
Figure 2: Country means for factor scores
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axis also believe that citizens should spend some of their free time helping
others, state that they are not afraid of being treated dishonestly, appear
supportive of gender equality under a number of perspectives, and actively
participate in politics.

The joint consideration of these elements hints as a possible interpre-
tation of Factor 2 in terms of inclusiveness, defined as support for the ex-
tension of rights and opportunities to everyone, regardless of background
and circumstances. There is also an element of social cohesion based on the
consistent subscription to a shared set of rules.

Figure 2 represents country means on the two factor axes. Scandinavia
scores high on both moderation and inclusiveness, while Mediterranean
countries and Eastern European ones are located in the opposite quadrant.
Central European and Anglophone countries display positive scores for mod-
eration, and hover around the mean with respect to inclusiveness.

The analysis of the correlation matrix between factor scores and other
individual traits reveals that associations between values, demographics and
social class are weak, with the Pearson correlation coefficient reaching a
maximum of 0.39 in the case of inclusiveness and the number of years spent
in formal education. Income also feebly correlates with both moderation
(0.12) and inclusiveness (0.23), while age seems to have no correlation with
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the former (-0.07) and a slightly negative correlation (-0.14) with the latter.

5 Results

We want to test whether heterogeneity in values, as summarized in our
two-factor representation, also implies heterogeneity in the links between
inequality and happiness. To this end, we run a set of ordered logits where
the degree of happiness in a scale ranging from 0 to 10 appears on the
left-hand side, while a number of variables related to the distribution of
income at the regional level appear on the right-hand side both in raw form
and interacted with measures of distance from national means in terms of
moderation and inclusiveness. These core variables are supplemented by a
large number of controls that are routinely used in happiness regressions.

Table 4 presents our results. Values seem indeed to have a role in the
way the distribution of income affects subjective well-being. The regres-
sion coefficient for our indicator of inequality, the standardized interquartile
range of equivalent incomes at the regional level, amounts to 0.24, and after
correction of standard errors for clustering it is barely significant. However,
the interaction between the same indicator and individual distance in mod-
eration from the national mean has a coefficient of -1.27, significant at the
1 per cent level; the interaction between inequality and individual distance
in inclusiveness from the national mean reports a coefficient of -0.63 and it
is significant at the 5 per cent level.

Table 4: Ordered logit estimates for happiness

Estimate Std Err+ Pr>ChiSq

Equivalent income

Log own 0.144 0.024 0.000

*Moderation (distance from mean) -0.081 0.070 0.248

*Inclusiveness (distance from mean) -0.160 0.073 0.028

Std interquartile range, regional 0.248 0.150 0.098

*Moderation -1.272 0.282 0.000

*Inclusiveness -0.627 0.307 0.041

Log median, national 0.466 0.171 0.006

*Moderation -0.026 0.252 0.917

*Inclusiveness -0.469 0.330 0.156

Log median, regional -0.105 0.165 0.525

*Moderation -0.201 0.253 0.426

*Inclusiveness 0.225 0.349 0.520

Demographics

Gender: female 0.115 0.038 0.002

Age -0.066 0.009 0.000

17



Table 4: Ordered logit estimates for happiness (continued)

Estimate Std Err+ Pr>ChiSq

Age squared 0.001 0.000 0.000

Self-reported health (baseline=very good)

Good -0.578 0.053 0.000

Fair -1.062 0.075 0.000

Bad -1.756 0.114 0.000

Very bad -2.447 0.334 0.000

Marital status (baseline=married or in registered cohabitation)

Separated -0.964 0.148 0.000

Divorced -0.635 0.073 0.000

Widowed -0.927 0.076 0.000

Never married -0.647 0.049 0.000

Children

Children living at home -0.058 0.049 0.233

Children living outside the home 0.146 0.051 0.004

Social ties

At least one close friend 0.588 0.080 0.000

Frequency of social activity 0.157 0.017 0.000

Location (baseline = city center)

