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Abstract
Aim of the paper is to analyse the occurrence of occupational stress across European 
Union countries, considering gender and job sustainability as determinants, with a specific 
attention to the effects of home-based work. Although COVID-19 pandemic has brought 
such issues into a novel spotlight, to detect the response pattern towards occupational 
stress we chose to employ the latest official data collected by the Sixth European Working 
Condition Survey developed and carried out in a pre-COVID-19 scenario. This information 
may provide a reliable picture of working conditions, which are likely to become the “new 
normal” across Europe, at least for a subset of workers. Descriptive analyses do not seem 
to help disclosing any different response behaviour with specific respect to reported stress 
by gender, even when combined with the condition of working from home. Whereas a 
noteworthy finding of our study is that results from the implemented ordered probit model 
display that some differences in the response pattern do exist and are even substantial. A 
question still arises about whether and to what extent hybrid forms of work are here to stay 
and even to grow in the post-pandemic period. Some of the critical features of teleworking-
from-home emerged during the epidemic indicate that the implementation of policies at a 
national and, ideally, even supra-national level is clearly necessary. However, since both 
occupations and company organizations are strongly differentiated, it seems also that the 
enterprises are allowed some flexibility in defining corporate policies for teleworking 
practices, especially aiming at providing workers with improved and more sustainable 
working conditions, such as a less distressing environment and more supportive managerial 
styles.
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1 Introduction

The aim of the paper is to analyse the experience of occupational stress across European 
Union (EU) countries from a gender perspective, with a specific attention to workers’ 
perceived job sustainability. The study also takes into account the self-reported stress of 
those who work from home.

As a matter of fact, growing attention towards the targets of “decent job conditions 
for all” and work sustainability has been observed in recent years in pursuing the Goal 8 
of the universal call to action of the “Sustainable Development Goals” (United Nations 
General Assembly, 2015): “Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, 
full and productive employment and decent work for all”. Furthermore, the updated ILO’s 
Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work explicitly refers to the principle 
of “a safe and healthy working environment” (ILO, 2022), leading the path to less-explored 
research topics beforehand.

Eurofound (2015, p. 5) defines as “sustainable work” the interplay of working and living 
conditions “such that they support people in engaging and remaining in work throughout 
an extended working life”. This definition implies simultaneous efforts in achieving 
individual, social and economic goals that will enable the workers’ needs in the present to 
be met without compromising their ability to work in the future. To achieve these results, 
a combination of sustainable conditions in a worker’s current job is required: i.e. workers’ 
skills, sufficient income, a good social climate at work, willingness, and motivation to 
do a given job now and in the future, and ability to balance work-related and individual 
responsibilities. A complex and bidirectional relationship arises, workers’ health being a 
precondition for sustainable working conditions.

As well-known, the pandemic has brought the issue of new and emerging risks at 
work into a novel spotlight (EU-OSHA, 2021a). Before 2020, the research on working 
conditions and on psychosocial and physical risks at work did not address problems 
related to new forms of job (such as those experienced by home-based workers, platform 
workers and teleworkers), given their scant relevance on the labour force (Eurofound and 
the International Labour Organization, 2017; Messenger, 2019; European Commission, 
2020; Urzi Brancati et al., 2020). Figures from the European Labour Force Survey show 
that in 2019 just 5.3% of the employed people at the EU level1 report to work “usually” 
from home. When also considering respondents who “occasionally” work from home, 
these figures rise to about 11% of the total employment (Eurostat, 2022, dataset: lfsa_
ehomp). Then, abruptly, during the COVID-19 pandemic, home-based teleworking has 
been universally advocated as an effective way to reinstate and safeguard the functioning 
of entire sectors (2021b; EU-OSHA, 2021a). In fact, the percentage of people usually 
working from home climbed to 12% on average at the European level (Eurostat, 2022, 
dataset: lfsa_ehomp), with the proportion of self-employed people2 regularly working from 
home being higher than that of the employees. As pointed out by Countouris et al. (2023) 

1 In this study we will refer to the EU at 28-country level, unless otherwise specified.
2 This is likely due to the fact that autonomous workers may benefit from a large degree of independence 
in organising their working time and job tasks (Cortés Aguilar et  al., 2013). See Table 3 reported in the 
“Appendix” for a cross-country comparison. In 2019, among the EU countries, the highest frequencies of 
self-employed usually working from home are observed in Finland (about 44.8% of the reference popula-
tion), closely followed by the Netherlands (almost 43%) and Austria (42.2%).
 Source: Eurostat lfsa_ehomp dataset, https:// ec. europa. eu/ euros tat/ datab rowser/ view/ lfsa_ ehomp/ defau lt/ 
table? lang= en.

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/lfsa_ehomp/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/lfsa_ehomp/default/table?lang=en
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novel forms of hybrid work practises, referring to a diverse combination of both telework 
and on-site work, are emerging as a customary approach. Such arrangements are currently 
implemented by means of company and/or individual level agreements, in a variety of 
forms and with considerable differences across countries (see, among others: Eurofound, 
2022a; Countouris et  al., 2023). Hence, it becomes increasingly urgent to investigate in 
more detail the sustainability aspects and the specific risks features occurring with these 
new forms of work organization (EU-OSHA, 2023).

A flourishing of research on the occupational well-being of home-based workers can 
be observed from 2020 onwards, though mostly based on ad hoc observational studies 
(Eurofound, 2022b; European Parliament, 2021). The diversity of the studies carried out 
highlights the complexity of the phenomena under examination (among others, see Fana 
et  al., 2020; EU-OSHA, 2021a, 2021b; Fan & Moen, 2022; Matthews et  al., 2022). As 
pointed out by Arcagni et al. (2021), social sustainability and the effectiveness of public 
and private policies to promote (individual and collective) well-being are complex 
processes, which involve numerous dimensions and components widely interrelated and 
challenging to measure.

Moving from the above caveats, in this study we analyse the self-reported occupational 
stress using the European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS), which is one of the 
primary sources for analysing working conditions across EU. Alas, the 2020 wave of 
the survey was interrupted due to the pandemic. Therefore, we employ the latest official 
data collected by the sixth EWCS, carried out in 2015 by the European Foundation for 
the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions and released in 2017 (Eurofound, ). 
Developed and implemented in a pre-COVID-19 scenario, the sixth EWCS can provide an 
accurate and reliable picture of hybrid working conditions, which are likely to become a 
“new normal” across the EU, at least for a subset of workers (European EU-OSHA, 2021a; 
Parliament, 2021). In the subsequent European Working Condition Telephone Survey 
(EWCTS), conducted during 2021, the continuity and comparability of the results, not 
statistically representative at EU and country level, are altered. Therefore, for our purposes, 
the sixth edition of the EWCS remains the most suitable source at the European level.

