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Abstract

This dissertation contributes to a Sociology of plapss by examining the social
context of subjective well-being. It follows in El@iDurkheim’s footsteps, whose study
Le Suicideinitially proposed that being connected is benafitor human beings. The
empirical evidence on the relationship betweenatampital and subjective well-being
has indeed grown considerably over the last yétoaever, the academic literature has
a major shortcoming, as studies usually assumeantipertance of social capital for
subjective well-being to be exactly the same betwedividuals. Interestingly, though,
sociological theory gives reasons to expect theceaon between the two concepts to
vary between societal subgroups based on the dggeople have different roles and
find themselves in different circumstances. Hertbes thesis responds to a need to
examine a new level of complexity and fills a reshagap by investigating how social
capital is correlated in different ways with lifatsfaction by gender, age, parental
status, and marital status. OLS and ordered legjtession analyses are conducted in
order to systematically examine slope heterogeneiting data from the European
Social Survey for the UK. It turns out that the iasbecontext of well-being varies
considerably between the subgroups studied hereeXample, while among childless
women volunteering is positively and very stronglysociated with subjective well-

being, the relationship is slightly negative forthners.

Consequently, this dissertation adds significarfuevao the happiness literature by
looking beyond population means when studying tektionship between certain
explanatory variables and a well-being responseabig. Moreover, the thesis
contributes to a much-needed theory building ireaesh on subjective well-being by
resorting to sociological theories. Important imptions for current policy issues
around well-being arise from the study, and it [gae way for a new wave of research

which goes beyond a unitary ‘happiness formula’.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Aims of this thesis

Research on subjective well-being (SWB), i.e. pesplkevaluations of their lives
(Diener et al., 1999), is moving ever further ith@ mainstream of various academic
disciplines, as well as increasingly catching theerdion of policymakers and the
media. What started on the fringes of psychologyhiea 1960s with a few ground-
breaking empirical studies into the correlates eff-eported happiness and life
satisfaction has today become a reputable fiektuafy which is beginning to influence

the highest levels of politics in several countries

For instance, at the end of 2010 the British Privimeister David Cameron proclaimed
that “from April [2011], we’ll start measuring oprogress as a country, not just by how
our economy is growing, but by how our lives ar@iiaving; not just by our standard of
living, but by our quality of life” (Cameron, 20104&). Emphasising the increasingly
important role of SWB indicators, he commissioné@ tUK Office for National
Statistics (ONS) to incorporate such measurestimo Integrated Household Survey

with an annual sample of 200,000 Britons.

Not long before, the French president Nicolas Sarkbad convened a roundtable
including five Nobel laureates to, among other gisinexamine how quality of life can
be measured as a basis for public policy in th& @&ntury. TheCommission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social flessy(also known as the
Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi Commissioor simply theStiglitz Commissionconcluded in their
main recommendations that measures of “subjectelelveing provide key information
about people’s quality of life” (Stiglitz et al.0Q9: 16).

The high relevance of SWB in today’s public dissas is based on the fact that a lot of
research evidence has accumulated over the pasatf. Studies on SWB are part of
the larger academic area of social indicators amality of life (QOL) research. This
field has - since the 1960s and 70s - been devejdpieoretical models and empirical
analyses on levels, changes, and causes of huniheivey (Noll, 2004). It comprises
“objective indicators”, such as literacy rates i kexpectancy, as well as “subjective
indicators”, such as a respondent’s self-reportiedsatisfaction (Rapley, 2003). The

13



contribution of SWB research is to examine “empilfic measurable conditions,

requirements, manifestations and consequencegpfrtess” (Bellebaum, 2002: 13).

The academic debate usually takes place in dedic@@L journals such as “Social
Indicators Research”, “Journal of Happiness Stidms“Applied Research in Quality
of Life”, as well as in field journals in psycholgand economics. An umbrella
organisation called the International Society foualty of Life Studies unites
economists, psychologists, sociologists, politicstientists, and others in this
interdisciplinary endeavour. Comprehensive, recamtroductions to SWB and
happiness research were written, for instance,rby & Stutzer (2002), Huppert et al.
(2005), Kahneman et al. (1999), and Layard (2005).

Research in this area is growing rapidly these :deyshe 1960s, articles on mental
iliness still outnumbered those on positive merstattes by 17:1 (Myers & Diener,
1995). Following Wilson's (1967) seminal review dhe correlates of avowed
happiness, however, more than 300 studies on SVidBbean conducted by the end of
the 20th century (Diener et al., 1999). Today,aher‘a large and rapidly growing body
of research that examines which factors are adsdciaith self-reported happiness”
(Donovan et al., 2002). As Clark et al. (2008) shéd4 articles on SWB had been
published between 1960 and 2006, of which 59% wet#ished after 2000. That is to
say that at the start of the2tentury, on average, more than one article onisise

gets published every week.

However, there are a number of key challengesiatgbint in its history for SWB
research that need to be overcome in the medium iteorder for this field to remain
academically rigorous and to sustain a meaningfylaict beyond the ivory tower. This
dissertation will address five of those challenged try to make an initial, modest, but
important contribution towards meeting them. Inrshihose challenges and the directly

resulting aims for this dissertation are as follows

1. Examining slope heterogeneitk number of robust correlates of SWB have
been established in decades of research. ThesbemiBviewed and assessed in
the dissertation (chapter 2.1). It will become ewdthat the research literature
on SWB has for the overwhelmingly large part triedind a unitary ‘happiness

formula’ consisting of a number of variables fotiennational, sometimes even

14



international samples. While this first step wagraat advancement of the
knowledge on well-being, and it was at the timec@iuto statistically flesh out

the main drivers of average happiness, such aroaplpiis based on a very bold
assumption. The basic conclusion from studies wfochs on societal averages
is that the same things (e.g. getting married cadrigagement, socialising a lot)
will make everyone equally happy. Thus, such arr@ggh ignores the crucial

fact that utility functions may differ between indiuals and groups, as people -
at least to a certain extent - may have differastes and find themselves in

different circumstances.

Consequently, this dissertation will go beyond gsialy the average impact of a
certain set of explanatory variables on an outceargable. It will contain a
more nuanced analysis that does not homogenisee emsitional or global
populations, but that will take into account sldyterogeneity in the correlates
of SWB for certain population subgroups based otiotmgical theory. This
thesis is therefore hoping to be at the forefrdrd oew wave of SWB research

that looks beyond the average case.

Such an approach is particularly important witharelgto the policy implications
from well-being research. More precisely, a certg@alicy to foster an
explanatory variable that is thought to be posifivelated to life satisfaction
may affect societal subgroups in different ways tealefore be less effective or
even counter-productive for many people. Thuss drucial for policymakers to
examine potential outcomes for different groupsa®fully as possible before

making rash decisions.

For example, one of the flagship policies of therent British government is its
‘Big Society Agenda’ which aims to “encourage peofd take an active role in
their communities”, e.g. by fostering civic engagsin(Cabinet Office, 2010:
1). In this context, the Prime Minister gave higempretation of the SWB

research literature which underlies the policy iarth 2010:

“If you actually think that well-being is importarall the evidence shows that
societies in which people feel engaged, peopledete, people feel they have
control, are not just good societies. They areetms in which people feel

happier” (Cameron, 2010Db).
15



This dissertation will take a closer look at thep#cal data in this regard,
though. If it turns out that, for instance, civiagagement is more strongly
associated with life satisfaction for some, and Issongly or even negatively
for others, this would have profound implications how public policies in this

area should be designed.

. Developing theoretical framework3he field of SWB research, in its current
state, is largely “over-researched and under-teedfi(Reeves, 2009: 24). Some
have even concluded that “SWB is often - and apjpataly - viewed as an
atheoretical research topic” (George, 2010: 332)pther words, while a range
of empirical findings on the correlates of subjeely reported happiness have
been dutifully collected over decades, solid thebwylding has often been
neglected. It is crucial, however, to draw the asi pieces of evidence together
in order to formulate viable theoretical frameworRsgorous academic research
must always be grounded in theoretical foundatidnsfact, sociology is a
science rich in useful approaches for the studyvell-being. This potential

ought to be exploited.

This thesis will therefore draw on sociological dhies as a basis for its
empirical analyses. More precisely, theoreticalmieaorks ought to be

developed at the onset of each empirical chapteaddition, the second chapter
of the dissertation will review the existing evidenon the social context of
SWB (especially section 2.3). In doing so, it wiibr the first time

comprehensively draw together the various theaktipproaches and empirical
findings in this regard to provide a full overviemd critical assessment in order

to highlight remaining research gaps.

. Advancing the debate on social capital (SSE is the second major concept
(next to SWB) dealt with in this thesis. It is defd as “connections among
individuals - social networks and the norms of peatity and trustworthiness
that arise from them” (Putnam, 2000: 19). The cphdes gained immense
popularity in the social sciences over the past tlgoades — similar to the
aforementioned research literature on SWB. Bef@®&l1only 20 contributions
dealt with SC. Following the seminal studies of Bbeu (1986), Coleman
(1988) and Putnam et al. (1993) this number greawvar 100 between 1991 and

16



1995. Finally, by the end of the last century, ¢herere more than 1,000 articles
focusing primarily on SC (Winter, 2000). By toddetconcept has reached over
15,000 citations in total (Woolcock, 2010).

A debate in this area about the precise nature edfetts of SC, however,

remains unresolved. On the one hand, some schemaphasise the concept’s
positive characteristics and outcomes (e.g. Helli&ePutnam, 2004; Putnam,
2000; Putnam et al., 1993). This school of thoudgitns that people with more
SC are - ceteris paribus - more likely to be “halideealthy, hired and happy”
(Woolcock, 2001: 12). Different scholars, on thehest hand, draw more
attention to the downsides of the concept (e.gteBpr998; Portes & Landolt,
1996). According to them, accumulating SC may tesnl a number of

potentially very harmful outcomes, such as exclugsiboutsiders, excess claims
on group members, restrictions on individual freadand downward levelling

norms (ibid.).

This dissertation will aim to further illuminateetdebate by examining how SC
is related in different ways to the well-being @friwus societal subgroups. Such
an approach will allow important conclusions todoawn about the nature of SC

and its outcomes under differing circumstances.

. Reuvisiting the relationship between gender and pidn@od with subjective well-
being: For certain standard explanatory variables in Sk&4&arch the existing
evidence is quite contradictory and unclear. Irtipalar, the role of gender and
parenthood in relation to SWB is somewhat dispwetbng scholars and lay
people alike. In a recent, comprehensive reviethefliterature on SWB, Dolan
et al. (2008) report that the evidence of havingdobn is mixed with some
studies showing a positive effect on SWB, whileeotstudies found no effect or
a negative one. The latter finding especially régaigt puzzles audiences for
whom their children are one of the major sourcebagpiness in their lives. A
similarly mixed picture emerges from Dolan et atliscussion of gender. While
some studies report women to have higher life feation levels, others do not

find any gender differences (ibid.).
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Consequently, this dissertation will shed light thhese unresolved issues by
taking the analyses to a more complex level. Moegipely, a third variable (i.e.
SC) will be introduced to the study of gender armtepthood and their
association with SWB. Such a procedure will enaldeto distinguish under
which (SC) circumstances gender and parenthood waee kind of statistical
relationship with life satisfaction. This will benamportant addition to the
research area with particular regard to those tawables and their largely

unclear relationship with well-being.

. Towards a Sociology of Happines$he study of SWB has been widely
embraced in psychology and economics, but it igyeinter the mainstream in
sociology. While within the first discipline (psyalogy) a school of ‘Positive

Psychology’ was able to emerge to complement tbdysbf depression and
other negative states with analyses of what malkeplp satisfied with their

lives (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), withimet second discipline

(economics) a range of studies in the field of ‘piapss Economics’ have been
produced (Clark et al., 2008).

Happiness, however, is not yet a big topic in dogy and it is not mentioned in
sociological textbooks (a rare exception being No& Lenski, 2004), as
criticised by Veenhoven (2008). Indeed, the sogisibVeenhoven argues that
the widespread absence of happiness studies inleggiwas due to a number
of reasons, which are pragmatic (i.e. sociologistais on people’s behaviour
rather than on their emotions), ideological (ileere is a widespread tendency
within the discipline to prefer objective well-bgias measured by, for instance,
social equality), and theoretical (i.e. sociologjind to think of subjective well-
being as a ‘whimsical state of mind’) (ibid.: 44).

As a consequence it may be little surprising thatrhost influential introductory
books on happiness research of the last decadewviten by economists and
psychologists, most notably Frey & Stutzer (200Buppert et al. (2005),
Kahneman et al. (1999), and Layard (2005). At thmes time, sociological
perspectives are still too few in the academic tielba SWB, despite the fact
that the discipline would have a lot to offer. Eithere are a number of social
correlates of SWB that are not simply reducible éoonomic factors or
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individual psychological processes. Second, andhgps more importantly,
sociology is well-suited to counteract the problef under-theorisation in
happiness research, as sociology is an acadengiplthe from which important
theories relevant for well-being can be drawn. €fae, this thesis aims to
bring both SWB research and sociology togetherllogtrating a sociological
approach to the study of positive outcomes sudifeasatisfaction. Hence, this
analysis will also serve as an example of what arerging ‘Sociology of

Happiness’ can look like.

