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Subjective Well-Being and Income Below the ‘At-Risk-of-Poverty
Threshold’: Analysis of Slovak EU-SILC Data

Jozef Džuka, Martin Lačný, Peter Babinčák
University of Prešov, Faculty of Arts, 17. Novembra 1, 08001 Prešov, Slovak Republic

The objective of the present research was to examine the relationship of income below the ‘at-
risk-of-poverty threshold’ and well-being variables among selected groups of Slovak citizens
based on the analysis of secondary data. Responses of 7851 Slovaks selected from the EU-SILC
2013 data (N = 13286) were analyzed. The participants were selected on the basis of self-defined
current economic status as follows: employees working full-time (n = 5156), the unemployed
(n = 845), retirees (n = 1850). The stepwise multiple regression revealed that the relationship
of income to well-being variables in each of these three groups was different. The differentiated
income effect in relation to well-being variables depending on selfdefined economic status and
study limitations were discussed.
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Introduction

The European Union - Statistics on Income
and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) is the most
relevant household survey at the European
level in the field of household income, living
standards and poverty. In 2004 the Slovak
Republic became a member of the European
Union and since 2005 the Statistical Office of
the Slovak Republic has carried out a sample
survey on the income and living conditions of
households in Slovakia. In 2013 a new instru-

ment, the EU-SILC ad-hoc module for measur-
ing subjective well-being (EU-SILC 2013 Mod-
ule On Well-Being) was administered for the
first time. The inclusion of this module was
also perceived in the sense that the data ob-
tained would represent an important potential
for researchers to engage in an in-depth analy-
sis (De Smedt, 2013). Using data collected in
2012 among individuals over 16 years old liv-
ing in Slovakia (N = 13286) based on the EU-
SILC 2013 sample statistical survey, the
present paper aims to analyze the relationship
of income poverty in three groups of the Slo-
vak population – employees working full-time,
the unemployed, and retirees – to psychologi-
cal variables detected with the Module On
Well-Being. In particular, the paper analyzes
whether the differences in income below and
above the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ ex-
plain subjective well-being of these three
groups. In the year under review, 12.8% of the
Slovak population (about 695 thousand per-
sons) had income below the ‘at-risk-of-pov-
erty threshold’ (Vlačuha & Kováčová, 2014).
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Definition of Basic Concepts
and an Overview of Earlier Research

Income Poverty

Poverty as one of the two key variables in
the paper was delimited on the basis of a mon-
etary approach, which identifies poverty as a
shortfall in consumption or income from some
poverty line. As Annoni and Weziak-
Bialowolska (2016, p. 183) state, “the perfect
measure of poverty in terms of economic well-
being should be a combination of income, con-
sumption and welfare. Although the measure-
ment of income is not a problematic issue, at
least to some extent, the measurement of con-
sumption level and welfare is not straightfor-
ward. For these reasons, the level of dispos-
able income is often used as a proxy of con-
sumption”. This kind of relative measure is the
EU-SILC income poverty threshold that sets
the relative risk-of-poverty line at 60% of the
national median equivalized disposable in-
come.1 Thus, this approach is not always ap-
plied equally in research analyses. For example,
Nygård, Härtull, Wentjärvi and Jungerstam

(2017) describe income poverty as “objective
poverty”, and in their analysis of secondary
data (the 2010 GERDA Survey) they identify it
as a dichotomized variable constructed on the
basis of one question in which people did not
assess their net income but gross monthly in-
come. Three other well-known approaches to
the definition of poverty (see Laderchi, Saith,
& Stewart, 2003) put an emphasis on its differ-
ent aspects. Participatory Poverty Assessment
(PPA)2 uses a person’s subjective decision
about what it means to be poor and the extent
to which they perceive to be poor. The capa-
bility approach considers that person to be
poor whose freedom or chances to materialize
his/her own lifestyle (Arndt & Volkert, 2007)
are limited. The fourth approach to poverty is
known as a social exclusion approach, in which
an emphasis is placed on social rather than
individual perspective, and poverty is defined
as a person’s membership in particular groups
of people (the aged, disabled, ethnic minor-
ity). In industrialized societies they are gener-
ally the unemployed, people with poor access
to housing or people with very low income.
The four approaches to the definition of pov-
erty are one-dimensional. Several economists

1 For poverty indicators, the equivalized disposable income is calculated from the total disposable income of
each household divided by the equivalized household size. In order to reflect differences in a household’s size
and composition, the total net household income (income from work, investment and social benefits, plus
any other household income after tax and other deductions), that is available for spending or saving, is divided
by the number of ‘equivalent adults’, using the so-called modified OECD equivalence scale. The scale gives a
weight to all members of the household (1.0 to the first adult; 0.5 to the second and each subsequent person
aged 14 and over; 0.3 to each child aged under 14) and then adds these up to arrive at the equivalized household
size. Finally, the resulting equivalized disposable income is attributed equally to each member of the household.
In case of the EU-SILC data the income reference period is a fixed 12-month period (such as the previous
calendar or tax year) for all countries except UK for which the income reference period is the current year and
Ireland for which the survey is continuous and income is collected for the last twelve months (Eurostat,
2018).
2 Participatory Poverty Assessment (PPA) as an approach to poverty measurement takes account of the
attitudes of poor people in the analysis of poverty and in the formulation of poverty reduction stra tegies
through public policy instruments. The methodological specificity of recent PPA approaches lies in the fact
that researchers do not seek to prioritize the criteria on the basis of which poverty is assessed. They focus
mainly on the perception of respondents about their well-being. Benefits of a participatory approach lie
primarily in identifying the hidden dimensions of poverty and in the possibilities of analysis of causality and
processes that make people become poor or lose poverty (Norton et al., 2001).
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have suggested multidimensional approaches,
which have brought about several indices such
as Human Development Index (HDI), Physical
Quality of Life Index (PQLI) or Multidimen-
sional Poverty Index (MPI). For example, MPI
is a global multidimensional poverty index
(Alkire et al., 2015), which includes 10 indica-
tors grouped into three dimensions – educa-
tion, health, and living standard. In the present
paper, the income approach is used and, in
accordance with the EU-SILC 2013 definition,
the object of interest are the people below the
‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’, i.e. persons
whose income was less than 60% of the me-
dian of the national equivalized disposable
income per household assigned to individu-
als.

