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Abstract 

 

In recent years, economists have started using socio-economic and socio-demographic 
characteristics to explain self-reported individual happiness or satisfaction with life. Using data 
disaggregated at the individual and regional level, this paper shows that while these variables 
are relevant, consideration of amenities such as climate, environmental and urban conditions, 
typically employed in hedonic wage and housing regressions, is critical when analysing 
subjective well-being. Location-specific factors are shown to have a direct impact on life 
satisfaction, suggesting that their effect on quality of life is not fully captured by compensating 
differentials in housing and labour markets. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Over the past decades, in parallel to the widespread recognition that the employment of 

monetary indicators to measure welfare is far from perfect (e.g., United Nations, 1954; Ng, 

1997; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; Gowdy, 2004), a modern literature combining the disciplines of 

economics and psychology has emerged. Economists are now widely employing 

psychological techniques1 to measure welfare using subjective well-being scores from self-

reported happiness and life-satisfaction data as a proxy for utility (e.g., Clark and Oswald, 

1994; Oswald, 1997; Di Tella et al., 2001, or Stutzer, 2004).  

 

Researchers have examined the impact on happiness and personal quality of life of the socio-

demographic characteristics of individuals, such as age, gender and marital status, and socio-

economic and macroeconomic characteristics, mainly income, unemployment and inflation 

(e.g., Clark and Oswald, 1994; Gerlach and Stephan, 1996; Oswald, 1997, Di Tella et al., 

2001). While they have consistently found a strong, negative link between life satisfaction and 

unemployment, the link with income is less clear (e.g., Easterlin, 1974; 1995; 2001) and 

certainly factors such as health and family circumstances tend to show a more marked 

influence on quality of life than standard economic measures (e.g., Clark and Oswald, 1994; 

Winkelmann and Winkelmann, 1998). The limited role of income as a determinant of life 

satisfaction has lead authors to examine income aspirations (e.g., Easterlin, 1995; Stutzer, 

2004; Frijters et al., 2004; Gardner and Oswald, 2004), positional externalities (e.g., Frank, 

2003) and inequality (e.g., Alesina et al., 2004) as further influences. The general result is that 

some measure of relative income has a significant impact on self-reported life satisfaction 

(Easterlin, 2001). Further refinements include the examination of the effects of institutional 

factors such as the degree of democratic participation (e.g., Frey and Stutzer, 2000; 2002a). 

 

Despite the impressive development of this literature in the last few years, the role of location-

specific factors in explaining life satisfaction remains largely unexplored.2 This is especially 

surprising given that regional dummies are highly significant in the regressions that do include 

them (e.g., Clark and Oswald, 1994; Bell and Blanchflower, 2004). Moreover, location-specific 

factors such as climate, environmental and urban amenities have for a long time been 

employed in hedonic wage and housing regressions to account for regional wage and rent 

differentials, and to construct ‘objective’ quality of life indices with which to rank quality of life 

both across and within urban areas (see Rosen, 1979; Roback, 1982 or Blomquist, Berger, 

and Hoehn, 1988, for seminal contributions). The compensating differentials in labour and 

housing markets generated by location-specific amenities are often large: in her study of U.S. 

cities, Roback (1982) provided marginal prices of amenities evaluated at average annual 

                                                 
1 Psychologists have traditionally studied the determinants of subjective well-being and happiness (see Diener, 1984; 
Argyle, 1987; Myers, 1993 or Diener et al., 1999 for a recent survey).   
2 A notable exception is a recent study on the negative effects of commuting on life satisfaction by Frey and Stutzer 
(2004). 
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earnings and found that the average person in her sample would be willing to pay $69.55 per 

year for an additional clear day, $78.25 per year to avoid an additional cloudy day, and $5.55 

per year to avoid an increase of 1 microgram per cubic meter in particulate matter. Blomquist 

et al. (1988) found that the difference in compensation between the most and least desirable 

U.S. counties in terms of the same bundle of local amenities comprising climate, urban 

conditions and environmental quality was $5,146. Berger et al. (2003) have shown that one 

standard deviation changes in climate attributes (heating degree days), air quality and crime 

produce annual compensation in the Russian housing and labour markets of 7,839, 8,050 and 

8,602 rubles respectively, compared to a mean monthly salary of 1,928 rubles. 

 

The hedonic and subjective life-satisfaction literatures are motivated by the same key 

underlying question: what are the determinants of quality of life? However, their approaches 

are very different and both have limitations. In this paper we bridge both literatures and, in so 

doing, demonstrate that (i) location matters: site-specific factors are important in explaining 

subjective well-being. The inclusion of climate, environmental and urban amenities, typically 

used in hedonic regressions, greatly improves our understanding of what determines quality 

of life; and that (ii) location-specific amenities have a direct impact on self-reported life 

satisfaction not fully captured through compensating differentials in labour and housing 

markets.  

 

In addition to the inclusion of location-specific amenities, the ‘standard’ life-satisfaction model 

is improved by including additional important socio-economic and socio-demographic 

variables. This allows us to examine, inter alia: the effect of being a single parent on life 

satisfaction but, unlike previous studies (e.g., Stutzer, 2004), we examine the significance of 

the presence of adult support in the household in this regard; the influence of housing quality 

on life satisfaction (housing quality has been shown to have impacts on well-being through 

comfort and health effects (e.g., Clinch and Healy, 2000) and of lifestyle factors, including 

smoking, alcohol consumption, and exercise habits. Such lifestyle variables are typically 

employed in the health literature and are shown to have impacts on health and physiology 

(e.g., Doll et al., 1994; Gardner and Oswald, 2004; Frank, 1997), but we examine their 

association with life satisfaction. 

 

The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 describes the theoretical model, data and the 

estimation strategy used in the paper, section 3 presents the results and section 4 concludes. 
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2. Methodology 

 
2.1 Theoretical Model 

 

In this paper, as in the hedonic models of Roback (1982) and Blomquist et al. (1988), we 

assume that an individual’s utility depends on the consumption of goods and services 

(represented by a composite commodity), on the use of residential land, and on the local 

amenities associated with that land. Thus, the level of well-being attained by a household in 

location k can be represented by the following indirect utility function: 

 

(1)    ),,( kkkk arwvv =

        

where kr  is the rental price of land,  is the wage rate and is an index of local amenities 

in location k. Utility increases in wages ( ) and decreases in rents ( ). The effect 

on utility of a change in local amenities depends on whether they are consumption amenities 

( ) or disamenities ( ). 

kw ka

0>wv 0<rv

0>av 0<av

 

In hedonic models, wages and rents must adjust in equilibrium to equalise utility across 

locations: 

 

(2)  varwvv kkkk == ),,(     k∀       

  

Totally differentiating (2) we obtain: 

 

(3)  0=++= davdrvdwvdv arw       

  

where the location superindices have been eliminated for notational simplicity.  

 

Equation (3) could be used to derive the implicit price of amenities, as in Blomquist et al. 

(1988):  
da
dw

da
dr

v
v

v
v

w

r

w

a −−=  

 

Moreover, from equation (3), it is clear that, in equilibrium, changes in the level of amenities 

are fully compensated in labour and rental markets, so that the net impact of such changes on 

utility is zero: 
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(4)  0=++= arw v
da
drv

da
dwv

da
dv

      

  

The empirical specification used in the remainder of the paper to test the prediction in (4) is: 

 

(5)    kikikikiu ,,,, '' εγβα +++= ax Ii ....1= , k = 1,…,K 

  

where u denotes utility of individual i  in location k, a is a vector of location-specific factors, 

some of which (e.g., commuting time, access to services, proximity to a coast) may vary at an 

individual level, and x is a vector of socio-economic and socio-demographic characteristics. 