Suburbs or outskirts of big city -0.004 0.072 0.957

Town or small city 0.065 0.062 0.291

Country village 0.125 0.063 0.047

Farm or home in countryside 0.288 0.108 0.008

Feeling of safety in own neighborhood (baseline = very safe)

Safe -0.084 0.043 0.053

Unsafe -0.180 0.061 0.003

Very unsafe -0.332 0.115 0.004

Job status (baseline = employee)

Student 0.060 0.080 0.453

Unemployed, looking for job -0.558 0.116 0.000

Unemployed, not looking -0.374 0.148 0.011

Permanently sick or disabled 0.085 0.139 0.540

Retired 0.168 0.067 0.012

Community or military service 0.258 0.279 0.355

Housework 0.051 0.066 0.439

Other -0.206 0.183 0.259

Other factors

Years in formal education -0.002 0.006 0.775

Intensity of religious belief 0.054 0.009 0.000

Belongs to discriminated group -0.538 0.091 0.000

Homeowner 0.102 0.044 0.021

Marginal effect of distance from the mean in values

Moderation 3.922 0.715 0.000

Inclusiveness 5.062 1.065 0.000

Model fit statistics:

Prob > Chi Square (Wald) 0.000

Pseudo R2 0.061

+Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the country level (inclusion of national median

of equivalent income in the regression)

In other words, people who are more moderate or more inclusive than
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their fellow citizens tend to dislike inequality more. Since we are discussing
moral traits, it is quite hard to give a strict quantitative interpretation to
the absolute values of regression coefficients; but the distances from national
means in terms of moderation and inclusiveness have similar standard devi-
ations, respectively estimated at 0.38 and 0.35, and it is therefore reasonable
to say that, for a given relative distance from the mainstream, increases of
inequality affect more or less twice as badly those who are distant because
of moderation than those who are distant because of inclusiveness.

The result can be interpreted as follows: those who are more moderate
than their compatriots might dislike inequality because it acts as a trigger for
social tension, conflict and unrest, as described by the literature referenced
in Section 1; those who are particularly inclusive might dislike inequality
because they perceive it as morally unfair. The former motive, known in
the literature as instrumental inequality aversion, appears to be stronger
than the latter, substantive inequality aversion.

Values appear to be significant also when it comes to deriving happiness
from one’s own income. The net effect of the logarithm of equivalent income
is positive, but turns negative when interacted with inclusiveness: this may
be an example of the guilt effect outlined in Section 2. The interaction ele-
ments are not significant when it comes to the impact exerted on happiness
by the general standard of living, as expressed by the national median of
equivalent incomes: the marginal effect is positive and significant, the inter-
action terms are not significant. Finally, no comparative effects as measured
by the effect of the regional median of equivalent income emerge from our
model.

Moderation and inclusiveness in excess of the general reference level also
have a positive marginal impact on happiness, with coefficients of 3.92 and
5.06 respectively. Where inclusiveness is concerned, this is consistent with
studies that show how higher levels of trust and of general openness toward
other people are associated with higher happiness. In the case of moderation,
the result might reflect a comfortable distance from events, inducing an abil-
ity to filter them into feelings in a more level-headed manner. The intuition
is particularly suitable to our sample, entirely composed of European coun-
tries where disastrous phenomena such as famine, disease epidemics, war
on domestic territory and destruction wrought by extreme weather condi-
tions are virtually unknown. While a strong disposition toward moderation
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might not be able to curb unhappiness from such occurrences, it can reduce
the impact of run-of-the-mill unpleasant happenings. This explanation is,
however, entirely speculative.

Finally, results on the set of controls are entirely aligned with previous
literature. Among the circumstances positively associated with happiness we
find good health, marriage or cohabitation, residence in a safe neighborhood,
intense religious belief, and the enjoyment of close friendships. On the other
hand, belonging to a discriminated group, having limited social interaction,
and living in a large city exert a negative impact.

We have so far looked at moderation and inclusiveness as separate di-
mensions. In the spirit of understanding whether the interaction of the two
might impact happiness directly, and also as a manner of carrying out sensi-
tivity analysis, we estimated two further specifications of our regression: the
first is based on the simple consideration of the Cartesian quadrants defined
by the two orthogonal factors, the second is founded on non-hierarchical
k-means cluster analysis [Anderberg, 1973; Everitt, 1980].

