education
gaps, and the fertility rate are in line with the distribution factors theory, as the results suggest
opposite effects for each partner. In addition, we obtain similar evidence for the distribution

factors in certain countries according to their geographical distribution across Europe.

6. Conclusion

This paper estimates the collective model of labor supply, with distribution factors, of
Chiappori et al. (2002), including several potential distribution factors in a multi-country
setting. To do this, we use homogeneous data for seventeen European countries, from the
EU-SILC for the period 2004-2019, and recopilate data for the following distribution factors:
sex ratios by age group, wives’ share of non-labor income, spouses’ education gap, spouses’
age gap, and fertility rates by age group. The estimates provide support to the collective
model, and allow us to characterize the intrahousehold allocation of resources in the analyzed
countries by estimating the sharing rule of household resources. The results suggest that
distribution factors are, in general, appropriate measures of changes in the intrahousehold
bargaining process, since the impact of distribution factors on wives’ and husbands’ labor

supply is different, although the results suggest heterogeneity of validity across countries.

The results for the spouses’ education and age gap seem to be consistent with the theory
for the continental countries in Europe (Austria, Belgium, France, Luxembourg, and the
Switzerland). In addition, the wife’s share of non-labor income is found to be a good
distribution factor in Mediterranean countries (Italy, Spain, and Portugal). In Eastern Europe
(the Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland), the sex ratio, the share of non-
labor income of the wife, the spousal education and age gaps, and the fertility rate display
correct signs for both spouses’ labor supplies for certain countries. This result is also found
for Denmark, Estonia, and Anglo-Saxon countries. This suggest that these variables are
appropriate distribution factors in general terms, despite slight differences across countries,
and opens doors to further research on intrahousehold allocation based on these variables
and these countries. Thus, we find that the distribution factors have specific effects in each
country, but the results are not fully generalizable to the general population. To the best of
our knowledge, this study offers the first empirical application of the collective model of

labor supply in Europe in a cross-country setting using homogeneous data. While most
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empirical studies have focused on a single country, here we report empirical evidence for a
range of countries in Europe and recopilate information for several variables that could affect

the intrahousehold resources allocation in a same work.

The analysis has some limitations. First, the data is cross-sectional, and so does not allow
us to determine causal relationships. Relatedly, the results may suffer from reverse causality
and unobserved heterogeneity. Second, the correlation between wages, non-labor income,
and labor supply may be spurious, although given the number of countries analyzed, we
could not find a proper instrumentation that operates appropriately for all countries. Third,
the sample is restricted to two-member households in which both spouses work, which may
produce sample selection bias, as is standard in collective labor supply models (see Chiappori
et al. 2002). Finally, the analysis is based on a static model; including dynamics in collective
models is a difficult task that requires very specific data and assumptions that are beyond the
objectives of this paper (see Mazzocco 2007; Chiappori and Mazzocco 2017; Lise and
Yamada 2019; Chiappori et al. 2020).
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Table 1. Composition of the sample, by country

Country N. Observations Percentage
Austria 16,854 4.333
Belgium 19,304 4.960
Czech Rep. 24,894 6.400
Denmark 38,622 9.930
Estonia 21,682 5.570
France 40,625 10.440
Hungary 17,705 4.550
Ireland 11,630 2.990
Italy 30,339 7.800
Latvia 12,484 3.210
Lithuania 15,904 4.090
Luxembourg 17,055 4.380
Poland 31,259 8.030
Portugal 17,754 4.560
Spain 28,452 7.310
Switzerland 20,120 5.170
UK 24,357 6.260

Note: The sample (EU-SILC data 2004-2019) has been
restricted to working couples (married or unmarried).
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Variables Pooled Austria  Belgium  Czech Rep. Denmark  Estonia France ~ Hungary  Ireland Ttaly Latvia  Lithuania Luxembourg Poland Portugal Spain  Switzerland UK
Wife's characteristics

Work hours 33.624 30.688 32.565 39.595 29.804 38.390 34.731 38.991 30.691 33.424 38.909 38.409 33.605 38.619  38.901 35.450 29.358 33.118
Wage 13.204 16.027 18.823 4.319 15.096 4.763 13.734 3.435 21.711 13.132 4.231 3.567 24.635 4.314 7.081 10.739 28.010 16.053
Husband's characteristics