When the characteristics included in x are uncorrelated to the amenities in a, γ  measures the 

total change in utility due to a change in environmental amenities. If the individual is fully 

compensated for any differences in environmental amenities through house prices and wages 

we would expect that 0=γ . 

 

As the individual’s true utility is unobservable, we use self-reported life satisfaction as a proxy. 

The use of self-reported well-being introduces measurement error as the respondents may be 

unable to communicate accurately their underlying utility level. However, as Blanchflower and 

Oswald (2004a) point out, it is measurement error in the independent variables that would be 

more problematic in the econometric estimation, and there is a broad consensus among 

previous studies that self-reported well-being is a satisfactory empirical proxy of individual 

utility (see, e.g. Stutzer, 2004; Blanchflower and Oswald, 2004b; Ferrer-i-Carbonell and 

Frijters, 2004). 

 

2.2 Data 

 

Data on satisfaction with life (u) and on the socio-demographic and socio-economic 

characteristics (x) used in the analysis come from a survey of a representative sample of 

1,500 men and women, aged 18 and over and living in Ireland.3 This is combined with a 

vector of location-specific factors (a) describing climate conditions and environmental 

amenities, disaggregated at the regional level. 

 

The use of data collected in Ireland is interesting in its own right. In the last decade, the ‘Celtic 

Tiger’ economy grew at a record rate for a developed country. Between 1990 and 2000, 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) doubled with the real annual growth rate at a high of 11 

percent in 1999. After Luxembourg, Ireland now has the highest GDP per capita and the 

                                                 
3 Due to missing observations the final sample consists of approximately (depending on the model specification) 
1,467 observations. The effective response rate is 66.6 percent. The margin of error using the entire sample is ± 2.5 
percent at a 95 percent confidence level. The 2000 Register of Electors was used as the sampling frame. For 
governance and administrative purposes, Ireland is divided into 34 regions or Local Authority areas. 
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lowest unemployment rate in Europe (these and other trends are documented in, for example, 

Clinch et al., 2002). Meanwhile, the Economist Intelligence Unit (2004) has ranked Ireland as 

first in its quality of life league table for 2005. Nevertheless, there has been much concern 

regarding the implications of the pace of economic growth for localised environmental quality 

and life satisfaction generally (EPA, 2004a) and about increased inequality and persistent 

relative poverty (Layte et al., 2004). This concern has mostly centered on Dublin. Ireland’s 

capital has experienced the most rapid growth – unparalleled in Europe (Honohan and Walsh, 

2002). It is the only area to have experienced net internal immigration over the boom and is 

generally regarded as having suffered the most significant decline in the quality of urban 

amenities (EPA, 2004a). This makes Ireland an appropriate subject for the analysis of the 

influence of location-specific amenities on subjective well-being and the testing of the 

hypothesis that variations in such amenities are compensated for through differentials in 

labour and housing markets. 

 

The satisfaction with life indicator (or proxy for individual utility) is based on the answers to the 

following question (which was preceded by a range of questions regarding various aspects of 

the respondent’s life): ‘Thinking about the good and bad things in your life, which of these 

answers best describes your life as a whole?’. Respondents could choose a category on a 

scale of one to seven (‘As bad as can be’; ‘very bad’; ‘bad’; ‘alright’; ‘good’; ‘very good’; ‘as 

good as can be’).4 The survey found a high life satisfaction in Ireland with an average of 5.5 

on the seven-point scale.  

 

As for the independent variables, the dataset includes an employment-status variable divided 

into ten separate categories which follow the International Labour Organisation classification: 

employed (self-employed, full-time employed and part-time employed), inactive (student, 

working on home duties, disabled, retired, those not working and not seeking work, and those 

on a government training scheme) or unemployed (CSO, 2004b). Unemployment is further 

divided into two categories of those unemployed having lost or given up their job combined 

with those not working but seeking work, and those seeking work for the first time. This allows 

us to distinguish between the impacts of different types of unemployment on life satisfaction in 

the analysis below. 

 

Additional individual characteristics contained in the dataset and typically employed in the 

literature are age, gender, educational attainment (primary, lower secondary/junior high 

school, upper secondary/senior high school and university degree), marital status (single, 

                                                 
4 Some studies treat self-reported life satisfaction data and happiness data interchangeably. Veenhoven (1997) 
states that “the word life-satisfaction denotes the same meaning and is often used interchangeably with happiness.” 
Di Tella et al. (2001) report a correlation coefficient of 0.56. However, Peiro (2002) points to happiness and 
satisfaction as two distinct spheres of well-being. He concludes that the first would be relatively independent of 
economic factors while the second would be strongly dependent. 
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married, cohabiting, widowed and separated/divorced), gross household income5 and number 

of dependent children in the household (1, 2, 3+). 

 

In the analysis, we utilised two different measures of relative income. The first measure is the 

ratio of the respondent’s income to the ‘in-sample’ average income in his or her Local 

Authority area.  The second measure is the ratio of the respondent’s income to the average 

income in his or her Local Authority area, where average income is constructed using 

information on estimates of total income per person by region and county (from CSO, 

2004b).6  

 

The dataset contains two alternative indicators of individual health: self-reported health 

(excellent, very good/good, and fair/poor) and the, potentially more objective, number of times 

the respondent has visited the doctor in the past year (never or once, two to five times and six 

or more times a year).  

 

A preliminary analysis of the data revealed that over three-quarters of those surveyed (77 

percent) saw the cost of housing as a major problem in Ireland. Thus, variables capturing the 

household tenure (owned outright, mortgaged, renting, or in public housing), and housing 

quality (based on whether the respondent’s home has full central heating, is not overcrowded, 

not damp, is at or over the temperature recommended by the World Health Organisation and 

the respondent has no problem heating the house to an adequate level), were included in the 

regression analysis. 

 

The dataset also contains variables not typically employed in the literature. These relate to 

the lifestyle of the respondent – smoking habits, alcohol consumption and exercise habits with 

dummies that take the value of one for regular and occasional smokers, heavy drinkers7 and 

people who engage in moderate exercise three or more times a week.8 The dataset also 

contains information on religious beliefs and practices (attendance at religious services and 

frequency of prayer), on whether the respondent is caring for a disabled member of the 

family, and on the respondent’s stated commitment to the development and regeneration of 

                                                 
5 Income is expressed in thousands of euro. Missing values, 23.7 percent of those interviewed, were imputed based 
on the respondent’s socio-demographic characteristics including age, gender, marital status, education level, area 
inhabited and employment status. The original income variable was divided in 10 categories, so mid-points were 
used (as in Stutzer, 2004). The survey was carried out when Ireland was still using the Irish Pound, so we converted 
to euros using the fixed rate of IR£1= €1.26974.  As income may compensate for different levels of environmental 
amenities, we exclude it from the regressions in which the prediction in equation (4) is directly tested. 
6 Personal income was scaled up to household income using the OECD (1982) methodology. However, since for 
developed countries this methodology tends to overestimate the needs of large households (De Vos and Zaidi, 
1997), we give positive weights only to adults.  
7 Excessive consumption of alcohol for men (women) is in excess of 21 (14) units of alcohol per week (Strategic Task 
Force on Alcohol: Interim Report 2002), where the units of alcohol per week are calculated by multiplying the number 
of days the respondent typically drinks alcohol by the number of alcoholic units consumed in a typical drinking day. 
8 This is the international norm for a healthy lifestyle (DHC, 2003). 
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his or her local area as a proxy for involvement in the local community.9 We also know the 

area in which the respondent lives. In relation to certain variables, subjective life-satisfaction 

studies tend to suffer the risk of endogeneity. We return to this issue in the estimation strategy 

and results sections below.  

