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Abstract

This article examines the origins of the shorter commutes typically observed for women,
a phenomenon that contributes to the poorer work outcomes they typically suffer. The
analysis extends previous research on the gender gap in commuting by using economet-
ric decomposition techniques that are novel in this field which, combined with a Spanish
nationally representative survey that allows for an exhaustive control of the different ele-
ments identified in the literature as possible determinants of gender differences in commut-
ing to work, allows quantifying the specific influence of a wide range of individual, family,
territorial and work-related elements. The evidence obtained shows that the gender gap in
commuting is not the result of the relative characteristics of women, but of the presence
of a systematic pattern of lower mobility that emerges when women are compared with
observationally similar men. Yet, this pattern of lower mobility is not observed for certain
groups of women whose behavior in the labor market is generally more egalitarian, such as
women with higher education, without family responsibilities or without a partner, which
is consistent with the presence of cultural or social constraints that tend to limit women’s
mobility.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the phenomenon of commuting has been increasingly studied in the litera-
ture. The reason for this is its great impact in social and environmental terms as well as on
the quality of life of citizens, since its duration and characteristics result in monetary and
time use burdens, and it has a decisive influence on the balance between work and family
life (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006; Kahneman et al., 2004), among other aspects.

A significant number of studies on this topic have focused on the analysis of gender dif-
ferences in commuting and have generally found that women tend to have shorter commut-
ing times than men, with evidence of a statistically significant gender gap in commuting
time for a wide range of countries including the US, Ireland, Canada, Sweden, the Neth-
erlands, and the UK (e.g. Crane & Takahashi, 2009; Hanson & Pratt, 1995; McQuaid &
Chen, 2012; Mok, 2007; O’Kelly et al., 2012; Sandow & Westin, 2010a; van Ommeren &
van der Straaten, 2008). Such a finding is relevant because, it may be associated with nar-
rower job search areas, which could lead to poorer wages and other non-monetary working
conditions and a possible increase in the risk of overeducation (Blau & Kahn, 2017; Le
Barbanchon et al., 2021; Petrongolo & Ronchi, 2020), as a result of worse matches in the
labour market (Crane & Takahashi, 2009; Ruppert et al., 2009; Van Ommeren & Rietveld,
2005; Waldfogel, 2007), or even lower labor force participation, especially in the case of
married women (Black et al., 2014; Farré et al., 2020; Moreno-Maldonado, 2021).

The aim of this article is to further analyze the origin of gender differences in commut-
ing by examining this phenomenon in the case of Spain. Previous analyses on this topic for
Spain are very scarce and refer exclusively to specific areas such as the regions of Madrid,
Valencia or Andalusia (Rodriguez & Garcia, 2012; Salom & Delios, 1998; Torrado et al.,
2018). This article overcomes this limitation by examining the commuting patterns of men
and women, and identifying the factors that explain the potential gender differences in
commuting times for the country as a whole.

In any case, the relevance of the study in the context of the related literature lies mainly
in the fact that the empirical analysis is approached in a novel way using Oaxaca-Blinder
econometric decomposition techniques, which are new to the field of research on gender
gaps in commuting. These techniques have the advantage of decomposing the gender gap
in commuting into two components: one that measures how much of it is due to the fact
that men and women differ in the characteristics that determine commuting behavior and
quantifies the specific contribution of each of the variables considered, and a second that
captures the part of the difference that arises from the fact that both sexes have consistently
different mobility patterns, even when comparing observationally similar individuals with
the same characteristics. To this end, the analysis uses microdata from a Spanish nation-
wide representative survey, whose richness of information allows an adequate control of
the numerous personal, family, geographic and work-related elements identified in the lit-
erature as potential determinants of gender differences in commuting, and provides new
evidence on the origin of the gender gap in commuting. The survey provides information
on commuting in terms of time, which has advantages over the alternative of measuring it
in terms of distance for several reasons. The first is that the measurement of commuting
based on time tends to be more refined, as it often includes time spent on ancillary activi-
ties such as finding a parking space (Bovy & Stern, 1990), whereas self-reported com-
muting distance often does not correspond to the actual distance traveled (Rietveld et al.,
1999). The second is that travel time gives a better picture of the links between commuting,
the mode of transport used and the efficiency of transport networks (Crane, 2007). Finally,
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it is believed that while commuting distance is more closely related to the direct economic
costs of travel, commuting time is more closely linked to the opportunity cost of time spent
(Alonso, 1968; Muth, 1969), which may be particularly relevant given the tighter time con-
straints of women (Doyle & Taylor, 2000). In this sense, it should also be noted that the
specific way of measuring commuting could be particularly important in gender analyses,
since the differences observed between men and women are greater in terms of commut-
ing distance than in terms of duration (Crane, 2007; MacDonald, 1999) so that commut-
ing time and distance offer different views of the phenomenon (Giménez-Nadal & Molina,
2016).

The decomposition analysis of the gender gap in commuting allows testing the first
of the three basic hypotheses of the analysis: differences in commuting time could be
explained by the different average characteristics of men and women in various dimensions
related to socio-economic and family background, geographical distribution, use of differ-
ent modes of transport and work-related elements. Additional disaggregated analyses allow
us to test the second main hypothesis, that the gender gap in commuting may be different
for certain groups characterized by more egalitarian behavior and where roles are com-
paratively less gendered. In this sense, three specific groups are examined separately given
previous evidence from other countries on the significant influence of family responsibili-
ties on commuting (Giménez-Nadal & Molina, 2016; Sandow & Westin, 2010a; Wheatley,
2013), the smaller gender gap in commuting observed for women with higher levels of
education (Lee & McDonald, 2003; Sandow & Westin, 2010a; Vance & Hedel, 2008), and
the fact that for women with partners it is often the man’s employment that determines
the location of the couple’s residence, which conditions the woman’s job search (Madden,
1981; Salom & Delios, 1998). These groups are: women with higher levels of education,
women without family responsibilities, and women without a partner. Finally, to test the
third major hypothesis that women’s lower commuting may be due to different preferences
than men’s, we also examine whether gender differences are at least partly due to differ-
ences in men’s and women’s tolerance for commuting, which should be reflected in differ-
ent degrees of association between commuting and satisfaction in different domains.