Work hours 41.861 41.918 40.515 42.829 42.236 41.074 41.207 40.893 39.413 40.162 41.068 40.072 43.017 42279 42.612 41.398 43.355 43.420
Wage 16.812 21.945 21.849 5.989 20.608 6.678 16.652 4.302 26.057 16.544 5.365 4.492 28.754 5.219 8.822 13.064 33.849 20.428
Household characteristics

Household non-labor income 2,279.227 3,396.268 1,024.958 1,167.792  1,449.628 1,274.633 3,542.105 989.865 3,179.162 2,779.479 1,540.069 1,167.725  4,002.902  802.975 1,464.331 2,320.028 3,784.846  2,801.683
Distribution factors

Sex ratio 0.992 1.002 1.014 1.025 1.014 0.954 0.969 0.968 0.990 0.979 0.925 0.916 1.034 0.999 0.933 1.020 1.012 0.983
Women’s share of non-labor income ~ 0.087 0.116 0.129 0.169 0.066 0.264 0.119 0.037 0.187 0.153 0.260 0.225 0.034 0.034 0.060 0.138 0.011 0.006
Age difference, male-female 2.194 2.537 2.044 2.498 2.404 1.933 1.926 2.662 1.827 2.620 1.877 1.825 2.221 2.115 2.085 2.018 2.430 1.932
Education level difference 4.616 5.116 4.280 4.897 4.892 4.115 4.468 4.703 4.305 4.733 4.092 4.216 4.788 4.332 4.763 4.442 5.017 4.479
Fertility rate 0.157 0.101 0.184 0.111 0.150 0.129 0.206 0.094 0.234 0.110 0.122 0.111 0.177 0.125 0.129 0.146 0.159 0.177

Notes: The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (married or unmarried). Summary statistics are sample weighted.
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Table 3. GMM Unrtestricted estimates, females

VARIABLES Austria  Belgium  Czech Rep. Denmark  Estonia France ~ Hungary  Ireland Ttaly Latvia  Lithuania Luxembourg Poland  Portugal Spain  Switzerland UK
Log women’s wage SL69THRRE L2727k 0.703% 0.880F*  -0.463%F*  2771%%%  -0.177 -0.622 S1.840%00k  -0.968%*F - _0,955%k* 30990k D 132FK 31208k L] 3ETRRR 509208 320844
(0.263) (0.783) (0.375) (0.409) (0.160) (0.355) (0.121) (0.484) (0.3106) (0.150) (0.114) (0.597) (0.133) (0.3006) (0.2306) (0.590) (0.517)
Log men’s wage S1.850%k 12778 -0.918FF 3 564%4F -0.002 -0.605* -0.140 -0.502 -0.526* -0.217%  0.256%F*  -3.066*F* 0.074 -0.890%%  -0.483FF  -4.003%*F  -4.036%**
(0.245) (0.745) (0.293) (0.370) 0.117) (0.328) (0.108) (0.439) (0.308) (0.113) (0.087) (0.592) (0.114) (0.274) (0.207) (0.543) (0.471)
Household non-labor income -0.049%%F -0.041%F*  -0.078F%F  -0.092%F%  -0.046%F  -0.015%F*  -0.051FF 0071+ -0.002 -0.017 -0.007 -0.041%6%  -0.066%**F  -0.036%* 0.004 -0.036%**%  -0.107***
(0.010) (0.013) (0.012) (0.010) 0.014) (0.005) (0.017) (0.010) (0.005) (0.014) (0.012) (0.008) (0.017) (0.014) (0.007) (0.0006) (0.009)