The dissertation will achieve its aims by thoroygkkamining the social context of
well-being. The main subject of study is thereftine relationship between SC and
SWB. While important in its own right, in some serhis particular focus moreover
acts as a kind of case study for some of the broaldgctives outlined above (e.qg.

objective 1 or 5).

But why study thesocial context of well-being in particular? The Beatlesng “With a

little help from my friends” illustrates how our W4being can be enhanced through
social relationships. Leading happiness researchak® indeed repeatedly drawn
attention to “the most important source of happmneshich is the quality of human

relationships” (Layard, 2009: 21) in recent years.

Whether in day-to-day interactions or in times wtréss our social environment can be
a vital source of support. In fact, most sociaksce research has shown a positive
effect of SC on SWB. In brief, the idea that soamégration fosters well-being goes
back to Durkheim (1997 [1897]), and has been r&iéel more recently by psychology
(e.g. Myers, 1999), social production function tlye@Ormel et al., 1999), and the
network theory of SC (Lin, 2001a, 2001b). In modbappiness research, a range of
studies have empirically confirmed the link betwes® and SWB (Bjgrnskov, 2008;
Helliwell, 2003; Helliwell & Putnam, 2004; Kroll,@8).

However, the existing studies tend to homogenisreemational populations and
assume thaSC basically matters in the same way for all satigtoups Hence, there

remains a large research gap around how variowssfaef SC affect the SWB of
subgroups differently. This analytical deficiencysts despite the fact that sociological
theory demands such a more differentiated analySisnsequently, this thesis
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investigates the research question: how far daesdhial context of well-being vary by
gender, age, parental status and marital status®illltdo so by analysing the
relationship between trust, formal SC (i.e. civilgagement), and informal SC (i.e.
socialising) on the one hand, and life satisfactiarthe other hand, using UK data from
the third round (2006) of the European Social Su&SS).

This dissertation thereby hopes to add to the stakmowledge by drawing a nuanced
picture of how individual level SC is associatedlifferent ways with life satisfaction
for certain societal subgroups. By examining sldwterogeneity, it challenges the
currently held mainstream assumption in the liteathat the relationship between SC
and SWB is identical for all members of societyu3hit responds to growing demands
for more research into who benefits most from S@wHchi & Berkman, 2001: 458;
Meier & Stutzer, 2008: 53; Newton, 2007: 12). Farthore, it will do so by including
several measures of SC in order to capture theenwistruct rather than focussing e.g.
on volunteering only. At the same time, this apploaserves to counteract the
widespread unawareness of the happiness literakgarding the distribution and
determinants of well-being across different popatatsub-groups (as criticised by
Bjagrnskov et al., 2008: 121; Dolan et al., 2006). 76

1.2 Research questions

In order to reach the aims outlined above, a raoyeesearch questions will be
answered by discussing existing evidence, devedpfiiroretical frameworks, and by
conducting original empirical analyses. In sum,dioes 1 to 3 will be answered by
reviewing existing studies, while questions 4 towlid be answered by producing new

(mainly empirical) contributions to the state asearch.

Theoretical part:

1. What is SWB and what influences it?

2. What is SC?

3. How is SC associated with SWB?

4. What are the gaps in the existing literature ang ddithey need to be filled?

Empirical part:
5. How does the relationship between SC and SWB diiyegendef
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6. How does the relationship between SC and SWB diiétweerage group8

7. How does the relationship between SC and SWB difygrarental statu3

8. How does the relationship between SC and SWB difyenarital statu®

9. How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffegender and parental
statu®

10.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffegender and age

11.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diifeage and parental
statu®

12.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffemarital status and
age?

13.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffemarital status and
parental statu®

14.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffemarital status and
gendeP

1.3 Structure

The thesis will proceed in the following steps tsaer the research questions outlined
earlier. Chapter 2 presents the general stateeoktiowledge about the two concepts
studied here (SWB in section 2.1, and SC in se@id as well as the theoretical links
and mechanisms that connect the two (section 2s3a result of this review, research
gaps will be shown in order to develop and judtify research questions in more detail,
and to specify the particular contribution of tkthesis to the state of knowledge more
extensively (section 2.4). Chapter 3 will elaboratethe methods used to answer the
research questions and fulfil its aims. Empiriaadlgises are then conducted in chapters
4 to 8.

The empirical analyses will look Evelsof SC and SWB across societal subgroups, as
well as examinalope heterogeneity the association between the two concepts across
the respective subgroups. Each empirical chaptdlr start off with a theoretical
framework as to why the relationship between SCSWB can be assumed to differ by
the variables (i.e. subgroups) studied in the retspe chapters. Finally, the results will
be discussed in a concluding chapter (9), whichrsarnses the added value of this

dissertation to the state of the knowledge, relttesfindings back to theory, explores
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the limitations, outlines areas for further resbarand elaborates on the policy

implications.
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2. Theoretical background

2.1 Subjective well-being

2.1.1 Introducing quality of life research

Gross National Product “counts air pollution andgairette advertising, [...] the
destruction of the redwood and the loss of our redtwonder in chaotic sprawl. [...]
Yet [it] does not allow for the health of our chideh, the quality of their education, or
the joy of their play [...] the beauty of our poetnythe strength of our marriages [...]
it measures everything, in short, except that whetkes life worthwhile.”

Robert Kennedy, 1968

In order to locate this thesis in the wider framéwof past and current research, the
following chapter will introduce QOL studies as iald. It will do so by briefly
presenting its main components and schools of tmioughe first section (2.1.1)
concludes by discussing so-called “objective” iatlics of well-being. Out of their
shortcomings, the study of SWB has evolved, whiall be the subject of the
subsequent section (2.1.2). Thus, the followinguhlsion also serves to justify the

choice of indicators used in this thesis.

QOL research is an interdisciplinary endeavourctergifically measure the well-being

(in terms of levels, changes, and distribution)iradividuals, regions, and societies
(Glatzer, 2004; Noll, 2004; Rapley, 2003). Histalig, the rise of QOL research was
fuelled by a need to examine progress in broadenstehan by simply looking at a

nation’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Noll, 2008PDP measures all goods and
services produced in an economy within a year. De#pe fact that its inventor, Simon

Kuznets, never meant GDP to be anything but arcatdi of economic production after
the Great Depression, the metric has increasinggnlireated as an indicator for the
well-being of nations. GDP indeed has a range qdoimtant advantages: it captures
entities measured in different units and summatises in one single monetary figure.
Furthermore, it can easily be compared across matimce it has been divided by the
number of inhabitants (per capita) and adjustegbdaver purchasing parity. Finally, the

assumption behind using this metric to assess lvedtlg is that the higher the GDP, the
better are people able to satisfy their needs|{&tigt al., 2009).
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The Stiglitz Commission, however, has recently giamother summary of the many
long-standing critiques of GDP in this regard, whtbe quotation by Robert Kennedy
at the beginning of this section already hintedlmttheir final report (Stiglitz et al.,
2009), the commission first of all points out tl&DP does not take into account the
distribution of income and inequalities in societyus, it would be wrong to assume
that if this aggregate number rises, everybodyetsirgg richer. In the US, for instance,
GDP per capita has increased almost steadily dnepést decade before the recession
of the 2000s, while median household income hdsrfand the income gap between
rich and poor has widened. Therefore, one canfidtdaen looking at GDP if the money

is spent on actually improving people’s lives, avitbse lives in particular.

Second, GDP takes into account a number of fatchaiscan be assumed to decrease
human happiness, while important drivers of welhbeare ignored. In particular,
traffic jams, natural disasters, and the cleanftgr ghe 2010 BP oil spill will have had
a positive effect on GDP. At the same time, nonkeiactivities such as cleaning,
cooking, childcare, or indeed leisure time are taien into account. Activities of
household production, however, are likely to beatqa 30-40% of GDP and play a

crucial role for people’s well-being.

Third, issues of sustainability are not considdrgdsDP. The metric does not account
for the depletion of natural resources or capitgrdciation. Instead, GDP growth may
lead to environmental damage. Moreover, a caseddeellmade that the recent global
financial crisis was partly brought about by chgsshort-term profit and GDP growth.

In sum, GDP is a valid measure to assess marketlbasonomic activity and wealth
creation as it can tell us if production is growiaigd whether spending on goods and
services is increasing or falling. However, for ti®rementioned reasons it is not
suitable to measure well-being. In fact, this issuef huge importance for the progress
of our societies, since “what we measure affectatw¥e do; and if our measurements
are flawed, decisions may be distorted” (Stiglitz ab., 2009: 1). Therefore, the
commission advocates a paradigm shift away fromsomagag economic production

towards assessing people’s well-being.

Although the conclusions and recommendations of $tiglitz Commission were

invaluable in generating political momentum, theptain hardly any new aspects from
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a social indicators research perspective (Maggineuiglioni, 2011; Michalos, 2011,
Noll, 2011). Indeed, already in the 1960s and &0social indicators movement” had
suggested to regularly monitor the well-being ofistes (Noll, 2004). Social
indicators are defined as “statistics that useftdiyect important social conditions and
that facilitate the process of assessing thoseittonsl and their evolution” (United
Nations, 1994, as quoted in Noll, 2004: 4). The emgnt paved the way for many
theoretical models on human well-being to be deyedoand lots of empirical analyses

to be conducted over the last decades in acadeicr€search.

The mainstream opinion in this movement is usutdét aholistic QOL measurement
traditionally involves objective indicators, as Wwak subjective social indicators, as
outlined by Felce & Perry (1993).

“Quality of life is defined as an overall generaglixkbeing which comprises
objective descriptors and subjective evaluationplofsical, material, social
and emotional well-being together with the extehpersonal development
and purposeful activity all weighted by a persosetl of values” (Felce &
Perry, 1993: 13).

Such measurements can take many forms. Historjciléy Scandinavian tradition of
welfare research would focus on objective indicatof well-being (see for example
Erikson, 1974, 1993; Uusitalo, 1994), whereas theeAcan school of thought (see e.qg.
Andrews & Withey, 1976; Campbell et al., 1976) preéd subjective assessments. So
while the former argues that a high level of livirg defined as the “individual’s
command over resources [...] such as income, welattbwledge, skills and health”
(Erikson & Aberg, 1987: 3), the latter emphasises the “quality of life must be in the
eye of the beholder” (Campbell, 1972: 442). Exampmé indicators used by the two

branches are pictured in table 1.

In a similar way, the Stiglitz Commission proposdimensions of quality of life that
national statistical offices, academics, and paofiaiters should consider: material living
standards, health, education, personal activitiesuding work, political voice and

governance, social connections and relationshipsvir@ment, and insecurity

! Also, many countries have implemented comprehensyistems of social monitoring which even the
Stiglitz Commission partly overlooked in their rep(Noll, 2002, 2004, 2011).
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(economic and physical). All these dimensions sthowdeally be assessed using

objective as well as subjective measures, accotditige commission.

Table 1: Objective and subjective social indicators(Source: Rapley, 2003: 11).

Frequently used objective social indicators (regméssocial data independently |of

individual evaluations):

- Life expectancy

- Crime rate

- Unemployment rate

- Gross Domestic Product
- Poverty rate

- School attendance

- Working hours per week
- Perinatal mortality rate

- Suicide rate

Subjective social indicators (individual’s appraiaad evaluation of social conditions):

- Sense of community

- Material possessions

- Sense of safety

- Happiness

- Satisfaction with “life as a whole”
- Relationships with family

- Job satisfaction

- Sex life

- Perception of distributional justice
- Class identification

- Hobbies and club membership

Due to the long-standing debate in QOL about the types of indicators, it seems

appropriate to briefly review the nature of objeetindicators before taking a detailed
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look at subjective ones in the following sectionbj&tive indicators all share the
characteristic that “the judgement of happinessm&le according to external rules”
from outside, by the researcher (Frey & Stutzef22®). Objective indicators of well-
being are still widely considered as a more aceubasis when policy decisions are
made. For instance, the United Nations DeveloprReagramme designed the Human
Development Index, consisting of income, educatand health measures to assess the
well-being of nations (UNDP, 2010). Such objectmeasurements have the advantage
of being easily comparable across observations.y Tde not suffer from social
desirability biases or ordering effects, as sosialveys can, when enquiring about
people’s happiness. Instead, objective indicatmrsnadely considered by policymakers
to be hard facts (Frey & Stutzer, 2002; Noll, 20R4pley, 2003).

However, some researchers criticise the use ofctioge measures as (sole or main)
assessments of human well-being (e.g. Layard, 20A5¥ignificant weakness of
objective indicators is that they contain a stroogmative judgement by the researcher
about what is “the good life”. Observations are sueas in terms of their compliance
with an outside ideal. Consequently, “in order teasure the quality of life, one must
have a theory of what makes up a good life” (Cad®Q0: 6). In sum, the use of
objective measurements for QOL assessments requm@sensus in a society about
three questions: which dimensions of a society shbe studied, what would be bad
and what would be good conditions to live in, angatvgoals should society develop
towards (Noll 2004). A consensus may be out oflrezgpecially if the normative idea
of “the good society” is culturally (or even subkaually) relative, or if it is a matter of

political and ideological opinion (Rapley, 2003).