In summary, the evidence obtained confirms that in Spain, as in other advanced coun-
tries, women on average have shorter commuting times than men. These unadjusted dif-
ferences, although relatively small at first sight, are interestingly due to two relevant coun-
tervailing effects. The first stems from the average differences between men and women in
various dimensions related to commuting time, which together tend to increase the com-
muting time of women. These include both the characteristics of their jobs (which are of
lower quality and less stable) and the modes of transport they use to get to work (with a
higher prevalence of public transport), which tend to be associated with longer commutes,
with the exception of women’s greater family responsibilities, which are associated with
shorter commutes. Second, when comparing men and women with the same characteris-
tics, women systematically have shorter commutes. Taken together, this evidence suggests
that there may be social or cultural conditioning factors that limit women’s commuting
and thus worsen their employment prospects. This possibility is reinforced by the evidence
from the disaggregated analysis that there are no distinct patterns of mobility by gender for
certain groups of women (namely those with higher education, without family responsibili-
ties, or without a partner) who are assumed to be more similar to men in their work pat-
terns and gender role perceptions. Finally, the evidence also shows that there is no differ-
ent association between commuting and satisfaction levels for men and women, suggesting
that women’s shorter commuting times are not plausibly the result of choices associated
with a hypothetical lower tolerance for commuting.
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The article is organized as follows. After this introduction, the second section reviews
the literature related to gender differences in commuting. The third section describes the
database used and the methodology of the empirical analysis. The fourth section reports
the findings. Finally, the last section presents the main conclusions.

2 Literature Review

The analysis of commuting patterns has received considerable attention in the literature,
reflecting the fact that this type of mobility generates considerable impacts on the environ-
ment, the territory and the quality of life of individuals (Gottholmseder et al., 2009; Kah-
neman & Krueger, 2006; Kahneman et al., 2004; Wener et al., 2003). For all these reasons,
commuting today occupies a central place in territorial planning or the provision of infra-
structure and means of transport (Wener et al., 2005).

The available evidence shows that commuting patterns vary according to many indi-
vidual and family factors, such as age, marital status, number of children, educational
attainment, or disposable income, with gender being a particularly important factor (de la
Hoz, 2008; McQuaid & Chen, 2012; Paull, 2008; Sandow & Westin, 2010a). Thus, it is
observed that women’s commutes are generally comparatively shorter in both distance and
time, with evidence on the existence of a statistically significant gender gap in commut-
ing time for a large number of advanced countries, such as the US (Crane, 2007; Crane
& Takahashi, 2009; Giménez-Nadal & Molina, 2016; Hanson & Johnston, 1985; Hanson
& Pratt, 1995; Turner & Niemeier, 1997; White, 1986), Ireland (O’Kelly et al., 2012),
Canada (Mok, 2007), Sweden (Sandow, 2008; Sandow & Westin, 2010a), the Netherlands
(Gimenez-Nadal & Molina, 2014; van Ommeren & van der Straaten, 2008), and the United
Kingdom (Dickerson et al., 2014; McQuaid, 2009; McQuaid & Chen, 2012; Nafilyan,
2019; Roberts et al., 2011), and on the fact that such gender differences in commuting are
heterogeneous across countries (Giménez-Nadal et al., 2020a).

In this sense, whether the lower commuting observed among women is a desirable out-
come or not is not an uncontroversial issue. On the one hand, shorter commutes reduce
financial, time and psychological costs (Blau & Kahn, 2017; Le Barbanchon et al., 2021;
Petrongolo & Ronchi, 2020) and allow for a better work-family balance (particularly for
women with children or dependents). However, lower commuting may be due to some
degree of discrimination or other cultural barriers that limit women’s work opportunities
(Giménez-Nadal & Molina, 2016; McQuaid & Chen, 2012). Therefore, shorter commutes
may be associated with poorer relative working conditions, if they are involuntary and limit
their job search area (Ruppert et al., 2009; Van Ommeren & Rietveld, 2005; Waldfogel,
2007). In general, an advantage of longer commutes is that they allow for a better match
with the individual’s educational level. In this sense, different studies show that longer
commutes are associated with higher wages and better job characteristics and conditions
(Brown et al., 2015; Manning, 2003; Mulalic et al., 2014; Plaut, 2006; Roberts & Taylor,
2017), so that commuters have, on average, higher wages than non-commuters (So et al.,
2001). In addition, longer commutes provide a greater amount of job opportunities, so
higher wages are an incentive to commute significantly longer (Sandow & Westin, 2010b).!

! While the literature has amply documented that commuting imposes significant costs on a wide range
of health and personal aspects of life, there is also ample evidence that increased commuting allows indi-
viduals to expand their job search radius and thus gain access to better jobs. In fact, some authors have sug-
gested in this regard that both circumstances could have a countervailing and offsetting effect on individual
well-being levels (with commuting having a negative effect on certain well-being domains and a positive
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Thus, Le Barbanchon et al. (2021) show that women have a lower willingness to com-
mute and that gender differences in the valuation of commuting are a relevant source of
the gender wage gap, explaining between 9% and 16% of it. In turn, according to Farré
et al. (2020), longer commutes also have a comparatively significant negative effect on
female labor force participation, because although such an effect also is observed for men,
its magnitude is comparatively much smaller for them. Furthermore, the negative relation-
ship between commuting times and labor force participation is particularly strong for mar-
ried women and women with children. This evidence emphasizes the influence of gender
norms on the roles that women play in society, on shaping women’s commuting patterns
and, by extension, on their work outcomes. Overall, to consider whether less commuting
is a desirable outcome or not, it is essential to keep in mind that longer commutes will be
perceived positively if they are freely chosen, but negatively if they are experienced as
unwanted (Sandow & Westin, 2010a).

Three main areas of analysis can be identified in the literature on the origins of gen-
der differences in commuting. Starting with the first of these, gender economics, the dif-
ferent degree of household responsibilities between men and women has been considered
the main potential explanation of the phenomenon (Household Responsibility Hypothesis).
In this regard, the available evidence suggests that part of the gender differences in the
time and distance commuted is indeed due to the presence of children (Sandow & Wes-
tin, 2010a; Wheatley, 2013) and a generally greater involvement of women in household
activities compared with men (Giménez-Nadal & Molina, 2016; Hanson & Johnston, 1985;
Singell & Lillydahl, 1986; White, 1986). This suggests that women adjust their commuting
patterns to meet family needs, thereby limiting themselves to jobs closer to home and nar-
rower local labor markets? (Hanson & Pratt, 1995; Turner & Niemeier, 1997).

In light of this evidence, the origin of gender differences in commuting may be
largely cultural and social in nature (Crane, 2007; Marcén & Morales, 2021; Sandow,
2008) and may be rooted in the fact that women often have to combine work and fam-
ily responsibilities and, in some cases, tend to prioritize their domestic and family
responsibilities and to perceive their work role as secondary (Lee & McDonald, 2003;
Rosenbloom & Burns, 1993), which would lead to women’s entrapment in terms of
their mobility (entrapment-of-women theory). This is consistent with the fact that the
gender stereotypes that exist to a greater or lesser extent in most societies (Leonard,
2001) lead, for example, to women being more likely to take care of family emergencies
(Adkins, 1995; Rosenbloom & Burns, 1993), thus prioritizing their family responsibili-
ties over the pursuit of paid work under the same conditions as men, which entails not
being able to carry out commuting arrangements comparable to those of male workers
(Cristaldi, 2005). This is in line with the economic theories of the household, which
argue that the distribution of time devoted to the different daily activities is carried out
seeking to maximize the income and joint satisfaction of all household members based

Footnote 1 (continued)

effect on others), under the hypothesis that commuting could have a neutral effect on overall individual
well-being levels (Stutzer and Frey, 2008), although the existing empirical evidence is inconclusive in this
regard (e.g. Simén et al., 2020).