Log cross wage 0.4444+% 0.217 0.358* 0.438++* -0.074 0.227* 0.049 -0.063 0.241%%  0.2474%F -0.054 0.362** 0.057 0.530F%F  0.212%* 1.129%6%  1.170%+*
(0.082) (0.245) (0.201) (0.136) (0.082) (0.124) 0.077) (0.143) (0.118) 0.077) 0.072) (0.168) (0.080) (0.128) (0.092) (0.165) 0.162)
Sex ratio 6.255%  14.630%+* -1.491 -16.896%*F  6.159%%F  (.623* -0.599 -3.254  -17.345%%F  0.389 -2.486 -0.120 1.238 -2.904 3.317 -4.521 21.888***
(3.470) (5.312) (1.844) (3.789) (1.420) (3.840) (2.103) (3.408) (6.707) (2.524) (1.960) (2.518) (3.234) (4.178) (2.247) (4.928) (7.933)
Women’s share of non-labor income ~ -0.136  -2.397#%%  -0.772%%%  1.253%k  _(,198%F  -2.643%F  -0.332%  -1.016%**  -1.050***  -0.189* -0.009 S1L37FRRE 293306k 1 136%KF -0.930%4F 0.211 -4.756%+F
(0.209) (0.191) (0.086) (0.196) (0.090) (0.149) (0.197) (0.198) (0.110) (0.108) (0.097) (0.341) (0.239) 0.212) (0.133) (0.590) -1.028
Age difference, male-female 0.104* 0.002 0.020 0.003 0.059%%F  0.037+* -0.001 0.075%%*  -0.095%+* -0.010 -0.038* 0.048** 0.005 -0.030* 0.003 0.066%** 0.043%*
(0.020) (0.020) (0.014) (0.013) (0.019) (0.015) (0.022) (0.023) (0.025) (0.032) (0.023) (0.020) (0.024) (0.017) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018)
Education level difference -0.007 0.356%%*F  0.156%+*%  (.293%F* 0.027 0.281#** -0.056 0.302%** -0.002 0.046 0.060 0.5174%* 0.083*  0.260%*F  0.075%F  -0.178%%*  (0.125%*
(0.064) (0.048) (0.041) (0.045) (0.037) (0.0306) (0.042) (0.065) (0.030) (0.049) (0.047) (0.065) (0.044) (0.045) (0.031) (0.060) (0.053)
Fertility rate 3.840F%F  0.994* 1.481%+* 1.520%+* 0.565 0.712* -0.819 1.491%4* 0.146 -1.562%* -0.614 1.274* -0.672 -0.828 0.352 2361+ 1.508%**
(0.745) (0.590) (0.402) (0.410) (0.490) (0.392) (0.620) (0.5506) (0.512) (0.624) (0.497) (0.670) (0.044) (0.520) (0.464) (0.589) (0.562)
Constant 31.063*%*  25.498%+% 40, 175%F*  57.653F%F  32.627HFFF 24 TITRER A2334HK% 30,084%KF  G2T8IRRR 42 303%FF  46.214%8%F  44.248%6K 42 707FR* 48.2428%F 37 458%F*  (3.795%FF  18.955+F
(4.119) (6.213) (2.5506) (4.457) (2.393) (4.413) (3.169) (3.788) (7.711) (3.802) (3.003) (3.389) (4.253) (4.453) (2.764) (5.911) (8.341)
Preference factors Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year F.E. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Number of observations 16,854 19,304 24,894 38,622 21,682 40,625 17,705 11,630 30,339 12,484 15,904 17,055 31,259 17,754 28,452 20,120 24,357