Well-Being Correlates

The analyzed psychological variables repre-
sent, in contrast with income poverty (real in-
come level), subjectively assessed attributes
of a person’s own experiencing. The choice of
psychological variables was limited by the vari-
ables identified by the EU-SILC 2013 Module
On Well-Being. Specifically, these are the three
subjectively assessed psychological aspects
of experiencing for which we have used the
terms overall life satisfaction, mean score of
satisfaction with three aspects of life, and af-
fect. The variables bearing these names are
considered by subjective well-being (SWB)
researchers as basic components of SWB. For
example, Diener (2000, p. 34) defines subjec-
tive well-being as follows: “Thus, there are a
number of separable components of SWB: life
satisfaction (global judgments of one’s life),
satisfaction with important domains (e.g., work
satisfaction), positive affect (experiencing
many pleasant emotions and moods), and low
levels of negative affect (experiencing few
unpleasant emotions and moods”. The psy-
chological variables identified by the EU-SILC

2013 Module On Well-Being are not identical
with the SWB construct but they can be con-
sidered to be an approximation of the SWB
concept quoted above. This is not a case of
sameness but of approximation because, de-
spite a considerable degree of content similar-
ity between the constructs, their operation-
alization and the way they are measured in the
EU-SILC 2013 are different. While the EU-SILC
2013 uses a single self-report item to measure
each construct, “Recent measures of SWB,
however, contain multiple items” (Diener, 2000,
p. 35). For the sake of a higher approximation,
items of the EU-SILC 2013 Module on Well-
Being concerning satisfaction with important
domains and affect were integrated into the
scales. Another frequent concept in the field
of income and psychological variables research
is quality of life (QoL). It is not unusual for
SWB and QoL to be interchanged or used as
if they were equivalent alternatives. For ex-
ample, Smith, Sim, Scharf, and Phillipson (2004)
state in the objectives of their work: “While
the focus of the article is on the determinants
of quality of life among older people who live
in a particular type of geographic location, the
analysis raises several broader issues for re-
search on wellbeing in later life” (p. 794). It
may be added that other psychological vari-
ables are examined only rarely. One exception
to this is, for example, Haushofer’s (2013) pub-
lication which highlights the fact that, while
among researchers there has been a growing
interest in the research on the relationship of
income levels to happiness and life satisfac-
tion, the relationship of income to other psy-
chological consequences is rarely studied. His
analysis was concerned with the effect of in-
come poverty on locus of control, intrinsic
motivation, trust, prosocial attitudes, feelings
of meaninglessness, and risk-taking. These
variables were not taken into account in our
analysis because the EU-SILC 2013 Module
On Well-Being did not detect them.
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Income Poverty and Well-Being Correlates

Smith et al. (2004) analyzed the quality of life
factors among people over the age of 60 and
stated that out of thirteen predictors tested us-
ing multiple linear regression and sequence re-
gression, the equivalized income (nearly 40% of
the sample had an equivalized weekly income of
less than £100) and socio-demographic charac-
teristics of the interviewed did not have relation-
ships to life satisfaction. The strongest predic-
tor of subjective life satisfaction (Diener, Emmons,
Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) and in single-item mea-
sure of quality of life (“very good – very bad”)
was the perception of one’s own health. Similarly,
Diener, Suh, Lucas, and Smith (1999) stated that
external factors, such as various resources and
demographic factors, are responsible for only
a small part of the variance in SWB. Although we
can state that the findings from the viewpoint of
methodology, sampling strategies and proce-
dures used to measure the variables are incom-
parable, the impact of the income on SWB was
small or zero. In their recent study, Ngamaba,
Panagioti, and Armitage (2017) report the results
of their meta-analysis of the relationship between
income inequality and SWB. They analyzed 619
publications in total. After removing duplicates
and after screening for relevance, they performed
a systematic review of 39 studies from which they
selected 24 studies for meta-analysis. They came
to the conclusion that the association between
income inequality (endogenous Gini3 – calcu-

lated from individuals’ responses and exogenous
Gini extracted from nation-level data) and SWB
(happiness and/or life satisfaction) in developed
countries is weak, almost zero and not statistically
significant, suggesting thus no association be-
tween income inequality and SWB. Apart from
research that confirms a weak or missing relation-
ship between income and SWB, other studies
indicate the opposite. As to income inequality and
SWB, Yu and Wang (2017, p. 1) explain its exist-
ence as follows: “...the Gini coefficient (a common
index of a society’s income inequality) and its
quadratic term were significant predictors of per-
sonal happiness.” They argue that the existence
of a curvilinear relationship between income in-
equality and happiness is underpinned by psy-
chological processes of jealousy and signal ef-
fects (Senik, 2008). Another explanation regard-
ing the existence of the relationship between in-
come and SWB was published by Cummins
(2000). He assumes that 1) income does not influ-
ence SWB directly: “Income can act on all pro-
cesses at the second order level to make the main-
tenance of SWB homeostasis more likely. In terms
of the internal buffers, income has the power to
directly facilitate each one. Thus, income has a
positive relationship with primary control
(Lussier et al., 1997), self-esteem (e.g., Carpenter,
1997; Tran et al., 1991), and optimism (e.g.,
Eckersley, 1997)” (p. 138). 2) The second expla-
nation is related to the statistical procedure used,
which can mask the income effect. If income ef-
fect in relation to SWB is tested using hierarchi-
cal regression together with the subjective vari-
able and, in the first step, the subjective and ob-
jective variables are inserted into the equation to-
gether, the objective variable effect is low because
subjective variables share more variance with
other subjective rather than objective variables.
As an example, the author concludes that if per-
ceived health was inserted together with income
in the first step, then the conclusion about the
relationship of both variables to SWB is not cor-
rect. Based on his homeostatic theory, Cummins

