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Design Elements of Education CCTs: Size

Ranges from 5 to 25% of household expenditure.

Can distort decision-making (Benhassine et al., 2015)

Reduce mental health of beneficiaries (Baird et al., 2013)

Affects migration (Bryan et al., 2021)

Small transfers may not have unintended consequences.

But if trivial → no impact, resources wasted.



Design Elements of Education CCTs: Recipients

Impact on welfare of women

Decision-making power and employment. (El-Enbaby et al., 2019)

Intra-household conflict or IPV. (Angelucci, 2008)

Increase in household work burden. (Buller et al., 2018)

Transfers to men are not wasted.

Specialization hypothesis. (Doepke and Tertilt, 2019)

Targeting mothers with small transfers make no difference.
(Benhassine, Devoto, Duflo, Dupas, and Pouliquen, 2015)

Different effects on poor v/s non-poor

Targeted or not? Marginal out-of-school student?
(Benhassine, Devoto, Duflo, Dupas, and Pouliquen, 2015)

Does it incentivize or crowd-out private investment?



Other Design Elements

Permanent Effects? What happens when the stipend ends?

Temporary shocks could trigger a virtuous cycle of female
employment and empowerment.
Dependence could increase conflict.

Does the mode of delivery (cash v/s mobile money) matter?

Autonomy in communications and mobility decisions.
(Hossain, 2022; Blumenstock et al., 2015; MacAuslan, 2010)

Bargaining power, control over the money (Aker et al., 2016)

Could also increase IPV if the husband suspects.



A suitable program

A setting

with small stipends,
able to observe effects on educational investments and
decision-making power, employment, life-satisfaction,
distinguish b/w effects on the poor and the non-poor, and
evaluate the effect of losing the stipend



The Program

Bangladesh’s Primary Education Stipend Program (PESP)

Started in 2002
Modelled after PROGRESA and Familias en Acción
Stipend ∼ USD 1.2/month for a single child
About 1.5% of HH food expenditure
But 15% of the income of mothers
from targeted to universal in 2016
+ve effect on school enrolments and investments in children.
(Yunus and Shahana, 2018; Ahmed, 2005)



Primary Education Stipend Program

PESP 1 (2002-2008) PESP 2 (2009-2015) PESP 3 (2016-2020)

Geographical
Targeting

All rural unions. All rural unions. All rural and urban unions.

Student
Eligibility

1) Students of Classes I-V 1) Students of Classes I-V
1) Students of Classes I-V
2) Pre-primary students
3) Students of Classes VI-VIII

Household
Targeting

At least one of the following:
1) Household own less than half
acre of land
2) Female headed households
(destitute widows and divorces)
3) Household head is a day laborer
4) Household head is involved in a
low-income occupation (insolvent
artisans/mechanics such as potters,
fishermen, blacksmiths, weavers,
carpenters, cobblers, etc.)
5) Household head is a
sharecropper

At least one of the following:
1) Household own less than half
acre of land
2) Female headed households
(destitute widows and divorces)
3) Household head is a day laborer
4) Household head is involved in a
low-income occupation (insolvent
artisans/mechanics such as potters,
fishermen, blacksmiths, weavers,
carpenters, cobblers, etc.)
5) Household head is a sharecropper
6) Students with disabilities

All households are eligible.

Beneficiary
Rationing

1) Poorest 40% of students in
each selected rural union.

1) Poorest 40% of students in
each selected rural union.
2) Upto 90% of poorest students in
targeted rural areas.

All students are eligible.

Additional
Conditions

1) Household not receiving other
social safety net benefits.
2) 85% student attendance.
3) 50% marks on annual
examination.

1) 85% student attendance.
2) 50% marks on annual
examination.

1) 85% student attendance.
2) Pass annual examination
(usually at least 33% marks).

Estimated
Number of
Beneficiaries

5.5 million 7.8 million 13 million

Mode of
Stipend
Delivery

Cash-in-Hand Cash-in-Hand
Mobile Money
(using SureCash)

Stipend
Amount

One Child: BDT 100
Two Children: BDT 125
Three Children: BDT 125

One Child: BDT 100
Two Children: BDT 125
Three Children: BDT 125

One Child: BDT 100
Two Children: BDT 200
Three Children: BDT 250



Data

Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey (BIHS)

Longitudinal data, collected by IFPRI.

