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Within-couple Financial Satisfaction in the Czech Republic:
A Test of Income Pooling Hypothesis?®

Martina MYSIKOVA

Abstract

This paper uses the national EU-SILC 2013 datantalyse the impact of the
distribution of personal income between partnersreported financial well-
being of couples in the Czech Republic. It focasepartners in two life stages:
couples raising children and couples with emptyts1edn average, women con-
tribute substantially less to the household budgah men and their financial
satisfaction is slightly lower. Financial satisfamt of partners with children
is not influenced by who brings the income. In igdidss household, the higher
the woman’s contribution, the lower the man’s gatgon with the financial
situation relatively to hers.

Keywords: financial satisfaction, household economics, incpmaing, personal
income distribution

JEL Classifications: D13, D31, 131

Introduction

A tendency of more equal distribution of incomawsen partners stems
from a trend of increasing female labour marketipigation and a deviation
from male-breadwinner family model in many advancedntries in past dec-
ades. In Europe, the most equal within-couple ireahstribution is in Scandi-
navian countries, while women in southern Europeauntries contribute the
least to the couple’s budget (Bonke, 2008). Cemtnal Eastern European coun-
tries are located around the middle of the scath thie Czech Republic situated
towards the bottom. According to Mysikova (2015 ttverage female share of
total gross couple earnings in dual-earner coupl@®11 was 41% and 42% in
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the Czech Republic and Slovakia, respectively, avitilamounted to 44% and
45% in Poland and Hungary.

In general, the Czech Republic is a country witle of the highest gender
earnings inequality in Europe. In fact, the gerideguality roots already in the
socialist era. Although the former communist Czettvakia was a country
with one of the highest wage equalization in theldyadifferences in earnings
were to a high extent influenced by genderd@faik, 2009). The high gender
wage gap has been preserved until present daydseeMysikova, 2012) and
the female disadvantaged position on labour marketbe documented by a low
availability of part-time jobs, traditionally extedinary long (three years) paren-
tal leave and low coverage of preschool childcastitutions. Therefore, the
Czech Republic might be viewed as a country oféditional male-breadwinner
family model.

The empirics on the Czech Republic include only fudies on within-
-couple income. Chaloupkovéa (2006) analysed théofacof separate income
management, which occurs more often among childsgples. Mysikova
(2015) examined the within-couple earnings distidduand showed that the two
most important factors of within-couple earningeqgnality are the relative edu-
cation of partners and the presence of childrenfafono study investigated if
the inequality in partners’ income influences thgribution of various outputs
or the distribution of well-being within a couplethe Czech Republic.

Two streams are recognized in the empirics ommgcpooling. The first stream
analyses the declared household’s distributiorgahme and searches for factors of
likelihood of income pooling in the household. Uniried couples sharing a hou-
sehold (cohabitors) are typically less likely tooptheir incomes than married
couples (e.g., Hamplova, Le Bourdais and LapiedeasAcyk, 2014, for Canada).
Bonke and Uldall-Poulsen (2007) found the durattbmarriage and the pres-
ence of children to be the main factors in Denm8dsides these two factors,
Hamplova and Le Bourdais (2009) confirmed satigbactvith family life as the
common factor of income pooling for Denmark, Frar&gain, and the U.S.

The second stream tests the income pooling hypisthEhis hypothesis says
that household decision-making is not influencedwiy receives the income.
The impact of relative income of partners, as apartant factor of intra-
household distribution of power, on the distribotf various outputs within the
household is typically tested in the existing enagir

Expenditure or consumption structures are typgs@mples of such output.
Several studies showed the way the income distoibutithin the household
influences expenditure and consumption structucethnos rejected the income
pooling hypothesis, for instance, Bonke and Brogn{2011) in Denmark,
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Lundberg, Pollak and Wales (1997) and Lise andz§2@11) in the UK, or the

most influential and impressive study by Thoma9@9He applied data from

Brazil from the 1970s to show that unearned incamée hands of mothers

instead of fathers contributed to the family healtldl had a strong positive effect
on the probability of child survival.