Subjective indicators, on the other hand, allowr#spondents to decide for themselves
what makes them happy, and whether they think #neysatisfied with their lives. This
approach is based on the idea that “it can be as$uhat [people themselves] are the
best judges of when they are happy and when treyrdrappy” (Frey & Stutzer, 2002:
4).
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2.1.2 Indicators and determinants of subjective well-bgin

“Man does not strive after happiness; only the Estghan does that.”
Friedrich Nietzsche

What is subjective well-being?

Even though Nietzsche was sceptical that happiisesgch an important issue to most
of mankind, many social scientists, English or othge, have researched it over the
past 40 years. As illustrated above, the QOL ofirahividual or a country can be
assessed by using ‘objective indicators’ of wellhige However, assessing people’s
well-being simply by noting their living conditionsas major disadvantages. This
method neglects the fact that income, for instaisca,crude measure; and furthermore
it is only a means, not an end in itself (DieneiS&ligman, 2004; Nussbaum & Sen,
1993). Also, such assessments contain a normatdgement by the researcher about
what would be good and bad conditions to live imr&bver, such figures do not reveal
any information about how people perceive and aiteltheir living conditions (Noll,
2004; Rapley, 2003). As a result of the shortcoming objective indicators for the
QOL, a growing number of researchers have turn@&We (Huppert et al., 2009). The
term SWB, which is often used synonymously withppimess’ and ‘life satisfaction’ in

the literature (Frey, 2008)is defined as:

“people’s evaluations of their lives, and [it] indes variables such as life
satisfaction, the frequent experience of pleasambti®ons, the infrequent
experience of unpleasant emotions, satisfactioh @dmains such as marriage

and work, and feelings of fulfilment and meaninBigner & Oishi, 2004: 1).

In fact, the idea of assessing human well-beingithply asking people about the state

of their lives goes back to Aristotle (384 BC — 3Q2), who proposed that:

“We must thereforesurveywhat we have already said [about what the good
life objectively consists of], bringing it to thest of the facts of life, and if it

harmonises with the facts we must accept it, bitt ¢dfashes with them we

2t shall be acknowledged that, as indicated earéienolistic QOL assessment should ideally comprise
subjective, as well as objective indicators. Thissis, however, will focus more thoroughly on tharsd

of literature dealing with SWB, as its topic is moerall QOL.

% In economics, the notion of SWB has previouslyngdi prominence under the term “utility”, as
established by Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) and &thart Mill (1806-1876) (Frey, 2008; Frey &
Stutzer, 2002; Nussbaum & Sen, 1993).

28



must suppose it to be mere theory” (NicomacheaicgtBook 10, 1179: 23
as quoted in Helliwell, 2003: 333).

Following the pioneer studies on SWB in the 19603 Z0s (Andrews & Withey, 1976;

Campbell et al., 1976; Wilson, 1967), a rich bodyiterature has arisen (Dolan et al.,
2008; Rapley, 2003). The number of studies is gngwiast, as indicated in the
introduction of this dissertation; Chapple’s (200%ualisation of the growing research

literature further illustrates this trend (figure 1
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Figure 1: Number of published journal articles with “happiness”, “subjective well-being” or “life
satisfaction” in the title, 1980-2008 (EconLit). (8urce: Chapple, 2009: 8).

The concept of SWB has been formalised by Blaneldto& Oswald (2000) as
pictured in figure 2. In their “utility function™ is the self-reported SWB score of a
respondent on an ordered scale. It consists ohgeraf components: the true level of
the respondent’s well-being (u), which in turn isde up of income (y), a set of
demographic and personal characteristics (z), athatrend (t). Thus, (h) is a non-
differentiable step function relating actual wedliiing to reported well-being. Finally, an
error term (e) covers all possible measurement®i@ad biases as discussed later in

this chapter.
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r=nh(u(y, z,t)) + e
r= self-reported score of well-being as expressethe respondent
h= function relating actual well-being to reparteell-being
u= the respondent’s actual well-being
y= real income
zZ= a set of demographic and personal charagosrist
t= time period
e= error term, representing factors that infleetiee relationship between actual and reported well
being

Figure 2: Equation of SWB. (Source: Blanchflower &0swald, 2000: 3).

How is ‘happiness’ measured?

In surveys, SWB is often measured by asking petiplevaluate their life or a certain
life domain (e.g. work, family) using multiple-iteor single-item questiofisPossibly
the most widespread single-item question is: “Alhgs considered, how satisfied are
you with your life as a whole these days?” (seeW.grld Values Survey). Respondents
can then rate themselves on a scale, e.g. fromofhletely dissatisfied) to 10
(completely satisfied)Alternatively, many surveys also ask: “Taken afjdther, how
happy would you say you are? Very happy, quite fiappt very happy or not at all
happy?”

In addition, more complex multiple-item measuresS¥¥B have also been developed
by psychologists, such as the “Satisfaction witfe [Scale” (Diener et al., 1985; Pavot
& Diener, 1993), which allows respondents to rdteniselves on an agreement scale
from 1 to 7 on five items such as “I am satisfieithwny life” or “If | could live my life
over, | would change almost nothing”. Other promin@ultiple-item scales to measure
SWB include the “Affect Balance Scale” (Bradbur®69), the “Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule” (PANAS) (Watson et al., 1988), tlideasant Affect / Unpleasant
Affect Scale” (Diener & Emmons, 1985), and the Gahelealth Questionnaire (GHQ)

“ The focus of this dissertation is on global evabarat of overall SWB in large-scale surveys. Themfo

it does not cover the Experience Sampling Methd8Ml or the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM),
see e.g. Kahneman et al. (1999), Kahneman et@04j§2or (White & Dolan, 2009). For the same reason
Aristotle’s notion of eudaimonia, which assumes harbeings to have underlying psychological needs,
such as meaning, autonomy, control and connectedigealso not covered. The interested reader may
consult (Hurka, 1993; Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Keyes, B9
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(Goldberg & Williams, 1988). A more recent develagnhis the “Well-Being Module”
of the ESS (Huppert et al., 2009). An analysisd&8idies counted 173 different SWB
guestions (Cummins, 1996). In sum, which exact mmeasent instrument is finally

chosen for a study surely depends on the natur@anse of the research project.

Broadly speaking, single-item questions capture eaetal happiness trend, while
multiple-item questions can investigate differespects of well-being (Diener et al.,
1999; Frey & Stutzer, 2002). Some have argueddhadssessment of life satisfaction
must consist of at least 3-5 items for emotionalest to be captured adequately (Diener
et al., 1985; Pavot & Diener, 1993). Moreover, Britem questions can be at risk of
‘over-simplifying’ the emotional state of the resent (Diener & Suh, 1997).
However, comparative meta-analysis of eleven I|aggde studies resulted in
“sufficiently close relationships” (Rapley, 20035)1between scores on single-item
measures and the aggregate scores of multiple-domagasures. That is to say, the
aforementioned generalised life satisfaction qoestcorrelates highly with more
elaborate scales (convergent validity). As a resuliltiple-item SWB measures have
even been termed “essentially redundant” (ibid). Moreover, psychological research
has shown that such a single summary measure a&bleapf adequately capturing a
person’s state of happiness (Kahneman et al., 1R@8neman & Krueger, 2006). The
use of a single-item SWB measure is especially syckad in large surveys, such as the
Eurobarometer, British Household Panel Survey, Gar®ocio-Economic Panel, or the
World Values Survey, whereby the answer scale sdriem 4 to 11 points depending

on the survey.

In conclusion, general questions continue to bel use many survey designers and
researchers, and the generalised life satisfacfieastion is one of the few “empirical
benchmarks” of QOL research (Cummins, 1996; Ra@@@3: 15). In fact, the most
commonly used SWB items in survey research arerghsed happiness and life
satisfaction questions, such as the ones mentiondge: beginning of this section. The
reason for this lies in the high correlations witlere complex indexes of SWB, but is
also due to the good performance of global SWBasdkessments relative to their costs

and wide-ranging availability (Frey, 2008; Kahneng8aKrueger, 2006).
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Happiness vs. life satisfaction

Although the terms life satisfaction, happiness] 8WB are often used synonymously
in the literature (Frey, 2008), as well as in thissis with the exception of the empirical
part, a fine distinction actually exists betweeenth It will be introduced here for
clarification purposes and to justify the choicelwd particular response variable.

SWB is the overarching concept of people’s evatunatf their lives. It can be split up
into the various indicators used to measure some@aeceived well-being. Questions
about a respondent’s life satisfaction are assunwegrovoke a morecognitive
judgement, while happiness refers to a madfectivecomponent of SWB (Campbell et
al., 1976). In other words, the correlates of hapgs are more likely to be of emotional
relevance, such as recent experiences of fun goddfamily life (Andrews & Withey,
1976; Sirgy, 2001). Thus, the measure captures rgattions” (Sirgy, 2001: 31). On
the other hand, indicators of life satisfaction arere likely to reflect a more cognitive
evaluation, taking into account respondents’ oVesiiation (Campbell et al., 1976;
Kahneman & Krueger, 2006; Sirgy, 2001). As thissthas also interested rather in
evaluative assessments of respondents’ life simstiit will use generalised life
satisfaction as response variable, and conclude tivé words from a similar analysis
by Helliwell & Putnam (2004: 1438):

“in short, the ‘life satisfaction’ measure seemsrgnaally better than the
‘happiness’ measure for our purposes of estimatiegeffects of relatively

stable features of social context (and especialtyas capital)”.

Problems with SWB indicators

As with any subjective survey data, there are nreasent issues with SWB. These
factors, which possibly lead to a discrepancy betwéhe ‘true’ SWB score of a
respondent and the reported value, are summansdaeierror term in figure 2. For
example, there could be ordering effects (relatiogwhat item precedes the life
satisfaction question), wording effects (how thegjion is phrased), scale effects (the
kind and range of the answer scale), social deBtyafanswering in a manner that
obliges with the social norm) and cognitive dissarea (inconsistency between the
answer given and the respondent’'s actual behavmurfeelings) (Bertand &
Mullainathan, 2001; Hudler & Richter, 2002; Sudnedrl., 1996).
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Moreover, critics have questioned whether resposderould be able to quantify
emotional states into the surveys’ metric scalesbC 2000). Furthermore, it has been
argued by sceptics that memory biases and situtiofluences (e.g. current mood, the
weather) can impact a respondent’s survey answelinstance, the life domain that the
respondent has most recently been thinking abofdrdesvaluating his overall life

satisfaction may influence the result (Diener &ifa)j1995; Schwarz & Strack, 1999).

Other psychologists conclude from their studies lifiea satisfaction statements are not
strongly influenced by situational factors, neitheere people hesitant to use the
extremes of the numeric answer scales (Diener & $889; Pavot & Diener, 1993). In
usual testing situations, life satisfaction statet®eare not overshadowed by current
mood (Diener et al., 1999). Also, while early expants found people to report higher
scores in face-to-face interviews compared to papgstionnaires (Sudman et al.,
1996), replications of such studies could not dedednfluence of measurement setting
on the answers given (Diener & Suh, 1999). Furtleeenpossible biases, e.g. social
desirability or memory biases, were not found terex significant impact on SWB
scores in several studies (Frey & Stutzer, 200hi¢ha& Zapf, 1994; Noll, 2004).

Another debate revolves around the question whethh@motional state can be captured
by a cardinal measure, and whether it is validréattthe ordinal SWB variables as
numerical. Although many argue that one can treatanswers to the generalised life
satisfaction question simply as numerical (Ferr€arbonell & Frijters, 2004; Frey &
Stutzer, 2002; Layard, 2005: 655), this thesis dallee critiques into account by
including analyses that treat the response varibbth as ordinal and numerical (see

chapter 3 on Methods for more details).

Conclusion

As a reaction towards criticism, a large amounteskarch by psychologists is devoted
to testing and assuring the validity, reliabilignd consistency of SWB indicators (see
e.g. Diener et al., 1999; Kahneman et al., 1999 n€aman & Krueger, 2006; Pavot &
Diener, 1993). The support for the SWB measuremerits part based on the fact that
they correlate highly with other measures of weliAlg, such as neurological
functioning; the rating of one’s happiness by fdencolleagues, and family; health;

frequency of smiling during an interview; frequemtrbal expression of positive
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emotions during experiments; a lower risk of contimit suicide® etc. In sum, global
life satisfaction questions were found to correlatghly with a range of relevant
indicators (see figure 3). Hence, Donovan et ahchale that “it is this body of
consistent findings that is ultimately the strorigasurce of validity for life satisfaction
as a measure, and that drives growing academicpahdcl interest in the concept”
(Donovan et al., 2002: 8).

Correlates of High Life Satisfaction and Happiness

Smiling frequency

Smiling with the eyes (“unfakeable smile”)

Ratings of one’s happiness made by friends

Frequent verbal expressions of positive emotions
Sociability and extraversion

Sleep quality

Happiness of close relatives

Self-reported health

High income, and high income rank in a reference group
Active involvement in religion

Recent positive changes of circumstances (increased income, marriage)

Sourees: Diener and Suh (1999), Layard (2005) and Frey and Stutzer (2002).