3 Income distribution measures the gap between the
various strata of the population. In a very uneven
income distribution, the rich are very rich and the
poor are very poor, comparatively. Gini coefficient
is an economic measure of inequality in income dis-
tribution. It is calculated from the Lorenz curve, in
which cumulative family income is plotted against
the number of families arranged from the poorest to
the richest. On a scale of 0 to 1, the lower the Gini
coefficient, the more evenly distributed the wealth
(Eurostat, 2013b).
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(2000) draws two conclusions: people who are
poor experience lower SWB; and the relationship
between income and SWB is strongest for people
who are poor.

Current Study

The objective of the study was, based on sec-
ondary data from the EU-SILC 2013 statistical
sample survey, to analyze the relationship of in-
come above and below the poverty line and sub-
jective well-being in three groups of people who
have their own income – employees working full-
time, the unemployed and retirees. We assume
that in all three groups the income below the ‘at-
risk-of-poverty threshold’ is in a negative rela-
tionship to subjective well-being variables.

Method

Our data which come from the EU-SILC 2013
were obtained on the basis of a written request
sent to Eurostat (December 2016). After verify-
ing the registration of the institution as a research
entity and after assessing the applicant’s re-
search intention, we asked for and received the
so-called EU-SILC microdata in .csv format. Be-
fore their proper analysis, the .csv data were con-
verted to .sav format (see Mack, 2016). For a de-
tailed description of data sets of this survey see
Methodological Guidelines and Description of
the EU-SILC Target Variables (Eurostat, 2013a).
Even though the EU-SILC project started earlier,
we present results from this wave because psy-
chological variables were a part of research for
the first time in 2013 (Module On Well-Being).

Participants

The variables were available for 13286 individu-
als from Slovakia, which is a nationally represen-
tative sample (the demographics of the total
sample is available from the authors). We re-
stricted our analysis, based on self-defined cur-

rent economic status, to three groups – employ-
ees working full-time, the unemployed and retir-
ees, and, at the same time, only to the never mar-
ried and married persons (widowed and divorced
persons were omitted). Persons who belong to
relatively small subgroups or who do not have
their own income (pupils, students) were also
omitted from the analysis. This procedure left us
with a total of  7900 participants. Prior to the analy-
sis, the variables were checked for the presence
of extreme values (income) and for data complete-
ness. The income variable for 3 people showed
extreme (unrealistic) values: 2 persons reported
an annual equivalized income of 10.85 Euro and
1 person an income of 41529.90 Euro. The educa-
tion variable contained 7 missing data, and 39
participants did not provide information about
their subjectively assessed health. These 49 per-
sons (0.6%) were omitted from the analysis. The
analyzed sample consisted of 7851 persons of
whom employees working full-time numbered
5156 (65.7%), the unemployed 845 (10.7%), and
retirees 1850 (23.6%). Above the ‘at-risk-of-pov-
erty threshold’ were 7344 (93.5 %) persons and
507 (6.5 %) persons were below the ‘at-risk-of-
poverty threshold’. Females numbered 3791
(48.3%) and males 4,060 (51.7%), never married
2224 (28.3%) and married 5627 (71.7%), lower
education (below secondary education inclu-
sive) 5959 (75.9%) and higher education (above
secondary education) 1892 (24.1%). For
descriptives of the analyzed groups see Table 1.

Variables of Interest

A list of all identified dimensions, topics and
subtopics and all variables of the EU-SILC 2013
Module On Well-Being has been published by,
for example, De Smedt (2013).

Equivalized Household Income

Equivalized household income is the house-
hold disposable income for that year (2012) di-
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vided by the sum of consumption equivalents of
that household, using the modified OECD scale
to reflect economies of the scale: for each house-
hold the first adult receives a weight of 1, each
additional adult gets a weight of 0.5 and each (ad-
ditional) child under 14 years receives a weight
of 0.3. For further details of the sources included
in household income and the equivalence scale,
see Eurostat (2010). It is an indicator, which ex-
presses the calculated net annual income of the
person living in a given household, who an-

swered the questions from the questionnaire re-
garding all the variables analyzed in this article.

A Person’s Income below the ‘At-Risk-of-Pov-
erty Threshold’

A person is counted as being below the ‘at-
risk-of-poverty threshold’ in a given year if his
or her equivalized household disposable income
is less than 60% of the national median
equivalized household income for that year (in

Table 1 Descriptives for the analyzed groups (N = 7851) 
 
 
Variable 

Employees 
working full-time 

(n = 5156) 

Unemployed 
 

(n = 845) 