2 This last circumstance has been documented for both Spain and the United Kingdom, countries for which
it has been found that women’s local labor markets are smaller than men’s. This is due to the fact that when
the flows between municipalities are analyzed in aggregate terms, their commutes to work have a shorter
average length, although large territorial variations are observed in this pattern (Casado-Diaz 2000; Feria-
Toribio et al., 2015; Green et al., 1986).
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on elements such as comparative advantage, productivity and the preferences of each
member, which may differ between men and women (Becker, 1991; Lakshmanasamy,
2003; Mattila-Wiro, 1999); Becker, 1991; Lakshmanasamy, 2003), as well as with the
bargaining models, which assume that in the search for joint maximization of household
utility a decision-making negotiation takes place in which each member uses his or her
bargaining power, with the possibility of imbalances between men and women due to
elements such as the different resources they control inside and outside the household
(Lundberg & Pollak, 1993; McElroy, 1990).

One element with a potentially significant impact on commuting is educational attain-
ment, which is positively correlated with individual commuting in terms of both distance
and travel time (Lee & McDonald, 2003; Sandow & Westin, 2010a; Vance & Hedel, 2008).
Such a relationship can be explained by job search in more specialized labor markets and
a lower aversion to longer trips as a result of prioritizing residential location (Groot et al.,
2012). The gender gap in commuting tends to be comparatively smaller for individuals
with higher levels of education (Lee & McDonald, 2003; McQuaid, 2009; Sandow & Wes-
tin, 2010a; Vance & Hedel, 2008), which could be related to the fact that higher levels
of education among women are associated with a lower acceptance of traditional gender
roles (see, for example, Kane, 1995 and Garrido, 2018), which in turn could lead them
to adopt more egalitarian work patterns. This is consistent with the significant influence
of social/cultural beliefs about gender roles on women’s work behavior and outcomes, as
evidenced by the fact that countries with more anti-egalitarian views tend to have lower
female employment rates and larger gender pay gaps (Fortin, 2005).

Another potentially influential element is the family structure, since in the case of
women with a partner it is often the man’s employment that determines the location of the
couple and conditions the woman’s job search (Madden, 1981; Salom & Delios, 1998).
This may be the case even in households where both spouses have higher education and
full-time jobs, i.e., regardless of the presence of comparable employment patterns (Green,
1995; Van Ommeren et al., 1998; Wheatley, 2013), although this is a controversial issue on
which there is no conclusive evidence (Hoogstra et al., 2011, 2017). The influence of fam-
ily structure on women’s relative commuting is consistent with the fact that being married
can significantly influence residential and work location decisions, as well as commuting
time and distance (Lee & McDonald, 2003). In this sense, single workers have been found
to have longer commutes than married workers, and married workers whose spouses also
work have shorter commutes than those whose spouses do not work (Johnston-Anumonwo,
1992; Lee & McDonald, 2003; Turner & Niemeier, 1997). Thus, a larger gender com-
muting gap is observed when controlling for marriage, as women tend to coordinate dual
roles (Giménez-Nadal & Molina, 2016; Hanson, 2010; McGuckin et al., 2005), resulting
in greater spatiotemporal constraints (Kwan, 1999; Rapino et al., 2011). In contrast, com-
muting differences between men and unmarried women are generally smaller or insignifi-
cant (Hersch & Stratton, 1994; Kwon & Akar, 2021; Turner & Niemeier, 1997). Along the
same lines, Cristaldi (2005) shows that differences in the commuting gap are also observed
across female cohorts. In general, younger women, who are less likely to be married, have
significantly longer commutes than older women, who are more likely to be married, less
educated, and have greater family responsibilities. However, the evidence is inconclusive,
with some studies finding that married women tend to commute further in response to
wage increases (England, 1993) and that the presence of children in some cases leads to
an increase in commuting time (Iwata & Tamada, 2014) to maintain the children’s ties
(Hofmeister, 2005) or to be closer to the grandparents’ homes, which significantly reduces
the burden of childcare (Iwata & Tamada, 2014).
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In labor economics, on the other hand, the analysis of the determinants of the com-
muting gap has focused on the role of job characteristics, concluding that the nature of
women’s employment, characterized by occupational and sectoral distributions that are
relatively different from those of men (Hanson & Pratt, 1995), is often associated with
different labor market areas (Sandow & Westin, 2010a; Wheatley, 2013). This is because
female-dominated jobs are often better spatially distributed, allowing for shorter commutes
that facilitate the coordination of work and family responsibilities (Hanson & Pratt, 1995;
Salom & Delios, 1998). Similarly, women often work part-time and are paid compara-
tively low wages, which reduces their ability to afford the monetary costs associated with
increased travel (Van Ommeren & Rietveld, 2005).

There is a close relationship between commuting and migration, two forms of mobility
that are central to the adequate functioning of the labor market (Deding & Filges, 2010;
Lux & Sunega, 2012) by allowing the spatial adjustment of labor supply and demand. In
fact, depending on distances/times and costs, migration and commuting can be substitutes
(e.g., Royuela & Vargas, 2009; Sandow, 2008), in a mechanism that improves labor condi-
tions. It should be noted, however, that in the case of Spain residential mobility is lower
than in other European countries (Romani et al., 2003; Sanchez & Andrews, 2011), given
the presence of rigidities both in the labor market (high unemployment rates that discour-
age workers from changing jobs) and in the residential market (a strong preference for
homeownership and a scarce and expensive supply of rental housing).