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (married or unmarried). The dependent variables are spouses’ weekly work hours. * p < 0.1, ¥* p < 0.05, ¥** p < 0.01.
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Table 4. GMM Unrestricted estimates, males

VARIABLES Austria  Belgium  Czech Rep. Denmark  Estonia France  Hungary  Ireland Italy Latvia  Lithuania Luxembourg Poland  Portugal Spain  Switzerland UK
Log women’s wage -0.265 0.807 SL517RRE -0.840%* 0.275 S1.243F%F - (0.528%+* 1.048* -0.341 -0.156 0.391#** -1.066** -0.115  -1.732%%%  -0.024 SLoG4RHR 2 5T
(0.385) (0.724) (0.397) (0.388) 0.172) (0.385) (0.144) (0.576) (0.271) (0.166) (0.110) (0.498) (0.145) (0.382) 0.171) (0.459) (0.501)
Log men’s wage S1.04580k - _1.840%k%  2.896%FF  -0.955%FF  0.642F%F 2. 178%Fx  _0.728F%F  -0.714  -1.200%%F  -0.919%FF 03028 3.07280F S1.802%KF 3 53400K 1 0910FF 3,400k 3 34(pkrk
(0.338) (0.682) (0.318) (0.346) (0.138) (0.358) (0.113) (0.521) (0.261) (0.135) (0.100) (0.481) (0.128) (0.337) (0.156) (0.435) (0.447)
Household non-labor income -0.010  -0.075%%F  -0.063**¥*  -0.047F**  -0.023 0.013%  -0.059*%* -0.046***  -0.002 -0.011 -0.010 -0.012 -0.068%*F  -0.031+* -0.007 -0.042%%%  -0.082%**
(0.010) (0.012) (0.018) (0.010) (0.017) (0.007) (0.020) 0.012) (0.005) (0.015) (0.017) (0.008) (0.020) (0.014) (0.008) (0.0006) (0.010)
Log cross wage 0.084 -0.291 0.973#** 0.200 -0.124  0.375%F+  -0.215%%  -0.331* 0.079 0.116 -0.251#4% 0.214 -0.006 0.657+** -0.075 0.509%**%  0.655%**
(0.122) (0.229) 0.212) (0.1206) (0.091) (0.135) (0.0806) 0.172) (0.102) (0.089) (0.075) (0.138) (0.086) (0.165) (0.067) (0.130) (0.155)
Sex ratio 5.796%  15.627F%F  12.691%F* 0.261 3.107F 1395486k 6477 7718 3.374 4.317 -3.799%* -2.294 8.123%* 7.028 15.467%F%  15.870%+F  -14.890*
(3.129) (5.289) (2.425) (2.992) (1.669) (4.083) (2.647) (3.037) (6.268) (2.700) (1.832) (2.110) (3.2606) (5.052) (2.093) (4.052) (7.843)
Women’s share of non-labor income ~ -0.096 0.228 0.136 -0.408F%F - 0.242%* -0.253* 0.288 -0.273 -0.025 0.132 0.114 -0.379 0.048 0.282 0.093 0.828* 0.027
(0.169) (0.173) (0.113) (0.139) (0.101) (0.131) (0.215) (0.174) (0.099) (0.122) (0.090) (0.280) 0.211) (0.274) (0.1106) (0.471) (0.840)
Age difference, male-female 0.014  -0.041%F*  -0.033*F%F  -0.037*+F* 0.005 -0.052%* 0.011 -0.043** 0.006 0.021* -0.014 -0.048*+* 0.003 -0.041%6%  0.021* 0.014 -0.040%%*
0.014) (0.014) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) 0.019) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.013) 0.012) (0.0106) (0.011) (0.013) (0.014)
Education level difference -0.182%%F 0. 274%Fx  _0.150%*+* -0.012 -0.006  -0.264%%*  -0.106%**  -0.162%** 0.011 -0.026 0.029 -0.239%k 0.025 -0.251FF%  0.035*% -0.020 -0.064*
(0.035) (0.032) (0.032) (0.022) (0.0206) (0.025) (0.028) (0.045) (0.020) (0.036) (0.029) (0.032) (0.028) (0.037) (0.020) (0.033) (0.0306)
Fertility rate -3.454%%%  -0.525 -0.798 S1.580#%F - -1.586%F* 22878 -0.036 -0.433 -0.895* -0.692 -0.228 -0.847 0.116 -1.938x* 0.390 -1.996%F -4.613%¢F
(0.6606) (0.560) (0.560) (0.314) (0.557) (0.409) (0.782) (0.522) (0.499) (0.721) (0.481) (0.534) (0.693) (0.662) (0.427) (0.492) (0.543)
Constant 41431085 28 227%0%  32150%k% 4494086k 40, 149%F% 31 156%F  33.580%F*  35.430%%F  43.173%Fx  38.4200%F  48,003%F*  58.289FFF 38 BTTHEK  45143%KK  26.282FFF  36.767FFF 74,618+
(3.863) (6.085) (3.459) (3.703) (2.696) (4.573) (4.048) (3.503) (7.218) (4.041) (2.639) (2.805) (4.367) (5.3806) (2.549) (4.885) (8.200)
Preference factors Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year F.E. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Number of observations 16,854 19,304 24,894 38,622 21,682 40,625 17,705 11,630 30,339 12,484 15,904 17,055 31,259 17,754 28,452 20,120 24,357

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (matried or unmarried). The dependent variables are spouses’ weekly work hours. * p < 0. 1, %* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 5.