Wave I [6,503 HHs]: Nov 2011 to Mar 2012 (during PESP2)
Wave II [6,438 HHs]: Jan to Jun 2015 (during PESP2)
Wave III [5,605 HHs]: Jan to Jun 2019 (during PESP3)

Stipend recipient mothers

Monthly average stipend ∼ BDT 88.
Only 2.1% HHs received stipends for more than one child.
Stipend-receiving mothers’ average monthly income BDT 582.



Empirical Specification

Split households into S12 and S3
based on whether initially targeted

For S12 households

Yht = α+ β Stipendht + γh + δvt + Xht + Zht + ϵht .

For S3 households

Yht = α+ β Postt × Stipend3,h + γh + δvt +Xht + Zht + ϵht .

where,

Stipendht = ‘1’, if a child in a S12 household receives the stipend in wave t.

Stipend3,h = ‘1’, if a child in a S3 household receives the stipend in wave III.

γh and δvt are household and village-wave fixed effects.

Xi t and Zht are individual and household controls.

Does not control for other unobserved household-level changes.

Financial/emotional stress → drop outs and loss of stipend.



The Instrument

Use child-level info to construct an eligibility variable.

Eligibility = 1 if a household’s child in eligible school years.

Does not change strictly monotonically with the age of a child

Only if a child moves in/out of eligible school years.

Predict likelihood of receiving the stipend with eligibility.

1st stage: Stipendht = a+b Eligibleht+ωh+age trend+Wht+εht

For S3, also predict the interaction with Postt × Eligible3,h



First Stage

Notes: Each scatter marker is a village-level observation.



Threats to Identification

Exclusion restriction

Unlike changes in eligibility, child-age effects likely to be
monotonic.
Include child age trends in specifications to account for it.
Using a TWFE or DiD specification does not change much.

Could households change their fertility in response to PESP?

Fertility rarely responds to tranfers payments.
(Moffitt, 1998; Banerjee and Duflo, 2019)

Small stipends are unlikely to be an incentives.
S3 HHs did not expect to benefit until 2016.
We find no association between stipend and fertility.

Intentional repeats?

Stipend was conditional on good performance.



Impact on Educational Investments

Education Progress Dropout Repeat
Expenditure

Panel C: Sample S12 (2SLS)

Stipend (βS12) 0.10 0.10** -0.14*** 0.02
(0.13) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)

Sanderson-Windmeijer F-Stat 459.43 354.19 354.19 290.98
Mean of DV 5.28 0.75 0.18 0.07
Observations 4,848 4,100 4,100 3,520

Panel C: Sample S3 (2SLS)

Post × Stipend (βS3) 0.15* 0.03 -0.11*** 0.08
(0.08) (0.05) (0.03) (0.05)

Sanderson-Windmeijer F-Stat 488.41 280.93 280.93 236.05
Mean of DV 5.68 0.76 0.18 0.07
Observations 4,046 3,024 3,024 2,610

βS12 = βS3 p-value 0.74 0.27 0.48 0.35

Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Fixed-Effects Household, Village × Wave



Impact on Educational Investments

Expected effects, consistent with previous studies.
(Yunus and Shahana, 2018; Ahmed, 2005)

Small education stipends can have the desired effects.

But what about the unintended consequences?



Mothers’ Decision-Making Power

Alone or joint decision on how to spend money on:
Food Housing Health Education Clothing

Panel A: Sample S12 (2SLS) [n=9,382]

Stipend (βS12) 0.018 0.034 0.003 0.278*** 0.003
(0.036) (0.036) (0.034) (0.038) (0.035)

Sanderson-Windmeijer F-Stat 1019.79 1019.79 1019.79 1019.79 1019.79
Mean of DV 0.68 0.66 0.70 0.59 0.70

Panel B: Sample S3 (2SLS) [n=7,678]

Post × Stipend (βS3) 0.027 0.042** 0.012 0.291*** 0.011
(0.031) (0.020) (0.030) (0.034) (0.030)

Sanderson-Windmeijer F-Stat 1051.64 1051.64 1051.64 1051.64 1051.64
Mean of DV 0.76 0.73 0.77 0.65 0.78