Retirees 
 

(n = 1850) 
Gender    
     Female 2424 (47%) 426 (50.4%) 941 (50.9%) 
     Male 2732 (53%) 419 (49.6%) 909 (49.1%) 
Age, in years    
     M 41.3 35.1 67.4 
     SD 11.1 12.5 6.65 
     Mdn 41.0 12.54 66.0 
     Range 18-70 16-63 34-93 
Marital status    
     Never married 1643 (31.9%) 465 (55.0%) 116 (6.3%) 
     Married 3513 (68.1%) 380 (45.0%) 1734 (93.7%) 
Level of education    
     Below secondary education inclusive  3645 (70.7%) 723 (85.6%) 1591 (86%) 
     Above secondary education  1511 (29.3%) 122 (14.4%) 259 (14%) 
A Person’s Income    
     Above the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ 5004 (97.1%) 558 (66%) 1782 (96.3%) 
     Below the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ 152 (2.9%) 287 (34%) 68 (3.7%) 
Equivalized household income    
     M 8884.52 5606.05 6950.03 
     SD 3455.64 3101.67 2214.37 
     Mdn 8401.59 5432.58 6472.74 
     Range 334.7-36622.5 107.1-33970.1 1201.7-21109.5 
Notes. Equivalized household income is a household’s disposable income for that year (2012) divided 
by the sum of consumption equivalents of that household using the modified OECD scale to reflect 
economies of scale. 
A person is counted as being below the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ in a given year if his or her 
equivalized household disposable income is less than 60% of the national median equivalized 
household income for that year (The ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ in Slovakia in 2012 was: 7007.88 * 
0.6 = 4204.73). 
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2012 the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ in
Slovakia was: 7007.88 * 0.6 = 4204.73).

Self-Defined Current Economic Status

Employees working full-time, the Unemployed
and Retirees.

Well-Being Variables

Items from the EU-SILC 2013 Module On Well-
Being were used to create measures of overall
life satisfaction (1 Item), mean score of satisfac-
tion with three aspects of life (3 Items) and af-
fect (5 Items).

Overall Life Satisfaction (1 Item)

“Assess the situation and state how satis-
fied you are ...” “with your present life” (Use a
scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means absolute dis-
satisfaction and 10 means complete satisfac-
tion). Respondents also had the option to use
the “I do not know” response, which also ap-
plies to questions about mean score of satis-
faction with three aspects of life and affect.

Mean Score of Satisfaction with Three As-
pects of Life (3 Items)

The EU-SILC 2013 Module On Well-Being
contained eight items related to satisfaction
with different areas of life (accommodation, job,
commuting time, time use, personal relation-
ships, recreational or green areas, living envi-
ronment, financial situation) measured by a re-
sponse scale identical with that for overall life
satisfaction. Because satisfaction with finan-
cial situation is a subjective assessment of in-
come, this item has not been included among
domains of satisfaction because of its possible
contamination with objective income. Similarly,
job satisfaction and job commuting time were
not included among the domains because a part

of the sample consisted of persons, who are
not employed (unemployed or retired). The re-
maining three items, i.e. satisfaction with time
use, recreational or green areas and living envi-
ronment do not correspond with the construct
of subjective well-being, for which reason they
were not included among the domains of satis-
faction. Only the following three items were used
and grouped into a scale: “Assess the situa-
tion and state how satisfied you are ...:” “... with
your housing”, “... with your personal relation-
ships” and “How much do you feel that the
things you do in your life are worth doing? (Use
a scale from 0 to 10 in which 0 means not worth
doing at all and 10 means they are absolutely
worth it)”. The reliability of this scale of mean
score of satisfaction with three aspects of life
was alpha = .71.

Affect (5 Items)

Five items that concerned emotional experi-
encing were analyzed using PCA. Based on a
single-factor solution they could be grouped
into a scale: “How much time in the last four
weeks: “ “... have you been very nervous?”,
“have you felt so down that nothing could cheer
you up?”, “... have you felt calm and bal-
anced?”, “have you felt sorry and depressed?”
“have you been happy?” These items used a
five-point score of 5 to 1: “Never”, “Seldom”,
“Sometimes”, “Mostly” and “Always”. Before
calculating the reliability and adding the score
into the scale, the responses were recoded so
that the higher value expressed higher fre-
quency of positive experiencing. The reliability
of scale alpha = .83.

Socio-Demographic Characteristics

Gender, Age in years, Level of education (be-
low secondary education inclusive, above sec-
ondary education), Marital status (Never mar-
ried, Married).
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Subjective Health Rating

The EU-SILC 2013 Module On Well-Being
included an item that was related to subjective
assessment of one’s own health using a five-
point response scale (1 to 5): “How would you
assess your overall health? It is: very bad, bad,
neither good nor bad, good, very good”.

Results

The Level of Equivalized Household Income
among Employees Working Full-Time, the
Unemployed, and Retirees

Before analyzing the relationship of income
below and above the ‘at-risk of poverty thresh-
old’ of three groups of Slovak population with
the well-being correlates surveyed by means of
the Module On Well-Being, we compared these
groups in terms of their equivalized household
income. One-way ANOVA was used with the
three-level group factor of self-defined current
economic status for employees working full-
time, the unemployed, retirees and the depen-
dent variable of equivalized household income.
The analysis was performed using IBM SPSS
One-way ANOVA. Prior to the analysis, the de-
pendent variable income was checked for com-
pleteness – there were no missing data. The
assumption of normal distributions of the de-
pendent variable in the entire sample was vio-
lated, skew = 1.62. In order to improve the nor-
mality of income distribution, we transformed
the variable with the help of sqrt-transforma-
tion so that the skew was = .41 and within each
group <1. The assumption of homogeneity of
variances was violated (Levene’s test was sig-
nificant) and group sizes were different. There-
fore, the Robust Test of Equality of Means
(Welch) and the Games-Howell post hoc test
were used. The differences between groups were
statistically highly significant (F (2, 2081.67) =

623.64, p <.001). Games-Howell post hoc tests
revealed statistically significant differences
between all three groups. The lowest income
was identified among the unemployed (M =
5606.05 Euro), which was followed by retirees
(M = 6950.03 Euro) and the highest income was
detected in the category of employees working
full-time (8884.52 Euro).