Table A.4 shows that significant inequality aversion is found in the two
high-moderation quadrants; high inclusiveness intensifies the phenomenon
slightly, but it is not a requisite for its existence. The coefficient for inter-
action between inequality and the high-inclusiveness, low-moderation quad-
rant dummy is not significant, although it has the expected negative sign.

Cluster analysis reveals the presence of four clusters, described in Table
A.5. Regressions that include cluster dummies (Table A.6) give insights
similar to those presented above: significant inequality aversion is found for
Cluster 2, which comprises people with high moderation scores, while a non-
significant negative coefficient is found for the highly inclusive individuals
in Cluster 4.

In general, when below-average moderation is accompanied by above-
average inclusiveness, the impact of the former appears to outweigh the
impact of the latter, consistently with the results presented above. It is also
possible that intra-class variability affects the estimates more when it comes
to inclusiveness than when it comes to moderation, notwithstanding simi-
lar distributions and independent of whether standardization procedures are
employed to neutralize outliers, suggesting that the effect of relative inclu-
siveness goes in the same direction but is both weaker and more markedly
non-linear than the effect of relative moderation.
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6 Conclusions

This paper set out with the goal of understanding whether it is possible to
model the relationship between inequality and happiness in a way that is
consistently appropriate across domains and takes into account both posi-
tional and interpretational effects. We looked at the heterogeneity of values,
inclinations and beliefs as a possible unifying explanation for the existence
of different reactions to inequality.

Drawing on data for twenty-three countries from the second round of
the European Social Survey, carried out in 2004, we found that individual
views on a wide range of themes can be effectively summarized by two
orthogonal dimensions: moderation and inclusiveness. The former is defined
as a tendency to take mild stands on issues rather than extreme ones; the
latter is defined as the degree of support for a social model that grants equal
rights to everyone who willingly subscribes to a shared set of rules, regardless
of background and circumstances.

We ran a set of ordered logits where the degree of happiness on a 0-10
scale appears on the left-hand side, while distributional indicators interacted
with individual distances from country means in terms of moderation and
inclusiveness appear on the right-hand side, supplemented by a set of stan-
dard controls. We chose to look at distances from country means rather than
raw levels in order to account for the fact that all the countries in the sample
are democracies, where redistributive policies are endogenous with respect
to values insofar as they capture, at least to some extent, the opinions and
desires of the representative voter.

Values turn out to matter when it comes to determining the sign and the
intensity of the relationship between inequality and happiness. In particu-
lar, individuals who are either more moderate or more inclusive than their
average compatriot tend to dislike inequality. With reference to moderation,
inequality aversion can be read in terms of a desire for stability: people who
are reluctant to take strong stands probably also resent social tension and
unrest, which often accompany inequality. With reference to inclusiveness,
the main element at play is likely to be a negative reaction to perceived
unfairness. The effect of moderation appears to be stronger than the effect
of inclusiveness: instrumental inequality aversion is probably more frequent
and more intense than substantive inequality aversion.
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Worldview effects appeared to be significant also with reference to the
impact of personal income on happiness. The net effect of the logarithm of
own equivalent income is positive for all clusters, but it is remarkably less
intense, approximating zero, for people with a strong drive toward inclusion.

The marginal effect of values was found to be positive and significant
with reference to those who exceed either average moderation or average
inclusiveness. While the result on inclusiveness is expected, on account of
a well-known relationship between openness toward others, trust and hap-
piness, the positive sign on moderation was somewhat unanticipated. One
possible explanation may start from the observation that the sample only
includes developed countries, largely immune from disastrous phenomena
such as widespread extreme poverty or war on domestic territory. Most
events that can be perceived as unpleasant, barring health conditions that
are controlled for in our regressions, are probably minor; if moderation is as-
sociated with a comfortable emotional distance from mundane disruptions,
then it is bound to have a positive impact on happiness.
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A Appendix