βS12 = βS3 p-value 0.850 0.846 0.843 0.799 0.862



Mothers’ Community Engagement

Publicly speak-up Publicly protest Believe can Active member Leader in
to ensure misbehavior change the in community community
payment from authority community groups groups

Panel A: Sample S12 (2SLS) [n=11,584]

Stipend (βS12) 0.007 0.016 0.073** 0.025 0.004
(0.033) (0.032) (0.034) (0.030) (0.012)

Sanderson-Windmeijer F-Stat 1247.77 1247.77 1247.77 1247.77 1247.77
Mean of DV 0.37 0.38 0.61 0.26 0.02

Panel B: Sample S3 (2SLS) [n=9,780]

Post × Stipend (βS3) 0.024 0.042* 0.046** 0.041* 0.014
(0.034) (0.024) (0.023) (0.021) (0.014)

Sanderson-Windmeijer F-Stat 1530.33 1530.33 1530.33 1530.33 1530.33
Mean of DV 0.46 0.49 0.59 0.41 0.03

βS12 = βS3 p-value 0.720 0.516 0.511 0.662 0.588



Mothers’ Employment and Asset Ownership

Employment Ownership & Savings

Earns Female Female Work at Joint Major Minor Mobile Savings
Money Income to Male Home Work Assets Assets Phone (log)

(log) Income Decision

Panel A: Sample S12 (2SLS)

Stipend (βS12) 0.005 0.112* 0.008 -0.023* 0.003 0.032 0.073** 0.023** 0.068
(0.011) (0.066) (0.006) (0.012) (0.005) (0.027) (0.030) (0.010) (0.101)

SW F-Stat 1240.53 1240.53 1022.72 599.50 599.50 1232.86 1232.86 1232.86 1240.53
Mean of DV 0.60 3.23 0.12 0.75 0.98 0.48 2.16 0.27 3.11
Observations 11,584 11,584 9,418 5,126 5,126 11,488 11,488 11,488 11,488

Panel D: Sample S3 (2SLS)

Post × Stipend (βS3) 0.005 0.180* 0.031* -0.006 0.028* 0.033 0.225** 0.082*** 0.041
(0.033) (0.093) (0.018) (0.033) (0.016) (0.049) (0.092) (0.031) (0.270)

SW F-Stat 1242.12 1242.12 1054.95 661.93 661.93 1204.48 1204.48 1204.48 1242.12
Mean of DV 0.66 3.59 0.14 0.74 0.98 0.47 2.93 0.49 3.74
Observations 9,228 9,228 7,740 6,164 6,164 9,082 9,082 9,082 9,082



Other Results

Increase in expenditure on meat, dairy, and vegetables

Increase in expenditure on cosmetics, cooking equipments,
and child clothing

Very slight increase in weight-for-age (WAZ) child-health
indicator



Mothers’ Time Allocation

Time spent on (minutes)

Leisure & Domestic Work for Care for Travel
Social Work Income Others

Panel A: Sample S12 (2SLS) [n=16,022]

Stipend (βS12) -8.341 12.629* 1.108 8.240* -1.974
(7.047) (6.798) (5.415) (4.236) (2.393)

SW F-Stat 1707.26 1707.26 1707.26 1707.26 1707.26
Mean of DV 915.34 378.72 65.97 63.51 16.08

Panel B: Sample S3 (2SLS) [n=8,438]

Post × Stipend (βS3) -20.607* 19.812** 3.508 12.317* -4.471
(11.691) (8.732) (9.168) (7.120) (3.332)

SW F-Stat 1130.80 1130.80 1130.80 1130.80 1130.80
Mean of DV 919.93 347.23 89.88 70.75 15.63

βS12 = βS3 p-value 0.549 0.075 0.298 0.664 0.378



Mothers’ Life Satisfaction

Satisfaction (scale of 1 to 10)

Leisure Household Work Contact with Important Life
Time Distribution Friends/Family Decisions Overall

Panel A: Sample S12 (2SLS) [n=16,724]

Stipend (βS12) -0.314*** -0.149 0.013 -0.146 -0.066
(0.118) (0.097) (0.102) (0.103) (0.098)