 

As elements of the vector of location-specific factors, the dataset contains climate (from 

Collins and Cummins, 1996) and environmental data (from EPA, 2004b) at a regional level, 

and a variable capturing access to, and quality of, local facilities and services. The climate 

data consist of mean annual precipitation, number of wet days per annum, mean daily air 

temperature, mean daily range of air temperature, mean daily air temperature for January and 

July, January mean daily minimum air temperature, July mean daily maximum air 

temperature, mean annual duration of bright sunshine, mean daily duration of bright sunshine, 

mean annual wind speed, and a driving rain index.10 Air pollution and water quality were 

considered as indicators of environmental quality but regional variation is minimal (EPA, 

2004a). Population density (total population divided by total area in km2) (CSO, 2003) and 

average commuting time in each local authority area were also included to capture crowding 

and congestion effects. We also included a dummy variable which equals 1 if the respondent 

lives near the coast as in Blomquist et al. (1988).  

 

Except for the access to services variable, all the location-specific amenities are 

disaggregated at the regional or local authority level. The variable corresponding to local 

facilities and services is self-reported, and thus available at the individual level. It is a dummy 

that takes the value of 1 if the respondent considers access to, or quality of, public transport, 

educational facilities, shops, healthcare or public services, to be a major problem. We also 

considered two dummies which capture whether local crime and disorder and rural isolation 

are major problems.  

 

2.3 Estimation strategy 

 

An initial, ‘standard’ regression of life satisfaction on socio-economic and socio-demographic 

variables (age, age-squared, gender, employment status, educational attainment, health, 

marital status, income and income squared) was estimated. This model (Model 1) is similar to 

that of, for example, Frey and Stutzer (2000). Given the consensus among previous studies 

on the importance of unemployment as a source of lower life satisfaction, we expand this 

standard regression to examine whether the type of unemployment matters. In our dataset 

unemployed individuals can be further characterised into those unemployed having lost or 

                                                 
9 The wording of the relevant question was: ‘How committed or uncommitted would you say you are to investing 
effort, energy and time into issues around the development and regeneration of your local area?’ and the answers 
were categorised as ‘very committed’, ‘committed’, or ‘not at all committed’.  
10 Driving rain is a term that describes the combined effects of falling rain and strong winds. It is the product of mean 
annual wind speed (m/s) and mean annual rainfall (m/year) (Collins and Cummins, 1996). 
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given up their job combined with those not working but seeking work, and those seeking work 

for the first time. In addition, our model adjusts for regional differences in purchasing power by 

deflating income using regional price indices (CSO, 2004a). This adjusted income measure is 

used in Model 1 and subsequent models. 

 

The regression is then extended in Model 2 to examine the influence of the remaining 

individual characteristics with a potential effect on subjective well-being (number of dependent 

children in the household, type of household tenure, civic engagement and whether the 

respondent is the main caregiver of a family member with a disability) and those not typically 

employed in life satisfaction regressions (the interaction of being a single parent with the 

presence of other adults in the household, smoking, drinking, exercise habits, housing quality, 

and religious beliefs and practices). As discussed, some of these variables, particularly the 

lifestyle variables, introduce a risk of simultaneous causality. While we do not have the 

instruments to address this problem directly, the robustness of the estimation results in all the 

Models to their exclusion is examined. 

 

Model 1 and Model 2 correspond to the estimation of equation (5) excluding the amenities 

contained in a. As a first step towards capturing the influence of location-specific factors, in 

Model 3 we distinguish between those respondents living in Dublin and those living in the rest 

of the country. This split was considered appropriate in a small (approximately 70,000 m2) and 

relatively homogenous country like Ireland where the Dublin area comprises 28 percent of the 

population in only 1.3 percent of the land area, accounts for 39 percent of the national total of 

Gross Value Added and, with a population of 1.122 million, is the only urban area with a 

population in excess of 150,000.  

 

Since we know the area in which the respondent lives, we could estimate the models with 

regional fixed effects (or dummies for the different local authorities). The problem with this 

approach is one of multicollinearity – most of the location-specific attributes in Models 4 and 5 

below are also measured at the local authority level. 

 

In a model that controls for a broad range of socio-economic and socio-demographic 

characteristics, a dummy for Dublin might be seen as a rough summary measure of the 

amenities in that area. However, it does not provide much information regarding which 

specific amenities are most valued by the individuals. In order to determine which site-specific 

factors are most relevant, Model 4 incorporates the following variables: dummies for the 

access to, and quality of, local facilities and services, for local crime and disorder and rural 

isolation, and location-specific climate and environmental variables. The climate variables 

could not all be included together due to multicollinearity, which is a common problem in 

estimations of this kind (see, e.g., Roback 1982; Rehdanz and Maddison, 2005). Following 

the advice of a climatologist, we used mean annual precipitation, mean annual wind speed, 
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July mean daily maximum air temperature, January mean daily minimum air temperature, and 

mean annual duration of bright sunshine. We also included congestion proxies for each local 

authority area and a dummy variable for whether the respondent lives near the coast.  

 

According to the theoretical model in Section 2.1, if labour and housing markets perfectly 

compensate for differences in the level of amenities across locations, we would expect the 

coefficients on these location-specific variables not to differ from zero. However, in order for 

0=γ  to be the appropriate test of the hypothesis in equation (4), in Model 5 we remove the 

independent variables income and housing characteristics, included in x, that may be 
correlated with the amenities in a.  

 
3. Results 

 
3.1 Model 1 – the ‘standard’ life-satisfaction model 

 

The third columns in Tables 1 and 2 show the results from the estimation of a ‘standard’ life-

satisfaction regression (Model 1). Table 1 contains the OLS results and, given the nature of 

the dependent variable, Table 2 contains the results from ordered-probit regressions. In both 

cases, the reference groups for the independent variables are in parentheses. For simplicity, 

and given the similarity of the estimates in the two tables, in what follows we focus on the 

OLS results of Table 1.  

 

- Tables 1 and 2 about here - 
 

The coefficient on gender is significant and negative indicating that males are less satisfied 

with their lives than females. Except for the study of Alesina et al. (2004) that finds gender to 

be significantly related to life satisfaction in the USA, in previous studies, gender tends to 

emerge as insignificant in life satisfaction regressions (e.g., Stutzer, 2004; Frey and Stutzer, 

2000; Di Tella et al., 2001). Our results show no significant relationship between life 

satisfaction and age. 

 

The estimates for the employment status variables indicate that respondents engaged in 

household activities are less satisfied with life than the self-employed. In our sample, the 

majority (99 percent) of homemakers is female, and research has highlighted the negative 

aspects of the domestic role such as boredom, social isolation, and psychological distress 

(e.g., Cragg and Dawson, 1984; Russell, 2000). Those in full-time and part-time employment, 

those on a government training scheme and the disabled are also less satisfied with life.  

 

When examining unemployment, the coefficient on seeking work for the first time is 

insignificant at standard significance levels. In concordance with previous studies, the 
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coefficient on being unemployed is negative and significant at the 1 percent level and, 

everything else being equal, reduces life satisfaction by over one category. The coefficient on 

the variable not working, not seeking work is also negative and significant at the 5 percent 

level. Other things being equal, these respondents are also one life-satisfaction category less 

satisfied on average than the self-employed. This impact is very large (recall that the 

dependent variable is measured on a seven-point scale) probably due to the fact that they are 

‘discouraged workers’ who have given up looking for a job. This result contrasts with that of 

Clark and Oswald (2002), who find that it is easier being unemployed once one has been 

without work for some time. Our result should be seen in the light of a record fall in Irish 

unemployment from a rate of nearly 17 percent in 1993 to approximately 4 percent today. In a 

full-employment economy, it seems that being long-term unemployed, when everyone else 

appears to have a job, makes people considerably less happy. There is no evidence showing 

a difference between the self-employed, the retired and students. 