Table A.1: Deleted observations and imputed incomes, by country

Country Starting
size

Deleted observations Imputed incomes

N Fraction N Fraction
Austria 2,256 654 0.29 627 0.28
Belgium 1,778 142 0.08 343 0.19
Czech Republic 3,026 1245 0.41 473 0.16
Denmark 1,487 239 0.16 127 0.09
Estonia 1,989 700 0.35 232 0.12
Finland 2,022 135 0.07 121 0.06
France+ 1,806 402 0.22 0 0.00
Germany 2,870 440 0.15 480 0.17
Greece 2,406 358 0.15 630 0.26
Hungary 1,498 345 0.23 131 0.09
Iceland 579 72 0.12 57 0.10
Ireland 2,286 483 0.21 379 0.17
Luxembourg 1,635 340 0.21 457 0.28
Netherlands 1,881 136 0.07 197 0.10
Norway 1,760 50 0.03 39 0.02
Poland 1,716 409 0.24 198 0.12
Portugal 2,052 426 0.21 678 0.33
Slovakia 1,512 490 0.32 325 0.21
Slovenia 1,442 290 0.20 208 0.14
Spain 1,663 342 0.21 446 0.27
Sweden 1,948 194 0.10 98 0.05
Switzerland 2,141 281 0.13 348 0.16
United Kingdom 1,897 142 0.07 337 0.18
Total 43,650 8,315 0.19 6,931 0.16
+ No imputed incomes for France on account of unavailability of subjective quality-of-life
measures. All observations lacking income information were therefore deleted.
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Table A.3: Item factor loadings and goodness-of-fit statistics