Extensive literature has addressed the related decisions of commuting and migration,
an extremely complex issue in terms of endogeneity, reverse causality, the dynamic nature
of these processes, and the context of uncertainty that characterizes them (Haas & Osland,
2014). For example, although commuting is not the most important factor in the decision,
many studies have concluded that the length of the commute is positively related to migra-
tion (Deding & Filges, 2010; Deding et al., 2009) because, from an individual point of
view, very long commutes are suboptimal (Van Ham & Hooimeijer, 2009). In the case of
two-earner households, where mobility decisions are made jointly (Plaut, 2006), a change
in residence affects the commuting patterns of both workers and may have different conse-
quences (Nivalainen, 2004; Roberts & Taylor, 2017). Authors such as Plaut (2006) or Rob-
erts and Taylor (2017) conclude that commuting decisions within a household are comple-
mentary, i.e. both spouses decide to adjust commuting in such a way that both increase or
reduce their commuting. However, the evidence is inconclusive because these decisions
may also be substitutive, i.e., one spouse tends to commute significantly longer than the
other (Davis, 1993). Thus, some authors (Brown et al., 2015; Sandow & Westin, 2010b)
show that the relocation of the family residence is associated with commuting times/dis-
tances that are longer than before the migration, although to a much lesser extent in the
case of women (Clark et al., 2003), implying a widening of the gender gap in commuting.
However, Axisa et al., (2012a, 2012b) find that over time after the change of residence, as
the length of residence increases, the commuting distance could decrease for both spouses
through an adjustment process, implying a narrowing in the gender gap in commuting.

Finally, urban economics offers a third set of explanatory factors, as commuting patterns
also reflect individuals’ location choices and the characteristics of the territories in which
they live, which may differ for men and women if they have different geographical distribu-
tions (@stbye et al., 2018; Sandow & Westin, 2010a). In particular, one territorial factor
that is likely to be relevant is population density, as higher density is usually associated
with longer commuting times due to factors such as traffic congestion and greater reliance
on public transport (Groot et al., 2012). In this area of analysis, there is also evidence that
the mode of transport may play a particularly important role, as the relatively greater use of
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public transport by women tends to increase the length and distance of their commutes, and
thus their job search area and employment opportunities (Crane & Takahashi, 2009; De la
Hoz, 2008).

On a separate vein, studies that have examined how commuting affects different aspects
of workers’ subjective well-being have found that longer commuting times have an over-
all negative impact on individuals’ level of life satisfaction (De Vos et al., 2013; Ettema
et al., 2010; MacKerron, 2012; Simén et al., 2020; Stutzer & Frey, 2008). Thus, longer
commutes are not fully compensated by improvements in the labor or housing markets,
leading to higher disutility (Ingenfeld et al., 2019; Jacob et al., 2019; Wheatley, 2014).
Several studies have also looked at the possible differential effect of commuting by gender
in areas such as perceived stress, mental health, flexible working hours, impact on leisure
time, and subjective well-being (Chatterjee et al., 2020; Garcia et al., 2007). Evidence sug-
gests that commuting may have a comparatively detrimental effect on women’s satisfaction
and stress levels, suggesting a lower tolerance for travel time (Wener et al., 2005). Tao et al.
(2023) examine this relationship from a household perspective and show that although both
men and women experience a decrease in their subjective well-being, increases in women’s
commuting time not only reduce their own life satisfaction but also negatively affect their
husbands’ subjective well-being. This may be due to reduced support for family tasks when
wives commute longer hours (Brommelhaus et al., 2020). Nevertheless, such evidence
is not entirely conclusive, as some studies suggest that the effect of gender is negligible
(Clark et al., 2020; Lorenz, 2018; Morris & Zhou, 2018), not significant (Gottholmseder
et al., 2009; Lucas & Heady, 2002) or significant only for those individuals with very long
commutes (Jacob et al., 2019).

To conclude, analyses of the gender gap in commuting for the Spanish case are very
scarce. With a few exceptions they are mainly descriptive and use aggregate data. Moreo-
ver, all of them have focused on specific territories, such as the region of Madrid (Rod-
riguez & Garcia, 2012), that of Valencia (Salom & Delios, 1998), or the main urban areas
of Andalusia (Torrado et al., 2018). These analyses confirm, in line with studies for other
countries, that women’s commuting time to work is lower than men’s but differ in their
conclusions about which are the main explanatory factors: occupational and sectoral seg-
regation of women (Torrado et al., 2018) or greater domestic responsibilities (Rodriguez &
Garcia, 2012 and Salom & Delios, 1998).

3 Data and Methodology
3.1 Data

The Quality of Life at Work Survey (hereafter QLWS) is an annual survey conducted by
the Spanish Ministry of Employment and Social Security. It consists of independent cross
sections for each year, covering only employed persons, and has an annual sample size
of around 8000 workers. The purpose of the survey is to provide detailed information on
the social and labor conditions of Spanish workers, and to this end it includes extensive
information on individual and family characteristics of workers, as well as on the objec-
tive characteristics and subjective perceptions of their jobs. In addition, the survey includes
information on variables that measure the level of satisfaction of workers with their work,
personal life or their leisure time.
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Starting with the dependent variables, commuting is defined as the time spent commut-
ing between home and work, measured in minutes,® while the variables that measure the
level of satisfaction of workers with different areas of life are taken from the answers to
questions measured on a 0-10 scale. Different types of independent variables have been
considered in the empirical analyses. Firstly, attributes related to workers’ individual and
family characteristics: age; educational level (distinguishing between primary and second-
ary education and, alternatively, higher education); marital status (distinguishing whether
the person lives with a partner or not); whether they live with children under 15 years or
with dependent persons; and daily time spent on household tasks (in minutes). Second,
variables related to the territorial environment: region of residence, size of the municipality
(five strata are distinguished) and population density. Thirdly, the mode of transport used to
travel to work, distinguishing between public (bus, metro/tram, taxi or train), private (car,
motorbike or bicycle) or other modes of transport (walking or other means). Finally, a wide
range of job attributes has also been considered, including both objective characteristics
and subjective perceptions by workers. In the first case, these are the type of working day
(full-time or part-time); continuous or split working day; type of contract (permanent or
fixed-term); seniority in the company (in years); occupation (divided into 3 qualification
levels); and firm size (grouped into 3 categories). In the second case, the variables consid-
ered are the subjective perception of being over-educated for the requirements of the job, as
well as the level of satisfaction with the routine and physical effort in the job, the perceived
level of danger/risk, and the assessment of health and safety at work.

The analysis focuses on the cross sections of the QLWS corresponding to the period
2007-2010 since although the survey was conducted from 1999 to 2010, the main vari-
able of interest, commuting, was measured in intervals before 2007. The working sam-
ple includes salaried workers aged 16-65.% The final sample consists of 25,957 employees
for the four-year pool. The sample weights provided by the QLWS have been taken into
account throughout the empirical analysis, and therefore the results are representative of
the entire Spanish wage-earning population.

3.2 Methodology

The research uses several econometric techniques of estimation and decomposition. The
first one is the Oaxaca-Blinder method (Oaxaca, 1973 and Blinder, 1973), which allows
to carry out a detailed breakdown of the gap in average commuting time between men and
women. This technique starts from the ordinary least-squares estimation of an equation of
the form:

C,=Xp+¢ (1)

where C; is the commuting time of individual i (in minutes); X; is a vector of individual
explanatory variables plus a constant term; S is a vector of parameters and ¢; is a random
error term.