Taking into account the nature of the variables of interest, most of which are self-
reported aspects measured on Likert scales (see, among others, Liddell & Kruschke, 2018), 
to conduct our analyses we employ a heteroskedastic Ordered Probit Model (Agresti, 2010; 
Tutz, 2012). Our goal is to disentangle both the effect of individual work-related features, 
such as working hours, working from home and job sustainability over time, alongside the 
usual socio-demographics variables.

To the best of our knowledge, this is one of the few analyses considering all the above-
mentioned determinants as occupational stress drivers, especially when stemming from 
a non-observational study. Also, this research contributes to the extensive literature on 
occupational stress making a step further: its novel contribution relies in the study of the 
association between occupational stress and job sustainability from a gender perspective, 
considering the circumstance of working from home. In addition, while some literature 
refers mostly to self-employed respondents to study working from home issues (Messenger, 
2019), we also consider the employees to better understand current and future challenges 
linked to this “new normal” situation. The study encompasses a very large group of 
countries (EU28), therefore presenting a broad account of the impact of job sustainability 
and working from home on occupational stress across Europe.

Our findings suggest that some individual and work-related characteristics are clearly 
associated to occupational stress since different response behaviours do emerge from 
the empirical analysis. As a matter of fact, the pandemic has induced an unforeseen 
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modification in work organization in most sectors. However, it is still unpredictable how 
and when a return to a to pre-pandemic “normality” would be observed (Alon et al., 2020). 
Therefore, it should be a policy priority to take into consideration which circumstances and 
work environments are most likely to lead to decent, fruitful, and sustainable job settings, 
also with respect to home-based condition.

The paper is organised as follows. Next Section reviews the main literature on work-
related stress, outlining a theoretical framework with respect to stress determinants in 
a gender perspective. Section  3 focuses on employed data and variables selected for 
the modelling analysis. In Sect.  4 the empirical findings are illustrated and discussed, 
presenting the adopted modelling approach to analyse different response patterns. Some 
concluding remarks end the paper.

2  Setting the Scene: Job Sustainability and Occupational Stress 
Determinants

According to Eurofound (2015), higher life expectancy and low fertility rate have been 
changing the European age structure in a way that the sustainability of welfare states and 
social protection systems may be prejudiced. This means that making work sustainable over 
the life course should be a priority at a global level, in a social sustainability perspective. 
As pointed out by Conigliaro (2021, p. 142), in trying to achieve social sustainability, a 
good job quality is likely to produce a good working life, balancing the individual “right 
to pursue personal fulfilment and to be protected as a human being (in every aspect of 
an individual’s need) with the collective well-being, safeguarding interest, cultures, rules 
and religions of communities. These characteristics perfectly fit with the concept of decent 
work.”

Work sustainability is a multifaceted concept itself: “The work has to add value for 
both the individual and the organization in order to be sustainable” (De Vos et al., 2016, p. 
19). In 2012, the World Economic Forum started working towards the goal of improving 
health and well-being through the Workplace Wellness Alliance, with the purpose of a 
collaborative effort to make the impact of workplace wellness (which is a steppingstone 
for sustainability) measurable on a global scale. A sustainable job is oriented towards the 
individual’s long-term employability in a position likely to promote the worker’s personal 
development over time (Lawrence et al., 2017). Moreover, a shared responsibility between 
individuals and organizations where they work is needed to pursue job sustainability (Hite 
& McDonald, 2020). According to De Vos et al. (2016), both employability and workability 
characterize sustainable work: the first requires supporting individuals to invest in their 
skills; the latter means to protect the individuals’ physical, psychological, and social ability 
to work by avoiding their burnout in the long term.

Most of previous research focuses on the factors and actions which make work 
sustainable throughout the working life at the individual level. Hartley et  al. (1990) 
highlight the effects of job insecurity on increased occupational stress, therefore leading 
to less sustainable jobs. Herman and Lewis (2012) investigate the issue of sustainable 
careers for mothers, whereas Baldridge and Kulkarni (2017) explore the role of disability. 
Kossek et  al. (2014) examine the relationship between sustainable job and work-life 
balance in general. The improvement of job quality for sustainable work over the life 
course was analyzed in Eurofound (2015) considering the psychosocial risk factors: such 
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risks encompass work intensity, quantitative and qualitative job insecurity, low autonomy, 
exclusion from decision making process, and poor social relationships at work.

According to the World Health Organization (2020), “Work-related stress is the response 
people may have when presented with work demands and pressures that are not matched 
to their knowledge and abilities and which challenge their ability to cope”. Essentially, 
people spend an important part of their lives on the job, therefore working conditions, job 
environment and its characteristics inevitably produce substantial consequences on both 
physical and psychological health (Fletcher et al., 2011).

Employees’ well-being is of course crucial for their quality of life (EU-OSHA, 2021b; 
Helliwell et al., 2021), yet it is substantial for the efficiency of companies as well. Satisfied 
and not stressed workers are indeed a fruitful resource for improving organizations’ 
performance. On the contrary, workers dealing with stressing environment tend to display 
higher rates of absenteeism and quitting intentions, with subsequent undesirable effects 
also for the employers (Vignoli et al., 2016; Yaniv, 1995; Yunus & Mostafa, 2021, among 
others). Occupational stress is a deeply scrutinized topic also due to the associated financial 
costs at both company and country level. As an instance, within the EU15 countries, costs 
related to occupational stress were estimated at 26.47 billion of Euros in 2014 (Hassard 
et al., 2018).

Although nearly all the research on occupational stress and workers’ well-being is cross-
sectional and mostly based on non-representative samples (Sarracino and O’Connor, 2022), 
the World Happiness Report (Helliwell et  al., 2021) comprises a large set of countries 
employing representative data.

In the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, work-related stress has become even more 
relevant when taking gender and parenting into account (Dunatchik et  al., 2021, among 
others).