Income below and above the ‘At-Risk-of-Pov-
erty Threshold’ and Well-Being Correlates

Prior to the analysis, the dependent variables
of overall life satisfaction, mean score of satis-
faction with three aspects of life, and affect were
checked for completeness of data. Two kinds
of missing data were identified: system data with
a  relatively low number (n = 66, 0.8%) and also
data representing the “I do not know” responses.
This type of missing data could not be replaced;
in both cases the missing data were eliminated
by excluding people from the analysis (a listwise
method). Therefore, the number of persons ana-
lyzed was lower than the total number of per-
sons in each group and varied depending on
the dependent variable analyzed.

Regression Analysis

For each group – employees working full-time,
the unemployed and retirees, sequential regres-
sion was calculated separately. The predictors –
income below and above the ‘at-risk-of-poverty
threshold’ as dummy variables, gender, age, edu-
cation, marital status and subjectively assessed
health – were added in blocks and their relation-
ship to the criterion was tested statistically us-
ing the stepwise method. “The regression is se-
quential over blocks, but statistical within blocks”
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013, p. 140). When build-
ing blocks, we used Cummins’ (2000) opinion that
subjective variables share more variance with
other subjective variables. Therefore, in the first
block, income was entered stepwise, socio-de-
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mographic characteristics of the individuals were
entered stepwise in the second block, and sub-
jective health ratings were entered stepwise in the
third block. In all three groups, the dependent vari-
ables – overall life satisfaction, mean score of sat-
isfaction with three aspects of life, and affect were
normally distributed; multicolinearity was con-
trolled (Tolerance value > 1- R2, Leech, Barrett, &
Morgan, 2015); in each of the groups represented
by codes on the dummy variables there was a
sufficient number of scores (n > 50, Warner, 2008).
The analysis was performed using IBM SPSS
Regression.

Table 2 shows the correlations between de-
pendent variables and predictors for three
groups separately.4 Income below the ‘at-risk-
of-poverty threshold’ correlates negatively with
all three correlates of well-being. In the case of
the unemployed, the correlations are highly sig-
nificant and higher than .14; among the employ-
ees working full-time and retirees correlations
are low; in the case of the mean score of satis-
faction with three aspects of life they are insig-
nificant and in the case of total life satisfaction
and affect they are significant but lower than
.07.

4 On the reviewer’s suggestion regarding the different sample sizes used for dependent variables, we have tested
differences in bivariate correlations between dependent variables and predictors for each group after excluding
people with missing values across whole sample. Differences between correlation coefficients were marginal
and non-significant.

Table 2 Bivariate correlations (Spearman’s rho) between dependent variables and predictors for 
each group separately 
Dependent variables n Income Gender Age Education MStatus Health 

                              Employees working full-time (n = 5156) 
Overall life satisfaction  4935 -.07**  .02 -.13** .18**  .02 .25** 
Mean score of satisfaction 
with three aspects of life 

4375 -.02  .02  .05** .09** -.13** .14** 

Affect  4588 -.04** -.02 -.13** .08**  .06** .26** 
Unemployed (n = 845) 

Overall life satisfaction  775 -.23** .17** -.11** .14** -.00 .21** 
Mean score of satisfaction 
with three aspects of life 

633 -.27** .17**  .01 .12** -.15** .14** 

Affect 713 -.14** .14** -.22** .08*  .08* .28** 
Retirees (n = 1850) 

Overall life satisfaction  1755 -.05*  .03 -.07** .07** -.04 .37** 
Mean score of satisfaction 
with three aspects of life 

1476 -.02 -.01 -.04 .02 -.06* .23** 

Affect 1593 -.05*  .01 -.04 .05* -.03 .33** 
Notes. Overall life satisfaction, and Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life range from 
0 to 10, Affect and Subjective health ratings range from 1 (“very bad”) to 5 (“very good”), with a 
high value indicating strong endorsement of the construct. For Income below the ‘at-risk-of-
poverty threshold’ 1 signifies “yes” and 0 “no”, for Gender, 1 signifies “female” and 0 “male.” 
Age is given in years. For Education, 1 signifies “high”, 0 “low”, for Marital status 1 signifies 
“married” and 0 “never married”. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Employees Working Full-Time

Sequential regression was used to determine
if income improves the prediction of three well-
being variables in the group of employees work-
ing full-time separately. The dummy variables
for income below and above the ‘at-risk-of-pov-
erty threshold’ were entered stepwise in the first
block. The three dummy variables, i.e. gender,
education, marital status, were entered stepwise
in the second block together with age; subjec-
tively assessed health state was entered
stepwise in the third block. Table 3 presents R,
R-squared change, the unstandardized regres-
sion coefficients (B) and intercept, after enter-
ing all predictors in three blocks for the group
of employees working full-time. The table con-
tains only significant predictors.

The stepwise multiple regression analysis
with overall life satisfaction as a criterion re-
vealed that income below the ‘at-risk-of-pov-
erty threshold’ explained 1% of the variance,
higher education explained 3% of the variance,
and better subjectively rated health explained
an additional 5% of the variance in the final
step.