SW F-Stat 1813.80 1813.80 1813.80 1813.80 1813.80
Mean of DV 5.91 7.39 6.76 6.43 7.18

Panel B: Sample S3 (2SLS) [n=8,438]

Post × Stipend (βS3) -0.313* -0.175* 0.094* -0.226 -0.205
(0.177) (0.106) (0.052) (0.155) (0.148)

SW F-Stat 1204.48 1204.48 1204.48 1204.48 1204.48
Mean of DV 6.32 7.56 6.84 6.66 7.37

βS12 = βS3 p-value 0.549 0.880 0.030 0.300 0.378



Intimate Partner Violence

Physical Verbal Threat: Threat: Threat:
Abuse Abuse Any Divorce Remarry

Panel A: Sample S12 (2SLS) [10,604]

Stipend (βS12) -0.019 0.098** -0.016 -0.014 -0.023
(0.026) (0.046) (0.019) (0.018) (0.016)

S-W F-Stat 646.17 646.17 646.17 646.17 646.17
Mean of DV 0.08 0.30 0.04 0.04 0.03

Panel B: Sample S3 (2SLS) [6,604]

Stipend (βS3) 0.029 0.030 -0.004 0.005 -0.001
(0.020) (0.028) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013)

S-W F-Stat 1064.15 1064.15 1064.15 1064.15 1064.15
Mean of DV 0.11 0.36 0.05 0.05 0.04



IPV heterogeneity by literacy (Sample S12)

No difference in IPV by presence of mobile agent in village or
mother’s mobile phone ownership.



Temporary Stipend, Permanent Benefits?

Small positive spillovers on the mothers

But cannot ignore the deterioration in life satisfaction

What happens when the stipend ends/ is discontinued?

Analysis possible only for the initially targeted households
The other either did not receive it ever or have not lost it.



Temporary Stipend, Permanent Benefits?

Panel A: Decision-Making Power

Alone or joint decision on how to spend money on:
Food Housing Health Education Clothing

Gain Stipend 0.029 0.014 0.016 0.435*** 0.003
(0.062) (0.066) (0.061) (0.069) (0.061)

Observations 6,734 6,734 6,734 6,734 6,734

Lose Stipend 0.015 0.016 0.017 -0.183** 0.032
(0.069) (0.071) (0.067) (0.075) (0.067)

Observations 6,250 6,250 6,250 6,250 6,250

Gain = −Lose p-value 0.635 0.757 0.716 0.013 0.699

Panel B: Community Engagement

Publicly speak-up Publicly protest Believe can Active member Leader in
to ensure misbehavior change the in community community
payment from authority community groups groups

Gain Stipend 0.059 0.087 0.074* 0.134** 0.014
(0.067) (0.057) (0.044) (0.062) (0.028)

Observations 8,172 8,172 8,172 8,172 8,172

Lose Stipend -0.087 -0.076 -0.060* 0.003 -0.056
(0.075) (0.076) (0.033) (0.069) (0.040)

Observations 7,612 7,612 7,612 7,612 7,612

Gain = −Lose p-value 0.781 0.908 0.799 0.140 0.390



Temporary Stipend, Permanent Benefits?

Employment Ownership & Savings

Earns Female Female Work at Joint Major Minor Mobile Savings
Money Income to Male Home Work Assets Assets Phone (log)

(log) Income Decision

Panel A: Gain of Stipend in Wave III

Gain Stipend 0.024 0.165* 0.019 0.048 0.060* 0.008 0.344* 0.145** 0.323
(0.067) (0.095) (0.038) (0.066) (0.033) (0.098) (0.182) (0.062) (0.546)

Observations 8,172 8,172 6,790 5,420 5,420 8,050 8,050 8,050 8,050

Panel B: Loss of Stipend in Wave III

Lose Stipend -0.071 -0.073 -0.021 -0.052 -0.015 -0.033 -0.254 -0.109* -0.056
(0.072) (0.125) (0.042) (0.073) (0.037) (0.108) (0.203) (0.058) (0.604)

Observations 7,612 7,612 6,296 5,052 5,052 7,498 7,498 7,498 7,498

Gain = −Lose
p-value 0.633 0.558 0.972 0.968 0.364 0.864 0.741 0.672 0.743



Temporary Stipend, Permanent Benefits?