Sharing rule estimates

VARIABLES Austria  Belgium  Czech Rep. Denmark  Estonia France Hungary  Ireland Ttaly Latvia  Lithuania Luxembourg Poland Portugal Spain  Switzerland UK
Log women’s wage 148.705 6.313 9.980 -41.641 -5.855 21.769 2.739 -6.609 -603.359  -54.689  -15.680 89.238 -0.727 43.566%* 4.588 -61.863%%* 82,590
(p=0.551) (p=0.461) (p=0.143) (p=0.149) (P=0.479) (=0.266) (P=0.426) (P=0.480) (»=0.398) (»=0.409) (p=0.486) (P=0.328) (p=0.918) (p=0.036) (P=0.871) (p=0.004)  (p=0.002)
Log men’s wage 262.103 10.172 17.701%*  -100.293 0.077 25.153 2.164 8.102 -249.446  -35.508  -47.763* 218.473 -0.210 44.936%*  29.793  -66.250F%*  -87.951*%*
(p=0.441) (»=0.299) (p=0.012) (p=0.159) (=0.986) (=0.188) (p=0.226) (P=0.329) (P=0.571) (P=0.347) (=0.055) (P=0.265) (p=0.931) (E=0.026) (p=0.124) (p=0.002)  (p=0.001)
Household non-labor income 6.929 0.330 1.512%%* -2.579 1.673 0.626%* 0.794* 1.152% -0.908 -2.830 1.386 2.929 0.189 1.818** -0.222 -0.598%Fk  2.332%kk
»=0.429) (p=0.199) (p<0.001) (p=0.143) (p=0.232) (P=0.024) (p=0.056) (P=0.077) (»=0.742) (p=0.375) (=0.525) (p=0.226) (p=0.927) (P=0.030) (P=0.636) (»<0.001)  (»<0.001)
Log cross wage -62.947 -1.728 -6.905 12.323 2.730 -9.436 -0.754 1.012 114.161 40.444 10.045 -25.801 -0.163  -26.769**  -13.068  18.678***  25.499%¢*
(p=0.450) (p=0.475) (p=0.112) (p=0.221) (p=0.493) (=0.193) (E=0.524) (P=0.672) (p=0.554) (P=0.282) (p=0.495) (p=0.352) (p=0.924) (P=0.011) (=0.124) (p=0.003)  (p=0.002)
Sex ratio 28.744 -475.421 9.276 52513 -8,231.375 464.107 -3.537 -204.645 -74.815 477.001%*
(»=0.419)  (p=0.160) »=0.777)  (p=0.400) (p=0.465) (p=0.235) (p=0.929) (»=0.301)  (p=0.373)  (p=0.021)
Women’s share of non-labor income 19.094  14.877%%* 35258 7.260 16.405%  -498.397 97.876 8.379 57.342%%* 57360 -103.640%%*
(»=0.159)  (p<0.001)  (p=0.147) (p=0.268) (»=0.079)  (p=0.450) ®=0.233)  (»=0.927) (p=0.001) (p=0.174) (»p=0.001)
Age difference, male-female -14.719  -0.0135 -0.390 0.072 -2.159 -1.530%* -1.206 -45.137 -3.407 1.099%** 0.927**
(p=0.427) (p=0.932) (p=0.167) (p=0.848) (p=0.234) (p=0.049) (»=0.102)  (p=0.458) (p=0.280) (»=0.007)  (p=0.038)
Education level difference 0.935 -2.837 -3.003%%* 8.238 -11.670%%*  0.8626 -4.876* -36.811 -13.103%* -2.952%* 2.733%*
»=0.918) (»=0.162) (p=0.002) (p=0.148) (»=0.003) (p=0.232) (p=0.093) (p=0.223) (p<0.001) (»=0.016)  (p=0.041)
Fertility rate -544.178 -28.553 % 42775 -20.733 -29.620 -24.070 -255.722 41.784 39.079%%*  32.869%*
(p=0.427) (»=0.003)  (p=0.169) (»p=0.387) (p=0.108) (p=0.113) (p=0.242) (p=0.1306) (»=0.005)  (p=0.023)
Number of observations 16,854 19,304 24,894 38,022 21,682 40,625 17,705 11,630 30,339 12,484 15,904 17,055 31,259 17,754 28,452 20,120 24,357

Notes: P-values in parentheses. The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (married or unmarried). * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table Al. Descriptive statistics, preference factors

Variables Pooled Austria Belgium Czech Rep. Denmark Estonia France Hungary Ireland Italy Latvia Lithuania Luxembourg Poland Portugal Spain Switzerland UK
Wife'’s characteristics

Age 41.630 42.387  40.491 42.623 42,602 42.606 40.332 427797  41.421 42982 42500  42.830 39.875 40.408  41.467 41.681 42.009 41.302
Primaty education 0122 0.140  0.107 0.050 0.053 0.049 0.134  0.112 0105 0.244 0.047 0.023 0.291 0.028 0463  0.241 0.116 0.106
Secondary education ~ 0.470  0.617  0.330 0.746 0.585 0426 0427 0584 0307 0493 0.482 0.476 0.347 0.541 0.244  0.234 0.516 0.415
University education ~ 0.408 0243 0.563 0.205 0.362 0.526 0439 0304 0587 0.263 0.472 0.501 0.363 0430  0.294  0.525 0.368 0.478
Part-time 0.261 0413 0.349 0.037 0.439 0.074 0210  0.037 0.239  0.263  0.057 0.036 0.314 0.053  0.046  0.169 0.485 0.257
Self-employed 0.018 0.023  0.012 0.006 0.006 0.037  0.027  0.022  0.002 0.026 0.050 0.020 0.020 0.016 ~ 0.009  0.038 0.036 0.010
Husband's characteristics