2.1  Drivers of Work‑Related Stress

The debate on the determinants of stress and on its impacts is far from being over. Starting 
from the seminal work of Karasek (1979), who outlined the “job demand-control model”, it 
is nowadays recognised that occupations implying high demand and low control (restricted 
possibilities to schedule one’s own duties and to manage one’s skills) are associated with 
high degrees of reported stress (Smith, 2000). Karasek and Theorell (1990) added to the 
model the “social support” feature, highlighting that the cooperation and collaboration 
with both supervisors and co-workers are likely to buffer the negative effects derived from 
high demands and low control.

As a matter of fact, contemporary and rapid transformations within the global labour 
markets seem to generate additional work-related stressors, especially for the novel work 
typologies, which are most likely to foster job insecurity and associated stress. For more 
skilled workers and professionals, it should be also thoroughly considered the impact of 
new and emerging risks on their stress experience. Since automation and digitalization 
are pervasive in everyday life of skilled workers, recent research have been devoted to 
strategies towards inclusive and resilient recovery actions, in a human-centred perspective, 
even reflecting the “decent job” sustainable development goal (ILO, 2021, 2022).

Other risk factors may be identified in some environmental job aspects, such as heavy 
mental loads, lack of autonomy and of support from supervisors and colleagues and 
scarce appreciation for work carried out (see also Alcover et  al., 2020). Isolation and 
lack of beneficial interpersonal relations with colleagues and supervisors, which may 
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help to lighten stressful working conditions, can also be a consequence of digitalization 
and working from home practice (among the early studies on this topic, see McKenzie 
et  al., 2002). According to recent studies on psychosocial risk factors at work across 
European countries (2021b; Capecchi et al., 2023; EU-OSHA, 2013, 2021a), about 25% 
of workers report occupational stress at least “most of the time”. A similar proportion 
claim that their jobs may negatively affect their health.

2.2  Work Related Stress: A Gender Perspective

In such a widespread debate, the influence of individual characteristics seems 
undisputed, while being far from a unanimous consensus. Gender is indeed one of 
the most significant variables on whose effects studies have displayed non-univocal 
findings.

Gyllensten and Palmer (2005) provide a review of the literature on the role of gender 
on workplace stress. Authors consider a variety of research designs without restrictions 
on the occupations of the participants. Their findings are inconclusive, with some 
studies showing no difference by gender, although some research seem to suggest a 
larger incidence of stress as reported by women. Results turn to be inconsistent also for 
the adverse effects of multiple roles played by female workers, lack of career progress 
and discrimination, with respect to gender specific stressors. As reported by Russell 
et al., (2018, p. 7), who state that in the UK women are more likely to experience job 
stress than men, “studies examining whether specific stressors have a different effect on 
outcomes for men and women are rare”.

On the other hand, some scholars disclose that occupational stress does appear with 
different response patterns by gender (among others, see Russell et al., 2018; Klapproth 
et  al., 2020; Nappo, 2020). In addition, it seems that men and women experience 
different sources of stress on the job, even adopting diverse coping strategies (Gianakos, 
2000; Goubet & Chrysikou, 2019; Klapproth et al., 2020).

A strand of the literature suggests that women encounter gender-specific stress 
determinants, such as discrimination on the grounds of sex, stereotyping, social 
isolation, sexual harassment, and difficulties in conciliating work with private and 
family duties (Krantz & Lundberg, 2006; Sharma et al., 2021). Furthermore, taking care 
of children and elderly relatives is likely to be a cause of job stress for employed women 
as well (Vasumathi, 2018, among others).

With respect to job insecurity, which is one the key determinants of occupational 
stress (Hartley et  al., 1990), some studies (Gaunt & Benjamin, 2007; Rivera-Torres 
et al., 2013) report that such condition is more stressing for men, whereas other analyses 
show the contrary (among others, see Steptoe & Willemsen, 2004). Others find that job 
insecurity is as important for men as for women (see, for instance, Padkapayeva et al., 
2018).

Social support, as a moderator of work-related stress, turns out to be more significant 
for women than for men (Rivera-Torres et  al., 2013; Sanne et  al., 2005). Specifically, 
Padkapayeva et  al. (2018) claim that higher levels of support at work, when provided 
by supervisor, are related with lower work stress, although only among women. The 
importance of social support for women can be explained considering that female 
respondents seem more concerned with the intrinsic aspects of job, while men seem 
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to be more interested in the extrinsic features of their occupation (see, among others, 
Sloane & Williams, 2000).

2.3  Home‑Based Telework and Perceived Stress: Another Gender Issue?

Flexibility of work in terms of time and space has been long considered as a key factor 
to significantly promote the organisational productivity (Eurofound, 2011, 2012), while 
enabling at the same time individuals to better manage challenging work/life pressures 
(Van Dyne et al., 2007). The enhanced flexibility and autonomy implied by home-based 
jobs may frequently come with higher work intensity and longer working hours, besides 
raising organizational, work-life balance and privacy issues (among others, Vasumathi, 
2018; Bharadwaj & Shanker, 2019; Restubog et  al., 2020; European Parliament, 
2021). Also, home-based workers seem to be exposed to greater levels of stress, and 
to experience a higher sense of isolation as compared to onsite workers. With specific 
reference to telework, reported stress and other detrimental effects on workers’ work-life 
balance are more often registered among women with children (Chung & Van der Horst, 
2018; Pascucci et  al., 2022). Therefore, flexible work arrangements would not be the 
panacea for settling work-life conflict and time-pressure issues (Del Boca et al., 2020; 
Espinoza & Reznikova, 2020; Gumy et al., 2022; Rodríguez-Modroño & López-Igual, 
2021).

Nevertheless, before the COVID-19 pandemic, home-based teleworking was scarcely 
utilized both at European and at global level (among others, EU-OSHA, 2021a, 
2021b; Mandl et  al., 2015; Sostero et  al., 2020; Welz & Wolf, 2010), and even the 
very definitions of such typology of work are yet under discussion. So far, statistically 
representative studies on these workers are limited, especially at a cross-country level, 
and not much is known about the specific risks they may face in association with the 
nature of their activities (Allen et  al., 2013; Charalampous et  al., 2019; EU-OSHA, 
2021b).