The income pooling hypothesis can also be chadiérigrough another type
of outcome, the labour supply of partners. Accagdmthe hypothesis, whoever
in the household receives unearned income doesmifiaence the household’'s
demand for goods or time, and, consequently doemfioence the labour sup-
ply either. This was rejected by Tiefenthaler (10@$ho showed on data for
Brazil that own unearned income has a negativeetetie labour supply, while
spousal unearned income had no significant effecéame sectors. Winkler
(1997) concluded that in general cohabitors inUt®. do not pool their incomes
but stressed that these couples are far from homeogs: the income pooling
hypothesis could not be rejected for cohabitordomg-term relationship and
those with a common child.

And finally, another way in which to test the ity of the income pooling
hypothesis is through an analysis of the finaneil-being of household mem-
bers. If partners pool their income, the relativeoime of partners cannot affect
the relative level of their welfare. Bonke and Brimg (2009) examined various
factors affecting partners’ different levels ofdirtial satisfaction in Denmark
using data from 1994 European Community Househ@aldeP(ECHP). They
concluded that the relative income is indeed thstnmaportant factor and the
income pooling hypothesis can thus be rejectedil&@iy Bonke (2008) exam-
ined 11 old EU member states and proved that memesicial well-being de-
clines with a higher female contribution to totaulsehold income in some coun-
tries, while women'’s increases in some others.

As suggested by Bonke (2008) the relationship éetwthe relative income
in the couple and partners’ individual satisfactwith financial situation differs
across countries. He indicated that Danish coupleght see an advantage in
dual earnings, while French and Portuguese partnigist favour a more tradi-
tional model with only one breadwinner. In otheutries, women prefer with-
in-couple income equality, while men’s preferenaesunclear.

This study aims to reveal how Czech partners atiefied with financial situ-
ation of their household, and if their relative ante is related to their level of
satisfaction. The hypothesis tested is that redaincome matters for relative
financial satisfaction of partners. The analysiesuthe data from Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) survey conthkd in 2013, where
a special module on well-being was included.
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1. Theory and Methodology

This study is built on collective models (Chiapgpd©88; 1992), which as-
sume that household members decide cooperativelgyutcomes and that the
outcome of a bargaining process is efficient. Apaged to ‘unitary’ models,
collective models allow for different utility funons of particular household
memberg. Household decision-making process under collectioelels reflects
preference factors (similarly to unitary models)veall as distribution factors
(in terminology of Browning et al., 1994). Distrifoan factors affect division of
expenditures between partners, the so called rshpaunle’ (termed by Browning
et al., 1994), and thus the household decisioningagrocess. The distribution
factor most often utilized in the empirics is tle¢ative income of partners. Veri-
fying the impact of within-couple income distribani on various outcomes of
household decision-making is known as test of ire@woling.

Czech data on expenditures assignable to individmasehold members are
not available, which is why this study examinesithpact of partners’ relative
income on the distribution of financial well-beibgtween partners instead of its
impact on expenditure distribution. Financial datiion serves as a proxy for
utility functions of household members depending tbair consumption of
goods. In order to establish the relation betweasgntial satisfaction of indivi-
dual partners and their total and relative incothis, study follows a theoretical
model developed by Bonke and Browning (2009). Thesdel considers a two-
-person household which consumes both private geodshousehold public
goods and results in empirically testable equations

Su = XyBut Yy t&,

S =XL+ Yy +e 1)

where

M andF - male and female partner,

S* — the (latent continuous) financial satisfaction,

X — a vector of individual characteristics,

Y — a vector of household characteristics,

pandy — coefficients,

& — the error term.

Equation (1) is applied for models run separafetymale and female part-
ners in Section 3.1. Subtracting and rearrangingoefation (1) yields the fol-
lowing difference:

2 Browning, Chiappori and Lechene (2006) discuss Kaeterelationship between unitary and
collective models.
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AM_F:(XM_XF)'ﬂM-'-X'F(ﬂM _ﬂF)+YI(yM_yF)+%I (2)

which serves as the basis for analyses of diffe®nathin couples in Section
3.2. The main purpose of this study is to find whiether distribution factors,
such as relative income, relative age or relattigcation significantly influence
the difference in satisfaction levels between padmA. As the dependent
variable obtained from the data is ordinal, ordepedbit regression models
are applied.