 

Like Frey and Stutzer (2000), we find that those with middle (lower secondary/junior high 

school) or higher education (upper secondary/senior high school) and degrees (university) are 

more satisfied with life than those with a lower education level. In most of the literature, 

however, university education is found to be insignificant or negatively related to life 

satisfaction (see, e.g., Veenhoven, 1997).  

 

With respect to health, we initially included a standard self-reported health measure, and 

found that those respondents reporting their health to be fair or poor were one life-satisfaction 

category less satisfied than those reporting excellent health. People reporting good health 

were also significantly less satisfied with life than those with excellent health. We then 

employed a more objective measure of health; the number of times the respondent visited 

their doctor in the last year. The qualitative results did not change; we found that those 

respondents visiting their doctor two or more times a year were less satisfied with their lives 

than those not attending or attending only once. 

 

Among the marital status variables, only being separated or divorced is significant at the 5 

percent level and such respondents are less likely to be satisfied with their lives than single 

respondents. These results are generally in line with previous studies such as Clark and 

Oswald (1994) and Blanchflower and Oswald (2004b). However, these studies also find that 

married respondents report being more satisfied with their lives than single respondents and 

widowed respondents.  

 

Income is significantly related to life satisfaction, but its coefficient is very low (an increase in 

gross household income of €50,000 would be required to increase life satisfaction by one 

category). The negative coefficient on squared income suggests diminishing returns to 

income and a turning point at a gross household income of €59,500, but it is insignificant at 
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conventional levels. In terms of macroeconomic policy, our results (as per Oswald, 1997) 

suggest that the maintenance of full-employment is more important than maximising incomes 

in a rapidly growing and rich economy.  

 

In two additional regressions in which income was replaced by the two relative income 

measures, the relative income variable emerged positive and significant at the 5 percent level 

in both cases, while squared relative-income was negative and significant at the 10 percent 

level for the first relative-income indicator, and negative but insignificant for the second. This 

suggests that, as the ratio of respondent’s income to average income increases, life 

satisfaction increases but at a decreasing rate.11  

 

3.2 Model 2 – including all non-location specific variables 

 

The results from Model 2 are shown in the fourth column of Tables 1 and 2. The incorporation 

of the additional variables doubles the explanatory power of the regression, with the adjusted 

R-squared of the initial regression, 0.10427, increasing to 0.207.  

 

With respect to the new independent variables, the three describing the lifestyle of the 

respondent emerge significant in the regression, drinking at the 1 percent level and smoking 

and exercising at the 5 percent level. Engaging in moderate exercise increases life 

satisfaction by 10 percent of a category and smoking regularly or occasionally decreases life 

satisfaction by an almost identical amount. Drinking more than the recommended units of 

alcohol per week decreases life satisfaction by one third of a category.12 Our results highlight 

its negative association with life satisfaction even after controlling for health.  

 

The composite measure of the respondent’s religious beliefs is positive and significant. 

However, attending religious services is insignificant, and it is noteworthy that those 

respondents who pray occasionally or rarely are significantly less satisfied than those who 

never pray. 

 

The results also indicate that civic engagement increases life satisfaction and the coefficient 

on this variable is large. Putnam (2000) opines that civic engagement, regular club 

attendance, volunteering, entertaining or church attendance is the happiness equivalent of 

getting a college degree or more than doubling one’s income.  

 

As mentioned already, it is possible that lifestyle choices, religious practices, and civic 

engagement, are driven by life satisfaction, introducing a problem of endogeneity. Thus, we 

                                                 
11 For the first and second relative-income measures, the turning points were at income ratios of 2.1 and 2.7, 
respectively. The results of these regressions are available upon request. 
12 An interaction term between age and alcohol consumption status was also included in the model to test if the 
impact of drinking habits in life satisfaction changed with age, but this variable was insignificant. 
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repeated the regressions excluding these potentially endogenous lifestyle variables in this 

and subsequent models. The results for the remaining variables are robust. 

 

In terms of family composition, having one child is significant at the 5 percent level and 

positively related to life satisfaction. In common with other studies (e.g., Stutzer, 2004) being 

a single parent is significant and negatively associated with life satisfaction. However, an 

interaction variable helps us understand why: being a single parent when no other adults are 

present in the household is significant and negatively associated with life satisfaction whereas 

being a single parent with other adults present is insignificant. Except for the variables 

capturing unemployment and discouraged workers, the variable capturing lone single parents 

has the largest negative coefficient in the regression. Everything else being equal, being in 

this position reduces life satisfaction by three-quarters of a category. Hanson and 

Sporakowski (1986) report on research which found that single mothers were at a particularly 

high risk of job/family role strain and reduced levels of physical and emotional well-being. 

Incidentally, the lone parent group in our sample consists entirely of females. Notably, 

everything else being equal, being the caregiver of a disabled family member has no 

significant impact on life satisfaction, which contrasts with the findings of Frijters et al. (2004), 

albeit in a different context. 

 

With respect to household tenure, living in a dwelling owned with a mortgage and living in 

rented accommodation is significant and negatively associated with life satisfaction compared 

to owning outright. Living in public housing is significant and negatively related to life 

satisfaction at the 1 percent level with a large coefficient, half a category. The composite 

measure of housing quality coefficient is positive and significant with better housing quality 

increasing life satisfaction.  

 

Compared to Model 1, income becomes insignificant. This result is not all that surprising in 

the light of previous studies that find a weak link between absolute income and life 

satisfaction (e.g., Biswas-Diener and Diener, 2001; Easterlin, 1995; 2001) and, more 

specifically, given the correlation between income, education, housing tenure and housing 

characteristics. Although Biswas-Diener and Diener (2001) suggest that some individuals feel 

happier just possessing income in of itself, in essence, one might expect that income should 

only be important in terms of what it buys. In common with most other studies, gender also 

becomes insignificant. 

 

3.3 Model 3 – assessing the importance of location 

 

When the dummy for Dublin is included in the regressions, the R-squared of the model in 

column five of Table 1 increases from 0.207 to 0.265. The coefficient on this variable, -0.591, 

is highly significant and large; only the coefficients for being a lone single parent, 
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unemployed, and a discouraged worker are larger in magnitude. Everything else being equal, 

those living in all areas outside Dublin have a higher life satisfaction.  

 

When the dummy for Dublin in Model 3 is substituted with four variables indicating the size of 

settlement (other city, large towns, small towns and rural areas, with Dublin as the reference 

group), the results show that the largest (positive) coefficient corresponds to small towns. A 

possible explanation of this result may be that small towns have the ‘best of both worlds’, with 

adequate access to facilities and services, and without the traffic and crowding issues 

associated with large urban areas. When, in turn, we use dummies for the 34 Local 

Authorities, living in Dublin City and Dublin South is again associated with the lowest level of 

life satisfaction in Ireland. In addition, 88 percent (29 of 33) of the regional dummy coefficients 

are significantly different from zero, with six of them showing coefficients of more than one, 

thereby being the largest coefficients observed in the regression, larger than those on any 

socio-economic and socio-demographic variable including unemployment.13 As explained 

previously, to avoid multicollinearity we do not pursue this route in subsequent models. 

 

Having controlled for a large number of socio-economic and socio-demographic 

characteristics, a reasonable hypothesis is that factors related to the size of the settlement 

and other location-specific factors may be responsible for lower life-satisfaction levels in 

Dublin. For example, compared to any other area in the country, unparalleled growth rates 

have resulted in the capital having a much higher population density than other areas and a 

significant traffic congestion problem (DELG, 2002). To test this hypothesis, Models 4 and 5 

examine the importance of location-specific amenities.  