For people tele-working from home the risk of facing occupational stress is 
considered higher when comparing their conditions with those working at their 
employer’s premises, as strongly supported by the literature, both prior to the pandemic 
(among others Eurofound and ILO, 2017) and during the upsurge of the COVID-
19 pandemic (EU-OSHA, 2021b; ILO, 2021; Howe & Menges, 2021; European 
Parliament, 2021; Fana et  al., 2020; van Zoonen et  al., 2021). As an instance, home-
based workers, in general, could also choose to work when being sick, therefore being 
more exposed to risks associated with “presenteeism” (Messenger, 2019; Thulin et al., 
2019; Steidelmüller et al., 2020; Vargas Llave & Weber, 2020; EU-OSHA, 2021a). As 
stated in the ILO Report (2021, p. 160), teleworkers are likely to “go straight from the 
breakfast table to the work desk (and indeed the two are often the same), which may 
lead to stress and overwork. Presenteeism and work flexibility are two sides of the same 
coin”.

Furthermore, Bonacini et al. (2021) argue that working from home may worsen income 
inequalities within the labour market, especially when not properly regulated. Their 
findings related to Italy show that working from home would favour male, increasing the 
gender pay gap. Pabilonia and Vernon (2023) get similar results for the US since, for given 
occupation, gender, parental status, and teleworking intensity, working from home implies 
a higher wage. The authors claim that, on one hand, working from home could increase 
women’s labour market participation; on the other hand, married mothers were forced out 
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of the labour force to attend parental duties, probably due to prescribed gender norms and 
the division of labour within households (see also Kalenkoski & Pabilonia, 2022). This was 
the case of most working mothers, sometimes living with a partner who was teleworking as 
well, in domestic spaces often unsuitable for office work.

Other recent literature shows that, since the onset of the pandemic, the additional 
childcare necessities strongly impacted on the gender employment gap, and 
consequently on gender inequality (Dingel & Neiman, 2020; Fabrizio et  al., 2021; 
Zamarro & Prados, 2021). According to empirical research, women are experiencing 
a harder load of caregiving activities than men, not only when it comes to childcare, 
but also regarding care for elderly and disable family members (Zamarro et al., 2021); 
Fabrizio et al. (2021) provide evidence of a widened gender gap in labour market due 
to the pandemic; Caselli et  al. (2022) advise about a potential widening of gender 
inequality. In addition, declines in working hours and shifts to working from home 
have been more numerous among women than among men (Reichelt et al., 2021), with 
wide discrepancies across countries and occupations. According to Zamarro and Prados 
(2021), in the US, the shift in working hours has been caused by the unequal partition 
of childcare which can increase the probability of shift out of employment for working 
mothers. Matthews et al. (2022) find a positive relationship between working from home 
and psychological distress for women but not for men in the US during the COVID-19 
pandemic.

3  Data Source and Descriptive Analysis

With specific reference to EU countries, the evidence on perceived occupational stress has 
been obtained from a survey focusing on general working conditions: the European Work-
ing Conditions Survey (EWCS), as mentioned in the Introduction. Since 1991, this survey 
has been implemented every five years by the European Foundation for the Improving of 
Living and Working Condition. Carried out by face-to-face interviews, it provides a com-
prehensive picture of the European Union at work across countries, occupations, sectors, 
and age groups, therefore representing a prominent source of cross-national data. The 2020 
round of the EWCS was abruptly interrupted at the beginning of the fieldwork, due to the 
outburst of the COVID-19 epidemic and. Then in 2021, Eurofound decided to implement a 
“methodological experiment” where former respondents from the interrupted EWCS 2020 
were contacted by telephone and interviewed on specific sections of the same question-
naire. However, two essential aspects must be underlined. On the one hand, the 2021 tel-
ephone survey was conducted when the pandemic was still having a substantial influence 
on economic conditions and working lives were still facing remarkable changes. On the 
other hand, although all the methodologically suitable procedures have been adopted to 
provide reliable information, due to the different interviewing mode and the revision of 
some items, the comparison with previous editions is limited (Eurofound, 2022b). It seems 
quite difficult to predict a full return to a to pre-pandemic “normality” (Alon et al., 2020). 
In fact, for 2022–23, a non-uniform behaviour of employers has been observed about dif-
ferent modes of working from home/remotely: while, on the one hand, some companies 
have made structural the procedures of working outside their premises (for at least a few 
days a week), others have required employees to be regularly present at the company sites 
(see, among others: Vyas, 2022). Moreover, as underlined by Barrero et al., (2023, p. 25), 
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«The pandemic triggered a mass social experiment in working arrangements» which, espe-
cially in hybrid forms, are likely to last for a long time.

Although outdated, the information contained in the last available EWCS (Eurofound, 
2017a) may be considered a suitable source for analyzing working conditions, which may 
become prevailing after a suitable transition. Besides, the 2015 wave includes a specific 
question on the level of stress as perceived by workers, which was deeply modified in the 
EWCTS.

The dataset of interest is retrieved from http:// disco ver. ukdat aserv ice. ac. uk. A detailed 
description of the survey design and of its main results can be found in Eurofound (2017b). 
The whole sample refers to approximately 44,000 workers3 in 35 countries, comprising 
the 28 European Union (EU) Member States, 5 candidate countries for EU membership, 
Norway and Switzerland. At country level the required representative sample size was 
1,000.

The administered EWCS questionnaire covers workers’ characteristics, employment 
conditions, working time, exposure to physical and psychosocial risks, work organization, 
and several self-assessed dimension of work-life balance, health, and well-being. We focus 
on self-perceived occupational stress, considering as response variable the answers to 
question Q61m: “Do you experience stress in your work?”, measured on a 5-point scale 
ranging from always to never.

As pointed out in Sect.  2, general individual and occupational well-being can 
be associated with many determinants as basic socio-demographic covariates, job 
characteristics, and work-life balance dimensions. In particular, we consider: gender 
(question Q2a, expressed using the usual dummy variable, where female = 1), age 
(question Q2b, expressed in years), number of household components (question Q1). 
For marital status, we employ a dummy variable (where married = 1 and 0 otherwise), 
question Q3c; the presence of children aged less than 16 years (having children) is again 
a dummy variable, from question Q3c (where Q3b < 16). The education level (question 
Q106) is here described by means of two dummies: holding a secondary school degree 
(high-school edu) and a university degree (tertiary edu). Some job characteristics are 
defined by questions Q2d and Q11, transformed into two dummies, one to distinguish 
between full-time and part-time job (where full-time job = 1), and the other to indicate 
permanent versus non-permanent job (permanent job, where permanent job = 1). A 
dummy for the condition of working in the private sector is also employed, stemming 
from question Q14 (where private = 1). The number of hours spent at work per week 
(whours) is obtained using responses to question Q24. The home-based working 
condition is given by a dummy variable for which value 1 is associated to responses 
“daily” or at least “several times a week” to question Q35e. The unpaid duties considered 
are caring for or educating children or grandchildren (Q95c: carechildren) and caring 
for elderly or disabled relatives (Q95e: caregiving). Respondents’ levels of involvement 
in such activities were collected through a 5-point wording scale (Daily; Several times 
a week; Several times a month; Less often; Never). Domestic working and cooking 