A comparable stepwise multiple regression
analysis with mean score of satisfaction with
three aspects of life and affect as criteria, re-
vealed that income was not a significant pre-
dictor and other predictors tested explained a
low percentage of variance: marital status 2%
and education 3% of variance, mean score of
satisfaction with three aspects of life and edu-
cation 1% and health 6% of variance. This pat-
tern of results suggests that the variability of
the well-being variables in case of employees

Table 3 Regression models for income, gender, age, education, marital status, and health as 
predictors of overall life satisfaction, mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life, and 
affect in group of employees working full-time (accepted models; p < .05) 
Predictors R R²-change B t p 
Overall life satisfaction (Ftotal (3, 4931) = 166.800; p < .000) 
Income below .09 .01*** -.78   -5.196 .000 
Education .20 .03***  .61 10.761 .000 
Health .30 .05***  .64 17.019 .000 
(Constant) 4.722 
Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life (Ftotal (2, 4374) = 116.661; p < .000) 
Marital status .14 .02*** -.59 -12.379 .000 
Health  .23 .03***  .39 11.902 .000 
(Constant) 6.488 
Affect (Ftotal (2, 4585) = 176.243; p < .000) 
Education .08 .01*** .07 3.577 .000 
Health .27 .06***  .22 17.836 .000 
(Constant) 3.032 
Note. Overall life satisfaction, and Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life range 
from 0 to 10, Affect and Subjective health ratings range from 1 (“very bad”) to 5 (“very good”), 
with a high value indicating strong endorsement of the construct. For Income below the ‘at-risk-
of-poverty threshold’ 1 signifies “yes” and 0 “no”. For Education, 1 signifies “high”, 0 “low”, 
and for Marital status, 1 signifies “married” and 0 “never married.” 
*** p < .001 
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working full-time is predicted by income only
marginally. Note: equivalized disposable income
among employees working full-time, who were
below the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’, was
almost three times lower than the income of full-
time employees, who were above the risk of
poverty: 3267.09 Euro vs. 9055.15 Euro.

The Unemployed

The stepwise multiple regression analysis in
the group of the unemployed (Table 4) with
overall life satisfaction as a criterion revealed
that income explained 5%, gender 2% of the
variance, and better subjectively rated health
explained additional 4% of the variance in the
final step. Regression analysis of the mean

score of satisfaction with three aspects of life
as a criterion revealed that income explained
8%, gender 2% and health 2% of the variance.
Affect as a criterion was predicted with the
same three predictors: income below the ‘at-
risk-of-poverty threshold’ explained 2%, gen-
der 1% and better subjectively rated health
explained an additional 10% of the variance in
the final step. These results suggest that the
variability of the well-being variables among
the unemployed is predicted significantly by
income. Note: equivalized disposable income
of the unemployed below the ‘at-risk-of-pov-
erty threshold’ was also almost three times
lower than the income of the unemployed
above the risk of poverty: 2594.17 Euro vs.
7155.17 Euro.

Table 4 Regression models for income, gender, age, education, marital status, and health as 
predictors of overall life satisfaction, mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life, and 
affect in group of the unemployed (accepted models; p < .05) 
Predictors R R²-change B t p 
Overall life satisfaction (Ftotal (3, 771) = 32.651; p < .000) 
Income below .23 .05***  -1.01 -5.704 .000 
Gender .27 .02***  .83 4.932 .000 
Health  .34 .04*** .60 5.951 .000 
(Constant) 2.863 
Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life (Ftotal (3, 629) = 28.196; p < .000) 
Income below  .28 .08***  -1.02 -6.880 .000 
Gender .32 .02***  .60 4.287 .000 
Health .34 .02*** .31 3.691 .000 
(Constant) 5.669 
Affect (Ftotal (3, 709) = 35.319; p < .000) 
Income below  .13 .02*** -.13 -2.381 .018 
Gender .18 .01***  .25 4.659 .000 
Health  .36 .10*** .30 8.986 .000 
(Constant) 2.216 
Note. Overall life satisfaction, and Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life range 
from 0 to 10, Affect and Subjective health ratings range from 1 (“very bad”) to 5 (“very good”), 
with a high value indicating strong endorsement of the construct. For Income below the ‘at-risk-
of-poverty threshold’, 1 signifies “yes” and 0 “no”. For Gender, 1 signifies “female” and 0 
“male“. 
*** p < .001 
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Retirees

The stepwise multiple regression analysis in
the group of retirees (Table 5) revealed that in-
come did not have a significant relationship to
any of the three variables of well-being. Sub-
jectively rated health explained 15% of overall
life satisfaction, 6% of the mean score of satis-
faction with three aspects of life and 13% of
affect. Marital status had a marginal relation-
ship to the mean score of satisfaction with three
aspects of life (1% variance). This pattern of
results suggests that the variability of well-be-
ing variables in case of retirees is predicted com-
pletely differently from the other two groups.
Of the tested variables, only health appears to
be a factor of well-being variables among retir-
ees. Note: equivalized disposable income of re-
tirees below the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’
was twice as low as the income of retirees above
the risk of poverty: 3401.95 Euro vs. 7085.42
Euro.

Discussion

In terms of equivalized person’s disposable
income, the three groups, employees working
full-time, the unemployed and retirees, were
statistically significantly different: the lowest
income was that of the unemployed (M =
5606.05 Euro), which was followed by the in-
come of retirees (M = 6950.03 Euro) and by
the income of the employed (8884.52 Euro),
which was the highest. The stepwise multiple
regression revealed that the relationship of
income to well-being variables in each of these
three groups was different. In the group of
employees, income was related only to overall
life satisfaction; employees with an income
below the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ had a
lower score, but this relationship was weak.
Of the three significant predictors within the
group of the unemployed, income below the
‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’ had the greatest
effect on two psychological variables – the