 

3.4 Models 4 and 5 – examining location-specific amenities 

 

Model 4 builds on Model 3 by including variables capturing access to, and quality of, facilities 

and services, population density, commuting time and other environmental and climatic 

variables. This model, the results of which are reported in the sixth columns of Tables 1 and 

2, corresponds more closely to Equation (5).  

 

Of the new variables, the composite variable describing the respondents’ perceptions of the 

provision, quality of, and access to, facilities and services in their area is significant and has 

the expected sign. Perceived problems with access to facilities and services are associated 

with a decrease in life satisfaction, but the effects are small. Increasing crime and disorder 

and rural isolation are also significant and negative factors. 

 

Of the climate variables, the coefficient on wind speed is negative and significant, while those 

for mean daily minimum air temperature in January and mean daily maximum air temperature 

                                                 
13 Results of these two regressions are available upon request. 
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in July are both insignificant. The coefficient on the variable capturing whether the respondent 

lives near the coast is positive and significant at the 5 percent level. The coefficient on 

population density is negative and significant at the 5 percent level. This result contrasts with 

that of Roback (1982), who finds population density to be an amenity, and it possibly captures 

an overcrowding effect that decreases life satisfaction. Perhaps the most surprising result is 

that for rain. The coefficient on mean annual precipitation is significant and indicates that, for 

Irish people, increased rainfall slightly increases life satisfaction. This result may, however, be 

driven by a positive correlation between rain and scenic beauty. The most spectacular 

landscapes in Ireland are found in the wettest counties in the West of Ireland.  

 

In Model 4 the socio-economic and socio-demographic variables (gender, employment status, 

health, being in public housing, commitment to area, single parent, lifestyle habits and 

religious beliefs) retain their significance levels and their signs, but the dummy for Dublin 

looses its significance. This result suggests that the new variables entered into the model 

explain an important part of the difference between living in Dublin and other regions of 

Ireland in terms of life satisfaction. In addition, the explanatory power of the model increases 

with an adjusted R-squared of 0.336. This is three times as big as the R-squared of the 

‘standard’ life satisfaction regression and 1.5 times bigger than that in Model 2.  

 

In Model 4, the hypothesis of 0=γ  (from equation (4)) appears to be rejected for several 

location-specific factors, confirming that location matters. However, income and housing 

characteristics may be correlated with environmental attributes (higher incomes and more 

favorable tenure and other housing characteristics may compensate for lower levels of 

amenities). Therefore, in order to test the hypothesis appropriately, Model 5 excludes these 

variables from the regressions. The hypothesis is again rejected for the same location-specific 

factors, suggesting that labour and housing markets do not fully compensate for differences in 

the level of amenities across locations. 

 

4. Conclusions 
 

In common with the existing literature, the results presented in this paper show that socio-

demographic and socio-economic variables are important determinants of life satisfaction. 

Being unemployed is negatively associated with life satisfaction, and its impact is large, 

reducing life satisfaction by more than one category out of seven. An equally large and 

negative impact on life satisfaction of being a discouraged worker suggests that it is not 

easier being unemployed once one has been without work for some time.  An additional 

notable result is that the large negative effect of being a lone parent on life satisfaction, found 

in the literature, is present only in households in which there are no other adults, and this 

reduces life satisfaction by three-quarters of a category.  
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In terms of advancing our understanding of the determinants of quality of life, the most 

significant finding of this paper is that location-specific amenities have a very important 

influence on life satisfaction. Factors such as population density, access to and quality of 

facilities and services, environment and climate, are shown to be extremely important 

determinants of life satisfaction, as important as the most critical socio-economic and socio-

demographic factors. Consideration of these variables, typically employed in hedonic wage 

and housing regressions but ignored in the self-reported life satisfaction literature, is thus very 

important in understanding what makes us happy and has significant implications for setting 

priorities for urban planning and economic, environmental and social policy. While these 

location-specific factors are shown to have a direct impact on life satisfaction, unlike in the 

hedonic literature, this paper suggests that their effect on quality of life is not fully captured by 

compensating differentials in housing and labour markets. 
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Table 1: OLS Regressions/ Dependent Variable ‘Life Satisfaction’  
Variable Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Age 0.016623 
(1.53) 

0.0028159 
(0.26) 

0.007184 
(0.68)  

-0.000707 
(-0.07)  

0.000218 
(0.21)  

Age 

Age-squared -0.000134 
(-1.11)     

-0.000115 
(-0.95)      

-0.000129 
(-1.09)       

-0.000055 
(-0.48)       

-0.000073 
(-0.64)       

Gender 
(Female) 

Male -0.162080 
(-2.83)** 

-0.074957 
(-1.32)      

-0.079736  
(-1.45)    

-0.073954 
(-1.39)       

-0.086836 
(-1.62)       

Retired  -0.023434 
 (-0.17)  

-0.024095 
(-0.17)  

0.021351 
(0.16)  

-0.060314 
(-0.49)  

-0.106454 
(-0.86)  

Engaged in 
home duties 

-0.511130 
(-5.08)***      

-0.404361 
(-4.04)***      

-0.294034 
(-2.99)**       

-0.253131 
(-2.63)**      

-0.294164 
(-3.05)**      

Student 
 

-0.050479 
(-0.33)       

-0.355038 
(-2.43)**      

-0.342776 
(-2.46)**     

-0.323993 
(-2.42)**      

-0.300304 
(-2.25)**     

Seeking work 
for 1st time 

-0.303533 
(-0.90) 

-0.514352 
(-1.61) 

-0.292547 
(-1.08) 

-0.195824 
(-0.74) 

-0.229114 
(-0.87) 

Unemployed 
 

-1.051654 
(-5.10)***  

-0.944216 
(-4.67)***  

-0.820970 
(-4.36)***  

-0.759955 
(-4.07)*** 

-0.880858 
(-4.81)*** 

Not working, 
not seeking 
work 

-1.018889 
(-3.46)** 

-1.132824 
(-3.49)**      

-1.206673 
(-4.04)***      

-1.273891 
(-4.46)***      

-1.298135 
(-4.81)***      

Working full-
time 

-0.207045 
(-2.54)**  

-0.196933 
(-2.44)**  

-0.131515 
(-1.65)*  

-0.130295 
(-1.69)*  

-0.140562 
(-1.81)*  

Working part-
time 

-0.440293 
(-3.74)***      

-0.343031 
(-3.11)**      

-0.284346 
(-2.67)**       

-0.283005 
(-2.66)**    

-0.313287 
(-2.93)**    

Government 
Scheme 

-0.446044 
(-2.29)**      

-0.362838 
(-1.81)*       

-0.441055 
(-2.16)**       

-0.832279 
(-3.33)**      

-0.906930 
(-3.75)***      

Employment 
status 
(Self 
Employed) 

Permanently 
unable to work 

-0.562841 
(-2.12)**  

-0.487851 
(-1.78)*  

-0.449724 
(-1.73)*  

-0.503651 
(-1.95)* 

-0.616606 
(-2.41)**  

Lower 
secondary/Juni
or high school 

0.3822079 
(3.73)*** 

0.4086964 
(4.32)***      

0.3750156 
(4.12)***       

0.2104283 
(2.39)**       

0.2445479 
(2.85)**       

Upper 
secondary/Seni
or high school  

0.2804163 
(3.00)** 

0.2105768 
(2.40)**       

0.1526864 
(1.78)*  

0.0785612 
(0.91)       

0.158599 
(1.97)**       

Education  
(Primary) 