3 Commuting is self-reported and is measured as the time an individual spends on the daily one-way trip
between home and work in the following survey question: “On average, how long does it take you to get
from home to work?”.

4 The exclusion of self-employed workers is a frequent decision in this type of analysis, as self-employed
workers have distinct commuting patterns compared to wage-earners (see for example Albert et al., 2019
and Giménez-Nadal et al., 2020b).
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After empirically estimating the return structure for the joint sample of men and women,
and using this return structure as the reference structure in the decomposition (see Oax-
aca & Ransom, 1994 and Neumark, 1988), based on the properties of the ordinary least-
squares estimator, the difference in the duration of the average commuting by gender (A)
can be decomposed as follows:

a=(T-T) = (X=X )i+ {R(p - ) +X (5 - 1)} @

Where C and C are the average commuting times of men and women; X'y X" are the
average observed characteristics of individuals from both groups and f," y f* are the esti-
mated coefficients after regressing commuting time over the set of explanatory variables
for men, women and the pool of both groups, respectively.

The first component on the right-hand side of Eq. (2) represents the effect on the
commuting average gap caused by the existence of differences in characteristics (or the
‘explained’ component), while the second one corresponds to the effect of the coefficients
(or the ‘unexplained’ component). A relevant feature of this procedure is that it provides
a detailed decomposition that differentiates the specific individual contribution of each
explanatory variable to the characteristic component of the unadjusted differential.

Second, ordinary least squares are used to estimate the relationship between commuting
and satisfaction in different areas of workers’ lives.” For this purpose, an equation is esti-
mated of the form:

S;=Z6+¢; )

where S, is the satisfaction in the specific domain (work, personal life or leisure) expressed
by individual i; Z; is a vector of individual explanatory variables plus a constant term; J is a
vector of parameters and ¢; is a random error term.

4 Results

Following the literature review in Sect. 2, the empirical analysis tests three major hypoth-
eses. The first hypothesis is that the observed gender differences in commuting time could
be explained by the different characteristics that men and women might have on average in
different dimensions related to socioeconomic and family, geographic distribution, modes
of transport and job elements. The second main hypothesis is that in certain groups where
gender roles may be comparatively minor women’s commuting behavior may be more sim-
ilar to that of men. Finally, a third hypothesis is that women’s shorter commutes may be the
result of their different preferences, as women may have lower a tolerance for commuting,
and that this may be reflected in different degrees of association with satisfaction in differ-
ent domains compared to men.

5 Although some studies on the determinants of subjective well-being use ordered logit or probit estimation
models, considering that when satisfaction is measured subjectively the alternatives in the decision process
implicitly express an order of utility, and therefore have an ordinal character (see MacKerron 2012), it is a
widespread and rather standard practice to treat them as continuous variables when the number of values
taken by this variable is high, as is our case (e.g., Stutzer and Frey 2008). On the other hand, it is worth not-
ing that the results obtained from models based on the cardinality of subjective well-being measures gener-
ally resemble, in practice, those based on ordinality (Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Frijters 2004).
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4.1 Descriptive Evidence

Table 4 in the Appendix provides descriptive evidence by gender on the main variable
of interest in the analysis (commuting time), on the variables that potentially explain
gender differences in commuting (namely individual, family, territorial and occupational
characteristics) and on satisfaction in different domains. The evidence corresponds both
to the sample as a whole and to two sub-samples that distinguish between workers with
relatively long and short commuting times. The criterion used here is whether or not
individual commuting time exceeds the average commuting time of the pool of men and
women.

The table shows that women’s commutes in Spain are generally shorter than men’s
(average commuting times are 22.1 and 22.8 min respectively). Although this unad-
justed gender gap in commuting (0.7 min) is not particularly pronounced, which is in
line with previous evidence for this country from an international comparative perspec-
tive (Giménez-Nadal et al., 2020a), it is in the same direction as that observed for many
other advanced countries and is different from zero with a statistical significance of 5%.
Meanwhile, in the case of the satisfaction variables that are also used as dependent vari-
ables in the final part of the empirical analysis, no gender differences are observed in
terms of job satisfaction, but women’s satisfaction with both personal life and leisure
is comparatively lower. In general, there is no significant variation in these patterns of
results depending on whether commuting is above or below the mean.

As for the other variables included in Table 4, in the case of individual and family
characteristics, the higher level of education of women (44% of women have higher edu-
cation compared with 34% of men) and the much greater time spent on domestic tasks
(139 min compared with 75 min for men) stand out. In terms of territorial variables,
there is a slightly greater presence of women in regions such as Madrid and Catalo-
nia and in comparatively larger municipalities, and women are much more likely to use
public transport such as bus, metro or train to get to work (20% compared to 10% of
men) or to walk (24% compared to 13%), while men are more likely to use cars (69%
compared to 52%). Finally, there are also significant gender differences in job attributes.
For example, women are more likely than men to work part-time, to work continuous
days, to have lower levels of seniority, and to have a more polarized occupational distri-
bution. These differences are also found in subjective attributes, with women reporting
more overeducation, less physical effort and less risk at work.

Regarding the distinction between longer and shorter commuting times, the distribu-
tion of men and women in both groups is relatively similar, although it is noticeable that
women with longer commuting times have better jobs, which is reflected, among other
things, in a higher proportion of full-time jobs and a greater presence in skilled occupa-
tions and in larger companies, as well as in better subjective job indicators. This is also
the case for men, but with less pronounced differences in job quality levels depending
on commuting time.

Overall, there are therefore very significant differences between men and women in var-
ious individual, family, territorial and work-related elements that previous studies suggest
may be relevant in explaining the different gender patterns in commuting. For this reason,
the subsequent empirical analysis uses econometric decomposition techniques that allow
the identification of the overall effect associated with these differences, provide detailed
evidence on the relevance of each individual factor and allow to determine whether gender
differences in commuting persist after controlling for these differences.
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4.2 Multivariate Analysis
4.2.1 Decomposition of the Gender Gap in Commuting: General Analysis

To determine the extent to which the shorter duration of women’s commuting in the Span-
ish labor market is due to possible differences in their relative characteristics compared
to men, and which specific factors are more associated with these differences, Table 1
presents the results of the decomposition using the Oaxaca-Blinder technique, applied to
the full sample according to expression (2). For this purpose, a full specification of the
model has been used, considering a wide range of explanatory variables related to indi-
vidual, family, territorial and work characteristics (and also fixed effects per year). The
evidence includes the average gender gap in commuting time, the values of the two com-
ponents (characteristics and coefficients) on the right side of the expression (2), as well as
the detailed results of the characteristics component, reflecting the contribution of each
explanatory variable to the gap. A negative (positive) value indicates that it is an element
associated with lower (higher) relative commuting for women (men).