Var Response Dim1 Dim2 Contr1 Contr2 Quality Mass Inertia

You can’t be too careful -1.0472 -0.6244 0.0200 0.0082 0.0889 0.0030 0.0118

1 -0.7413 -0.6472 0.0069 0.0061 0.0371 0.0020 0.0120

2 -0.3746 -0.5753 0.0034 0.0093 0.0363 0.0040 0.0116

3 -0.0504 -0.4469 0.0001 0.0088 0.0258 0.0062 0.0111

4 0.0684 -0.1335 0.0002 0.0008 0.0091 0.0064 0.0111

P
P
L
T

R
S
T

5 0.0649 -0.0901 0.0003 0.0007 0.0118 0.0125 0.0097

6 0.3329 0.2008 0.0042 0.0018 0.0191 0.0062 0.0111

7 0.3465 0.4755 0.0059 0.0129 0.0585 0.0080 0.0107

8 0.1474 0.7028 0.0007 0.0187 0.0618 0.0053 0.0113

9 -0.0292 0.8783 0.0000 0.0063 0.0227 0.0012 0.0122

Most people can be trusted -0.5470 0.5488 0.0014 0.0016 0.0103 0.0007 0.0123

Not at all worried -0.0698 0.1976 0.0004 0.0041 0.0175 0.0148 0.0092

A bit worried 0.1844 0.0043 0.0056 0.0000 0.0439 0.0271 0.0064

W
R
Y

T
R

D
H

Fairly worried -0.1263 -0.2282 0.0011 0.0040 0.0179 0.0108 0.0101

Very worried -0.9168 -0.2029 0.0145 0.0008 0.0571 0.0028 0.0119

Disagree strongly -0.8050 0.5514 0.0035 0.0019 0.0159 0.0009 0.0123

Disagree 0.2462 0.3586 0.0029 0.0072 0.0402 0.0079 0.0107

B
S
N

P
R

F
T

Neither agree nor disagree 0.3516 0.1400 0.0077 0.0014 0.0692 0.0102 0.0102

Agree 0.2379 -0.1426 0.0084 0.0035 0.0668 0.0243 0.0070

Agree strongly -0.8574 -0.1037 0.0554 0.0009 0.2129 0.0123 0.0097

Disagree strongly -1.8246 -0.5613 0.0075 0.0008 0.0253 0.0004 0.0124

Disagree -0.1412 -0.2036 0.0003 0.0008 0.0402 0.0079 0.0107

C
T

Z
H

L
P
O

Neither agree nor disagree 0.2652 -0.0840 0.0046 0.0005 0.1277 0.0106 0.0101

Agree 0.2099 -0.0637 0.0089 0.0010 0.1152 0.0330 0.0051

Agree strongly -0.9893 0.4282 0.0525 0.0114 0.2289 0.0088 0.0105

Disagree strongly -0.4747 0.7168 0.0158 0.0418 0.2050 0.0115 0.0099

Disagree 0.3744 0.0197 0.0224 0.0001 0.1385 0.0261 0.0066

S
C

B
E
V

T
S

Neither agree nor disagree 0.1633 -0.3549 0.0013 0.0069 0.1202 0.0077 0.0108

Agree -0.1897 -0.6238 0.0017 0.0207 0.0690 0.0075 0.0108

Agree strongly -1.5097 -0.4811 0.0384 0.0045 0.1354 0.0028 0.0119

Disagree strongly -0.4795 0.4171 0.0022 0.0019 0.0143 0.0016 0.0122

Disagree 0.3883 0.2069 0.0067 0.0022 0.0462 0.0072 0.0109

G
IN

C
D

IF

Neither agree nor disagree 0.3859 0.0336 0.0078 0.0001 0.0657 0.0086 0.0106

Agree 0.2717 -0.1119 0.0106 0.0021 0.0670 0.0235 0.0072

Agree strongly -0.8008 0.0132 0.0575 0.0000 0.2306 0.0147 0.0092

Not wrong at all -1.2506 -0.7478 0.0056 0.0023 0.0694 0.0006 0.0124

A bit wrong 0.0369 -0.3399 0.0000 0.0031 0.0948 0.0038 0.0116

S
L
C

N
F
L
W

Wrong 0.2431 -0.1340 0.0094 0.0033 0.0841 0.0260 0.0067

Seriously wrong -0.2266 0.2063 0.0079 0.0076 0.1817 0.0252 0.0068

Not wrong at all -0.9787 -0.6764 0.0032 0.0018 0.0791 0.0005 0.0124

A bit wrong 0.0886 -0.5233 0.0001 0.0033 0.0722 0.0017 0.0121

P
B

O
F
V

R
W

Wrong 0.1646 -0.3626 0.0025 0.0139 0.0935 0.0149 0.0092

Seriously wrong -0.0536 0.1725 0.0007 0.0081 0.1818 0.0385 0.0038

Disagree strongly -1.0103 0.1576 0.0073 0.0002 0.0227 0.0012 0.0122

Disagree -0.1183 -0.1650 0.0003 0.0007 0.0063 0.0035 0.0117

C
T

Z
C

H
T

X

Neither agree nor disagree 0.1516 -0.0422 0.0010 0.0001 0.1012 0.0073 0.0108

Agree 0.3489 -0.1135 0.0220 0.0027 0.1696 0.0295 0.0059

Agree strongly -0.6997 0.2880 0.0420 0.0083 0.2119 0.0141 0.0093

Not at all interested -0.5556 -0.0617 0.0176 0.0240 0.1637 0.0093 0.0104

Hardly interested 0.0690 -0.2231 0.0006 0.0072 0.0646 0.0203 0.0079

P
O

L
IN

T
R

Quite interested 0.2306 0.2756 0.0065 0.0108 0.1059 0.0201 0.0080

Very interested -0.1455 0.7950 0.0008 0.0260 0.1193 0.0058 0.0112

No -0.2534 -0.4323 0.0044 0.0149 0.1104 0.0112 0.0100

Yes 0.0562 0.1087 0.0008 0.0033 0.1940 0.0399 0.0035

V
O

T
E

Not eligible to vote 0.1353 0.1165 0.0005 0.0004 0.1148 0.0044 0.0115
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Table A.3: Item factor loadings and goodness-of-fit statistics (cont.)