Degree 
 

0.2332131 
(2.26)** 

0.1241175 
(1.24)  

0.0115408 
(0.12)  

0.0218868 
(0.22)  

0.138256 
(1.54)  

2 – 5 doctor 
visits 

-0.148158 
(-2.67)**      

-0.093706 
(-1.76)*      

-0.107754 
(-2.07)**       

-0.096558 
(-1.93)*       

-0.111437 
(-2.22)**      

Health 
(Visited the 
doctor 0 or 1 in 
the last year) 

6 or more 
doctor visits 
 

-0.300941 
(-2.66)** 

-0.257403 
(-7.53)**  

-0.312630 
(-3.01)**  

-0.238993 
(-2.37)**  

-0.257715 
(-2.53)**  

Married -0.072174 
(-0.99)       

-0.104513 
(-2.35)       

-0.123867 
(-1.63)       

-0.045383 
(-0.64)  

-0.043158 
(-0.62)  

Co-habiting  -0.08914 
(-0.65)  

-0.072809 
(-0.54)  

-0.142204 
(-1.15)  

-0.180097 
(-1.48)  

-0.200026 
(-1.71)*  

Widowed  -0.062454 
(-0.46)       

-0.095118 
(-0.69)       

-0.059584 
(-0.47)       

0.0018405 
(0.02)       

0.041643 
(0.34)       

Marital Status 
(Single) 

Separated and 
Divorced 

-0.514720 
(-2.87)**  

-0.388124 
(-2.31)** 

-0.435258 
(-2.69)**  

-0.350527 
(-2.25)** 

-0.467527 
(-2.97)**  

Income (1000s) 0.0198818 
(2.00)**  

0.0007812 
(0.08) 

0.0073547 
(0.79)       

0.0052794 
(0.58)       

No Income 

Income-
squared 

-0.000166 
(-1.11)  

0.0000744 
(0.50)  

-0.000020 
(-0.14)  

-5.80e-06 
(-0.04)  
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Table 1: OLS Regressions (Continued)/ Dependent Variable ‘Life Satisfaction’  
Variable Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Exercise No 0.1347643 

(2.56)** 
0.1137162 
(2.19)** 

0.1133767 
(2.25)** 

0.117348 
(2.32)** 

Smoking 
 

No -0.120712 
(-2.12)** 

-0.125208 
(-2.31)**   

-0.112872 
(-2.14)** 

-0.113985 
(-2.13)** 

Excessive drinking 
 

No -0.374785 
(-4.45)***      

-0.401145 
(-5.07)*** 

-0.337008 
(-4.21)***  

-0.333768 
(-4.19)***  

Single parent  
(No other adults) 

No -0.771811 
(-3.58)*** 

-0.677719 
(-3.26)**  

-0.576722  
(-2.90)** 

-0.719126 
(-3.75)*** 

Single parent  
(Other adults present) 

 -0.019299 
(-0.09)  

0.0681007 
(0.34) 

0.238024 
(1.17) 

0.2169432 
(1.09) 

Housing quality 
 

No 0.1120178 
(2.10)** 

0.128302 
(2.50)** 

0.1198675 
(2.41)** 

0.1441942 
(2.93)** 

Religious Beliefs 
 

No 0.3569356 
(3.21)** 

0.4406114 
(3.95)*** 

0.3935008 
(3.61)*** 

0.4027413 
(3.76)*** 

Every day or 
every week 

No   0.1357924 
(0.81)  

0.006406 
(0.04)   

0.0533477 
(0.34)   

0.0750387 
(0.48)   

Few weeks/ 
every month 

 0.2121599 
(1.24)  

0.1219246 
(0.78) 

0.0743653 
(0.48) 

0.0990673 
(0.63) 

Attendance 
at religious 
services 
(Never) 

Few months/ 
special 
occasions 

 0.0923631 
(0.57)   

0.0739329 
(0.50) 

0.0794636 
(0.53) 

0.1116098 
(0.75) 

Each day or 
few times/wk 

No -0.125703 
(-0.76) 

-0.159251 
(-1.01) 

-0.279190 
(-1.79)*  

-0.299023 
(-1.94)*  

Occasionally  -0.376901 
(-2.29)**      

-0.360474 
(-2.31)**  

-0.395901 
(-2.57)**  

-0.418563 
(-2.74)**  

Frequency of 
prayer 
(Never) 
 

Rarely  -0.359958 
(-2.21)** 

-0.326936 
(-2.14)**  

-0.315911 
(-2.12)**  

-0.332827 
(-2.26)**  

1 Child No 0.1699217 
(1.88)*  

0.0894187 
(0.98)  

0.0705512 
(0.79)  

0.0617535 
(0.69)  

2 Children  0.0140655 
(0.17)       

-0.028168 
(-0.36)       

 -0.020154 
(-0.26)       

 -0.05037 
(-0.66)       

Number of 
children in 
the 
household 
(No children) 3 or more 

children 
 -0.079072 

(-0.94)       
-0.100557 
(-1.24)       

-0.060834 
(-0.79)  

-0.103136 
(-1.35)  

Own with a 
mortgage 

No -0.178458 
(-3.09)**      

-0.045176 
(-0.77)       

-0.083453 
(-1.45)       

No 

Rent privately  -0.169712 
(-1.70)*       

-0.002765 
(-0.03)       

0.0006753 
(0.01)  

 

Household 
tenure 
(Own 
Outright) 
 Public housing  -0.500521 

(-5.38)***      
-0.357191 
(-4.03)***      

-0.308595 
(-3.47)** 

 

Committed No -0.489515 
(-5.34)***      

-0.453654 
(-5.05)***  

-0.367466 
(-4.04)*** 

-0.374540 
(-4.16)*** 

Civic 
engagement 
(Very 
committed)  

Not Committed  -0.377589 
(-4.02)***  

-0.410788 
(-4.48)***  

-0.486108 
(-5.18)***       

-0.489404 
(-5.28)***      

Respondent is a care giver No  .1384804 
(0.84)  

.1315574 
(0.87)  

0.1510295 
(1.07) 

0.1560798 
(1.13) 

Area 
(Rest of 
Country) 

Dublin City and 
County 

No No -0.591660 
(-10.7)***  

No No 
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Table 1: OLS Regressions (Continued)/ Dependent Variable ‘Life Satisfaction’  
Variable Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Access to Services Dummy 
 

No No No -0.081235 
(-1.74)* 

-0.087629 
(-1.88)* 

Increasing crime and disorder    -0.098686 
(-1.93)*       

-0.127923 
(-2.52)**      

Rural isolation 
 

   -0.150255 
(-2.68)**  

-0.148432 
(-2.63)**  

Environmental  
Variables 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

Precipitation    0.0009335 
(6.80)*** 

0.0009379 
(6.79)*** 

Wind speed    -0.473503 
(-5.69)*** 

-0.467864 
(-5.63)*** 

January 
minimum 
temperature 

   -0.048583 
(-0.49) 

-0.047751 
(-0.48) 

July maximum 
temperature 

   0.0469745 
(0.58) 

0.0204737 
(0.25) 

 
Climate 
Variables  
 

Mean annual 
sunshine 
(hours) 

   0.0002503 
(0.58) 

0.0003101 
(0.72) 

Average commuting time    0.000221 
(0.02) 

0.0035868 
(0.35) 

Respondent lives near the 
coast 

   0.6316088 
(5.42)*** 

0.6227749 
(5.28)*** 

Population density     -0.008534 
(-3.10)**     

-0.008071 
(-2.93)**     

Number of Observations 1467 1467 1467 1464 1464 

Adjusted 2R  0.10427 0.207006 0.265424 0.3357737 0.327818 
Note 1:  * Significant at 10 percent level; ** significant at 5 percent level; *** significant at 1 
percent level.  