Age 43.823 44.923  42.535 45.121 45.006  44.539 42258 45459  43.248 45.602 44.377  44.655 42.096 42523 43.551  43.699 44.439 43.234
Primary education 0.145 0.076  0.146 0.026 0.041 0.078  0.162  0.087 0.186  0.321  0.095 0.044 0.306 0.038 0579 0311 0.084 0.140
Secondary education  0.479  0.633  0.393 0.767 0.507 0.580  0.490  0.687 0.262  0.473  0.633 0.593 0.395 0.657  0.239  0.252 0.443 0.430
University education ~ 0.376  0.291 0.461 0.207 0.452 0.342  0.347  0.226 0.552 0.206  0.272 0.363 0.299 0305  0.182  0.436 0.473 0.430
Part-time 0.034 0.035  0.071 0.007 0.048 0.022  0.025  0.013 0.058  0.032  0.023 0.018 0.024 0.016  0.006  0.025 0.064 0.036
Self-employed 0.035 0.032  0.019 0.012 0.009 0.099  0.066  0.035 0.006  0.041  0.087 0.050 0.027 0.034  0.018  0.069 0.060 0.021
Household characteristics

Married 0.789 0.810  0.705 0.832 0.816 0.696  0.645  0.826 0.844  0.878  0.802 0.978 0.819 0.935  0.855  0.831 0.746 0.762
Family size 2440 2550 2448 2.644 2.388 2.544 2365  2.693 2496 2501 2.638 2.614 2.408 2,617 2499 2457 2.369 2.385
Number of children 0.428  0.531 0.432 0.636 0.383 0.534  0.354  0.679 0.475  0.489  0.608 0.604 0.396 0.603  0.482  0.433 0.361 0.374

Notes: The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (married or unmatried). Summary statistics are sample weighted.
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Table A2. GMM Restricted estimates, females