Table 5 Regression models for income, gender, age, education, marital status, and health as 
predictors of overall life satisfaction, mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life, and 
affect in group of retirees (accepted models; p < .05) 
Predictors R R²-change B t p 
Overall life satisfaction (Ftotal (1, 1753) = 316.315; p < .000) 
Health .39 .15***  .96 17.785 .000 
(Constant) 3.999 
Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life (Ftotal (2, 1473) = 47.785; p < .000) 
Marital status .08 .01** -.42 -2.896 .004 
Health .25 .06***  .39 9.278 .000 
(Constant) 6.906 
Affect (Ftotal (1, 1591) = 240.237; p < .000) 
Health  .36 .13*** .28 15.500 .010 
(Constant) 2.984 
Note. Overall life satisfaction, and Mean score of satisfaction with three aspects of life range 
from 0 to 10, Affect and Subjective health ratings range from 1 (“very bad”) to 5 (“very good”), 
with a high value indicating strong endorsement of the construct. For Marital status, 1 signifies 
“married” and 0 “never married.” 
** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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unemployed with an income below the ‘at-risk-
of-poverty threshold’ had lower scores in over-
all life satisfaction and in mean score of satis-
faction with three aspects of life. A significant
relationship was also found in the case of af-
fect but its effect was small. In the group of
retirees, the income effect on psychological
variables was absent, and the most powerful
predictor was the perception of one’s own
health. With the exception of the mean score
of satisfaction with three aspects of life, where
one percent of the variance was explained by
marital status, health of retirees was the only
significant predictor from among the six tested
predictors. Perception of one’s own health had
a different significance for the psychological
variables of the employed and the unem-
ployed: while in the group of the employed,
occupational health5 explained the largest per-
centage of variance in relation to all three vari-
ables, in the group of the unemployed this
was only in the case of affect. Gender stands
out among the remaining significant predic-
tors: its effect, although small, has only been
shown in the group of the unemployed – the
unemployed women achieved higher scores in
all three cases than the unemployed men. Fi-
nally, the significant effect of education was
identified among the employees working full-

time, higher education meant higher overall life
satisfaction and affect scores.

Differentiated Income Effect below the ‘At-
Risk-of-Poverty Threshold’ in Relation to
Well-Being Variables Depending on Self-De-
fined Economic Status

While earlier (e.g., Campbell, Converse, &
Rodgers, 1976) as well as more recent research
(e.g., Diener et al., 1999) concludes that personal
income exerts little influence on subjective well-
being, Cummins (2000) states, in accordance
with his Homeostatic Theory of Subjective Well-
Being, that “there is an intimate relationship be-
tween personal wealth and SWB” (p. 133). How-
ever, at the level of a particular individual this
relationship is masked by the effect of other
variables, which are of internal (personality) and
external nature. As examples, the author pro-
vides objective health or unemployment which,
due to their persistence, may reduce SWB;
therefore, in these two specific cases it is diffi-
cult to identify the specific contribution of low
income. In order to reduce this uncertainty in
our analysis, we included income below the ‘at-
risk-of-poverty threshold’ as an objective vari-
able in the first step of sequential regression,
sociodemographic variables in the second and
perceived health as a subjective variable in the
last step. Using this procedure, it was possible
to control the overlap of the income variance
with the subjective variable and to identify its
effect on psychological criteria of subjective
nature. Of course, as Cummins (2000) states,
money alone cannot have a direct impact on
SWB, and since other simultaneous variables
(personality and specific conditions at the time
of doing the questionnaire) were not controlled
in our analysis, our multiple regression does not
reveal, what in fact had an impact on SWB in
case of the significant effect of income below
the ‘at-risk-of-poverty threshold’. Neverthe-
less, it appears that the results obtained partly

5 A common definition of occupational health has
been adopted by the Joint ILO/WHO Committee
on Occupational Health at its first session in 1950.
The definition reads: “Occupational health should
aim at: the promotion and maintenance of the high-
est degree of physical, mental and social well-being
of workers in all  occupations; the prevention
amongst workers of departures from health caused
by their working conditions; the protection of work-
ers in their employment from risks resulting from
factors adverse to health; the placing and mainte-
nance of the worker in an occupational environ-
ment adapted to his physiological and psychologi-
cal capabilities; and, to summarize, the adaptation
of work to man and of each man to his job”
(Eurostat, 2013b).
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support Cummins’ (2000) conclusion that the
poor are more sensitive to their circumstances
of living both as a direct and indirect conse-
quence of poverty. The income below the ‘at-
risk-of-poverty threshold’ was a significant pre-
dictor of low scores among employees working
full-time in relation to overall life satisfaction and
among the unemployed in relation to all three
well-being variables. However, hypothetical
sources of low scores are likely to be different
in both groups: full-time employees can be frus-
trated by their low income even though they
have a job. Thanks to the opportunity to work
they can be in touch with society, they have
relative certainty regarding their housing and
covering their basic needs and, even if they
have a low score in total life satisfaction, their
low income does not have an effect on their
satisfaction with the examined areas of life and
on their affect.

The situation for the unemployed is less fa-
vorable; not only does their income not usually
satisfy their needs – hence the low score in
satisfaction with areas of life – but due to their
unemployment their expectations of the future
have decreased, along with their affect score.
As stated by Cummins (2000), they cannot “buy
happiness to the extent that external resources
allow the optimal functioning of the SWB ho-
meostatic system” (p. 133). In the group of re-
tirees, the assumption about the existence of
the relationship of income to SWB was not sup-
ported: low income did not have a significant
relationship to any of the psychological vari-
ables, i.e. overall life satisfaction, mean score of
satisfaction with three aspects of life and af-
fect. The explanation that the data come from
Slovaks and thus may differ from those obtained
from Western societies is implausible because
similar results regarding the relationship be-
tween low income and socio-demographic char-
acteristics to life satisfaction was identified by
Smith et al. (2004) among persons over 60 years
of age from three English cities. For the time

being, it can be assumed that Cummins’ theory
is not universal and that the lack of low-income
effect in this particular group of people is not a
matter of its being masked by other variables;
rather than that, it may be a support for the
hypothesis that among Slovak retirees, low in-
come is not a predictor of overall life satisfac-
tion, mean score of satisfaction with three as-
pects of life, and affect.