Figure 3: Correlates of high life satisfaction anchappiness. (Source: Kahneman & Krueger, 2006:
9).

Another argument in favour of the validity of SWHBdicators comes from recent
neuroscientific research, suggesting that SWB nreasfrom surveys are a good
representation of the respondents’ emotional st&iedings indicate that activity in the
right prefrontal cortex of the brain is associateih negative emotions, while the
corresponding left prefrontal cortex is more actwiken the respondent experiences
positive emotions (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006; Lay2@D5). Using several measures
of psychological well-being, Urry et al. (2004) falia statistically significant, positive
correlation between survey reports of life satiséacand the left-right difference in
brain activatiorf. In sum, psychologists evaluate SWB measures tesgss adequate
psychometric properties, exhibiting good internahgistency [...], moderate stability,

and appropriate sensitivity to changing life ciratamces” (Diener et al., 1999: 277).

® Exceptions of this particular factor at the nagibievel are Scandinavian countries, as they fedtigh
national average scores on both SWB and suicids (&telliwell, 2008).

® For a critique of measuring emotions through bwitivation as part of a neuroscientific debate see
(Dumit, 2004; Vul et al., 2009).
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All of this evidence has led Kahneman & Krueger ftmmulate the professional

consensus in the SWB literature, according to which

“The fact that responses to subjective well-beingggions are related to
individuals’ health outcomes, neurological functrmpand characteristics—
and predict some future behavior—suggests thatithe are a valid subject
for study in the sense that they capture at lemsiesfeatures of individuals’

emotional states.” (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006: 22).

In a similar way, other researchers support theondhat SWB is a valid and reliable
indicator, as “subjective indicators measure whai/tought to measure and they react
sensitive to societal development” (Habich & Z&{$94: 30). The overall evaluation of
life satisfaction demonstrates significant intraoeral stability and interpersonal
comparability (Frey & Stutzer, 2002). Hence, “it ésnpirically possible for most
individuals to evaluate their life as a whole” (vBraag & Frijters, 1999: 427). It has
been acknowledged that the responses to the SWa&iguoe “though not without their
problems, are meaningful and reasonably comparaileng groups of individuals”
(Easterlin, 2004: 347). In addition, further impeovents of the currently used SWB
indicators are desired and in progress (Frey, 2008)

At the end of the day, the particular strength wlbjsctive indicators of well-being is
that, unlike objective QOL assessments, they docootain a normative judgment
about what statistics reflect the ‘good life’. leat, respondents are allowed to evaluate
the quality of their lives themselves. It is thgnvsay of correlation that the researcher
tries to identify which factors are associated wattowed reported life satisfaction.
Subjective indicators of well-being therefore alleach respondent to weight for
themselves what is important to them and their Avelhg. By contrast, a purely
objective index, such as the Human Developmentxindeuld try to weight in the
name of respondents how much e.g. good health imattenpared to an income of x
dollars. So while indexes composed of objective suements not only suffer from a
missing variable problem, they also contain str@sgumptions about the relative
weights that certain factors have for human weih@peOn top of this, they do not allow
for different weights for different individuals (Bner et al., 2009). Last but not least,
the method of identifying the correlates of happs@owerfully prevents a repeated
error that respondents make when asked directlytalwbat theythink would make

them happy. People usually mispredict utility byemstimating the effect of monetary
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factors (e.g. a higher income, winning the lotteay)ld underestimate other important

aspects such as human relationships (Frey, 2008).

2.1.3 Correlates

The following sub-section will present the exististate of the knowledge on the
correlates of happiness in order to justify theich@f control variables in the empirical
chapters, as the factors mentioned here can benadsto exert an effect on the
response variable (SWB). The relationship betwemsnak capital and SWB will be

omitted from this section, as it will be discussedetail in the following chapter.

The effects of a number of socio-economic variablesh as income and unemployment
on well-being are well-documented, as the followpagagraphs will demonstrate. Each
factor will be presented along with a number of &ioal studies, leading to the
formulation of a hypothesis for the correspondimmgtool variable for the empirical
analyses. As the latter will be at the micro-levblis entire section will focus on
correlates of SWB at the individual level. Contaftdeterminants of SWB at the
macro-level (e.g. in order to compare the happih@gasls of countries) from GDP to

political freedom are thoroughly discussed in K(@D08, chapter 2.2).

In an initial study, based on the correlates ofvaad happiness Wilson (1967: 294)

described the ideal type of a happy person as a

“young, healthy, well-educated, well-paid, extrdeer optimistic, worry-
free, religious, married person with high self-egte job morale, modest

aspirations, of either sex and of a wide ranget&fligence”.

More recently, Blanchflower (2008: 7) summed updtae of the current knowledge in

a similar way:

“the main ceteris paribus findings from happinessl dife satisfaction
equations across countries and time [are that]-lbeitig is higher among
those who are women, married, highly educated,velgtiinvolved in
religion, healthy, with a high income, young or ,adelf-employed, with low

blood pressure, sexually active, without children.”
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Even though Blanchflower’'s conclusions are not iaah to those drawn by Wilson 40
years earlier, the quotations nonetheless highlight the key patterns carry some
robust validity. More specifically, figure 4 illusttes the SWB loss on a 10-point scale
associated with various socio-economic factorshsas becoming unemployed (on
average 3 points lower SWB than people in the eefez category, the employed) or
being divorced (on average 2.5 points lower SWB {eople in the reference category,
the married), based on what many studies have f@iayhrd, 2003).

Fall in happiness (index)

Income

Family income down 33% relative to average 1
Work

Unemployed (rather than employed) 3

Job msecure (rather than secure) 1.5

Unemployment rate up 10 percentage points 1.5

Inflation rate up 10 percentage points 0.5
Family

Divorced (rather than married) 2.5

Separated (rather than married) 4.5

Widowed (rather than married) 2
Health

Subjective health down 1 point (on a 5-point scale) 3

Figure 4: Correlates of happiness. (Source: Layard2003: 3).

It has to be said that the question of causalistiisnot clearly answered in many cases.
In other words, it is very likely for socio-econamgonditions to influence happiness,
but it is equally possible for happier people tonbae successful in finding a well-paid
job, a partner, etc. Moreover, it is not unthinkafilr some unobserved personality or
genetic third variable (e.g. neuroticism, extrawmrsto influence both socio-economic
conditions of people, as well as their happinesslleNonetheless, social science was
able to identify a range of systematic associatibasveen SWB and a range of
variables — as well as some causal influences baseganel studies and (field)
experiments. Moreover, the factors that influen¥BSseem to be strikingly similar
across cultures and countries, as shown by an @isaty Gallup World Poll data

covering 105 nations by (Helliwell et al., 2009).
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While patterns of correlation could be establisledr the past decades, this review
reveals that firm theory-building has often beegleeted by researchers. Despite some
attempts to boost theory, e.g. in chapter 1 of ldga®l Wearing (1992), the overall
picture that emerges is of a science that is prauamly concerned with producing
empirical findings while the development of thetr&t narratives played a only
subordinate role. This is a deficiency that celyaireeds to be corrected to some extent
over the coming years. Hence, this thesis will gangontribute to such an endeavor by
systematically developing a theoretical framewotkttee outset of every empirical

chapter.

In sum, a vast amount of empirical research hasrggdethat examines the factors
which are correlated with avowed levels of hapmnddany studies have investigated
the determinants of SWB by conducting multivaria¢gression analyses of socio-
economic characteristics (as explanatory variabled SWB (as response variable)
(extensive literature reviews on the correlatehabpiness have been written by e.qg.
Diener & Seligman, 2004; Dolan et al., 2006, 20D8novan et al., 2002; Frey, 2008;
Frey & Stutzer, 2002; Layard, 2005). A prominentlexiion of studies is the World

Database of Happiness (Veenhoven, 1995). A fulldfsall possible correlates would

exceed the purpose and appropriate length of Hasid. Nonetheless, the following
main, robustly tested factors that influence SWRBdahon findings from large-scale
surveys will be presented: age, income, genderittheaarital status, employment

status, religiosity, children, and education.

Age

The relationship between age and SWB is usuallgrted to be u-shaped. That is to
say that life satisfaction is higher among youngeople, as well as among older
people. The middle age group tends to report ldeeels of SWB (see e.g. Argyle,
1999; Diener et al., 1999; Helliwell, 2003; Mye200). For instance, Blanchflower &
Oswald (2008) show that the lowest life satisfati® usually reported by respondents
within a few years around age fifty. The curvilinealationship can either be observed
by including an age squared term into the modelbyrinvestigating age groups
separately using dummy variables. However, it loabet said that the u-shaped curve

signifying the relationship between age and SWB ldi@ctually become shallower if

" See also e.g. Layard (2005: 63) for what he ¢hls“Big Seven factors affecting happiness”: family
relationships, financial situation, work, communéapd friends, health, personal freedom and personal
values.
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marital status and health were not controlled Bmth these factors are likely to have a
rather detrimental effect on older people’s wellhigedue to declining physical health
and a growing likelihood of losing one’s spous®as gets older.

The reasons for this curvilinear association aseia&d to be manifold. One assumption
is that adolescence is associated with hopes, apptes, freedom of choice and new
challenges, while during middle age obligations atdciins play a larger role in
people’s lives. Then, as they retire and theirdrkih have grown up, older people have
lowered their aspirations and have fewer obligatitm fulfil (Haller & Hadler, 2006:
185). Another explanation for the rising happineseld age could be that people have
adapted (i.e. lowered) their expectations abow &hd thus narrowed their goal-
achievement gap (Campbell et al., 1976). Finalhg amount of discretionary time
available is a factor that correlates with SWB (@Giacet al., 2008), and it can generally
be assumed to be higher among younger and oldgige®n the other hand, critics
have pointed out that the pattern could be dueatop$e-selection bias (Frijters &
Beatton, 2008). Nonetheless, it remains a robusdirfg that (especially among
respondents of equal health and marital statusy¢ng young and the very old have a

higher chance of reporting elevated SWB scores.

Hi:  SWB is higher in young and old age, while ikawer in the middle age

groups.

Income

In line with standard economic theory and perhapsroon intuition, there is general
consensus in the literature that the associatibmds income and SWB is positive (see
e.g. Blanchflower & Oswald, 2004a; Clark et al.02Q Higher income allows fulfilling
material wishes, it increases one’s freedom of @h@nd may shield a person from
unpleasant events (Biswas-Diener, 2005; CumminsQ2R0 However, a few
qualifications need to be mentioned to complete ginture. First, unobserved third
variables (such as personality characteristics) méyence both income and SWB
(Ferrer-i-Carbonell & Frijters, 2004). Second, aien is likely to run both ways, as
higher SWB has been reported to be associatedhagtier future incomes (Diener et
al.,, 2002; Graham et al., 2004). Third, the margudity of income is likely to

decrease for richer people (Layard et al., 2008urtR, it has been argued that next to
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absolute income, relative income is an importactoia (Clark et al., 2008; Layard,
2005, 2008; Layard et al., 2008), although othédrokas play down the impact of
relative income and instead emphasise the berdfigdsolute income (Deaton, 2008;
Stevenson & Wolfers, 2008).

In a similar fashion, it was observed earlier tlvhtle a higher income within a society
matters to well-being, increases of GDP over timéANestern democracies did not
generate increased SWB levels. This phenomenonawrk as the “Easterlin Paradox”
(Easterlin, 1974). Hence, adaptation and socialpasison are important factors that
influence well-being, especially with regard to theppiness that is derived from
income. These processes have also gained prominemder the terms ‘hedonic
treadmill’ and ‘positional treadmill’, respectivelfsee e.g. Layard, 2005). Also, the
within-country correlation between income and SVEBigher in low income countries

than in rich nations (Biswas-Diener & Diener, 2Q01)

H,:  The higher someone’s income the more satisfigd lve he / she will
be.

Gender

The evidence on the impact of gender on SWB is eatdmt. Some studies report no
gender difference for many EU countries (see elgistbph & Noll, 2003; Hayo &
Seifert, 2003). Other studies, however, report wortee have higher life satisfaction
levels than men (see e.g. Alesina et al., 20047 &lia et al., 2001; Haller & Hadler,
2006). A repeated finding of studies that measwth Ipositive and negative mental
states with a multiple-item scale is also that wortend to have higher scores on both
dimensions (Dolan et al., 2008).

Hs:  The SWB scores of women will be higher than éhokmen.

Health

Good health has a strong positive relationship \@WB. This link seems intuitively

plausible as good health means the absence ofapdirfireedom to do activities as one
pleases, and it has been confirmed by many studies e.g. Dolan et al., 2008;
Helliwell, 2003; Layard, 2005; Michalos et al., 200 As can be seen in figure 4,
decreases in health status result in greatly red&#B scores. Marmot (2003), for
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instance, reported a positive association of ab@utbetween low life satisfaction and

subjective poor health.

Hs:  The healthier someone is the higher his / her SMIBoe.