Var Response Dim1 Dim2 Contr1 Contr2 Quality Mass Inertia

No time at all -0.3160 -0.2320 0.0093 0.0058 0.0812 0.0152 0.0091

Less than 0.5 hour 0.0942 0.0590 0.0009 0.0004 0.0370 0.0174 0.0086

0.5 to 1 hr 0.1648 0.1330 0.0026 0.0020 0.0663 0.0158 0.0090

1 to 1.5 hr 0.1326 0.0888 0.0004 0.0002 0.0094 0.0042 0.0116

N
W

S
P
T

O
T

1.5 to 2 hr 0.0398 -0.0503 0.0000 0.0000 0.0040 0.0016 0.0121

2 to 2.5 hr 0.1277 0.0559 0.0001 0.0000 0.0046 0.0006 0.0124

2.5 to 3 hr -0.1789 0.1822 0.0001 0.0001 0.0052 0.0003 0.0124

More than 3 hr -0.1673 0.0554 0.0001 0.0000 0.0047 0.0005 0.0124

Disagree strongly -0.8380 1.2236 0.0180 0.0445 0.2253 0.0042 0.0116

Disagree 0.2911 0.3848 0.0062 0.0125 0.0636 0.0119 0.0098

W
M

C
P
W

R
K

Neither agree nor disagree 0.3271 0.0005 0.0082 0.0000 0.0991 0.0125 0.0097

Agree 0.1859 -0.3655 0.0044 0.0196 0.1814 0.0207 0.0078

Agree strongly -1.2744 -0.3475 0.0615 0.0053 0.2263 0.0062 0.0111

Disagree strongly -1.6401 -0.6477 0.0070 0.0013 0.0242 0.0004 0.0124

Disagree -0.2740 -0.7251 0.0010 0.0083 0.0332 0.0022 0.0120

M
N

R
S
P
H

M

Neither agree nor disagree 0.1796 -0.4752 0.0009 0.0071 0.0427 0.0044 0.0115

Agree 0.4558 -0.1885 0.0368 0.0073 0.2974 0.0290 0.0060

Agree strongly -0.6524 0.4855 0.0506 0.0326 0.3767 0.0195 0.0081

Disagree strongly -0.5052 1.0501 0.0179 0.0900 0.4080 0.0115 0.0099

Disagree 0.4894 0.1273 0.0272 0.0021 0.1416 0.0186 0.0083

M
N

R
G

T
J
B

Neither agree nor disagree 0.3018 -0.3207 0.0059 0.0077 0.0772 0.0106 0.0101

Agree 0.0171 -0.7548 0.0000 0.0426 0.1760 0.0106 0.0101

Agree strongly -1.5151 -0.7071 0.0614 0.0155 0.2503 0.0044 0.0115

Disagree strongly -1.2129 -0.7597 0.0284 0.0129 0.1406 0.0032 0.0118

Disagree -0.0919 -0.7940 0.0003 0.0217 0.0759 0.0049 0.0114

F
R

E
E
H

M
S

Neither agree nor disagree 0.0906 -0.5395 0.0004 0.0153 0.0571 0.0074 0.0108

Agree 0.4130 -0.0809 0.0241 0.0011 0.1559 0.0231 0.0073

Agree strongly -0.3482 0.7124 0.0126 0.0613 0.3391 0.0170 0.0087

Country made worse -1.3786 -0.9029 0.0066 0.0134 0.0566 0.0023 0.0120

1 -0.6843 -0.9044 0.0304 0.0151 0.1353 0.0026 0.0119

2 -0.3571 -0.7839 0.0031 0.0175 0.0607 0.0040 0.0116

3 -0.0137 -0.5541 0.0000 0.0126 0.0401 0.0058 0.0112

4 0.2465 -0.2781 0.0022 0.0033 0.0167 0.0060 0.0112

IM
W

B
C

N
T

5 0.1702 0.0958 0.0031 0.0011 0.0406 0.0173 0.0086

6 0.3740 0.2714 0.0049 0.0030 0.0247 0.0058 0.0112

7 0.2782 0.5574 0.0026 0.0119 0.0423 0.0054 0.0113

8 -0.0119 0.8448 0.0000 0.0204 0.0576 0.0040 0.0116

9 -0.2717 1.1180 0.0005 0.0101 0.0285 0.0011 0.0122

Country made better -0.8320 1.2718 0.0052 0.0141 0.0522 0.0012 0.0122

Allow none -0.8013 -0.9506 0.0284 0.0464 0.2337 0.0072 0.0109

Allow a few 0.0142 -0.3260 0.0000 0.0144 0.0575 0.0191 0.0082

IM
D

F
E
T

N

Allow some 0.2946 0.2731 0.0120 0.0120 0.1135 0.0226 0.0074