Ordered probit regression is a generalizatiomefgtrobit model to a situation
of more than two outcomes of an ordinal dependariaible.S* in equation (1)
is an unobserved dependent variable, while we d¢meroe the categories of
financial satisfaction reported by individuals:

§=jifu,<S<uy ()
where

i —ranges from 1 to 10 (see Section 2),
us — unknown parameters to be estimated.

The probability that an individualill select alternativg is:
p=p(y=0)=py,<$<p)= Ryu- 28)- Fu,- P (4)

where
F — the standard normal cumulative distribution fion,
Z —the explanatory variables.

The same methodology analogically applies for #qug2). For more meth-
odological details and examples see Greene (2@ B2Y — 8315

The estimated coefficients cannot be interpretednarginal effects as in
ordinary least square regression, however, thedigoefficients shows whether
the latent variablé&s* increases or decreases with the regressor, whishffi-
cient for the purposes of this study.

Due to theoretical complications the Bonke andwBiing’'s (2009) model
does not consider children and children-relatecepgjiures and their empirical
evidence is hence limited to childless (baoth jure andde factd couples (or
more precisely, couples with no children currefitling in their household).

Another study on within-couple financial satisfantand income distribution
by Bonke (2008) provides a similar analysis in efe\European countries, in-
cluding a joint sample of both childless coupled aouples with children. As

3 These parameters are not stated in tables oftsesuBection 3 and can be provided upon
request.

4 The models were estimated by “oprobit” procedur8tata software.
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the purpose of this study is to provide an empligsgdence for a country where
similar analysis has so far been missing, rathem tb develop the existing theo-
retical approach, the analysis relies on the thieatebackground for two-person
households, and the empirical results are providedhildless couples. For the
sake of comparison, models for couples with childree presented as well.

2. Data and Variables

The study is based on the national version of gema household survey
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-S)L&alled Living Conditions
in the Czech Republic. EU-SILC does not regulankjtiide questions on subjec-
tive satisfaction, however, it includes a specihhac module every year, which
in 2013 focused on well-being. For the first timevas therefore possible to use
data on well-being in the Czech Republic colledads large sample of popula-
tion. Moreover, all surveys conducted so far in @mech Republic asked only
a selected respondent on subjective well-beingathdiousehold members.

This study is focused on couples (bath factoandde jurg; the descriptive
statistics is provided in Table 1. It depicts pargin two life stages: couples
raising children and couples with empty néstée analysis deals with couples
living alone in a household, where a woman is otban 44 years. The age con-
dition is supposed to limit the sample to coupldwse children already left
home, although we can suppose that about 5% of wdrad not had any chil-
dren (Czech Statistical Office, 2013). Childlessigles are supplemented by
a sample of couples who share households with ttegendent children. After
including couples with no other adult household rhera and after excluding
couples with missing values, the sample of chikllesuples consists of 1 133
couples while the sample with children comprises é8uples.

Responses to the following question were usedhasi¢pendent variable in
models given by equation (1): “To what extent ape gatisfied with the finan-
cial situation of your household?’ Responses weeasured on 11-point scale,
from O (not at all satisfied) to 10 (completelyisfd). The share of respondents

5 The early stage of life of young couples that pgahave family is not analysed due to insuf-
ficient sample size (129 couples).

8 Unfortunately, as non-response to questions in-methg module was relatively frequent,
this cut the sample of couples by 52%. The dataeighted by individual weights reflecting the
number of people in the whole population represkhtea particular individual in the sample. Due
to the frequent non-response in well-being modihe,national version of EU-SILC includes also
a special “module” weights designed to minimise plogential bias that results from the non-res-
ponse of module items. Applying these special wisiglid not change the results (or statistical
significance) up to the second decimal place, fbezethe standard weights were used.
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who put themselves into the lowest category wasstoall in some countries,
and categories 0 and 1 were therefore merged meand the scale was reduced
to 10 points. On average, from among the childEssples, men are slightly
more satisfied than women, which does not holdHersample of couples with
children. However, in neither sample the differebhetween male and female
mean satisfaction level is statistically significan