It can be seen that the unadjusted commuting difference observed in favor of men
(0.7 min) is the result of two opposing effects each of which is related to the components
of the decomposition. Thus, the negative value of the characteristics component (which
has a 5% significance) indicates that Spanish women overall exhibit relative characteristics
that are associated with longer commutes, resulting in higher average commuting times of
around 0.44 min. On the other hand, the unexplained component shows that when compar-
ing observationally similar subjects with the same individual, family, territorial, and work
characteristics, women make substantially shorter trips (with a difference of 1.14 min that
is statistically significant at 1% and quantitatively relevant), which is the basic origin of the
lower unadjusted women’s commuting times. Although due to the nature of the estimation,
these unexplained differences in commuting times could be influenced by measurement
problems in the variables or the omission of relevant explanatory factors, they suggest the
existence of systematic gendered patterns associated with lower female mobility.°®

Looking more closely at the detailed results, which make it possible to identify the rela-
tive role of each individual factor in the characteristics component (lower part of Table 1),
a very prominent element is the higher time spent on household tasks, which is associ-
ated with 0.65 min less commuting time for women. The rest of the factors considered are,
on the other hand, generally associated with longer commuting times for women, ceteris
paribus, with the exception of age (women are on average younger) and the greater weight
of part-time employment. This is the case both for education (since women have higher
levels of education, something that is associated with longer commutes) and for their dif-
ferent regional distribution (due to the higher presence of women in Spanish regions such
as Madrid and Catalonia, where commutes are typically longer). Another factor that tends
to significantly increase the gender gap is the mode of transport (0.66 min), as women are
more likely to use public transport. Finally, the differing relative employment characteris-
tics of women are also relevant in this regard, so that certain characteristics of their jobs,

® This result is comparable to that obtained in the literature that focuses on the analysis of the gender wage
gap, where the unexplained component that potentially captures, among other circumstances, discrimina-
tory factors, is generally very relevant in explaining unadjusted gaps (see, for example, Blau and Kahn
2017).
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Table 1 Decompos.ition of Total
the gender commuting gap
(minu.tes). Oaxaca-Blinder Total Male commuting 22.776
technique
(0.216) %%
Female commuting 22.081
(0.216)%***
Difference 0.695
(0.305)%*
Characteristics —0.444
(0.198)**
Coefficients 1.139
(0.322)%%*
Characteristics Age 0.104
(0.023)%#
Education -0.158
(0.041)%**
Lives with a partner 0.002
(0.020)
Lives with children under 15 years 0.004
(0.005)
Lives with dependent people —0.000
(0.004)
Housework time 0.650
(0.126) %
Year 0.026
(0.011)**
Municipality size -0.017
(0.019)
Population density —0.002
(0.003)
Region -0.126
(0.040)%**
Mode of transport —-0.662
(0.124)%xx
Full/part-time job 0.137
(0.071)*
Continuous/split working day 0.020
(0.051)
Permanent/fixed-term contract —-0.097
(0.021)%*
Seniority —-0.156
(0.028) %
Occupation —0.123
(0.047)%#*
Firm size —0.044
(0.023)*
N 25,957

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Standard errors in parenthesis.
Source Own elaboration from the Quality of Life at Work Survey
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such as greater temporariness, lower seniority, or their segregation into occupations and
firm sizes different from those of men, are associated with longer commuting times.

4.2.2 Decomposition of the Gender Gap in Commuting: Disaggregated Analysis

Table 2 shows the results of the decomposition analysis of gender differences in com-
muting time, broken down by groups according to educational level, presence of family
responsibilities and whether individuals live with a partner. This allows examining the
commuting behavior of certain groups of women whose work patterns and outcomes have
also traditionally been more comparable to those of men’ (such as women with higher edu-
cation, those without family responsibilities or those not living with a partner), and thus
assessing the possible influence of cultural or social constraints on women’s commuting.
The table also includes the decomposition analysis that distinguishes whether the commut-
ing time is below/above the average commuting time.

Starting with the results disaggregated by level of education, the evidence obtained for
employees with primary and secondary education is in the same direction as that for the
total sample, albeit with significant and quantitatively higher values for the estimated com-
ponents, which also in this case confirm a pattern of lower mobility for women once the
differences in characteristics are controlled for (with a difference of 1.7 min). However,
for the group of employees with higher education, neither the characteristics coefficient
(again as a result of the opposite effect of different individual factors) nor the returns one
are different from zero at conventional levels of significance, contrary to the general case.
This last result implies that for this group of workers there are no differences in the com-
muting patterns of observationally similar men and women, and suggests that women with
higher levels of education, who are characterized by a work behavior that is more assimi-
lable compared to men and a lower acceptance of gender roles, do not have differentiated
commuting patterns.

Similarly, when differentiating by family responsibilities, it can be observed that in the
case of persons without them (namely those who do not live with children or dependent
people) there are no differences between men and women in commuting duration and,
although there are relevant differences in characteristics associated with different levels
of commuting, the coefficient component of the decomposition is not significant. On the
contrary, in the case of people with family responsibilities, there are significant differ-
ences in unadjusted commuting, with a shorter average commute for women, and this gap
is even more pronounced once the differences in characteristics by gender are taken into
account. This evidence suggests that also in the case of no family responsibilities, men and
women tend to behave similarly, in contrast to what happens in the case of those with fam-
ily responsibilities.

Similar results are observed when differentiating by cohabitation. Thus, the fifth and
sixth columns of Table 2 present the results of the decomposition analysis that differen-
tiates according to whether individuals live with a partner or not. Within the group of

7 To illustrate, it has been found that the size of the gender pay gap is typically smaller or nonexistent
for unmarried women (Ponthieux and Meurs 2015) and that there is a significant wage penalty for women
associated with having children (see, for example, Budig and England, 2001 and Harkness and Waldfogel
2003). Similarly, women with more egalitarian views tend to have fewer children (Kaufman 2000), which is
consistent with evidence that social norms in each country have a significant influence on household forma-
tion and fertility (Giménez-Nadal et al., 2012).
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persons not living with a partner, the commuting behavior of men and women is relatively
similar (in fact, women have longer commuting times), so that the returns component of
the decomposition of this difference is not significant. In contrast, for those living with a
partner, significant differences are observed in both the unadjusted difference and the coef-
ficient component, indicating that women living with a partner commute shorter hours than
men in the same situation.

Finally, when looking at the disaggregated results according to commute length, the
unadjusted gender differences in commuting are quite similar in both groups (1.24 min for
below-average commutes and 1.21 min for above-average commutes), and the results of the
decomposition of these differences are also very similar in both cases so that no relevant
differences are observed with respect to the general analysis.