Marital status

A repeated finding in the happiness literaturehat tpeople living in marriage and in
committed relationships report the highest SWB egorfollowed by singles, the
divorced and widowed, while separated respondgmiea to have the lowest scores
(Haller & Hadler, 2006; Hayo & Seifert, 2003; Halgll, 2003; Myers, 2000; Stutzer &
Frey, 2006). These findings support the notion thatife partner provides vital
emotional support, and marriage can bring matandl non-material gains through each
spouse’s contribution to a common benefit (Beck8B1). For the separated, however,
the stress of the break-up may still be presenilendingle, divorced and widowed
people were possibly given some time to come togexith their life situation (Argyle,
1999).

Based on correlational studies it has been argoeéxample, that a lasting marriage is
worth US$ 100,000 per year, compared to widowhootkims of SWB (Blanchflower
& Oswald, 2004a). Similarly, Clark & Oswald (2002port that marriage generates the
same happiness as having an extra income of US®T@er annum. The negative
effect of widowhood on SWB, on the other hand, dauhly be compensated for by an
extra income of US$ 170,000 per annum (ibid.). fihding of increased SWB among
the married contradicts the widespread idealisaobithe modern single lifestyle in
contemporary Western society (see e.g. Beck & Bgekasheim, 1994, as noted by
Haller & Hadler, 2006).

In a similar fashion, the health literature repdrteat mental hospital admissions are
highest for separated and divorced individuals lamest for the married (Bloom et al.,

1979). Likewise, unmarried people, single pareats| people living alone were at the
greatest risk of suffering from mental health pesb$ in a UK study (Jenkins et al.,
1997).
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As with other variables, reverse causation may alfect the relationship between
marriage and SWB. Changes in marital status owsg,thowever, did affect happiness
levels significantly, hinting towards a causal ughce. For example, a spouse’s death
leads to a significant drop in life satisfactiondahe SWB never quite returned to its
initial level in a study by Lukas et al. (2003). &te same time, though, happier
individuals also have a higher change of gettingriea (Stutzer & Frey, 2006).

Hs:  SWB levels are higher for those who are marrmagared to those who

are single, divorced, widowed or separated.

Employment status

The overwhelming majority of research concernirgjithpact of employment status on
SWB has focused on the detrimental effects of uheyngent. Being without a job is
not only associated with financial difficulties, thaiso a range of non-pecuniary costs,
such as the loss of a social network, not being &bldevelop and apply one’s skills,
lacking a source of self-esteem, and having fesloiguselessness’ (Clark & Oswald,
1994; Clark et al.,, 2001; Haller & Hadler, 2006)hi§ can lead to self-doubts,
depression, isolation: in sum, unhappiness. Manpirral studies indeed report that
unemployment significantly lowers life satisfactiemen when controlling for income
(see e.qg. Clark, 2003; Clark & Oswald, 1994; Dildadt al., 2001; Frey & Stutzer,
2002; Winkelmann & Winkelmann, 1998; Winkelmann02R More precisely, being
unemployed reduces a respondent’s chance of regdnigh life satisfaction by 19%
(Lelkes, 2006).

Some interesting interaction effects were noted, ¢hat men suffer more from
unemployment than women (Clark, 2003; Lucas et24lQ4), and that people in the
middle age group suffer more than the young or @dark & Oswald, 1994;
Winkelmann & Winkelmann, 1998). Moreover, a study ®C and unemployment did
not confirm the hypothesis that having a lot of @Gtects against the loss of happiness
through unemployment. Those with and those withouth SC were equally affected
by the unhappiness effect of unemployment (Winkeaima2009). Strong religious
beliefs, on the other hand, do seem to ‘insure’pfee@gainst that negative effect of
losing a job, widowhood and low income (Clark & ke$, 2005). Last but not least,
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being jobless seems to be associated with moretinegeffects in areas with low

overall unemployment rates (Clark, 2003).

The negative effect of unemployment on life satisém furthermore seems to be
causal, and the risk of reverse causation (i.€. thh@se who are unhappy in the first
place do not get a job or are more likely to laeappears minimal, as indicated by
longitudinal studies (Clark et al., 2001; Lucaslet2004; Winkelmann & Winkelmann,
1998).

Hs: People who are unemployed will have a lower SWB.

Religiosity

Religious people, on average, report themselvesethappier (e.g. Clark & Lelkes,
2005; Diener et al., 1999; Helliwell, 2003; Mye)00). Religion seems to provide
people with guidance and it offers their life a plerepurpose. Moreover, worshipping
during services and celebrations may give somectsirel to everyday life for many
believers. Last but not least, religiosity oftemects people and can embody the social
glue between groups of people, finally leading tpportive social ties (Haller &
Hadler, 2006). Lim & Putnam (2010) found the effeeen to be causal, in a sense that
religious attendance at time 1 (or time 2) predicseibjective well-being at time 2,
controlling for levels of subjective well-being &tme 1. Furthermore, the authors
discovered that this mechanism was neither thecdbgior psychological, but rather the

strong effect of friends at church on well-being.

H;: The more religious someone is the more satisfiiddl life he / she will be.

Having children

The evidence on the effect of having children onBstlvaws a very unclear picture. In
a meta-analysis of several studies, Dolan et 80§R found that 13 studies report no
effects of having children on SWB, 14 report negateffects, while three report
positive effects. In a Day Reconstruction MethodR{lD) study that draws a more
nuanced picture of the benefits associated withuraber of daily activities, White &

Dolan (2009) reported that time spent with childweas relatively more rewarding than

pleasurable. Similarly, while parenthood seemsea@s$sociated with (more long-term)
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overall life satisfaction, it exerts a negativeeetf on the parent’s (rather short-term)
happiness, according to Haller & Hadler (2006).cbnclusion, however, given the
many ambivalent findings mentioned above, no clegrothesis will be formulated

with regard to the effect of children on SWB.

Education

Education is often found to be positively associatgth SWB (e.g. Blanchflower &

Oswald, 2004b; Helliwell, 2003). However, educatimay be solely instrumental in
that it serves to increase income. Hence, the teffeeducation is much smaller once
income and socio-economic status (SES) are coedrdibr, up to the point where
actually those in the middle category in terms dii@tion have the highest SWB
levels, as some studies argued (e.g. Stutzer, 20Ddhsequently, formulating a
hypothesis about education with a definite directdoes not seem feasible.

Migration

An emerging field of study is concerned with th&atienship between migration and
SWB. There are two opposing views in this areat{@ar, 2010, 2011a, 2011c). Under
the ‘revealed preferences’ paradigm, people chtms things which maximise their
well-being. Hence, those who migrate to a (usuaidalthier) country would be better
off having done so. In absolute terms they woulditieer after migration and, after all,
it was their own decision to migrate. By contraistould be argued that migrants will
be worse off in terms of SWB in their new enviromnhé&ecause of adaptation and
social comparison. They often find themselves atibttom of the societal hierarchy in
the countries they have moved to, and after a wihiky will have adapted their

reference frame for what a good life constitutesoofhat of their new fellow citizens.

Also, going abroad usually means leaving behindsoestablished social network. An
SWB approach would treat the question of the eféécehigration as an empirical one.
Being an immigrant does appear to be associatell iwer SWB levels in cross-

sectional studies of both the US and Europe (Badtat, 2007; Bartram, 2011a; Safi,
2009), and even returned migrants reported lowerdatisfaction compared to non-
migrants in an analysis of Romania (Bartram, 201Myreover, studies on internal
migrants within Thailand found that they were lesdisfied with their lives after

migration (De Jong et al., 2002; Michalos, 1996 ifdernal migration in general; as

quoted in Bartram 2011a). The intriguing questionwhether international migration
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actually makes people happier cannot be answerddtiae existing data, though, as it
would require a large enough panel data set thitwe migrants across borders over
time (Bartram, 2011a: 58). Due to the problemstedldao data availability, as well as
given the opposing views prevalent regarding thatiomship between migration and
SWB, but also as such questions go beyond theatestope of this thesis on SC and
SWB, the issue of migration will be spared from thgression analysis. It should be
emphasised, however, that this is an important wdor future research given the
increasing numbers of international migrants, fcareple in the context of Europe and
North Africa.

Excursus: Genes and personality

As biological and psychological discussions woutdezd the scope of this thesis, the
two aspects of genes and personality will only ntioned in passing for the sake of
comprehensiveness. Some biologists and some pggisisl regard happiness as partly
or mainly determined by our genes, while socio-ecoic conditions are taken to play a
subordinate role. According to this view, happinessnore of atrait, whereas each
individual has a certaigset pointlevel of happiness. One’s life satisfaction leallays
returns to this point, even after decisive life mgesuch as marriage, divorce or job loss
(Brickman et al., 1978; Headey, 2008; Tellegen let E088). For instance, some
scholars of this tradition claim “that 44% to 52% tbe variance in [SWB] [..] is
associated with genetic variation” (Lykken & Tekag 1996: 186).

In a similar fashion, it has been argued that pebty characteristics influence SWB
levels (Argyle, 1999, 2001; Diener et al., 1999hKHaman et al., 1999; Lyubomirsky,
2001; Seligmann, 2002; Weiss et al., 2008). Momxigely, cognitive strategies and
motivational processes determine whether one hamra or less happy personality.
Examples of successful cognitive strategies woelé lsmall goal-achievement gap, or
attributing good events to the self and bad evemnistheré (see for example Gilbert,
2007 for research findings on motivational processsd happiness). Academic papers
further noted a correlation between avowed happit®gels with extraversion and low
neuroticism (DeNeve & Cooper, 1998; Headey etl#184; Vittersg & Nielsen, 2002).
The frequent experience of “flow”, i.e. satisfactiarising from being absorbed into a

8 Cognitive strategies are a major tool in the stedaself-help literature on happiness.
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certain task, was also reported to be a major souof life satisfaction
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1997).

At the end of the day, while personality and gecesainly influence happiness, they
remain only part of the picture. The generalisapilof personality factors is
guestionable, as psychological studies on thensmual in scale and therefore do not
control for a range of missing variables (Dolanakt 2008). An interesting research
avenue that should be explored further in this neééga overcome such criticism could
be to examine personality and SWB on the basisamfelscale surveys, such as the

BHPS which covers the ‘Big Five’ personality traits

Finally, studies have shown that SWB varies comalglg over time, especially
depending on life circumstances and following éfents (e.g. marriage, job loss, death
of a close relative, etc.) (Veenhoven, 1994). Lustaal. (2003, 2004) even show how
the set-point for SWB may be altered following Ié®ents such as unemployment.
Also, genes and cognitive strategies fail to coawigly explain the systematic
international differences in SWB levels, which amere likely to be the result of

varying socio-economic conditions (Inglehart & Kjgamann, 2000; Veenhoven, 1994).

Conclusion

The aforementioned list of the major correlatesSd¥B is far from complete with
regard to a definite ‘happiness formula’ or ‘ugiliunction’. Many other influences for
well-being are imaginable, and future research sulely investigate a broader range of
determinants of SWB besides those socio-demographiowever, the list embodies
the state of the knowledge of the most robust awwdhiment socio-economic factors.
They provide important hints as to which controfiailes should be included in the
regression analyses in chapters 4 to 8, and a$itthwutcomes we can expect. Hence,
this chapter produced a significant range of tdsthlgpotheses as a starting point for

the empirical study (hypotheses 1 - 7).
Further potential determinants of well-being thed aot reviewed here either for the

sake of presenting only the major debates in thealiure, or since they are not relevant
for the empirical study, include physical exercisginmuting time, political persuasion,
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contextual factors such as working conditions, wostitutional factors like direct

political participation rights (see e.g. Dolan et 2008; Frey & Stutzer, 2002).

2.2 Social capital

Although a range of correlates of SWB were preskimethe preceding chapter, one
vital factor is still missing. Indeed, “one of thmost important findings” in the
happiness literature so far has been that non-rabhespects, and in particular social
relations, play an imminent role for well-being €lfy 2008: 4). Therefore, the following
two sections will first introduce the notion of salccapital (SC) (section 2.2), and then
show its links to SWB (section 2.3).

Studies which highlight the social context of wedling confirm that life is “more than
a set of commercial relations” (Nussbaum & Sen,3198). In fact, the empirical
evidence on the relationship between SC and SWss$, which has led scholars to
argue that “the social nature of human beings enenore evident than when one
reviews studies of subjective well-being” (Hellilye2001: 55). Likewise, the Stiglitz
Commission concluded in their final report that ‘thuevidence at both the aggregate
and individual level suggests that social connesti@re among the most robust

predictors of subjective measures of life satistect(Stiglitz et al., 2009: 183).

2.2.1History and relevance

Notions that are very similar to SC, such as thgartance of community, can be traced
back to the works of Weber, Durkheim and de Tocdlee(OECD, 2001), as well as
Aristotle, Adam Smith, and Simmel (Halpern, 2006he theoretical precursor of SC,
de Tocqueville, for instance, considered the iatéllal and moral associations in the
USA to form the foundation of the country’s demayrgdTocqueville, 1969 [1835]).
Durkheim, in a similar fashion, observed a linkvizen social cohesion and suicide,
concluding that “mutual moral support” would be efficient factor that keeps
individuals from committing suicide (Durkheim, 199¥897]: 210, see section 2.3 in
this thesis for more details on the theoreticdddifrom SC to SWB).