Table 1
Couples — Descriptive Statistics (means or shares)
Childless couples Couples with children
MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN

Satisfaction (1 — 10) 6.403 (0.068) 6.325 (9)0§ 6.165 (0.094) 6.172 (0.089)
Age 66.6 (0.3) 64.2 (0.3) 40.7 (0.3) 37.6 (0.3)
Low education (isced 0 — 2) 0.066 0.192 0.035 0.058
Middle education (isced 3 — 4) 0.782 0.725 760. 0.730
High education (isced 5 — 6) 0.152 0.084 0.20 0.212
Employed 0.282 0.228 0.925 0.641
Not working 0.718 0.772 0.075 0.359
Child0-5 (yes=1,n0=0) - 0.481
Child 6 — 15 (yes=1,n0=0) - 0.502
Child 16 — 24 (yes = 1, no = 0) — 0.369
Married 0.936 0.818
HH income (ths?) 324.558 (5.171) 466.892 (10.240)
Female share of income 0.434 (0.004) 0(Ba®8)
Satisfaction difference 0.076 (0.028) 0.00.942)
NP 1133 681

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesit national currency: Czech crown (25 — 26 CZK/EWRhe time of
survey).”Unweighted.

Source:Own calculations based on Czech national sampiad.iConditions 2013 microdata.

The models for men and women (equation (1)) irelind following individ-
ual and household explanatory variables. Age insyéand its square to capture
a possible non-linear impact) is included in ortteccontrol for cohort effects.
According to Bonke (2008), age might also refléet investments already made
in durables and property, and past experience.al/keage age of the childless
sample (or more precisely, sample of couples wipssed ‘empty nests’) is
relatively high compared to couples with children.

Education reflects different working career adpirss, different earnings
expectations and thus different satisfaction wirlricial situation. The analyses
distinguish three educational categories: low @s@e- 2), middle (isced 3 — 4),
and high (isced 5 — 6), the middle category seasea reference group in the
models. Table 1 shows that the childless samplsistsnof more partners with
low education and fewer partners with high educetiman the sample of couples
with children. This is in accordance with the agecure of the samples and the
expansion of higher education in last decades cespefor women.
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Labour force status is the last individual contraliable. The male and fe-
male childless sample consists of 66% and 70% tokde respectively, which
makes inactivity by far the most frequent categéry.a consequence, the share
of unemployed is too low to be included as a séparategory. For this reason,
a dummy for employment, containing both dependenpleyment and self-
employment, is included in the models with not-wogkas the reference group.
The sample of couples with children includes orthpwt 1.5% of retired men
and women. Here, separating inactive and unemploy@dd result in too low
share of inactive men.

Marriage is a household level control variablehwiohabiting partners as
a reference group. Bonke and Browning (2009) docoaitrol for marriage in
their study, stating that there is a very smalfedénce between marriage and
cohabitation in Denmark. This is not the case ef @zech Republic where co-
habitation is only a recently increasing phenomentthile 94% of childless
partners are married, it is only 82% in the yourgreup with children.

Total annual household disposable income, i.esqmai and joint income, is
included in logarithm and its square. It is expdcteat the higher the total
household income, the higher the financial satigfac However, a negative
relationship is possible as well if financial aggions are too high to be satisfied
despite a high total household income. The relahgnbetween total household
income and financial satisfaction might not be dnand, therefore, the square
form of logarithm of total household income is undéd as well. For the sample
of couples with children, dummy variables of chéidraged 0 — 5, 6 — 15, and
16 — 24 years living in a household are added (eswwith no children of par-
ticular age living in a household serve as refegzegmups). The presence of
children reflects women'’s limited labour supply,nking carrier, and earnings.