4.2.3 Determinants of Satisfaction

The final part of the empirical analysis examines the relationship between commuting time
and workers’ satisfaction in different domains, since a hypothetical explanation for wom-
en’s shorter commutes could be a differential effect on their level of relative well-being,
associated with women’s lower tolerance for this phenomenon due to distinct preferences.®
To this end, several specifications of Eq. (3) were estimated by ordinary least squares, each
taking as dependent variables satisfaction with work, leisure, and personal life, respec-
tively. The results are reported in Table 3. For reasons of space, the table includes only a
small number of variables: commuting, the gender dummy variable and the main variable
of interest in this part of the analysis, i.e. the interaction between these two variables (the
detailed estimation results can be found in Table 5 in the Appendix). The other explanatory
variables considered as controls for all the satisfaction domains include the same individ-
ual, family and territorial characteristics as in the previous part of the analysis, while the
model referring to job satisfaction includes both objective and subjective characteristics of
the jobs, in line with previous literature (see Simén et al., 2020).

The results show that longer commutes are associated with lower levels of job satis-
faction and that women may not have a different tolerance for commuting compared with
men, either for the population as a whole or for any specific group disaggregated by level
of education, family responsibilities, and family structure. Similarly, despite the gener-
ally negative association observed between commuting and the other satisfaction domains
(personal life and leisure time), the interaction variables between commuting and women
are not statistically significant in any case. Overall, this evidence suggests that women’s
shorter commuting times are not plausibly the result of decisions associated with a hypo-
thetical lower tolerance for commuting, but are probably the consequence of other restric-
tive factors of a social and cultural nature, which is consistent with the rest of the evidence
obtained in the empirical analysis.

8 Taking into account potential gender differences in social and cognitive aspects that might influence pref-
erences has allowed considerable progress in understanding the reasons why men and women generally
perform differently in the labor market (Croson and Gneezy 2009, and Bertrand 2011).
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5 Conclusions

The aim of this article is to examine the differences in commuting times between male
and female employees in Spain. A better knowledge of the origins of the gender gap in
commuting times, which, albeit with international differences in its magnitude, tends to
be observed in many advanced countries, could contribute, among other circumstances, to
a better understanding of one of the elements that could influence the worse employment
outcomes suffered by women.

A particularly novel aspect of the research is the use, for the first time in this field of
study, of econometric decomposition techniques. These techniques make it possible to
quantify how much of the gap can be explained (in total and separately) by each of the
individual, family, territorial and work-related factors identified as relevant in the litera-
ture, and to test whether different commuting patterns exist when men and women with
the same characteristics are compared. To this end, the empirical analysis uses microdata
from a survey with a wealth of information that allows for a comprehensive control of the
various elements that the literature has identified as possible determinants of gender differ-
ences in commuting, including those related to several dimensions of family responsibili-
ties. The analysis is based on time-based measures of commuting, which have important
advantages over those based on distance.

The empirical analysis tests three main hypotheses. The first one is that the observed
raw gender differences in commuting time could be explained by the different character-
istics that men and women have on average with respect to different individual, family,
territorial, and job-related elements associated with commuting time. The second hypoth-
esis is that there may be no gender differences in commuting patterns for certain groups
of women with weaker gender roles, such as those with higher education, those without
family responsibilities, and those without a partner. Finally, the third major hypothesis is
that the lower commuting of women could be due to different preferences as compared to
those of men and a lower tolerance of women towards commuting, and that this could be
reflected in different degrees of association between commuting time and satisfaction on
different domains.

As in other advanced countries, women in Spain have comparatively shorter commuting
times than men. The results of the decomposition analysis show that Spanish women as a
whole have relative characteristics that, ceteris paribus, are associated with longer com-
mutes, such as the modes of transport they use (with a predominance of public transport)
and the characteristics of their jobs (generally of lower quality and less stable), with the
exception of their greater family responsibilities, a factor typically associated with shorter
commutes. Although this evidence confirms that gender differences in the relative endow-
ments of characteristics help to explain the raw gender differences in commuting time, it
does not support the hypothesis that the lower commuting time of women is due to the
fact that men and women differ in the characteristics that are important determinants of
the phenomenon. Consequently, according to the decomposition analysis, women system-
atically show significantly shorter commuting times than observationally comparable men
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Table 3 Determinants of satisfaction with job, leisure time and personal life

Job satisfaction Satisfaction with ~ Satisfaction

leisure time with personal
life
Total
Commuting —0.005 -0.012 —0.005
(0.001)*** (0.002)*** (0.001)***
Woman 0.031 —0.495 —0.080
(0.041) (0.077)%#* (0.052)
Woman*Commuting 0.107 0.079 —-0.051
(0.078) (0.159) (0.103)
Primary and secondary education
Commuting —0.004 —0.012 —0.005
(0.001)*** (0.002)*** (0.001)***
‘Woman —0.020 -0.610 -0.175
(0.055) (0.100)*** (0.074)%**
Woman*Commuting 0.063 0.164 —0.036
(0.109) (0.207) (0.149)
Higher education
Commuting —0.006 —-0.011 —0.004
(0.001)*** (0.003)*** (0.002)***
‘Woman 0.085 —-0.335 0.068
(0.060) (0.120)%** (0.067)
Woman*Commuting 0.120 —0.065 —-0.111
0.111) (0.249) (0.143)
Individuals without family responsibilities
Commuting —0.004 -0.017 —0.003
(0.002)** (0.004)*** (0.002)
‘Woman 0.078 0.009 0.083
0.077) (0.156) (0.111)
Woman*Commuting 0.114 0.318 —0.182
(0.154) (0.331) (0.209)
Individuals with family responsibilities
Commuting —0.005 -0.010 —0.006
(0.001 )*** (0.002)##* (0.001 )
‘Woman 0.020 -0.730 —-0.140
(0.048) (0.087)%** (0.054)%**
‘Woman*Commuting 0.094 —-0.036 0.008
(0.088) 0.177) (0.115)
Individuals with a partner
Commuting —0.004 —-0.010 —0.005
(0.001 )*** (0.002)##* (0.001 )#s#*
Woman 0.024 -0.715 —-0.127
(0.049) (0.089)*** (0.054)**
Woman*Commuting 0.094 —0.063 0.053
(0.091) (0.183) (0.114)

Individuals without a partner
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Table 3 (continued)

Job satisfaction Satisfaction with ~ Satisfaction

leisure time with personal
life
Commuting —0.005 -0.016 —0.003
(0.002)*** (0.004)*** (0.002)
Woman 0.064 -0.074 0.054
(0.072) (0.148) (0.104)
Woman*Commuting 0.130 0.378 —-0.229
(0.144) (0.312) (0.200)
Personal, household and territorial characteristics Yes Yes Yes
Objective job characteristics Yes No No
Subjective job characteristics Yes No No

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Estimation by ordinary least squares. Fixed effects by year and region
were also included. Robust standard errors. Source: Own elaboration from the Quality of Life at Work Sur-
vey

with the same personal, family, territorial and occupational characteristics. This evidence
is consistent with the hypothesis expressed in the literature that there are social or cul-
tural determinants that may limit women’s ability to commute in practice. This evidence is
further supported by the finding that women with higher education, those without family
responsibilities and those without a partner have commuting patterns similar to those of
comparable men, confirming the hypothesis that there are no gendered commuting patterns
in groups with lower acceptance of traditional gender roles. Finally, with regard to the third
hypothesis, it does not appear that the relationship between commuting and satisfaction
with various life domains varies by gender. Thus, this result does not support the possibil-
ity that women’s shorter commuting times are allegedly voluntary, related to different pref-
erences and, in particular, to a lower tolerance for commuting.