3 In 2015, the European labour force accounts for 259 million people, of which 221 million belonged to 
the EU28 Member States (updated figures for 2019-2021 are in Table 3 in the “Appendix”). Main statistics 
at EU28 level show that the employment rate among those aged 15-64  years was 66%, with the female 
employment rate being approximately 11% lower than the male one. Approximately 31% of the workers 
were aged over 50 years, while 40% were aged 35–49 years, so that the number of older workers exceeds 
the number of workers in the youngest cohort (Eurofound, 2017b).

http://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk
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duties (Q95d) were not explicitly considered since largely overlapping with gender and 
carechildren (Q95c) variables. To take into account the good fitting of working hours 
with family and social commitments outside work, we employ question (Q44, working 
hours fit), where answers are expressed on a 4-point scale ranging from “not at all well” 
to “very well”. Other three potential stress drivers (expressed on a 5-point scale) are 
related to workers’ autonomy on the job (infl decision; question Q61n), relationships 
with coworkers and supervisors in terms of provided support (colleague support, 
question Q61a, and manager support, question Q61b). Using question Q93, a dummy 
variable is derived to capture the multifaceted features influencing work sustainability 
in a medium-long-term perspective (sustainable work), as previously mentioned. Due 
to the high number of missing values in net monthly earnings answers, the individual’s 
economic status is measured by means of question Q100 (make-ends-meet) rated on 
a six-point wording scale ranging from “Very easily” to “With great difficulty”. To 
improve the readability of the results, we conveniently reversed the original scales to be 
interpreted from the lowest to the highest level of agreement/participation/perception. 
Finally, bearing in mind that the EWCS was conducted in 2015, about 10  years after 
the enlargement of the European Union, ended with the accession of Croatia in 2013, 
it is reasonable to suppose that an effect in the data cannot be excluded a priori, in 
association to structural differences in economic systems and labour market regulation 
(see among many others: Kundera, 2019; Bulmer, 2020). Therefore, we include among 
the drivers a convenient dummy (Deu12) concerning the EU-12 original Membership. 
The full description of questionnaire items used to derive the selected variables is 
reported in Table 4 of the “Appendix”.

Our study refers to the active population, excluding from the sample both retired 
people and those unable to work. However, it was not possible to employ information 
from all the statistical units in the dataset for each individual country. As a matter of fact, 
a preliminary screening for missing values of the selected explanatory variables lowers 
the original sample size to 21,118 respondents (47.4% are men). The non-response rate 
for items of interest is roughly similar for all countries, leading to a decrease of 50% of 
the sample on average. Exceptions are Belgium and Poland: in the first case the sample 
amplitude drops by 35%, whereas in the second case such reduction accounts for almost 
60%. This nearly homogeneous reduction of the sample size across countries did not 
modify the overall sample composition with respect to the socio-demographic variables 
that will be considered in the models. However, such a reduction suggests that analyses 
should not be conducted considering the single state impact on the response pattern, but 
rather studying the effect of grouping the states in specific country clusters, as detailed 
below.

In this reduced target sample, 32.9% of respondents state to be single, 34.6% have at 
least a child under 16  years of age, 62.6% hold a high school degree, while the 28.7% 
declare to have a tertiary education qualification. Permanent and full-time workers are 
82.7% and 80% respectively, and 64.3% of respondents state to work in the private sector. 
About 70.2% of the considered interviewees claim that they will be able to do their current 
job or a similar one in the future.

Descriptive results referred to target sample indicate that about 27% of respondents 
claim to usually experience work-related stress, since the distribution of the answers is: 
“Always” (10.7%); “Most of the time” (16.8%); “Sometimes” (40.0%); “Rarely” (19.9%); 
“Never” (12.6%). These proportions are quite the same across gender (see Fig. 1).

People who claim to experience occupational stress “always” or “most of the time”, 
are about 36% among those who report unsustainable working conditions and about 24% 
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among the others. Respondents declaring to work “daily” or “several times a week” from 
home account for 3.6% and 4.6% respectively; even in this case there is no significant dif-
ference by gender. These percentages are in line with corresponding findings in the EU 
Labour Force survey. Most women (90.3%) report doing housework “daily” or “several 
times a week”, against the 56.7% of men, suggesting a strong female prevalence in unpaid 
work activities which are persistent across household types and still largely undervalued, 
although geographically partially diversified (Ragnarsdóttir et al., 2023).

Descriptive statistics for non-dummy variables are reported in Table 1.

Table 1  Descriptive statistics for non-dummy variables by gender

Source: Authors elaborations from EWCS 2015

Variables Males Females

Mean Std. Dev Min Max Mean Std. Dev Min Max

Age 42.9 11.4 20 70 43.2 11.1 20 70
N. house components 2.8 1.3 1 10 2.8 1.3 1 10
Working hours per week 39.9 9.2 1 100 35.2 10.2 1 100
Make-ends-meet 3.9 1.2 1 6 3.8 1.2 1 6
Caregiving 1.5 1.0 1 5 1.7 1.2 1 5
Carechildren 2.7 1.7 1 5 3.2 1.8 1 5
Working hours fit 3.0 0.7 1 4 3.1 0.7 1 4
Colleague support 4.1 1.0 1 5 4.0 1.0 1 5
Manager support 3.7 1.2 1 5 3.8 1.2 1 5
Infl decisions 3.2 1.3 1 5 3.1 1.3 1 5

0
5

10
15

20

Never Rarely Sometimes Most of the time Always
Male Female

Fig. 1  Distribution of level of perceived occupational stress by Gender. Source: Authors elaborations from 
EWCS 2015
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4  Estimated Model and Results

Since the response variable, perceived occupational stress, is measured on a 5-point Likert 
scale, we decided to employ a heteroskedastic Ordered Probit model (Agresti, 2010; 
Tutz, 2012). Such a framework allows to detect the effects of subjective, environmental, 
and economic variables on stress perception, not disregarding the possible presence of 
heteroskedasticity across observations likely due to the structural differences in the economic 
and socio-cultural systems of the countries.