And finally, the key household variable is the rehaf a woman’s personal
income in the sum of a woman’s and a man’s perdanaime, hereafter referred
to as female share. Collective household incometisncluded here, so the female
share ranges between 0 and 1. Not surprisinglgmecdistribution is more equal
in childless couples, where female share is, onagee 43%, than in couples with
children, where women contribute only by 33% to¢baples’ personal income.
As shown by Bonke (2008) in several European casjtthe relationship be-
tween female share and financial satisfaction migttbe linear for either part-
ner because none of the partners wishes to beoteebeeadwinner. Therefore,
a square of female share is included in orderdbfte a non-linear relationship.

The analysis of differences between the male anthfe partners’ responses
is based on equation (2). The dependent variableeidifference in financial
satisfaction of partners, his minus her. In majoof couples, the partners
expressed the same satisfaction level, more phect®5% of childless couples
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and 49.5% of couples with children. The differen€& or more points is rather
scarce. Therefore, an ordered variable was consttuehich equals 2 if a man is
by two and more points more satisfied, 1 if a nwhyi one point more satisfied,
0 if the partners are equally satisfied, —1 if anao is by 1 point more satisfied,
and -2 if a woman is by two and more points motisfied.

This variable takes positive values in 24.2% aaedative values in 19.32%,
meaning that childless men report more often hidin@ncial satisfaction levels
then their female partners than the contrary. Tiferdnce is less apparent for
couples with children with 25.9% of positive valuasl 24.6% of negative values.
The mean satisfaction difference between childiesters is 0.076, while only
0.019 between partners with children.

Based on equation (2), female individual charéasties, the difference be-
tween male and female characteristics, and comnousdnold variables are
included in the models of within couples differemae Section 3.2. For instance,
female age and relative agk Age) given by his minus her age in years are in-
cluded. The other relative characteristidsLiow educationA High education,
A Employed) are represented by a tri-variate vagiatdr the difference in
a dummy variable for men and womemistribution factors, such as relative
income (i.e. female share), relative age or redaéiducation might significantly
influence the relative financial satisfaction oftpars. Here, the income pooling
hypothesis can be rejected if female share pravesgnificantly decrease the
difference between his and her levels of finansaisfaction.

The results for childless couples are comparetl thie Danish study based
on ECHP 1994 data by Bonke and Browning (2009).rT¢emple of childless
couples differs from our Czech one in several wdyse Danish sample is not
limited by age and, hence, it is on average sonadvewears younger. Also, in
Denmark female partners are on average more satisfan male partners, while
the opposite holds in the Czech sample. The digtab of financial satisfaction
in Denmark increases for both men and women, whias an inverse U-shape
in the Czech Republic. And finally, the within-cdeipncome equality is much
higher in Denmark.

3. Empirical Results

The empirical results are first provided for maled female partners in gen-
eral. We analysed men and women without a direkttb their partners living in
the same household. Only in the second part ofgbiion male and female

"Including female and relative characteristicsgaiealent to include female and male charac-
teristics separately, however, this form follows #pecification of equation (2).
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partners in a household are matched and theirwdbuple differences are ana-
lysed. First, full models (1) with all possibly eebnt variables are provided.
Subsequently the least significant variables weraaved step by step so that
the models (2) include only variables statisticalignificant at least at the 10%
level. Both models (1) and (2) are presented: Mddglis shown in order
to avoid a potential omitted variable bias and sgralso as a robustness check.
The coefficient of the main interest, i.e. femakare, does not change either
statistical significance or sign by removing insfigant variables.

3.1. Financial Satisfaction of Partners

The results are the same for childless male amdlfe partners (see models
(2) in Table 2). Financial satisfaction grows wége and with total household
income for both male and female partners. Modefddjnen suggests a positive
convex relationship. This means even more thangotigmal increase of finan-
cial satisfaction at higher values of householaine, which, however, becomes
linear once the statistically insignificant varieblare excluded from the model.

None of the other explanatory variables, educatagrriage or employment,
has significant impact on either men’s or womemsuficial satisfaction. A large
part of not working childless partners is retiret aeceives pension. Conse-
guently, the results suggest that for the relagivelder’ sample of childless
partners, earned income is not crucial for finareaisfaction.