Different Effect Size of Subjectively Assessed
Health in Relation to Well-Being Variables
Depending on Self-Defined Economic Status

In all three groups of persons, subjective
health rating was a significant predictor of all
three well-being variables. If in the interpreta-
tion of this result we did not take into account
the volume of the effect, then a simple explana-
tion of the universality of the effect of this vari-
able might be that it was a predictor of the same
nature as the criteria tested (subjective vari-
ables), despite the fact that the predictor was
inserted in the last block in the regression. How-
ever, if we take into account the volume of the
effect of subjectively assessed health, then for
the two groups of people, i.e. the unemployed
and the retirees, the effect of health was the
highest; the result was different in the category
of the unemployed. Only in relation to affect
was health the strongest predictor; for overall
life satisfaction and mean score of satisfaction
with three aspects of life, the strongest predic-
tor was income. The negativistic explanation
that the life situation of the unemployed reduces
their subjective sensitivity to the assessment
of their own health and that a lack of income
worsens overall life satisfaction and mean score
of satisfaction with three aspects of life cannot
be ruled out. An alternative explanation may
also be considered: a strong dependence of the
high score in affect on subjectively assessed
health is related to the fact that, for this group,
income or the socio-demographic factors tested
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have no significance and the only thing these
people value is their subjectively assessed cur-
rent state of health.

A Differentiated Effect of Gender and Educa-
tion Depending on Self-Defined Economic Sta-
tus

A missing effect of gender differences on
well-being variables among employees and re-
tirees supports some well-known findings (cf.
Diener et al., 1999) that gender is not a SWB
predictor. The fact that the effect of gender was
evident in only one group of people, i.e. only
among unemployed women, requires a sepa-
rate analysis. It may be assumed that it results
from social expectations of securing one’s fi-
nances, which put higher pressure on men than
on women, and that the men questioned sub-
jectively perceived this pressure negatively. As
for the positive effect of education among em-
ployees on overall life satisfaction and affect
and the absence of this effect in the remaining
two groups of persons, the results obtained
partly correspond to the analysis by Diener et
al. (1999), who explained the existence of a
weakly significant relationship of education and
SWB by referring to correlation of income and
occupational status. The lack of relationship
between education and psychological variables
among retirees and the unemployed corre-
sponds with this explanation, since neither of
the two groups experience the effect of occu-
pational status.

Limitations

The significant advantage, which rests in the
quality and size of the sample, is weakened by
the fact that the analysis of secondary data has
been subject to several constraints. The first
constraint is that the choice of analyzed vari-
ables was determined by the existing data. For
example, the distribution of respondents to

never married and married does not take into
account those living with spouse that did not
belong to any of the interviewed categories, as
the unknown reviewer pointed out. The sec-
ond is related to the fact that well-being vari-
ables were operationalized inadequately with
regard to the dominant approach to their theo-
retical definition in the literature. In other words,
the data analyzed were not aimed at verifying
income and well-being variables and the instru-
ments for the assessment of well-being vari-
ables were developed ad-hoc. The results ob-
tained are, therefore, difficult to compare with
other similar surveys, in which these variables
are usually operationalized differently and the
results of the data thus obtained provide only a
rough estimate of the trends of the relations
among statistically tested variables. Improving
the understanding of these relationships would
be possible by using the established scales with
verified psychometric properties, and more ac-
curately understanding of these relationships
in specific groups would involve checking the
effect of the known predictors of well-being
variables, such as the effect of personality vari-
ables. Other limitations are related to how inde-
pendent variables were defined and measured.
The problematic use of the ‘at-risk-of-poverty
threshold’ as an indicator of income poverty
has been pointed to by authors of several stud-
ies. For example, Nygård et al. (2017, p. 684)
states: ”The fact that an individual or a house-
hold earns less than 50/60% of the median in-
come does not necessarily mean that the indi-
vidual/household is going to lack resources or
suffer individual deprivation.“ Another source
of potential imprecisions was pointed to by
Angel, Heuberger, and Lamei (2017), who com-
pared two data sources available in parallel for
the same households: register-based and sur-
vey-based income data. Based on the social
desirability argument, it is expected that house-
holds with low incomes tend to report a higher
income than they actually have. On the other
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hand, households with a higher income are ex-
pected to make themselves ‘poorer’ in the inter-
view situation. A certain understatement of in-
come usually grows with the amount of the ac-
tual income (Večerník & Mysíková, 2016). This
also applies to incomes flowing from several
sources, e.g. multiple jobs. It has thus been
confirmed that while earnings tend to be skewed
in income reporting by household respondents,
old age or other types of pension benefits do
not suffer from such distortion. As a result, the
income poverty of persons in households with
wage earners may be overestimated in compari-
son with persons living in households with re-
tirees. Several specific issues related to EU-SILC
were pointed to by Maestri (2014). Of these, we
consider the fact that “Income refers to the pre-
vious year, while housing information to the
current year” (p. 693) is the most serious and
one which has significantly influenced the re-
sults of our analysis. Detection of psychologi-
cal experiencing in the analyzed data was car-
ried out with a considerable time delay after the
assessed reference income period: the detec-
tion was held 4-5 months (April-May 2013) af-
ter the surveyed reference income period – the
persons quoted their income for the previous
calendar year of 2012. This time shift could have
been a source of unidentified factors of recip-
rocal relationship of below the poverty risk and
well-being variables. For example, during the
assessment of subjective well-being, a person
may not have had an income below the poverty
risk  threshold  for  several  months,  and  their
financial  situation  may  have  been  radically
improved, or even made worse. The same ap-
plies to subjective assessment of one’s own
health.
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