The probability of observing the outcome j corresponds to the probability that the 
estimated linear function, plus random error, is within the range of the cutpoints estimated for 
the outcome. The model assumes the following expression:

where as usual, the error terms follow a normal distribution  ui ∼ N (0, σ2
i),  xi =  (x1i,  x2i …,xhi)′ 

is the vector of the observed h variables for i-th observation; the coefficients (β1... βh) and cut-
points  k1...  kJ−1 are the parameters to be estimated. The number of possible outcomes is J and 
k0 is taken as − ∞, and kJ is taken as + ∞. It is a well-established result that if the homoskedas-
tic error hypothesis is incorrectly assumed in binary or ordinal regression models, the standard 
errors are wrong, the parameter estimates are biased and, as a consequence, the inferential con-
clusions based on the usual z-test statistics can be misleading (Agresti, 2010). Williams (2011) 
proposed the heteroskedastic ordered models in which the factors affecting the log-variances are 
explicitly specified assuming the following expression:

where v
i
= (v

i1,vi2,…, v
im
)� is the vector collecting the values of the m factors for the 

i-th observation that define groups with different error variances in the underlying 
latent variable. The vector v

i
 might include dummy or continuous variables. Maximum 

Likelihood estimates of the model parameters are obtained using the OGLM package 
in STATA14 (Williams, 2010). The estimated coefficients, along their standard errors, 
z-statistics and 95% Confidence Interval are reported in Table 2. For all dummy variables 
the references category is reported in parenthesis. Alongside the parameter estimates, the 
cut point  kj estimates, the pseudo  R2 and the overall χ2 test value and its associated p-value 
are provided.

Our findings show significant effects on response pattern of several respondents’ 
characteristics and self-assessments. Among workers’ attributes, gender, number of 
the household components, and age turn out to be statistically significant, in line with 
current research on the topic.

The positive sign of the coefficient for gender implies that women are more likely to 
report a higher intensity of perceived stress (for the extreme response category of the 
scale), while marital status seems to not exert a significant impact. On the contrary, the 
number of household components is likely to affect indirectly the occupational stress, 
influencing the work-family balance, and then the perceived level of stress (Sayer & 
Gornick, 2012). These results seem to sketch a picture consistent with both large part 
of the literature (see Padkapayeva et al., 2018, among others) and with the exploratory 
analyses, although confirming a fairly stereotypical view of inequality across genders in 
household duties.

(1)Pr
(

Yi = j
)

= Pr
(

kj−1 < 𝛽1x1i + 𝛽2x2i +⋯ + 𝛽hxhi + ui ≤ kj
)

i = 1… n

(2)log σ2
i
=

m
∑

s=1

�
s
v
is
, i = 1… n
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As above-mentioned, working women deal with more familial duties than men, and 
this is likely to make them feel more stressed. In addition, it should be recalled what 
stated by the literature about female workers still suffering from sex discrimination on 
the job more often than men do.

Furthermore, women are asked to demonstrate that they are as good as men at their 
jobs, a circumstance likely to impact on the perception of occupational stress (see, 
among others Lunau et al., 2015).

Table 2  Perceived occupational stress, heteroskedastic ordered probit estimated coefficients

Source: Authors elaborations from EWCS 2015

Variables Coef Std. Err z P > z [95% Conf. Interval]

Gender (ref. Male) 0.102 0.011 8.930 0.000 0.080 0.125
Age 0.028 0.004 7.130 0.000 0.020 0.036
Age2  − 4.e−4 0.000  − 8.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Married, other (ref. Single) 0.011 0.013 0.830 0.406  − 0.015 0.037
N. household components  − 0.015 0.005  − 2.790 0.005  − 0.025  − 0.004
Having children (ref. No)  − 0.019 0.014  − 1.320 0.186  − 0.047 0.009
High-school edu (ref. No) 0.019 0.013 1.420 0.155  − 0.007 0.044
Tertiary edu (ref. No)  − 0.030 0.014  − 2.180 0.030  − 0.056  − 0.003
Permanent job (ref. No) 0.100 0.015 6.470 0.000 0.070 0.130
Full-time job (ref. No)  − 0.015 0.017  − 0.840 0.400  − 0.048 0.019
Private job (ref. No)  − 0.047 0.011  − 4.140 0.000  − 0.070  − 0.025
N. working hours per week 0.008 0.001 10.410 0.000 0.006 0.009
Home-based work (ref. No) 0.156 0.019 8.370 0.000 0.119 0.192
Make-ends-meet  − 0.002 0.005  − 0.530 0.597  − 0.012 0.007
Caregiving 0.007 0.005 1.450 0.147  − 0.003 0.017
Working hours fit  − 0.214 0.010  − 22.000 0.000  − 0.233  − 0.195
Colleague support 0.009 0.006 1.330 0.182  − 0.004 0.021
Manager support  − 0.064 0.006  − 10.780 0.000  − 0.075  − 0.052
Infl. decisions 0.053 0.005 11.290 0.000 0.043 0.062
Sustainable work (ref. No)  − 0.179 0.013  − 13.520 0.000  − 0.205  − 0.153
Deu12 (ref. No) 0.109 0.012 9.220 0.000 0.086 0.133
Log(σ) equation
Gender  − 0.047 0.013  − 3.740 0.000  − 0.071  − 0.022
Carechildren  − 0.007 0.003  − 2.150 0.032  − 0.014  − 0.001
Fulltime job  − 0.092 0.016  − 5.800 0.000  − 0.123  − 0.061
Homebased work  − 0.088 0.022  − 4.030 0.000  − 0.132  − 0.045
Make-ends-meet  − 0.036 0.005  − 7.160 0.000  − 0.045  − 0.026
Sustainable work  − 0.079 0.014  − 5.780 0.000  − 0.106  − 0.052
Cut point 1  − 0.827 0.091  − 9.130 0.000  − 1.004  − 0.649
Cut point 2  − 0.294 0.088  − 3.340 0.001  − 0.467  − 0.122
Cut point 3 0.516 0.089 5.800 0.000 0.341 0.690
Cut point 4 1.014 0.092 11.000 0.000 0.833 1.195
Pseudo  R2 = 0.0382 LR chi2(27) = 2401.30 Prob > chi2 = 0.00
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Although widely considered as one of the determinants of occupational stress in 
empirical models, little attention is paid in literature to how stress perception varies 
with age. Our results show that such an effect does occur (see Figures  2–5, where 
more discussion is provided). We may observe that age exerts the usual down-shaped 
parabolic significant effect. However, it must be kept in mind that the survey was carried 
out in the aftermath of the effects of the financial and sovereign debt crisis that hit 
Europe in 2013–2014. It is therefore to be expected that workers in the central working 
age may have experienced a greater perception of work-related stress than usual.