Panel A: Time Allocation (minutes)

Leisure & Domestic Work for Care for Travel
Social Work Income Others

Gain Stipend -38.586* 37.185* -15.181 16.371* -2.884
(20.094) (21.725) (18.164) (8.703) (6.888)

Observations 7,476 7,476 7,476 7,476 7,476

Lose Stipend 3.528 -17.915 16.698 -19.168 5.001
(15.447) (23.471) (20.265) (15.065) (7.383)

Observations 6,946 6,946 6,946 6,946 6,946

Gain = −Lose p-value 0.167 0.547 0.956 0.872 0.834

Panel B: Satisfaction (scale of 1 to 10)

Leisure Household Work Contact with Important Life
Time Distribution Friends/Family Decisions Overall

Gain Stipend -0.293* -0.278 0.328* -0.492 -0.261
(0.152) (0.194) (0.195) (0.312) (0.299)

Observations 8,050 8,050 8,050 8,050 8,050

Lose Stipend 0.130 0.174 0.263 0.128 0.162
(0.282) (0.219) (0.228) (0.240) (0.219)

Observations 7,498 7,498 7,498 7,498 7,498

Gain = −Lose p-value 0.611 0.722 0.049 0.355 0.789



Mode of Delivery

Heterogeneous impact of stipend by presence of mobile money agent in
village

Sources: BIHS Waves II and III.
***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
Notes: Coefficients are from 2SLS regressions following Equation 10 with standard
errors clustered at the household. Vertical capped bars represent 95% confidence
intervals. Presence of agent are where at least one SureCash agent is available
within the village.



Mode of Delivery

Heterogeneous impact of stipend by mothers’ sole ownership of mobile
phone in BIHS Wave III

Sources: BIHS Waves II and III.
***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
Notes: Coefficients are from 2SLS regressions following Equation 10 with standard
errors clustered at the household. Vertical capped bars represent 95% confidence
intervals. Mothers’ sole mobile phone ownership is based on BIHS wave III in 2019
after the roll-out of PESP3.



Summary

Small stipends can have the desired education effects.

Positive spillover effects

Decision-making and employment

But increased burden, reduced life satisfaction, and potentially
IPV

Probably because of increased responsibilities
The effects of targeting men as recipients should be examined



Summary

Temporary stipends may not have persistent positive effects

Underpowered to detect statistical significance
Comparing magnitudes indicate little persistence

The mode of delivery may not matter for small stipends

More work needed



THANK YOU



Association between PESP targeting and fertility

Births Count Births Count Births Count Births Count

Panel A: Fertility of primary female respondents between rounds

Target 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Stipend -0.05 -0.02
(0.03) (0.02)

Target × Stipend -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Mean of DV 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24

Panel B: Fertility of any female member in household between rounds

Target -0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

Stipend 0.02 0.02
(0.02) (0.02)

Target × Stipend -0.05* -0.05
(0.03) (0.04)

Mean of DV 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36

Observations 16,852 16,852 16,852 16,852
Households 6,304 6,304 6,304 6,304
Household FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Village-wave FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Controls ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Clustering-level Household Household Household Household



First stage with different fixed-effects and clustering-level

Stipend

Panel A: S12 Sample

PESP Eligibility 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.48***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

Mean of DV 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Observations 16,852 16,852 16,852 16,852 16,852
Households 6,304 6,304 6,304 6,304 6,304

Post × Stipend

Panel B: S3 Sample

Post × Eligibility 0.46*** 0.49*** 0.49*** 0.49*** 0.49***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)

Mean of DV 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21
Observations 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228
Households 4,614 4,614 4,614 4,614 4,614

Household FE ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Year FE ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗

Village-wave FE ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗

District-wave FE ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Clustering-level ✗ Household Household Village District



Summary Statistics

Full Sample Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary

Panel A: All Waves n=18,546 n=4,389 n=14,157
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Diff. p-value