The term SC was first used by Hanifan (1916; 192@prding to Woolcock 1998) who
defined it as “good will, fellowship, sympathy, amsdcial intercourse among the
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individuals and families who make up a social ui(it920: 78). However, it was not

until the 1980s that it entered mainstream socil@uring the six decades in between,
the concept and very similar notions have only bagplied in a few works such as
Jacobs (1961), Loury (1977), and Granovetter (198%) extensive accounts of the
historical roots of SC see e.g. Adam & Rewi¢, 2004; Fukuyama, 2000; Fulkerson &
Thompson, 2008; Woolcock, 1998). The seminal asiacbn SC by Coleman (1987,
1988), Bourdieu (1986), as well as Putnam et &98) mark the “birth of mainstream

academic interest in the concept” (Halpern 2005ir6pther words, they were the first
systematic accounts of the concept, with SC asdg of systematizing the effects of
social relations” (Castiglione et al., 2008: 2).gles 5 and 6 document the
exponentially rising number of articles on SC dgrthe 1990s. It can be seen in figure
5 that from 1995 onwards, i.e. two years afterghblication of Putnam et al.’s study
“Making Democracy Work”, the number of articles hmeen rising enormously. Figure

6 in fact illustrates that the concept of SC is raswvidespread as the study of political
parties.

This development has led scholars to comment fhstt fsocial capital is the most
important and exciting concept to emerge out of gheial sciences in fifty years”
(Halpern, 2005: 1); second, “in the past two desadecial capital in its various forms
and contexts has emerged as one of the most satianepts in social sciences” (Lin,
2001a: 3); and third, “we are witnessing its unpteEmted acceptance and application”
(Adam & Roncevic 2004: 184). Whether one is to pidge quality of SC as a concept
with such enthusiasm or more sceptically, evenicsribicknowledge that SC has
factually become “one of the most popular exporsmf sociological theory into
everyday language” (Portes, 1998: 3ozialkapitalis now an established area of
research in many languages, as further exemplifie@ special issue of the German
“Kolner Zeitschrift fir Soziologie und Sozialpsydbgie” in 2007 (Franzen & Freitag,
2007).
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The reasons for success of SC as an object ofl sesearch, according to Castiglione
et al. (2008: 4-5), lie in the fact that SC “offdra ‘grand theory’ through which to
interpret the causal relationship between differaatro aspects of society”. Moreover,
the concept of SC is applicable to a variety okaesh fields and disciplines, such as
education, social welfare, politics, and econonaiivity. Also, it relates to similar well-
known sociological ideas such as community, ciatisty, networks, social ties,
groups, institutions, trust, and social inclusioibid.); some of these will be

distinguished later in this section.

Halpern (2005: 1-2) attributes the rising populaf the term SC to the concept’s
capacity of uniting a “hard-nosed economic feel levmestating the importance of the
social”. He links the rise of the concept to theneback of centre-left parties in the
mid-1990s and th&eitgeistof the era that turned away from the economictigali
fashion of the 19805The notion was accompanied by the insight thatexsided focus
on economic questions would be a one-way stragtf@. the ex-communist nations in
transition during that decade. A second reasorSfois present popularity is the fact
that across many disciplines, and independentlynfeach other, academics have
discovered its importance for the respective outothey investigated, such as
economic growth, health, crime, educational pertoroe, or the efficacy of
governments. Hence, “social capital was the missiagable that economists had
overlooked” (ibid.: 2).

2.2.2 Definitions

The most influential definitions of SC have beemfalated by Bourdieu, Coleman, and
Putnam. While the two former scholars rather vievas a private resource, the latter
considers it to be also a public good. The follayyparagraphs will present the current

mainstream understanding of SC.

Capital

In general, capital can be described as an “investof resources with expected returns
in the marketplace” (Lin, 2001b: 3). All theoriek aapital, from Marx to more recent

approaches featuring human and cultural capitaplve around the “basic idea that

capital is the investment of resources for the petidn of profit” (ibid.). Capital

°® Which climaxed in Margaret Thatcher's pronouncem#mat “there is no such thing as society”
(Halpern, 2005: 2)
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theories imply resource investments that returndgdo individuals in excess of their
investments (Warren, 2008). Human capital theawy,eixample, is based on the idea
that acquiring skills and investing in one’s owrolutedge brings economic returns on
the labour market (Schultz, 1961, as quoted in R0Q1b: 8). Distinguishing SC from

other forms of capital, Halpern (2005: 30) illustsithe nature of the concept with an

example.

“Corporate managers may choose between buying nachimes (physical
capital), sending individuals on training courdesnfan capital), or sending a
whole group of employees and associates on an adeeweekend that

builds networks and trust between them (socialtajji

Most influential definitions of social capital

The individualistic view of SC as a private res@uveas developed by Pierre Bourdieu
(1986) and James Coleman (1988, 1990). In gendral} consider SC to be the
resources which individuals accumulate as a resultheir membership in social

networks. Bourdieu defined SC as:

“the aggregate of the actual or potential resounstich are linked to
possession of a durable network of more or les#utisnalised relationships

of mutual acquaintance and recognition” (BourdE286: 249).

For Bourdieu, SC forms the basis of social reprtidacand power transference. He
uses SC to explain how individuals with high sosia@tus use networks to ensure their
elite standing in society by excluding outsiderstHis sense, the notion of SC has to be
seen in conjunction with Bourdieu’s work on culiurad economic capital and the idea
of habitus which serve the purpose of securing an elevatdssin society (Bourdieu,
1986)° Coleman, who studied the role of SC for the edanat attainment of young

people, offers a similar, functional definition:

“Social capital is defined by its function. It istna single entity, but a variety

of different entities having two characteristicscmmmon: They all consist of

19 For Bourdieu, SC would be completely unnecesssig esource to defend the elite’s superior sagus
long as cultural capital and economic capital fimcproperly. Usually, cultural capital and a habitire
instilled in the children of the higher status paseautomatically, and rich parents normally mantge
buy their children a good education to ensure aessgful career for them. Only when these mechanisms
fail would parents need to resort to SC (Bourdi98g6).
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some aspect of social structure, and they faalitatrtain actions of
individuals who are within the structure. Like atHerms of capital, social
capital is productive, making possible the achiesetof certain ends that

would not be attainable in its absence” (Colem&901 332).

In a study on the New York wholesale diamond markeieman (1988) had observed
how traders would pass on valuable bags of diamaodsheir colleagues and

competitors for them to examine the content. Thés wione in absence of a formal
contract and with a high degree of trust, resulimgreat efficiency. SC is generated
through networks of relationships, reciprocity strand social norms here, so Coleman

concluded that the traders had high amounts of SC.

Putnam refines such earlier definitions by statthgt SC describes: “connections
among individuals - social networks and the normseoiprocity and trustworthiness
that arise from them” (Putnam, 2000: 19). Howehergxtends the understanding of SC
to one of a public good that can be assigned ntt tm individuals, but also to
collectivities such as regions or nations. Hence“i®fers to the collective value of all
‘social networks’ and the inclinations that arisenfi these networks to do things for
each other” (Putnam, 2000: 135). It “refers to dea$ of social organization, such as
trust, norms, and networks that can improve the&ieffcy of society by facilitating

coordinated actions” (Putnam et al., 1993: 167).

In a similar to Bourdieu and Coleman, Lin statesratividualistic definition of SC by
describing it as “resources embedded in a socractsire which are accessed and
mobilized in purposive actions” (Lin, 2001a: 12esalso Lin, 2001b), or simply as

“resources embedded in social networks” (Lin & Esian, 2008: 4).

The OECD (2001: 41) has also taken up SC into atsabulary, and understands the
concept to be “networks together with shared nowasijes and understandings that
facilitate co-operation within or among groups”.igkefinition has, furthermore, been
adopted by all UK government departments followangross-governmental working
group (Economic and Social Data Service, 2008L&ewise, the World Bank uses a
SC definition that “refers to the institutions, agbnships, and norms that shape the
quality and quantity of a society’s social interans [...] Social capital is not just the
sum of the institutions which underpin a societyit+4s the glue that holds them
together” (World Bank, 2009: 1).
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Related concepts

It may be helpful to distinguish SC from the tecimil society which is similar and yet

denotes something else. The latter is defined as

“the arena of uncoerced collective action aroundresth interests, purposes
and values. [...] Civil societies are often populabgdorganizations such as
registered charities, development non-governmentaftganizations,
community groups, [...] and advocacy groups” (LSE @=for Civil Society,
2004: 1).

So while civil society refers to a certain groupavfjanisations and their role in the
relationship between state, market and the prisplere, SC is more broadly defined as

a resource that is inherent in any social networktrcture.

Likewise, the notion ohetworkshas to be distinguished from SC. The latter castur
the quantity and quality of resources for an indlisl which result from membership in
networks. Thus, networks are necessary but noicgirif antecedents exogenous to SC
(Lin, 2008: 58).

The termscommunityand SC are also said to be “conceptual cousingthén, 2000:
21). However, a community is more precisely defiras] the realm in which an
exchange of SC can take place. More recently, secomomists have termed social
factors that are beneficial to an individual “redael goods”. In this economic logic,
socialising equals the “consumption of relationabds” (Bruni & Stanca, 2008: 1).
Last but not least, another term for similar idémghe “quality of relational life”
(Stanca, 2008, see a more detailed explanatioeciios 2.3).

Sub-types of social capital

Bonding, bridging and linking social capital

The concept of SC has been distinguished into vargub-types in the theoretical
literature. It has to be said though, that thes#éirditions hardly ever come into effect
during actual empirical analyses because they #iieutt to operationalise with the
existing datasets. Nonetheless, they are briefgsgmted here to comprehensively
outline the state of the research on SC.
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A main distinction is between bonding and bridg®@. Bonding SC is understood to
consist of networks, norms and understandings fihctitate cooperative activities
within homogenous groupse. individuals of the same ethnic backgroundss, SES,
religion, etc., while bridging SC refers to ties@s homogenous groups and between
individuals ofdiffering socio-economic and cultural charactersti(Helliwell, 2001).
Putnam (2000), who credits this distinction to &it& Vidal (1998), describes it as

follows:

“Of all dimensions along which forms of social dapivary, perhaps the
most important is the distinction between bridgfoginclusive) and bonding
(or exclusive). Some forms of social capital arg, dhoice or necessity,
inward looking and tend to reinforce exclusive iil##s and homogeneous
groups. Examples of bonding social capital includthnic fraternal
associations, church-based women’s reading gramusfashionable country
clubs. Examples of bridging social capital incluble civil rights movement,
many youth service groups, and ecumenical religiotganisations. [...]
Bonding social capital is good for undergirding &fie reciprocity and
mobilizing solidarity [...] Bridging networks, by ctnast, are better for
linkage to external assets and for informationudifbn [...] Bonding social
capital constitutes a kind of sociological supegeglwhereas bridging social

capital provides a sociological WD-40" (Putnam, @0P2-3).

The idea of bonding SC can be linked to the saedallke-me hypothesis’, i.e. the
principle of homophily, according to which socialteractions tend to take place
between people of similar socio-economic status ldastyle (Lazarsfeld & Merton,
1954). According to the homophily principle, socies are especially strong among
people with similar values, attitudes, and bel{ddsPherson et al., 2001).

The distinction between bonding and bridging S@iithermore similar to that of weak
and strong ties (Granovetter, 1982), and sometirttese concepts are used
synonymously (Halpern, 2005; Islam et al., 200&)wedver, the important difference is
that while strong (weak) ties refers to how clodestant) two people are in terms of
their position within a network, bonding (bridgingC refers to the similarity
(difference) in terms of socio-economic charactessbetween two people. In other
words, “a family, for instance, often constitutesa@cial network ofstrong ties, but
tends to bebridging in terms of gender and age [whit®ndingin terms of SES]”
(Ferlander, 2007: 119, my italics).
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Theoretically, different types of social capitalvbadifferent economic and social
outcomes, “e.g. bonding social capital is most irtgd to health in early childhood
and frail old age whereas bridging social capisaimost important in adult life when
looking for employment” (Aldridge et al., 2002: I)Moolcock (1998) tried to develop a
framework to assess countries on the two dimendamég high bonding and low / high
bridging SC.

Moreover, some researchers have proposed a thirdeptual typelinking SC (e.g.

Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). This sub-type describegical SC, i.e. ties between
individuals with unequal power and resources (Halp005). Often this means a
person’s ties to authority, such as representab¥éise public (police, political parties)
and private institutions. Accordingly, the UK Natad Office of Statistics (2003: 1)

sums up three sub-types of SC as follows:

“Bonding social capital — describes closer conmatibetween people and is
characterised by strong bonds e.g. among family lbeesn or among

members of the same ethnic group; it is good fettifgg by' in life.

Bridging social capital — describes more distantnaztions between people
and is characterised by weaker, but more crosgiguies e.g. with business
associates, acquaintances, friends from differémbie groups, friends of

friends, etc.; it is good for 'getting ahead' fe.li

Linking social capital — describes connections wigople in positions of
power and is characterised by relations betweesetheithin a hierarchy
where there are differing levels of power; it isodofor accessing support
from formal institutions. It is different from boimdy and bridging in that it is
concerned with relations between people who ar@nan equal footing. An
example would be a social services agency dealitigam individual e.g. job

searching at the Benefits Agency.”