In line with most literature, some negative effects are observed with respect to 
respondents’ level of education, although only if considering the university degree 
(tertiary), implying that workers with a lower level of education, also considered as a 
proxy of income, may count on less resources to face stressful situations at work (see 
Michael et al., 2009).

Examining the work-related characteristics, significant effects are those related to the 
duration of contract (permanent job), and number of working hours per week. With respect 
to the sector of activity, in this sub-sample those who work in the private sector (private 
job) are less likely to report high levels of stress. Likewise, regularly working from home 
(home-based work) seems to positively affect the perception of the occupational stress, as 
conveyed from a large strand of the literature (for a comprehensive review, see Lunde et al., 
2022).

Statistically significant effects are those of some self-reported conditions. More 
specifically, work-life balance (working hours fit), help and encouragement provided by 
one’s manager (manager support), the possibility to influence the decisional process (infl. 
decisions), and the prospect of performing one’s job when older (sustainable work) do 
exert a significant effect. Work-life balance, as the individuals attempt to fruitfully share 
both time and energy between family and work is likely to produce occupational stress 
when some imbalance arises because of workers’ difficulties in playing different roles. As 
mentioned, in line with the demand-control-support model (Karasek & Theorell, 1990), 
adverse effects of “bad” working conditions may be reduced by social support from good 
interpersonal relations on the job. Accordingly, results on help offered by mangers show 
that interpersonal relationships are essential in explaining work-related stress occurrences. 
With respect to job sustainability, its relationship with occupational stress may be explained 
considering that a “sustainable job” is perceived as a more decent and secure one. Unpaid 
duties seem to have no impact on respondents’ experience of reported stress, their effect 
being probably subsumed by the gender variable.

In line with current literature, living in a EU12 country (deu12), where economy 
structure and job regulation systems are allegedly more homogeneous and harmonised, 
turns out to be a significant covariate (Bulmer, 2020; Kundera, 2019). More specifically, 
the inequality in household responsibilities across genders is largely and often significantly 
associated with each country culture, traditions, and individual attitudes towards gendered 
roles. In this respect, the gender equality indicators for the different domains, as presented 
annually by the European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE), may help to shed a light 
on specific features, both at the EU and country level (EIGE, 2023). In the reports issued 
in recent years (2019–2023) the unequal contribution in unpaid home working, such as in 
cooking and caring activities, with geographical different impacts, has scarcely improved, 
the main part continuing to fall on women making it harder for them to balance personal 
life, jeopardizing their earning potential and well-being (EIGE, 2019).

The heteroskedasticity seems to be affected by gender, child-care activities, working 
full time, home-based working condition, making-ends-meet, and sustainable work. All 
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these aspects are strongly linked to each other and, again, may impact working life very 
differently according to each country structural characteristics (Dunatchik et  al., 2021; 
Mascherini & Bisello, 2020).

Nonetheless, in this modelling framework, it is extremely difficult to identify the 
direction of any causal process. As well-known, in the Ordered Probit model the sign and 
the magnitude of the coefficients do not provide a clear information about the marginal 
effects of a given explanatory variable for the intermediate categories (see Greene, 2008, 
Section 23.10). Therefore, it seems convenient to evaluate the effects of selected variables 
on the dependent one targeting specific profiles. In particular, we focus on the estimated 
probabilities for the extreme responses, when “stress at work” = never, and “stress at 
work” = always, discriminating by some relevant respondents’ characteristics.

First, we consider a respondent profile describing a worker coming from a EU12 coun-
try, holding high-school education and a full-time permanent job in the private sector, mar-
ried with children, in a household of 3 components, working 40 h per week. We distinguish 
by gender and age, and home-based vs. non-home-based condition, sustainable vs. non-
sustainable work, the remaining ordinal variables being fixed at their modal value.

Fig. 2  Estimated probabilities and 95% Confidence Intervals of being “Never stressed” by gender, age, 
home-based working condition and job sustainability. Source: Authors elaborations from EWCS 2015

Fig. 3  Estimated probabilities and 95% Confidence Intervals of being of being “Always stressed” by gender, 
age, home-based working condition and job sustainability. Source: Authors elaborations from EWCS 2015
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The estimated probabilities for such worker profiles are reported in Figs. 2 and 3. More 
in detail, Fig.  2, panel (A) and (B), displays the estimated probabilities and the associ-
ated 95% confidence intervals of being “never stressed” by gender, age, and home-based 
working condition. In general, the estimated probabilities range in (0; 0.18) and those for 
males self-declaring to be “never stressed” are slightly higher than those of females, both 
for home-based ones and sustainable/non sustainable working conditions. Such probability 
increases with age approaching retirement and it is higher for non-home-based individuals.

In Fig.  3 the role of the sustainable job is highlighted in the case where respondents 
declare to be “always stressed”. As it can be seen in Panel (A), the highest probabilities 
are for females regularly working from home with a non-sustainable job, followed by 
males sharing the same profile. The same general results can be observed in Panel (B) for 
non-home-based respondents. In this case, the estimated probabilities range in (0.2; 0.6) 
and it can be appreciated how these probabilities significantly increase after the turn of 
50 years, for all respondents, but with a greater effect for workers who state to perform a 
non-sustainable job. Such evidence could be explained considering that men and women 
make use of hybrid work in different ways, with distinct consequences as regards their 
well-being: although in some cases working from home could make it easier for women 
to improve work-life balance, the burden of housework continues to be very often a female 
responsibility, contributing to their higher level of perceived stress (Chung & van der 
Lippe, 2020). This effect in the response pattern should be examined bearing in mind that 
90.3% of woman in the sample of interest report doing housework tasks “daily” or “several 
times a week”.