Note 2: t-statistics in parentheses computed using White’s variance-covariance estimator.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PEP 05/05 University College Dublin 25



Quality of Life Brereton, Clinch and Ferreira  

Table 2: Ordered-Probit Regressions/ Dependent Variable ‘Life Satisfaction’  
Variable Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Age 0.0190305 
(1.54) 

0.0032352 
(0.24) 

0.00894 
(0.66)  

-0.001178 
(-0.09)  

0.0027182 
(0.20)  

Age 

Age-squared -0.000157 
(-1.15)      

-0.000142 
(-0.97)      

-0.0001672 
(-1.11)       

-0.000077 
(-0.50)       

-0.000010 
(-0.67)       

Gender 
(Female) 

Male -0.184674 
(-2.80)** 

-0.090428 
(-1.29)      

-0.1000692  
(-1.41)     

-0.098693 
(-1.36)       

-0.115895 
(-1.59)       

Retired  -0.022135 
 (-0.14)  

-0.027622 
(-0.16)  

0.0317381 
(0.19)  

-0.083121 
(-0.49)  

-0.143676 
(-0.85)  

Engaged in 
home duties 

-0.590187 
(-5.04)***      

-0.507136 
(-4.09)***      

-0.3863666 
(-3.05)**       

-0.35454 
(-2.69)**       

-0.408427 
(-3.12)**      

Student 
 

-0.080534 
(-0.46)       

-0.452294 
(-2.51)**      

-0.4571268 
(-2.54)**       

-0.469387 
(-2.56)**      

-0.438204 
(-2.41)**      

Seeking work 
for 1st time 

-0.341441 
(-0.90) 

-0.635044 
(-1.64) 

-0.3788643 
(-1.09) 

-0.281735 
(-0.79) 

-0.320478 
(-0.91) 

Unemployed 
 

-1.148651 
(-5.28)***  

-1.130889 
(-4.88)***  

-1.02778 
(-4.51)***  

-1.010549 
(-4.24)*** 

-1.156893 
(-5.01)*** 

Not working, 
not seeking 
work 

-1.165537 
(-3.61)*** 

-1.397618 
(-3.57)***      

-1.549179 
(-4.11)***       

-1.761707 
(-4.61)***      

-1.787496 
(-4.98)***     

Working full-
time 

-0.246473 
(-2.57)**  

-0.248551 
(-2.47)**  

-0.174203 
(-1.69)*  

-0.184621 
(-1.73)* 

-0.200243 
(-1.88)*  

Working part-
time 

-0.501404 
(-3.81)***      

-0.425865 
(-3.18)**      

-0.366548 
(-2.72)**       

-0.400497 
(-2.80)**    

-0.439345 
(-3.08)**    

Government 
Scheme 

-0.535675 
(-2.48)**      

-0.466165 
(-1.95)*       

-0.5795311 
(-2.29)**       

-1.188942 
(-3.55)***      

-1.289942 
(-3.98)***      

Employment 
status 
(Self 
Employed) 

Permanently 
unable to work 

-0.613156 
(-2.13)** 

-0.584057 
(-1.84)*  

-0.5613714 
(-1.77)* 

-0.685065 
(-2.07)**  

-0.827070 
(-2.55)**  

Lower 
secondary/ 
Junior high 
school 

0.4481753 
(3.90)*** 

0.5155057 
(4.48)***      

0.4958366 
(4.28)***      

0.2982213 
(2.54)**       

0.3407388 
(3.00)**       

Upper 
secondary/ 
Senior high 
school  

0.3063189 
(2.99)** 

0.24816 
(2.39)**       

0.1867945 
(1.77)*   

0.0917015 
(0.82)       

0.1929075 
(1.86)*      

Education  
(Primary) 

Degree 
 

0.2481214 
(2.17)** 

0.143737 
(1.21)  

0.0075281 
(0.06)  

0.0156206 
(0.12)  

0.166204 
(1.42)  

2 – 5 doctor 
visits 

-0.158596 
(-2.58)**      

-0.108854 
(-1.71)*    

-0.1329098 
(-2.05)**       

-0.126038 
(-1.92)*       

-0.144426 
(-2.20)**      

Health 
(Visited the 
doctor 0 or 1 
in the last 
year) 

6 or more 
doctor visits 
 

-0.338943 
(-2.69)** 

-0.317263 
(-2.43)**  

-0.4038028 
(-3.12)** 

-0.323510 
(-2.44)**  

-0.345103 
(-2.60)**  

Married -0.093755 
(-1.13)       

-0.141351 
(-1.45)       

-0.1710284 
(-1.75)*       

-0.078173 
(-0.80)  

-0.076681 
(-0.81)  

Co-habiting  -0.134509 
(-0.89)  

-0.123871 
(-0.76)  

-0.2176104 
(-1.40)  

-0.298463 
(-1.84)*  

-0.321397 
(-2.06)**  

Widowed  -0.074469 
(-0.48)       

-0.125561 
(-0.74)       

-0.0831017 
(-0.51)       

-0.010573 
(-0.06)       

-0.069884 
(-0.43)       

Marital 
Status 
(Single) 

Separated and 
Divorced 

-0.561697 
(-3.08)**  

-0.458731 
(-2.42)** 

-0.5391174 
(-2.81)**  

-0.456563 
(-2.35)**  

-0.603151 
(-3.13)**  

Income (1000s) 0.0211937 
(1.87)*  

0.0006268 
(0.05)       

0.0090228 
(0.76)       

0.0071247 
(0.57)       

No Income 

Income-
squared 

-0.000166 
(-0.97)  

0.0001006 
(0.55)  

-0.0000157 
(-0.09)  

-5.32e-06 
(-0.03)  
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Quality of Life Brereton, Clinch and Ferreira  

Table 2: Ordered-Probit Regressions (Continued) 
Variable Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Exercise No 0.1561883 

(2.39)** 
0.1375061 
(2.05)** 

0.1433317 
(2.08)** 

0.1466656 
(2.13)** 

Smoking 
 

No -0.154617 
(-2.28)** 

-0.1674961 
(-2.47)**   

-0.1636081 
(-2.34)** 

-0.163034 
(-2.32)** 

Excessive drinking 
 

No -0.455732 
(-4.61)***      

-0.5096181 
(-5.22)*** 

-0.4531071 
(-4.35)***  

-0.444141 
(-4.32)***  

Single parent 
(No other adults) 

No -0.902584 
(-3.70)*** 

-0.8291532 
(-3.32)**  

-0.7362379 
(-2.95)** 

-0.9046991 
(-3.77)** 

Single parent  
(Other adults present) 

 -0.012384 
(-0.05)  

0.0987819 
(0.37)  

0.3545874 
(1.27) 

0.3235878 
(1.19) 

Housing quality 
 

No 0.1300228 
(1.99)** 

0.156918 
(2.39)** 

0.1548548 
(2.29)** 

0.1843052 
(2.78)** 

Religious Beliefs 
 

No 0.428236 
(3.42)** 

0.5538213 
(4.22)*** 

0.5259251 
(3.92)*** 

0.533314 
(4.06)*** 

Every day or 
every week 

No   0.1040777 
(0.58)  

-0.0523201 
(-0.30)   

0.0023829 
(0.01)   

0.0307756 
(0.16)   

Every few 
weeks or every 
month 

 0.2041816 
(1.10)  

0.1036654 
(0.58) 

0.0393623 
(0.21) 

0.0704222 
(0.37) 

Attendance 
at religious 
services 
(Never) 

Every few 
months/ special 
occasions 

 0.0528613 
(0.30)   

0.0345467 
(0.21) 

0.0393365 
(0.22) 