In practice, however, surveys hardly contain arloée information about whether a
respondent’s social ties cut across ethnic or secimomic frontiers! Hence,
incorporating the bonding / bridging distinctiotdnarge-scale analyses remains highly

speculative and problematic with most existing sk

1 A rare example of a study that attempts to distisiy these kinds of SC found that the impact orthea
is stronger for community bonding social capitalimpared to bridging (Kawachi et al., 2008).
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Structural vs. cognitive, and formal vs. informat®l capital

A further distinction has been made between stratand cognitive SC. Structural SC
describes membership and participation in netwovKsije cognitive SC is usually
operationalised as interpersonal trust (Harphaal.eR002; Yip et al., 2006). Last but
not least, structural SC can be categorised intjmdb and informal SC. While the
former refers to associational ties and civic eegagnt, the latter describes more
relaxed friendship ties and other types of inforreatiability. Making use of two
Yiddish terms, Putnam distinguishes “machers”, people who generate SC through
formal associations, from “schmoozers”, who focasrdormal social connections as a
source of SC instead (Putnam, 2000: 95).

Private resource or public good?

All definitions of SC consider it to be a resoutbat resides in social networks. As
mentioned earlier, however, a distinction can belenlbetween the ‘network view’ of
SC as a private, individual resource with instrutakralue, vs. the ‘communitarian
view of SC as an ecological attribute that is ir@m in the structure of social
relationships and constitutes a public good (Ppr1898; Yip et al., 2006). Li (2007)
described this distinction as Bourdieu and Colemsiaessing the ‘capital’ side of the
term SC, whilst Putnam stresses the ‘social’ s&imilarly, Esser (2008) coins micro-
level SC as “relational social capital”, i.e. resms available to the individual, and
macro-level SC as “system social capital”, i.e.gemies of the social structure. Finally,
Aldridge et al. (2002: 12) speak of this differenngerms of a club good vs. a public

good?*?

In the research process, this question manifestdf ias to which level of analysis a
study focuses on. Analyses that consider SC to pabéic good compare the SC of
entire regions, like Putnam et al. who declaredhesir study of Italy that “working
together is easier in a community blessed with lastsuntial stock of social capital”
(Putnam et al., 1993: 35-36). Most scholars indagee that SC is both a private and a
collective good, i.e. that individuals as well aaamo-units such as communities and

countries benefit from it (Lin, 2001b). In fact, $@s been investigated at macro-levels

12 «3ocial capital is shared by a group, or by grougsindividuals. To the extent that all members of
society or a community have access, it may cornetitua public good. But, to the extent that groops
individuals can control access by other individu#lsnay correspond more to a club good” (Aldridge
al. 2002: 12).
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(i.e. as an attribute of collectivities), at midexels (i.e. as an individual resource), as
well as at multi-levels (i.e. both). Chapter 2.33g@nts a range of studies of each

category.

In conclusion, though, it has been argued that (ileatest theoretical promise of social
capital lies at the individual level” (Portes, 1924). Especially for studies of SWB, a
general finding also in many multi-level studiestist compositional factors at the
individual level matter more to happiness (AslanC&rrado, 2007; Bjgrnskov, 2008:
55)1 As a consequence, the empirical analyses in is&edation will focus on the

individual level.

A unifying concept

There have been attempts to unify the various foams definitions of SC into one
single conceptual map. More precisely, Halpern 2@) takes SC more generally to be
the “everyday fabric of connection and tacit coapien”. As pictured in figure 7, he
suggests a complex und unifying model of SC aldwegthree dimensions: components
(i.e. networks, norms, sanctions), levels of analfise. individual, community, nation),
and character (i.e. bonding, bridging, linking).iS'kanderstanding of SC differs from
the aforementioned authors (Putnam, Bourdieu, Carteetc.) by going as far as saying
that SC is synonymous to “social fabric” (ibid.:).iXThus, for Halpern, even “the
everyday habit of walking on the left in the Londonderground is a form of social

capital” (ibid.: ix).

Such a brave attempt to bring together various tataiedings of SC deserves praise, as
the author tries to conceptualise SC in one singbelel. Critics, however, argue that
“excessive extensions of the concept may jeopaitizkeuristic value” (Portes, 1998:
1). Thus, “big tent” (Halpern, 2005: 16) definit®nun a risk of stretching the notion of
SC to the point where it becomes hard to distifgiss core, as critics often claim that
the conceptual broadness of SC made the term dapésp (Durlauf, 2002; Fine, 2001,
Portes, 1998). Therefore, a rather “lean and mé#dolcock, 2001: 11) definition
shall be aimed for at the end of this chapter. &lpdrn’s classification, however, the
operationalization of SC in the empirical partlnistdissertation would be located at the
micro-level, within the networks component, covgrivonding and bridging aspects.

13 Studies on SC artiealthconfirm the finding that most influences of SCwell-being can be found at
the individual level (e.g. Islam et al., 2006).
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Figure 7: A conceptual map of social capital. (Sowe: Halpern, 2005: 27).

2.2.3Critiques

As the previous section has shown, there is anocimggdebate over the precise nature
of SC. Hence, a lot of the criticism of SC revolhasund the claim that the concept is
too vague. Critiques range from remarks calling“8@enotype with many phenotype
applications” (Adam & Ro¥evi¢, 2004: 158), up to harsher descriptions of SC as
“totally chaotic, ambiguous, and general” (FineQ20155). Critics and supporters alike
probably share the view, though, that “without @acland firm theoretical basis [and] a
standard measurement [...] social capital may evéptsaffer the fate of faddish
notions in social sciences and die” (Castiglior®& 17). This is especially true if the
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concept is “being adopted indiscriminately, adaptedcritically, and applied
imprecisely” (Woolcock, 1998: 196) (see also Pqrt&898). The threat of SC to
become abandoned as a result of not offering andisscientific value is widely

recognised, and summarised by e.g. Lin et al. (2001

“In fact, there is a looming danger that the fréewf of understanding,
application, and interpretation of social capitaymsoon reach a point where
the term might be used in whatever way it suitsphigose at hand, and thus
be rendered meaningless as a scientific concept]rid. ultimately be
abandoned for its lack of distinctive features awhtributions to the

scientific knowledge.”

Nonetheless, SC is a relatively new notion thatleen in the mainstream of the social
sciences for only two decades. Consequently,nbtsunusual but indeed most desirable
for an intellectual discourse to take place oveipitecise definition. After all, “disputes
of this kind occur for many of the key conceptsha social sciences that have a certain
degree of complexity” (Castiglione, 2008: 17).

SC has become a term that is equally attractiv@tiologists, political scientists, and
economists (Svendsen & Haase Svendsen, 2009ntéslisciplinary nature, though,
has resulted in criticism from more purist scholafs each respective discipline
involved. Some sociologists, for instance, seenomiortable with a possible shift of
sociology towards economics, worrying about thent&rapital’. In this regard, Solow
(2000) argues that the term ‘capital’ was inappidprin the context of social relations.
Social connections did not function in the same w@ayeconomic capital or human
capital. On the other hand, some economists anere@irabout the term ‘social’ in this

context. Consequently, Halpern (2005: 31) conclumean optimistic note that:

“we see a curious dance between a group of ecotomimrying about the
contamination of economists by ‘soft’ sociology, ilgha corresponding
group of sociologists worry about the contaminatérsociology by a ‘hard’
[...] worldview of economics. Perhaps we should $é® nutual suspicion as
a good sign, indicating that these rival disciptirteat have too long been

held apart are being forced back onto a more teatismmon ground.”

Finally, some critics have argued that SC was ngthiew in sociology because similar
concepts have been known since Durkheim (Fine, ;2B6dtes, 1998). However, while
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the notion of SC is rooted in ideas of ‘civil sdgieand ‘networks’, the preceding
section has shown that SC is a distinct concepthvdds value to the analysis of

social phenomena.

2.2.4Measurement

Just as there are several definitions of SC, thave been manifold ways of measuring
it in previous studies. In his seminal contribuspPutnam (2000; Putnam et al., 1993)
operationalised SC as the intensity of involvementommunity and organisational
life, public engagement, volunteering, informal iatising (e.g. visiting friends) and
reported levels of interpersonal trust. Many scisol@ave subsequently applied those

SC indicators in either the same or a slightly riediway.

Civic engagement

A range of studies picked organisational memberabitheir main indicator of SC (e.g.
Grootaert, 2001; Gundelach & Kreiner, 2004; Kawaethial., 1999; Kawachi et al.,
1997; Kennedy et al., 1998; Li, 2007; Li & Ferra2®06; Lochner et al., 2003). In fact,
as Li (2007) argues, existing studigenerally tend to use civic membership as an
indicator of SC. However, an exclusive focus orhsieemal SC is problematic because
it is too narrow. Involvement in organisations mayly be one particular facet of a
person’s SC. Moreover, the simple number of menhiygssdoes not provide any
information about the intensity of the SC produbede. For instance, membership in a
trade union may be less intense than membershapr@tigious sect; or in the words of
Fukuyama (2000: 101), “a bowling league is notsdg the least, capable of storming a
beach” (see also Freitag, 2033)It is therefore advisable to take tlmensity of

involvement into account, and the empirical anaygsethis thesis shall do so.

14 Also, the notion of developing SC through orgatiisel membership may be an idea that is mainly
limited to industrialised, Western nations. Thedimcy to join formal organisations as a means of
producing SC may diverge substantially across calltand national borders, especially with resped t
distinction between the developed and developinddwvin the latter group of countries, it may rathe
produced through informal networks. Fukuyama (20@ports that in Latin America and China, for
instance, network ties are strong within familiag bower towards strangers. Consequently, overall
cognitive SC if measured by the generalised trusstion would be very low, whereas trust towards an
extensive family circle would be higher (Fukuyarb@95; Kroll, 2008; von dem Knesebeck et al., 2005).
Moreover, types of available associations vary ketwcountries, as does the degree to how common the
cultural habit to join formal associations is. ttutd be assumed, for example, that a weak weltate,s
such as in the USA, actually leads to a gap ththes filled by civil society actors and organieas.
However, Rostila (2007) argues that a strong weléate actually leads to higher membership rates.
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Social trust

Other studies measured SC primarily but not exeéligiby interpersonal trust (e.g.
Bjagrnskov, 2008; Brehm & Rahn, 1997; Ross et &Q0. Many surveys, for instance
the WVS, contain the so-called generalised trusstjon:

“Generally speaking, would you say that most peaale be trusted or that you can't be too careful in
dealing with people?
A) Most people can be trusted

B) Can't be too careful”

The role of social trust is actually twofold in SGeory. While some researchers
consider trust to be a part of the concept of S€lfitothers understand trust more to be
a result of SC (Fukuyama, 1995, 2000; Woolcock,120 both cases, trust is used as
an indicator of SC, though. Hence, trust can beh lmtconsequence as well as a
facilitator of frequently used networks (HelliweR001). Either way, trust remains “a
strong empirical index of social capital” (Helliwe® Putnam, 2004: 1436). In fact,
Putnam (2000) showed that 85 per cent of the viditiabaptured by a complex index
of SC (including socialising with friends, enterti;ig guests at home, organisational
membership and activity, and social trust) couldwes! be captured by the simple
generalised trust question. Likewise, a factor ysialof numerous measures of trust (in
neighbours, friends, police etc.) found that theggalised, canonical trust question had
the highest loading on the principal component #redhighest test-retest reliability of
all items (Helliwell & Putnam, 2004). Consequentlidalpern (2005: 32) calls

generalised trust the “rough-and-ready measur&f

Combinations of indicators

Most articles in the field of QOL research have suwad SC with at least two
indicators (mostly interpersonal trust and orgaiosal membership, see for example
Harpham et al., 2004; Helliwell, 2003, 2008; He#il& Putnam, 2004; Kennelly et al.,
2003; Li et al., 2005; Pollack & von dem Knesebe2®4; Poortinga, 2006; Requena,
2003; Rojas & Carlson, 2005; von dem KnesebecK.eP@05). For instance, Li et al.
(2005) construct three different measures of SQGvithiga on data from the British
Household Panel Survey (BHPS), waves 7 and 8. Te@mmary measures are
“neighbourhood attachment” (i.e. informal SC withihe neighbourhood), “social
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network” (i.e. ties beyond one’s immediate familgnd “civic participation” (i.e.

involvement in voluntary associations).

Conclusion: A comprehensive, but clear measurement

In conclusion, SC is best measured by a combinatidroth structural and cognitive, as
well as both formal and informal sub-types. Hermegording to the UK Office for
National Statistics (2003: 1), the concept shoddrteasured by three indicators - trust,

memberships, and networks:

"Levels of trust - for example, whether individuatast their neighbours and
whether they consider their neighbourhood a plaberes people help each
other.

Membership - for example, to how many clubs, s@esebr social groups
individuals belong.