VARIABLES Austria  Belgium  Czech Rep. Denmark  Estonia France ~ Hungary  Ireland Ttaly Latvia  Lithuania Luxembourg Poland  Portugal Spain  Switzerland UK
Log women’s wage SL69THRRE L2727k 0.703% 0.880F*  -0.463%F*  2771%%%  -0.177 -0.622 S1.840%00F  -0.968%*F - _0,955%k* 30990k D 132FK 31208k L] 3eTRRR 509208 320844
(0.263) (0.783) (0.375) (0.409) (0.160) (0.355) (0.121) (0.484) (0.3106) (0.150) (0.114) (0.597) (0.133) (0.3006) (0.2306) (0.590) (0.517)
Log men’s wage S1.850%k 12778 -0.918FF 3 564%4F -0.002 -0.605* -0.140 -0.502 -0.526* -0.217%  0.256%F*  -3.066*F* 0.074 -0.890%%  -0.483FF  -4.003%*F  -4.036%**
(0.245) (0.745) (0.293) (0.370) 0.117) (0.328) (0.108) (0.439) (0.308) (0.113) (0.087) (0.592) (0.114) (0.274) (0.207) (0.543) (0.471)
Household non-labor income -0.049%%F -0.041%F*  -0.078F%F  -0.092%F%  -0.046%F  -0.015%F*  -0.051FF 0071+ -0.002 -0.017 -0.007 -0.041%6%  -0.066%**F  -0.036%* 0.004 -0.036%**%  -0.107***
(0.010) (0.013) (0.012) (0.010) 0.014) (0.005) (0.017) (0.010) (0.005) (0.014) (0.012) (0.008) (0.017) (0.014) (0.007) (0.0006) (0.009)
Log cross wage 0.4444+% 0.217 0.358* 0.438++* -0.074 0.227* 0.049 -0.063 0.241%%  0.2474%F -0.054 0.362** 0.057 0.530F%F  0.212%* 1.129%6%  1.170%+*
(0.082) (0.245) (0.201) (0.136) (0.082) (0.124) 0.077) (0.143) (0.118) 0.077) 0.072) (0.168) (0.080) (0.128) (0.092) (0.165) 0.162)
Sex ratio 6.255%  14.630%+* -1.491 -16.896*%*F  6.159%F  (.623* -0.599 -3.254  -17.345%%F  0.389 -2.486 -0.120 1.238 -2.904 3.317 -4.521 21.888***
(3.470) (5.312) (1.844) (3.789) (1.420) (3.840) (2.103) (3.408) (6.707) (2.524) (1.960) (2.518) (3.234) (4.178) (2.247) (4.928) (7.933)
Women’s share of non-labor income ~ -0.136 ~ -2.397+%%  -0.772%%%  1.253%F  _(,198%F  -2.643%F  -0.332%  -1.016%**  -1.050**F  -0.189* -0.009 S1L37FRRE 293306k 1 136%KF -0.930%4F 0.211 -4.756%+F
(0.209) (0.191) (0.086) (0.196) (0.090) (0.149) (0.197) (0.198) (0.110) (0.108) (0.097) (0.341) (0.239) 0.212) (0.133) (0.590) (1.028)
Age difference, male-female 0.104#* 0.002 0.020 0.003 0.059*F*F  0.037+* -0.001 0.075%%%  -0.095%+* -0.010 -0.038* 0.048** 0.005 -0.030* 0.003 0.066**+* 0.043**
(0.020) (0.020) (0.014) (0.013) (0.019) (0.015) (0.022) (0.023) (0.025) (0.032) (0.023) (0.020) (0.024) (0.017) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018)
Education level difference -0.007 0.356%%*F  0.156%+*%  (.293%F* 0.027 0.281#** -0.056 0.302%** -0.002 0.046 0.060 0.5174%* 0.083*  0.260%*F  0.075%F  -0.178%%*  (0.125%*
(0.064) (0.048) (0.041) (0.045) (0.037) (0.0306) (0.042) (0.065) (0.030) (0.049) (0.047) (0.065) (0.044) (0.045) (0.031) (0.060) (0.053)
Fertility rate 3.840F%F  0.994* 1.481%+* 1.520%+* 0.565 0.712* -0.819 1.491%4* 0.146 -1.562%* -0.614 1.274* -0.672 -0.828 0.352 2361+ 1.508%**
(0.745) (0.590) (0.402) (0.410) (0.490) (0.392) (0.620) (0.5506) (0.512) (0.624) (0.497) (0.670) (0.044) (0.520) (0.464) (0.589) (0.562)
Constant 31.063*%*  25.498%+% 40, 175%F*  57.653F%F  32.627HFFF 24 T1THER A2334HF% 30,084%F  G2T8IRRR 42 303%FF  46.214%%F 44 248%6K 42 707FR* 48.2428%F 37 458%Fx  63.795%FF 18,955+
(4.119) (6.213) (2.5506) (4.457) (2.393) (4.413) (3.169) (3.788) (7.711) (3.802) (3.003) (3.389) (4.253) (4.453) (2.764) (5.911) (8.341)
Preference factors Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year F.E. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Number of observations 16,854 19,304 24,894 38,622 21,682 40,625 17,705 11,630 30,339 12,484 15,904 17,055 31,259 17,754 28,452 20,120 24,357

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (married or unmarried). The dependent variables are spouses’ weekly work hours. * p < 0.1, ¥* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A3. GMM Restricted estimates, males