Table 2
Partners — Financial Satisfaction, Ordered Probit Regression (coefficients)
Childless couples Couples with children
MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN
1) (2) (1) (2) 1) (2) 1) (2)
Age 0.06* | 0.02** | 0.03 0.02**|  0.02 .01
Age/100 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
Low education -0.20 -0.10 —0.55% —0.57% 4B |-0.43*
High education 0.07 0.05 0.247*  0.27% 0.03
Employed 0.04 0.10 0.42%  0.38* 0.08
Married 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.331+*0.33**
Log HH income —2.09 | 115" -1.10 1.16% -3.19 | 1.16**| 0.63 1.30%**
Log HH incomé 0.13* 0.09 0.17 0.02
Female share 0.31 1.26 -0.24 -0.28
Female shafe -0.27 -1.02 0.19 0.16
Child0—5 - - - - —0.08 —0.05
Child 6 — 15 - - - - -0.12 -0.25% —0.21*
Child 16 — 24 - - - - -0.30% —0.19% —0.26%| 26r*
Pseudo R 0.042 | 0.040 0.040[ 0.038 0077  0.075 0.078 [ 0.078

Notes:* statistically significant at the 10% level; *tatistically significant at the 5% level; *** statically
significant at the 1% level.

Source:Own calculations based on Czech national sampiad.iConditions 2013 microdata.
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And finally, female share on the childless couplgicome is insignificant
for the financial satisfaction of either partndrid the total household income
that matters to individual financial satisfactiomgt the share brought by either
partner. These findings for the Czech Republicdifferent to those for Den-
mark (Bonke and Browning, 2009), where even thdyaisaon the individual
level shows that not only the total household inediat also the partner’s share
of income matters.

Unlike for childless partners, age is not impottan financial satisfaction of
partners with children (see last columns in TabhleNbte that the sample of
partners with children is, on average, by some twéime years younger than
the sample of childless partners. Low educatiomeseses financial satisfaction
of men with children, while high education increase For women with chil-
dren, only low education decreases their finargddilsfaction, with no effect of
high education. The different effect of educaticgtween partners with and
without children can be due to higher educatioeakl among the ‘younger’
sample with children, related to the rapid expamsibhigher (especially female)
education in recent decades (see Table 1).

As can be seen in Table 2, male partners’ findrsgitisfaction is positively
affected by employment, while this has no effectaamen with children. This
gender difference might be related to the disachged position of women in the
labour market which leads to lower earnings, esplgodf women with children
(Mysikova, 2015). Marriage has a positive effediy@n women’s and no effect
on men’s financial satisfaction. Total householcbime is the only variable with
a similar effect on childless partners and partméatis children. The presence of
children has negative impact on financial satiséscon both sexes. The crucial
age of the child (children) after which the finaalcatisfaction starts decreasing
is 6 for women and 16 for men and the latter effestronger for women.

And finally, the variable of our interest is femahare on couple’s income.
The female share is significant for financial datition of neither men nor
women with children. The key finding, i.e. thataibhousehold income level and
not the share of income matters to individual parttnfinancial satisfaction, is
common for both men and women regardless of whetieyr have or do not
have children.

3.2. Differences within Couples

As opposed to the results for childless partnepasately, age of a couple or
relative age do not influence the within-coupleafinial satisfaction. This find-
ing differs from that by Bonke and Browning (2008) Denmark where the
younger the women relative to their partners dre,léss they are satisfied with
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their financial situation. Danish and Czech resditter also in the area of edu-
cation. In Denmark, relative education mattersa fvoman has low education
and her partner has higher education, her finaseitigfaction decreases. In the
Czech Republic, only the woman'’s low education erattregardless her relative
education level. If the woman has low educatioa,dtiference in financial satis-
faction between the partners decreases. Hencgpased to Denmark, neither
relative age nor relative education is a significdistribution factor that would
influence childless partners’ bargaining power. Tiféerent economic activity
within a childless couple significantly affects thaative financial satisfaction
of Czech partners. If the man is employed and tbenan is not, his relative
financial satisfaction increases.