Allow many -0.1737 1.0522 0.0012 0.0516 0.1540 0.0066 0.0110
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Table A.4: Ordered logit estimates for happiness: quadrants

Estimate Std Err+ Pr>ChiSq

Equivalent income

(baseline for interaction terms: SW Quadrant, Mod < mean; Incl < mean)

Log own 0.283 0.064 0.000

*NW Quadrant Mod < mean; Incl > mean -0.163 0.086 0.057

*NE Quadrant Mod > mean; Incl > mean -0.227 0.079 0.004

*SE Quadrant Mod > mean; Incl < mean -0.117 0.062 0.057

Std interquartile range, regional 0.740 0.279 0.008

*NW Quadrant -0.293 0.298 0.325

*NE Quadrant -0.883 0.307 0.004

*SE Quadrant -0.640 0.265 0.016

Log median, national 0.732 0.306 0.017

*NW Quadrant -0.417 0.348 0.230

*NE Quadrant -0.302 0.282 0.284

*SE Quadrant -0.310 0.277 0.264

Log median, regional -0.278 0.324 0.391

*NW Quadrant 0.300 0.394 0.446

*NE Quadrant 0.097 0.295 0.742

*SE Quadrant -0.160 0.278 0.566

Demographics

Gender: female 0.134 0.037 0.000

Age -0.062 0.009 0.000

Age squared 0.006 0.000 0.000

Self-reported health (baseline=very good)

Good -0.583 0.052 0.000

Fair -1.077 0.075 0.000

Bad -1.784 0.115 0.000

Very bad -2.420 0.336 0.000

Marital status (baseline=married or in registered cohabitation)

Separated -0.932 0.146 0.000

Divorced -0.624 0.072 0.000

Widowed -0.924 0.077 0.000

Never married -0.631 0.049 0.000

Children

Children living at home -0.067 0.048 0.169

Children living outside the home 0.144 0.051 0.004

Social ties

At least one close friend 0.606 0.080 0.000

Frequency of social activity 0.162 0.017 0.000

Location (baseline = city center)

Suburbs or outskirts of big city -0.008 0.075 0.912

Town or small city 0.051 0.061 0.408

Country village 0.103 0.062 0.096

Farm or home in countryside 0.249 0.107 0.020

Feeling of safety in own neighborhood (baseline = very safe)

Safe -0.107 0.045 0.016

Unsafe -0.217 0.062 0.001

Very unsafe -0.364 0.113 0.001

Job status

Student 0.099 0.078 0.204

Unemployed, looking for job -0.561 0.114 0.000

Unemployed, not looking -0.380 0.148 0.010
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Table A.4: Ordered logit estimates for happiness: quadrants (cont.)

Estimate Std Err+ Pr>ChiSq

Permanently sick or disabled 0.085 0.140 0.610

Retired 0.159 0.066 0.015

Community or military service 0.295 0.266 0.268

Housework 0.042 0.064 0.512

Other -0.193 0.179 0.279

Other factors

Years in formal education 0.004 0.006 0.424

Intensity of religious belief 0.054 0.009 0.000

Belongs to discriminated group -0.516 0.090 0.000

Homeowner 0.094 0.044 0.034

Marginal effect of distance from the mean in values

(baseline = SW Quadrant)

NW Quadrant 3.349 0.849 0.000

NE Quadrant 5.200 0.701 0.000

SE Quadrant 3.116 0.849 0.000

Model fit statistics:

Prob > Chi Square (Wald) 0.000

Pseudo R2 0.059

+ Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the country level (inclusion of national

median of equivalent income in the regression)

Table A.5: Cluster means, standard deviations, and descriptions

Cluster N
Distance from country mean:

DescriptionModeration Inclusiveness
Mean St Dev Mean St Dev

1 12,500 -0.268 0.335 -0.032 0.205 - Mod (weak)
2 11,484 0.360 0.137 -0.076 0.191 ++ Mod
3 4,332 -0.110 0.342 -0.540 0.144 - Mod (weak), – Incl
4 7,019 -0.062 0.296 0.511 0.209 ++ Incl
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Table A.6: Ordered logit estimates for happiness: clusters

Estimate Std Err+ Pr>ChiSq

Equivalent income (baseline for interaction terms = Cluster 1 Mod < mean)

Log own 0.219 0.049 0.000

*Cluster 2 Mod > mean -0.068 0.057 0.238

*Cluster 3 Mod < mean (weak); Incl < mean -0.058 0.075 0.436

*Cluster 4 Incl > mean -0.156 0.075 0.039

Std interquartile range, regional 0.584 0.201 0.004

*Cluster 2 -0.734 0.197 0.000

*Cluster 3 0.261 0.336 0.439

*Cluster 4 -0.652 0.289 0.024

Log median, national 0.504 0.221 0.023

*Cluster 2 -0.017 0.213 0.935

*Cluster 3 0.213 0.447 0.633

*Cluster 4 -0.344 0.296 0.246

Log median, regional -0.140 0.214 0.512

*Cluster 2 -0.063 0.210 0.763

*Cluster 3 -0.078 0.465 0.866

*Cluster 4 0.195 0.281 0.487

Demographics

Gender: female 0.132 0.037 0.000

Age -0.063 0.009 0.000

Age squared 0.001 0.000 0.000

Self-reported health (baseline=very good)

Good -0.579 0.052 0.000

Fair -1.070 0.074 0.000

Bad -1.755 0.114 0.000

Very bad -2.447 0.339 0.000

Marital status (baseline=married or in registered cohabitation)

Separated -0.936 0.151 0.000

Divorced -0.617 0.071 0.000

Widowed -0.923 0.075 0.000

Never married -0.634 0.048 0.000

Children

Children living at home -0.061 0.048 0.196

Children living outside the home 0.143 0.051 0.005

Social ties

At least one close friend 0.615 0.080 0.000

Frequency of social activity 0.162 0.017 0.000

Location (baseline = city center)

Suburbs or outskirts of big city -0.018 0.074 0.806

*fino a qui Town or small city 0.045 0.062 0.463

Country village 0.093 0.063 0.143

Farm or home in countryside 0.244 0.109 0.025

Feeling of safety in own neighborhood (baseline = very safe)

Safe -0.114 0.043 0.008

Unsafe -0.224 0.061 0.000

Very unsafe -0.375 0.112 0.001

Job status

Student 0.096 0.080 0.228

Unemployed, looking for job -0.555 0.114 0.000

Unemployed, not looking -0.407 0.146 0.005

Permanently sick or disabled 0.086 0.143 0.548
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Table A.6: Ordered logit estimates for happiness: clusters (cont.)

Estimate Std Err+ Pr>ChiSq

Retired 0.154 0.066 0.020

Community or military service 0.259 0.284 0.361

Housework 0.033 0.066 0.610

Other -0.194 0.182 0.287

Other factors

Years in formal education 0.006 0.006 0.298

Intensity of religious belief 0.053 0.009 0.000

Belongs to discriminated group -0.514 0.093 0.000

Homeowner 0.097 0.045 0.030

Marginal effect of distance from the mean in values (baseline = Cluster 1)

Cluster 2 1.934 0.542 0.000

Cluster 3 -1.393 1.068 0.192

Cluster 4 3.662 0.823 0.000

Model fit statistics:

Prob > Chi Square (Wald) 0.000

Pseudo R2 0.059

+ Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the country level (inclusion of national

median of equivalent income in the regression)
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