0.0810813 
(0.46) 

Every day/ few 
times a week 

No -0.097481 
(-0.51) 

-0.1478209 
(-0.78) 

-0.3326854 
(-1.66)*  

-0.353072 
(-1.79)*  

Occasionally  -0.418745 
(-2.23)**      

-0.4183312 
(-2.25)**  

-0.5022609 
(-2.55)**  

-0.526112 
(-2.71)**  

Frequency of 
prayer 
(Never) 
 

Rarely  -0.406938 
(-2.23)** 

-0.3859755 
(-2.16)**  

-0.4038455 
(-2.17)**  

-0.419629 
(-2.31)**  

1 Child No 0.2078225 
(1.88)*  

0.1138369 
(0.98)  

0.1003158 
(0.83)  

0.0876873 
(0.73)  

2 Children  0.0306648 
(0.32)       

-0.0246436 
(-0.25)       

-0.0114381 
(-0.11)       

-0.052258 
(-0.52)       

Number of 
children in 
the 
household 
(No children) 3 or more 

children 
 -0.080954 

(-0.81)       
-0.1137579 
(-1.12)       

-0.0627438 
(-0.62)  

-0.119924 
(-1.19)  

Own with a 
mortgage 

No -0.231196 
(-3.26)**      

-0.0689044 
(-0.92)       

-0.1265838 
(-1.61)       

No 

Rent privately  -0.213314 
(-1.73)*       

0.0038123 
(-0.03)       

-0.0031041 
(-0.02)  

 

Household 
tenure 
(Own 
Outright) 
 Public housing  -0.595032 

(-5.38)***      
-0.4410029 
(-3.97)***       

-0.399646 
(-3.41)** 

 

Committed No -0.639581 
(-5.37)***      

-0.6218766 
(-5.03)***  

-0.5422781 
(-4.08)*** 

-0.549383 
(-4.19)*** 

Civic 
engagement 
(Very 
committed)  

Not Committed 
 

 -0.476714 
(-5.27)***  

-0.5426675 
(-4.29)***  

-0.6788461 
(-4.94)*** 

-0.678612 
(-5.02)*** 

Respondent is a care giver No  0.1732035 
(-3.84)  

0.1736618 
(0.87)  

0.2041882 
(1.04) 

0.2134013 
(1.12) 

Area 
(Rest of 
Country) 

Dublin City and 
County 

No No -0.747975 
(-11.00)***  

0.1906054 
(0.97) 

0.1113779 
(0.57) 
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Quality of Life Brereton, Clinch and Ferreira  

Table 2: Ordered-Probit Regressions (Continued) 
Variable Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Access to Services Dummy 
 

No No No -0.108917 
(-1.74)* 

-0.114802 
(-1.85)* 

Increasing crime and disorder 
 

   -0.161069 
(-2.30)**       

-0.198906 
(-2.88)**      

Rural isolation 
 

   -0.200539 
(-2.74)**  

-0.197274 
(-2.70)**  

Environmental  
Variables 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

Precipitation    0.001440 
(7.31)*** 

0.0014392 
(7.33)*** 

Wind speed    -0.689695 
(5.90)*** 

-0.680078 
(-5.85)*** 

January 
minimum 
temperature 

   -0.071041 
(-0.53)  

-0.068004 
(-0.51)  

July maximum 
temperature 

   0.065397 
(0.58) 

0.0297415 
(0.27) 

 
Climate 
Variables  
 
 
 

Mean annual 
sunshine 
(hours) 

   0.000529 
(0.90) 

0.0006068 
(1.04) 

Average commuting time    0.000440 
(0.03) 

-0.004752 
(0.35) 

Respondent lives near the 
coast 

   0.866820 
(5.54)*** 

0.8467602 
(5.39)*** 

Population density     -0.010483 
(-2.86)**     

-0.009640 
(-2.65)**     

Number of Observations 1467 1467 1467 1464 1464 

Likelihood Ratio -1936 -1837.63 -1782.24 -1692.209 -1702.77 

Pseudo 2R  0.0433 0.0923 0.1196 0.1628 0.1576 
Note 1:  * Significant at 10 percent level; ** significant at 5 percent level; *** significant at 1 
percent level.  

Note 2: t-statistics in parentheses computed using White’s variance-covariance estimator. 
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Appendix I 

 

Gender Subsample - Notable Results 

 

In order to further investigate gender differences, Model 1 was estimated separately for males 

and females.14 For males, being unemployed, not working, not seeking work, in full-time 

employment, in part-time employment, being on a government training scheme and being 

disabled are all associated with decreased life satisfaction relative to being self-employed, 

with part-time employment and being disabled reducing life satisfaction by more than half a 

category. For females, however, only the unemployment and homemaker variables are 

significant. This finding is interesting given that, in our sample, 85% of those employed part-

time are female (the figure is 77% in the Irish labour force). The ILO classifies as 

underemployed those who are part-time employed, but are looking and available for another 

job and have explicitly stated that the hours currently worked are too few (CSO, 2004). It 

appears from the results that this might be the case for males but not for females. In relation 

to health, life satisfaction decreases as visits to a doctor increase for males, but is 

insignificant for females. Income emerges insignificant for males but significant at the 5% 

level for females, with diminishing returns and a turning point at a household income of 

€43,500. Being separated/divorced is significant and negatively associated with life 

satisfaction for both males and females. Interestingly, however, married males are also 

significantly less satisfied with life than their single counterparts! 

 

When Model 2 is estimated separately by gender, lifestyle factors are equally important for 

both genders. Surprisingly, for females, all of the variables describing religious practices are 

significant; attendance at religious services is positive and significant, but frequency of prayer 

is negative and significant and each of these variables have large coefficients (between 0.63 

and 1.0). For males, none of the variables capturing religious practices are significant. For 

males, owning a home with a mortgage is associated with lower life satisfaction than owning 

outright. For females, having one child is associated with higher life satisfaction than having 

no children and housing quality is significant and positive only for this gender.  

 

When the size of settlement is included in Model 2, all areas emerge positive and significant 

compared to Dublin and with the largest coefficient on rural areas for males and small towns 

for females. When the local authority areas are included to form Model 3, rural areas emerge 

significant and negative for females, but positive and significant for males.  

 

                                                 
14 These results are available on request. 
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Appendix II 
 
Mean Life Satisfaction by County (including cities) 
County Mean N Std. Deviation 
Galway County 6.93 56 .2598 
Galway City 6.65 20 .813 
Wicklow 6.32 43 .919 
Tipperary 6.12 63 .958 
Limerick City 5.96 25 .676 
Mayo 5.89 46 .980 
Limerick County 5.8 45 .588 
Kerry 5.74 54 .556 
Meath 5.7 41 .461 
Cork County 5.69 102 1.01 
Kilkenny 5.63 30 .615 
Carlow 5.58 17 1.372 
Louth 5.51 39 .683 
Wexford 5.51 45 .815 
Laois 5.45 20 .686 
Roscommon 5.39 28 .916 
Sligo 5.39 18 .698 
Offaly 5.35 59 .866 
Clare 5.34 49 .561 
Longford 5.27 11 .467 
Monaghan 5.26 23 .752 
Westmeath 5.25 36 .874 
Cork City 5.25 65 1.061 
Kildare 5.22 23 .902 
Cavan 5.2 24 .779 
Donegal 5.17 64 .827 
Waterford County 5.07 26 .844 
Leitrim 5 2 1.414 
Dublin County 4.97 395 0.9855 
Total 5.57 1477 .804 

Note:  While there are statistically significant differences between most of the counties (e.g. between Galway 
County and Dublin), some are not significant due to small sample sizes (e.g. Leitrim). 
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