Table 3
Couples —A Financial Satisfaction, Ordered Probit Regressiorcoefficients)
Childless couples Couples with children
1) (2) 1) (2)
Female age 0.01 0.04 0.02***
Female ag#100 -0.01 -0.01
A Age 0.00 0.06
A Agef/100 0.01 -0.08
Female low education -0.21 —-0.15* 0.63* 0.64*
Female high education -0.04 0.07
A Low education -0.07 0.46* 0.45*
A High education 0.05 0.20
Female employed 0.13 0.12
A Employed 0.23* 0.17* 0.10
Married 0.18 —-0.24*
Log HH income -0.11 -2.23
Log HH incomé@ 0.00 0.09
Female share —2.23** —0.70** -0.37
Female shafe 1.85 0.01
Child0-5 - - 0.04
Child 6 — 15 - - 0.12
Child 16 — 24 - - —0.24* —0.31*
Pseudo R 0.009 0.006 0.018 0.009

Notes:* statistically significant at the 10% level; *tatistically significant at the 5% level; *** statically
significant at the 1% level.

Source:Own calculations based on Czech national sampiad.iConditions 2013 microdata.

Similarly to Denmark, household income does nghificantly impact the
within-couple relative financial satisfaction. Fas the key effect is the female
share in couple’s income. It is the only commondedwld variable relevant for
the difference in partners’ financial satisfactlemels. Female share has a nega-
tive and linear impact on relative financial satttfon of partners. The more
a woman contributes to the couple’s budget, theersbe is satisfied and the less
he is satisfied with their financial situation. Tfiedings regarding female share
are similar to Denmark, although the impact is hioear in Denmark.
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In order to provide a more detailed comparisoinwie Danish results, Table 4
states the predicted probabilities after the omi@m@bit regression for childless
couples estimated in Table 3 (model (2)), and coeyp# with the same esti-
mates by Bonke and Browning (2009). The percentdgeomen more satisfied
than their male partners (i.e. the sum for valueard —1) increases from 17.1%
to 21.1% as the female share rises from thdetile to the 9 decile. Similarly,
the proportion of men who are more satisfied thesr ttemale partners decreas-
es from 26.6% to 22.0% as we move up along theilaigion of female share.
Only at the 8 decile, the proportions of more satisfied femadeters and more
satisfied male partners are balanced in the Czegllstic.

Table 4

Predicted Probabilities of Within-couple Differencein Financial Satisfaction (%),
Childless Couples

Czech Republic | Denmark
A financial satisfaction Female share at
(male — female) S decile median Bdecile #'decile median Bdecile
(0.32) (0.45) (0.53) (0.20) (0.43) (0.55)
-2 Female more 4.5 54 6.1 4.2 6.8 9.6
-1 satisfied 12.6 14.1 15.0 12.2 16.0 19.3
0o - 56.3 56.8 56.9 59.8 60.0 58.2
+1 Male more 17.3 15.8 14.9 16.6 12.7 9.8
+2  satisfied 9.3 7.9 7.1 7.2 4.5 3.0

Notes: Predicted probabilities of each value of finandatisfaction for various deciles of female shdiee
other variables remain at observed values in thepka Bonke and Browning (2009) define the diffeeis
financial satisfaction as female minus male (indtemale minus female defined here), hence, gstimates
were overtaken in a reverse order (e.g., theimadés at -2 are stated as estimates at +2 here).

Source:Czech Republic: Own calculations based on Czetibned sample Living Conditions 2013 microdata;
Denmark: Bonke and Browning's (2009, p. 40) caltates based on ECHP 1994 microdata.

In Denmark, female partners are on average mdisfiesd with the house-
hold’s financial situation than their male partnevkile the contrary holds in the
Czech Republic. The predicted proportions of coasiplbere a woman is more
satisfied than a man are higher along the uppdr gfadistribution of female
share in Denmark than in the Czech Republic, wihiéeproportions of couples
where a man is more satisfied are always hight#rarCzech Republic. The chan-
ges of the proportion stated in Table 4 at terid the 8§ decile are more pro-
found in Denmark and, hence, the effect of fembhblres on within-couple differ-
ence in financial satisfaction seems to be muanger. About 60% of partners
have the same satisfaction level regardless hovhraweomen contributes to the
couple’s budget in Denmark, while it is only ab&6€6 in the Czech Republic.