VARIABLES Austria  Belgium  Czech Rep. Denmark  Estonia France ~ Hungary  Ireland Ttaly Latvia  Lithuania Luxembourg Poland  Portugal Spain  Switzerland UK
Log women’s wage -0.236 0.884 -1.670%%  -0.619* 0.245 -1.008**  0.767+* 2.202 -0.387 -0.156 0.390+* -0.546 -0.068  -1.171%  -0.031 -1.690% - -2.080%%*
(0.378) (0.5506) (0.394) (0.320) (0.168) (0.401) (0.372) (2.438) (0.319) (0.167) (0.110) (0.383) (0.6106) (0.354) (0.1906) (0.465) (0.487)
Log men’s wage SLOSORRE _2.076%F*  2.869F%F  -0.871%FF 0.656%FFF  -2.202%F%  0.714%F%  L0.281  -1188FRx -0.919%%F L0301k 2. 861FFF  _1.840%6k 3 553HKE L] Q628K L3 301Rk 3 2498
(0.345) (0.471) (0.329) (0.329) (0.134) (0.354) (0.1106) (1.129) (0.252) (0.134) (0.100) (0.435) (0.210) (0.340) (0.145) (0.4306) (0.4406)
Household non-labor income -0.009  -0.094*%*F  -0.086***  -0.053***  -0.028 0.017%*  -0.058*F* -0.051%*  -0.001 -0.011 -0.010 -0.012 -0.076 -0.022 -0.008 -0.044%%F 20,0844+
(0.010) (0.031) (0.020) (0.010) (0.017) (0.007) (0.021) (0.015) (0.005) (0.015) (0.017) (0.007) (0.069) (0.014) (0.008) (0.0006) 0.011)
Log cross wage 0.100 -0.242 1.156%+* 0.183 -0.114  0.437%F+  -0.211%*  -0.337* 0.073 0.116 -0.250%* 0.158 -0.015 0.719%* -0.088 0.510%%F  0.642%**
(0.124) (0.171) (0.209) (0.124) (0.089) (0.132) (0.084) (0.182) (0.097) (0.089) (0.074) (0.120) (0.166) 0.172) (0.064) (0.130) (0.155)
Sex ratio 13.967%+%  16.230%+* -4.810 -7.064 6.301#F%F  33.118%%* 2597 -17.495 -5.280 4.234 -11.545 -2.060 -0.332 5.234 -1.374 -2.044 12.014%*
(3.5406) (5.301) (»=0.466) (p=0.151)  (2.142) 6.097)  p=0.799) (»=0.691) (p=0.375) (2.582)  (p=0.502) (2.133) (»=0.932)  (5.312) (p=0.388) (»p=0.372) (p=0.018)
Women’s share of non-labor income ~ -0.099 2.674 -2.489* 0.524 -0.304  -0.398%*F  0.260 -5.465 -0.320 0.133 0.118 -0.599 0.788 -1.547%¢% 0.385 0.831* -2.610%%*
0.169)  (p=0.428) (p=0.073) (p=0.139) (p=0.446)  (0.139) 0.218)  (»=0.669) (p=0.352)  (0.122) (0.091) (»=0.203)  (»p=0.931) (»=0.003) (p=0.321) (0.478) (p=0.001)
Age difference, male-female 0.023 -0.002 0.065 0.001 0.090 0.071* 0.012 0.402 -0.029 0.021* -0.013 0.021 0.005 -0.022 0.021* 0.030%** 0.023**
(»=0.407) (»=0.932) (p=0.272) (p=0.848) (p=0.434) (»=0.094) (0.010) (p=0.671) (p=0.362)  (0.011) (0.010) (p=0.249) (0.034) (0.016) (0.011) (»=0.007)  (p=0.035)
Education level difference -0.001 -0.397 0.503 0.122 -0.010 0.540%* 0.241 1.624 0.011 -0.026 0.029 0.225 0.028 0.352%¢% 0.027 -0.081%* 0.069**
(»=0.918) (p=0.432) (p=0.111) (P=0.140)  (0.029)  (»p=0.032) (P=0.578) (P=0.668)  (0.020) (0.037) (0.029) (p=0.189) 0.056)  (p=0.002)  (0.020) (»=0.016)  (p=0.035)
Fertility rate 0.863 -0.632 4.778 0.635 0.867 1.372 -0.764 8.019 -1.281F% - -0.730 0.063 -0.664 -1.397 -1.123 -0.325 1067+ 0.828%*
(»=0.407)  (0.676) (»=0.102)  (p=0.160) (=0.506) (P=0.152) (2.293) (p=0.672) (0.487) (p=0.216)  (0.494) (0.549) (1.751)  (p=0.145)  (0.419) (»=0.004)  (p=0.020)
Constant 28.838*** 27 527FFk  48.850%K*  49.683F+F  34.442%%* 5812 37.952%%  45549%F%  53.006%*F  38.559%FF  44.325%F%k 55 533Fkk  50,0544KF 44 T11RER 45,970%K%  53.075%FF 4] 744%4%
(3.782) (5.997) (7.929) (5.484) (3.503) (7.593) (15.688)  (20.515) (7.4306) (3.855) (2.500) (2.595) (5.483) (5.715) (1.655) (3.333) (4.988)
Preference factors Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year F.E. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Number of observations 16,854 19,304 24,894 38,622 21,682 40,625 17,705 11,630 30,339 12,484 15,904 17,055 31,259 17,754 28,452 20,120 24,357

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses.

35

The EU-SILC data (2004-2019) has been restricted to working couples (married or unmarried). The dependent variables are spouses’ weekly work hours. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ¥** p < 0.01.