It is worth noticing that the estimated probabilities for the “never stressed” category 
present confidence intervals which do not overlap. Summing up, these cross-referenced 
results of the combined effect of gender, home-based condition and sustainable job suggest 
that non-home-based men declare a significantly different (lower) perceived stress with 
respect to women.

5  Concluding Remarks

The abrupt transformation in working conditions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic 
has led scholars to approach the topic of well-being at work also considering the issue 
of work sustainability, often in a gender perspective. Consequently, a vast literature, both 
theoretical and empirical, has been produced in the period 2020–2023, conditioned by the 
exceptional nature of the scenario. As the effects of the pandemic have receded, there has 
been a gradual return to “normality”, although some of the changes are likely to persist. 
Among these, the spread of home-based teleworking is probably one of the most impactful 
in terms of working conditions: while, on the one hand, working from home seems 
to favour work-life balance, on the other hand, presenteeism, isolation from colleagues, 
and unequal domestic workload between gender represent some major determinants of 
perceived occupational stress. Yet, sustainable work comes from the interaction of fruitful 
working and living conditions, being one of the prerequisites for occupational well-being. 
This precondition is in turn one of the main components of overall individual well-being: it 
is therefore challenging to establish a direction in the causal process.

The objective of our study was to analyse the occurrence of occupational stress across 
European Union countries, considering gender and job sustainability, with a focus on the 
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effects of home-based work in a pre-COVID-19 scenario in order to shed a light on working 
conditions as experienced in an “ordinary” setting. In particular, we have examined the 
perception of occupational stress in a framework in which people would welcome working 
from home because such arrangement would be suitable and beneficial, and not since they 
were basically forced to stay at home because of extreme circumstances.

A remarkable aspect that has emerged is that, while descriptive analyses do not seem 
to reveal any different response behaviour by gender with respect to stress, through the 
implemented Ordered Probit model it becomes clear that a difference in the response 
pattern does occur and it is also prominent. Alongside the idea that working from home 
could facilitate workers in terms of flexibility, making them able to better balance work 
and family duties, our results suggest that job sustainability does impact on respondents’ 
experience of work-related stress.

One of the goals of this paper was to identify which conditions could help in rising 
good practices for home-based working, referring to a normal scenario. A question 
arises about whether and which hybrid forms of work are here to stay and even to 
increase with the end of the COVID 19 pandemic. As a matter of fact, the future of 
office-based work is still largely unknown since many companies have experienced 
large cost savings (in rental, cleaning, energy demand, and so on) during the pandemic, 
inducing a re-design of work organization (JP Morgan, 2021). Current debate is now 
enriched by some studies carried out at the early stages of the pandemic (see e.g., 
Steidelmüller et  al., 2020), highlighting the enterprises’ protest for workers’ isolation 
that can negatively affect their engagement and productivity. At the same time, 
employees working from home may save time and costs of commuting pursuing a better 
balance between home and family duties, but they may end up working when being sick, 
or beyond their scheduled hours, thus undermining job sustainability.

The critical aspects of home-based/teleworking emerged during the pandemic 
indicate that new policy implementation at the national level is desirable. However, 
teleworkable occupations are so differentiated that it is necessary to allow enterprises 
some flexibility in defining corporate policies for sustainable working practices 
(EU-OSHA, 2021a; Fana et  al., 2020). Despite the considered evidence and the 
literature on the topic, job related stress is instead largely considered as an individual 
problem, with workers facing it by themselves with their own resources. Companies 
should in fact be enabled to recognize occupational stress as a risk and manage it 
consciously and effectively (EU-OSHA, 2013), also providing workers with improved 
working conditions and with (psychological) support as well.

Future research is necessary to deepen these analyses by type of occupation and 
household composition, sector of economic activity, firm size, as well as with respect 
to geographical areas to provide decision makers with more effective insights. The pos-
sibility of successfully conducting such studies is conditional on the availability of not 
only up-to-date but also representetive data for such detail of investigation.

Appendix

See Tables 3 and 4.
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Table 3  Employees and Self-
Employed persons working 
usually from home as a 
percentage of the reference 
population, annual data 
2019–2021

Source: Eurostat (2022), Labour Force Survey Dataset: lfsa_ehomp, 
last update: 18 May 2022 https:// ec. europa. eu/ euros tat/ datab rowser/ 
view/ lfsa_ ehomp/ defau lt/ table? lang= en
: not available

Countries Employees Self-employed persons

2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021

EU28 3.1 : : 19.0 : :
Belgium 3.7 14.8 24.3 26.5 31.9 36.8
Bulgaria 0.2 1.1 2.3 2.4 : 6.6
Czechia 1.3 3.8 4.9 21.4 23.8 19.0
Denmark 5.4 15.2 16.5 36.7 38.7 36.5
Germany 3.2 11.9 15.7 25.9 32.4 32.1
Estonia 4.0 10.2 13.4 28.1 29.4 27.6
Ireland 3.8 19.9 31.1 28.4 32.2 39.6
Greece 1.4 8.0 7.1 3.0 5.0 5.9
Spain 2.5 9.5 7.9 17.4 18.5 18.6
France 4.7 14.3 15.3 24.3 26.6 29.6
Croatia 1.5 2.6 4.0 5.4 7.0 10.3
Italy 1.1 11.1 8.1 12.9 16.9 9.1
Cyprus 0.7 4.2 6.2 5.2 6.6 11.6
Latvia 1.1 1.5 9.4 17.5 23.3 23.9
Lithuania 0.8 4.0 7.2 14.0 16.2 23.5
Luxembourg 8.9 21.8 27.6 37.7 39.8 34.4
Hungary 0.7 2.7 3.5 5.6 10.1 12.2
Malta 4.3 14.2 14.2 16.6 18.2 19.1
Netherlands 9.0 12.9 20.1 43.0 44.0 36.1
Austria 5.8 14.8 14.2 42.2 43.3 30.8
Poland 1.5 6.6 4.8 16.7 18.0 15.7
Portugal 4.8 13.4 14.3 17.4 17.3 15.6
Romania 0.6 2.8 2.2 1.9 2.3 3.9
Slovenia 4.7 5.4 8.5 22.2 22.8 23.9
Slovakia 2.1 4.6 5.4 12.5 12.0 13.6
Finland 10.0 22.4 24.1 44.8 45.2 30.1
Sweden 3.8 : 26.3 27.9 : 34.3
UK 2.4 : : 16.9 : :

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/lfsa_ehomp/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/lfsa_ehomp/default/table?lang=en
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