Household Head’s Age 45.46 13.92 43.33 11.19 46.12 14.60 -2.79 0.00
Female Respondent’s Age 39.08 12.59 36.65 9.58 39.83 13.30 -3.18 0.00
Female Respondent is Married 0.90 0.30 0.94 0.24 0.88 0.32 0.06 0.00
Household Size 4.44 1.84 5.01 1.66 4.26 1.85 0.75 0.00
Number of Children Aged <6 0.54 0.71 0.54 0.69 0.54 0.72 0.00 0.73
Head’s Education: None 0.46 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.45 0.50 0.04 0.00
Head’s Education: Primary (Class I-V) 0.26 0.44 0.27 0.45 0.26 0.44 0.01 0.12
Head’s Education: Secondary (Class VI-XII) 0.26 0.44 0.22 0.42 0.27 0.44 -0.05 0.00
Household’s Average Daily Income 354.86 401.23 330.78 339.61 362.33 418.22 -31.54 0.00
Size of Land 62.62 125.45 52.70 118.25 65.69 127.44 -12.99 0.00
Female Headed Household 0.19 0.39 0.17 0.37 0.20 0.40 -0.03 0.00
Head’s Occupation: Waged Labor 0.16 0.37 0.19 0.39 0.15 0.36 0.03 0.00
Head’s Occupation: Low-Income 0.24 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.25 0.43 -0.03 0.00
Head’s Occupation: Share-cropper 0.11 0.31 0.13 0.33 0.10 0.30 0.03 0.00



Summary Statistics

Full Sample Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary
N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Diff. p-value

Mothers’ Empowerment Indicators
Joint Spending Decision: Food 18546 0.71 0.46 4389 0.73 0.45 14157 0.70 0.46 0.03 0.00
Joint Spending Decision: Housing 18546 0.69 0.46 4389 0.72 0.45 14157 0.68 0.47 0.04 0.00
Joint Spending Decision: Health 18546 0.72 0.45 4389 0.75 0.43 14157 0.71 0.45 0.04 0.00
Joint Spending Decision: Education 18546 0.58 0.49 4389 0.75 0.43 14157 0.53 0.50 0.23 0.00
Joint Spending Decision: Clothing 18546 0.72 0.45 4389 0.76 0.43 14157 0.71 0.45 0.04 0.00
Mother faced Physical Abuse 17753 0.09 0.29 4247 0.11 0.32 13506 0.08 0.27 0.03 0.00
Mother faced Verbal Abuse 17753 0.32 0.47 4247 0.37 0.48 13506 0.30 0.46 0.07 0.00
Husband Threatened: Any 17753 0.05 0.21 4247 0.05 0.23 13506 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.01
Husband Threatened to Divorce 17753 0.04 0.19 4247 0.05 0.21 13506 0.04 0.19 0.01 0.01
Husband Threatened to Remarry 17753 0.04 0.19 4247 0.04 0.20 13506 0.04 0.19 0.01 0.05
Past 24 Hrs: Leisure and Social Activities (mins) 18546 919.57 161.23 4389 894.48 153.38 14157 927.38 162.81 -32.90 0.00
Past 24 Hrs: Domestic Work (mins) 18546 374.73 153.72 4389 393.68 152.8 14157 368.83 153.54 24.85 0.00
Past 24 Hrs: Income-Generating Work (mins) 18546 64.94 121.65 4389 72.62 127.65 14157 62.55 119.62 10.07 0.00
Past 24 Hrs: Care for Others (mins) 18546 65.39 93.93 4389 71.39 98.48 14157 63.52 92.39 7.87 0.00
Past 24 Hrs: Tavel (mins) 18546 16.55 47.54 4389 15.96 45.06 14157 16.74 48.28 -0.78 0.34
Satisfaction: Leisure Time 18546 5.92 2.73 4389 5.68 2.70 14157 6.00 2.73 -0.32 0.00
Satisfaction: Household Work Distribution 18546 7.39 2.24 4389 7.30 2.25 14157 7.42 2.23 -0.11 0.00
Satisfaction: Contact with Friends/Family 18546 6.76 2.30 4389 6.68 2.31 14157 6.78 2.30 -0.10 0.01
Satisfaction: Making Important Decisions 18546 6.43 2.31 4389 6.40 2.27 14157 6.44 2.32 -0.04 0.35
Satisfaction: Life Overall 18546 7.19 2.36 4389 7.05 2.33 14157 7.23 2.36 -0.19 0.00