The shorter average commuting time of women suggests that the average size of the
local labor markets in which they participate is comparatively small, which may condition
their access to a wider variety of higher quality jobs. The evidence obtained suggests that
women’s shorter commutes are related to their spending more time on household tasks,
together with unobservable elements that are likely to be related to traditional gender roles
and women’s functions in the family structure. Any policy that addresses these factors
could therefore contribute to reducing the commuting gap between men and women and
possibly lead to less differentiated employment opportunities. Among the various measures
that would be in line with both this objective and the European strategies for reducing gen-
der gaps in the labor market (European Commission, 2017; European Union, 2019) are, for
example, those related to the provision of sufficient and affordable services offering quality
care for children (including free education for 0-3 year olds, non-teaching staff in schools
for children who require sporadic care, after-school activities and homework support, and
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holiday care services); an adequate supply of quality and affordable long-term care ser-
vices related to population aging and dependency (such as residential care, day centres, and
permanent or emergency home care); and, finally, a more flexible organization of work-
ing time, which would reduce the pressure on women to work closer to home to care for
their families and cope with contingencies, and could lead to greater spatial flexibility. As
Petrongolo and Ronchi (2020) point out, two relevant aspects in this context are the impact
of new technologies, both in terms of technological and organizational changes that allow
more flexible forms of work organization in established sectors, and the rise of the collabo-
rative economy. While both of these trends could prove positive for women by reducing the
costs of flexibility, there is also a risk that they will deepen their specialization in occupa-
tions that are more permeable to non-standard work arrangements, thereby reinforcing a
potential comparative advantage in non-market work, which in turn could have a negative
impact on gender norms and aspirations. Similarly, policies aimed at providing better care
services in the context of ageing, dependency and childcare need to be carefully designed
and implemented to avoid simply commodifying currently unpaid female care work in
ways that create low-paid, low-status jobs, mostly occupied by women, thereby reinforcing
the stereotype of care work as female work.

To conclude, some limitations of the analysis, which derive from the characteristics of
the dataset employed, should be mentioned. First, since the survey does not include infor-
mation on the unemployed, it is not possible to account for the selection into labor market
participation and possible related biases. Second, the econometric techniques used in the
analysis do not allow for the identification of causality in the observed relationships and,
in the specific case of the examination of the determinants of satisfaction, the estimations
could be affected by endogeneity and reverse causality problems that cannot be sorted out
with our cross-sectional data. Finally, the results observed for Spain in the specific period
examined cannot be automatically extrapolated to other countries and periods. All these
points encourage further research in this area, expanding the range of countries and periods
considered, and based on different types of data and econometric techniques.

Appendix

See Tables 4 and 5
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Table 5 Determinants of satisfaction

Job satisfaction

Satisfaction with
leisure time

Satisfaction
with personal
life

Commuting time (minutes)

‘Woman

Commuting*Woman

Age

Higher education

Lives with a partner

Lives with children under 15 years

Lives with dependent people

Housework time (minutes)

Municipality size 10,000-49,999

Municipality size 50,000-99,999

Municipality size 100,000-1,000,000

Municipality size > 1,000,000

Population density

Mode of transport: private

Mode of transport: on foot or other

Full-time job

Continuous working day

Permanent contract

Seniority

Semi— qualified occupation

Qualified occupation

—0.005
(0.001y##*
0.031
(0.041)
0.107
(0.078)
—0.002
(0.002)
0.057
(0.032)*
0.038
(0.032)
-0.019
(0.029)
-0.019
(0.050)
0.000
(0.000)#**
~0.059
(0.037)
—0.112
(0.047)%*
-0.113
(0.036)+*
—0.246
(0.057y##
0.000
(0.000)
—0.007
(0.040)
0.027
(0.047)
0.132
(0.040)+*
0.048
(0.027)*
0.278
(0.033)##*
—0.002
(0.002)
0.089
(0.045)y%*
0.193

-0.012
(0.002)%+%
—0.495
(0.077y%55
0.079
(0.159)
0.011
(0.002)%**
0.100
(0.048)%*
0.028
(0.061)
-0.376
(0.052)%**
~0.509
(0.097)%**
0.000
(0.000)
~0.020
(0.069)
-0.171
(0.089)*
—0.115
(0.069)*
—0.429
(0.111 )%
—0.000
(0.000)
-0.052
(0.078)
~0.025
(0.090)

—0.005
(0.001 )%
~0.080
(0.052)
—0.051
(0.103)
-0.010
(0.002)%*
0.263
(0.030)+*
0.640
(0.041)#*
-0.216
(0.034)#*
-0215
(0.062)%+*
0.000
(0.000)
-0.027
(0.045)
—0.054
(0.059)
—0.011
(0.043)
—0.248
(0.071)##*
0.000
(0.000)
0.061
(0.049)
0.049
(0.057)
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Table 5 (continued)

Job satisfaction Satisfaction with Satisfaction
leisure time with personal
life

(0.051)%***

Firm size 10-249 —0.060 - -
(0.038)

Firm size 250 or more 0.042 - -
(0.034)

Over—educated —0.741 - -
(0.036)***

Monotony at work —0.087 - -
(0.004)***

Physical effort at work -0.014 - -
(0.005)#s#*

Danger/risk at work -0.012 - -
(0.005)%##*

Security and health at work 0.284 - -
(0.008)***

Constant 5.491
(0.125)%***

N 25,957 19,663 25,957

*p<0.1; ¥*p<0.05; ***p <0.01. In addition to the explanatory variables shown in the table, fixed effects
by year and region have been included. Reference categories are primary and secondary education for the
educational level; no partner, children under 15 years of age or dependent persons in the household in varia-
bles related to household composition; municipalities under 10,000 inhabitants for municipality size; use of
public modes of transport; part time, split working day and temporary contract for these job characteristics;
unskilled occupations for occupation; and firm size under 10 workers for firm size. Source: Own elabora-
tion from the Quality of Life at Work Survey
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