The results differ substantially between childlessiples and couples with
children (see Table 3). The hypothesis of incomelipg can be rejected for



314

childless couples while it cannot be rejected fouptes with children. For the

latter, female share does not have any significapict on relative financial

satisfaction of partners (see the last column ibld8). Such a different finding

for childless couples and couples with childremfi@ices the doubts about the
applicability of the theoretical framework on coegplwith children.

For the sample of couples with children, the presef children (aged 16 — 24)
is the only common household variable that is o relative financial satis-
faction of partners. As seen already in the prevsection (Table 2), presence of
children affects differently financial satisfacti@f male and female partners
when analysed separately: financial satisfactioa wbman decreases more than
that of a man and with the presence of youngeddril than is the case of men.
These findings suggest that the presence of chilplaeys a different role in male
and female utility functions. The general two-per$musehold model, without
a more specific setting of how seemingly commoneexiitures on children con-
sumption translates into male and female utilityctions, should be interpreted
with caution.

Conclusion

This paper analyses the distribution of persamzdiine and reported financial
well-being of couples in the Czech Republic usihg tata from the national
version of EU-SILC 2013. For the sake of theoré¢tatarity, the analysis con-
siders childless couples and couples with childearately and depicts partners
in two different life stages: couples raising chéld and couples with empty
nests. The impact of female share in the coupteere on individual financial
well-being of both partners separately, as weliteagmpact on within-couple
difference in financial satisfaction level is exaenl.

Female share on couple’s income has no impactadmgrs’ financial satis-
faction (regardless of whether they are raisin¢gdobim or not) if men and women
are analysed separately as unmatched coupleseshiesrfor individual partners
were in fact quite opposite and indicated that thie total household income that
matters to financial satisfaction.

However, once men and women are matched and thanwouple difference
in financial satisfaction is examined, we learrt thes satisfaction indeed is signif-
icantly affected by the woman’s share on the cdsipteome, although this holds
for childless couples only. The female share hasgative and linear impact on
relative financial satisfaction of childless parmerhe more a woman contributes
to the couple’s budget, the less her male parteaatisfied with the financial
situation relatively to hers. Moreover, the levélhousehold income does not
have any significant impact on the within-coupliatige financial satisfaction.
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The hypothesis of income pooling can be rejectecchildless couples, but
not for couples with children. For them, femalershan a couple’s income does
not show any significant impact on relative finahcsatisfaction of partners.
Neither the total household income influences wittduple financial satisfac-
tion; differences in education and presence ofrotdéldren are relevant. The
study suggests that women with children simply h@veely on their partners’
income and therefore support income pooling. Buteochildren leave the
household, women may wish to become financiallyeriadependent and start
to perceive the within-couple earnings gap mortcaily.

As shown for childless couples, it is not alwagprapriate to treat household
as a basic economic unit. It has been shown thandial satisfaction of house-
hold members is indeed affected by which of théngas receives the income,
which should reflect in social, family and tax pio#is. These findings can be
applied among others in the ongoing debate abosgilple reestablishment of
joint taxation introduced in 2005 — 2007 in the &rx&epublic. In light of the
rejection of the income pooling hypothesis, thegyoinakers should reconsider
the advantages of joint taxation for couples witffecent earning shares of
spouses. Instead of considering its benefits faisbbolds as units, the debate on
joint taxation should concentrate on its impaciradividual spouses and within-
-household income redistribution.

The results are of a potential relevance for manygtolicy as well. Financial
well-being and relevant factors are, among othmsnected with a household’s
willingness to borrow money. If the decision-makipgwers and the couple’s
relative income are related, the financial satisfmcof the partner ‘at power’
might be effectual. Women tend to be more risk-s&¢han men and, hence, the
individual financial satisfaction of partners, raththan the level of household
income, poverty or consumption, might affect theisien to take up debt. The
relationship between relative income, distributidriinancial satisfaction within
couples and household loans is a subject for therasearch, which could provi-
de some insight into the growing level of houselu#tt in the Czech Republic.
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