Networks and how much social contact individualgehia their lives”

This operationalisation seems broad enough, astallfacets that are discussed in the
sub-chapter on the definitions above are includé¢dhe same time, the three indicators
are sufficiently clear in order not to be subjectthe ‘vagueness critique’ of SC.
Consequently, | will use a measurement that igne with the ONS approach in my

own empirical analysis later.

In fact, the analyses in this thesis ought to avmethg criticised for further watering

down the concept of SC. The preceding paragraphghencritiques of SC have

illustrated how a major challenge for researchhis airea will be to develop a precise
idea of what SC is and how it should be operatisadl The definition featured here
aims to serve this purpose. In this regard, itieipy excludes the core family (spouse,
children, parents).

A clear distinction in this matter must be madejtasould not be feasible to group
social ties to fellow-volunteers or friends togetleth those links one has with one’s
children or parent§ They are of a different quality and nature, andlll only treat the

first under the label ‘SC’. In future, a distinatibetween ‘internal SC’, i.e. ties within

the core family, and ‘external SC’, i.e. ties odésithe core family, may be a useful

!5 Furthermore, more distant relatives will be ingddin the operationalisation of informal SC, see
chapter 3. Also, core family variables (spouseldeen) will be controlled for in the empirical agaés.
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proposition for further research that is concerwéti questions on the nature of family
vs. non-family ties. Besides, it was mentioned iearthat some sociologists have
criticised the notion of ‘capital’ as inappropridia the study of social relationships.
While such criticisms can more easily be dealt vgititccessfully regarding friendship
networks and organisational memberships, they ¢e h@ore of a point when it comes
to close family ties and marital relations, as ldtéer function according to a different
logic of reciprocity. Hence, | will not stretch thiefinition of SC to include such core

family ties.

Finally, the view taken here reflects the consem@sueng researchers about the fact that
non-family networks in which members know each othee clear examples of SC,
while other forms are more controversial. Less pmmxk kinds of SC include - as
discussed - intimate networks such as family, bigb asocial relationships with
strangers, e.g. at the macro-level with fellow-dogymen, which are not usually
considered SC in the narrowest sense of the teatpérh, 2005: 14)°

2.3 The relationship between social capital and subjeiste well-
being
The following section will present the theoretiaalechanisms that lie behind the
association between the concepts discussed ithésss, namely SC and SWB, and the
state of the knowledge about empirical studies toanect those two. In other words:
Why would SC contribute to people’s life satisfaatiand what have previous studies
found out so far? Importantly, the following pagesovide a sound basis for the
subsequent chapter (2.4) which will discuss whatartant questions have been left

unanswered, and consequently which research gapssgrtation aims to fill.

Putnam’s summary of the positive consequences oisS@lite enthusiastic: “social

capital makes us smarter, healthier, safer, riched, better able to govern a just and
stable democracy” (Putnam, 2000: 290). In bridig“tnore integrated we are with our
community, the less likely we are to experiencedspheart attacks, strokes, cancer,
depression, and premature death of all sorts” (ib826). Such statements were

sometimes criticised for presenting SC as a “clife(Rortes, 1998: 2) for social

16 An exception is, for example, the study by Lirakt(1999) who included marriage in their threeelev
model of SC consisting of a “binding” (marriage),“l@onding” (friends) and a “belonging” (civic
engagement) sub-type.
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problems. There are certain downsides of SC, whithbe outlined in this chapter,
too. Nonetheless, a large amount of recent reseagborts Putnam'’s postulations. The
following chapter will look at the evidence, focirgson the effect of SC on SWB.

2.3.1 Theoretical mechanisms from social capital to suttje well-

being

Social capital is a source of moral support and raaces the negative side effects of

modernisation

Networks can provide social support. More precis8¢ can buffer the effects of
stress, and generate a sense of belonging. It gheesnembers of a network moral
backing that enhances life satisfaction (Bjgrnsk®®03; Halpern, 1999; Helliwell,

2001; Helliwell & Putnam, 2004; Putnam, 2000). In samilar fashion, social

connectedness provides individuals with emotiongdpsrt and personal fulfilment
while, at the same time, they are protected froenrtegative effects of social isolation
(Kawachi & Berkman, 2001; Lee et al., 2008). Consaly, Thoits (1995: 64) argues:
“social support is considered a coping resource +his case, a ‘social fund’ from

which people may draw when handling stressors.”

An experiment by Kamarck et al. (1990) illustraties effect of social support on stress
levels. Participants were asked to make a publeedp - a potentially stressful
situation. Those participants, however, who weld that there would be someone
outside the room they can call for help if needad lower stress levels, as measured by
lower blood pressure before and during the spegaleven though no help was actually
called upon, simply knowing that there is potensapport outside had a calming

influence on the speakers (as quoted in Halpei®5284).

Cohen & Wills (1985) in fact developed two theoratimodels showing how social ties
contribute to better mental health (see also Kaw&dBerkman, 2001): the main effect
model (figure 8), and the stress-buffering modéeuffe 9). The main effect model
proposes a beneficial effect from being sociallypedded for mental health in everyday
situations, while the stress buffering model démsihow SC improves well-being in
times of increased pressure. The models offer fllusexplanations of how the

7 Some of the theoretical mechanisms presented Were — albeit much more briefly and with a
different focus — also discussed in Kroll (2008).
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theoretical link between the two concepts SC andBSWictions in certain situations.
In non-stressful times, being part of a social mekvmakes an individual subject to
social influence that can encourage health prorgdtiehaviours. Likewise, there may
be positive affective states as a direct resulatfialising, leading to neuroendocrine
responses and eventually improved mental hé&lMeanwhile, the stress-buffering
model claims that being part of social networksvprgs, or at least lowers, the
damaging effect of stressful events on mental he&lerceiving social support to be
available may lead to a more benign appraisal ®fptbtentially stressful situation. Just
like in the aforementioned example by Kamarck e{E90), perceived social support
dampens cardiovascular reactivity to stressfulasibms and prevents further negative
behavioural or physiological responses that coualdlifate mental health problems
(Cohen & Wills, 1985; Kawachi & Berkman, 2001).

Social Networks ‘

— | \

Social Influence

Positive
Affective
States

l T

Neuroendocrine
E—— Responses

Health-Promoting
Behaviors
(e.g., exercise)

I

‘ Mental Health

Figure 8: Main effect model according to Cohen & Wis (1985). (Source: Kawachi & Berkman,
2001: 460).

8 It can be criticised, however, that social infloencan also encourage unhealthy behaviour, e.g.
teenagers may start smoking as a result of pessyre or following their friends’ smoking. Similgyl
social networks may also induce negative affectitates as a result of bullying or mobbing, see the
section on “bad social capital” later in this suiapter.
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Figure 9: Stress-buffering model according to Cohe® Wills. (Source: Kawachi & Berkman, 2001:
460).

Being socially embedded, moreover, helps individual cope with some of the
disadvantages of modernisation, such as growimgation and isolation. This idea had
already been formulated by Emile Durkheim (19979[43 who found a close link
between the degree to which individuals are integranto society and the incidence of
suicide. Durkheim claims that individualisation po&es the replacement of closer,
often patrimonial ties in favour of anonymous, leosetworks® The absence of
functioning horizontal ties caused by individualisa and modernisation has been
termed ‘anomie’ (Degele & Dries, 2005; Durkheim,979[1897]). Such conditions
mean that people lack a stable community base wpioliides support, identity and
guidance. Consequently, individuals experience itwgndissonance, disaffection, and
depression, and suicide becomes more likely (Dunkhd997 [1897]; Woolcock,
1998).

The basic ideas as outlined by Durkheim continumgpire today’s psychologists who
indicate that individualisation is accompanied hwyahing networks” (Myers, 1999:

% This development was described in a similar wayTbynies as the transformation frorGémein-
schaft to “Gesellschaft(Tonnies, 2005 [1887]).
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374). Decreasing face-to-face contact thus caubesation and less trust between
people. This can result in a diminished sense ofraanity, a loss of purpose, finally
leading on to depression and low SWB. Growing, domes even “excessive
individualism” (Layard & Dunn, 2009: 27) in modemarket societies makes people
overlook the importance of social ties, although ‘ttvarmth of companionship” (Lane,
2000: 110) has the ability to lead to profound $i&gisfaction. In fact, some have argued
that human well-being in the future will depend Hiig on whether effective
mechanisms of social participation and integrattan be maintained and developed
(Bulmahn, 2000).

It has furthermore been argued that due topthstive externalitie®f SC, the benefits
of someone’s SC are not even restricted to thatoperinstead, the whole society can
profit from an individual’s SC. This is the casecaese one’s membership in a civic
association (e.g. neighbourhood watch, sports &dgmt) is usually in some direct or
indirect way also beneficial to the people in oneisvironment (Helliwell, 2001).
Neighbourhoods, regions and even nations of highb&CGome environments with
higher SWB because people in them support eachr.oiffeus, SC improves the
functioning of society, and environments with hidévels of SC may provide
individuals with mutual assistance (OECD, 2001).

"What is at play in these countries [with high amtsuof SC] is probably that
social capital makes life easier and more predietdly removing small
obstacles in everyday life while friends, familiegolleagues and
acquaintances can provide moral backing and betelioutcomes of social
capital may furthermore lead to people feeling artw glow’ of being trusted
and having social interactions (Croson, 1999)” (Bgiov, 2003: 10).

Social relationships as a basic human need

From a psychological point of view, it has beenvehdhat social relationships are a
vital element of human well-being. Respondents haperted over and over again that
good interpersonal relationships were prerequiddesheir life satisfaction, so having
good social relationships is widely considered sidbAuman need that is fundamental
to well-being (Argyle, 1996, 1999; Blanchflower &s®ald, 2000; Donovan et al.,
2002; Helliwell, 2001; Myers, 1999; OECD, 2001).idt for this reason that social

belonging is a vital part of Maslow’s hierarchyraeds (figure 10).
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Figure 10: Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. (Based oiaslow, 1943).

While numerous empirical studies will be cited etton 2.3.3, it will only be added at
this stage that people were shown to experience ipasitive emotions when they are
in company (Layard, 2003; Pavot et al., 1990), &gadng part in social activities

increased happiness in a 6-year longitudinal st(Mgnec, 2003). Also, SWB is

reported to increase with the number of people #natat hand to discuss important
matters with (Powdthavee, 2008). Social relatigmshare governed by a positive
association between interaction, sharing commotirsents, and engaging in common
activities (Homans, 1950). They may help to avoadative feelings and strengthen
positive emotions (Schilling & Wahl, 2002), and psglogical research has shown how

humorous laughter is facilitated in the compangaifidants (Chapman, 1976).

Furthermore, spending time with friends is posiiivassociated with third variables
which may enhance SWB at the end of the causahglsaich as lower self-anxiety
(Russell et al., 1984), higher extraversion and lesuroticism (Stokes, 1985), as well
as increased self-esteem (Hughes & Demo, 1989)other words, “people need

supportive, positive relationships and social bgiog to sustain well-being” (Diener &

Seligman, 2004: 18).
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Focusing on the effect of a lack of SC, socialagoh was strongly associated with low
well-being in psychological studies (Argyle, 19&84Qumeister, 1991). Social isolation
puts a person at a higher risk of becoming depde¢bBrowsky & Ross, 1989).

According to Seeman (1959) five factors resultiranT alienation lead to psychological
distress: powerlessness, isolation, self-estranggememeaninglessness, and
normlessness. Hence, people value the feeling ttieyt are part of a supportive

community.

Social Production Function (SPF) theory: Confirmaton and affection

Top level Subjective Well-being

Universal Physical Well-being Social Well-being

goals

First-order Stimulation/ Comfort Status Behavioral Affection

instrumental Activation (absence of (control Confirmation (positive

goals (optimal level physiological over scarce (approval for inputs from
of arousal) needs; pleasant and resources) “doing the caring others)

safe environment) right things)

Activities and Physical Absence of pain, Occupation, Compliance Intimate

endowments and mental fatigue, thirst, life style, with external ties, offering

(means of activities hunger; vitality; excellence and internal emotional

production producing good housing, in sports norms support

for instrumental arousal appliances, social or work

goals) welfare, security

(examples)

Resources Physical Food, health care, Education, Social skills, Spouse,

(examples) and mental money social class, competence empathy,

effort

unique skills

attractiveness

Figure 11: Social Production Function (SPF) theory(Source: Ormel et al., 1999: 67).

According to Social Production Function (SPF) tlye@eople have two universal goals
in life: physical well-being and social well-beinghese are accomplished through five
main instrumental goals, namely stimulation, comfstatus, behavioural confirmation,
and affection, as illustrated in figure 11 (Niebadral.,, 2005; Ormel et al., 1999;
Steverink & Lindenberg, 2006). SC can serve as ansi¢o reach these instrumental
goals, especially the latter two of affection arahdwioural confirmation. Behavioural
confirmation is defined as the feeling of havingneé right’ in the eyes of relevant
others, while affection consists of love, friengisland emotional support. It is provided
through caring relationships (intimate, family, efidship) (Ormel et al., 1999).
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Following the theory, this would lead to reachihg tiniversal goal of social well-being
and finally SWB.

A network theory of social capital: Information, influence, social credentials, and

reinforcement

The aforementioned rewards for social interactiares largely intrinsic, that is to say
that the initial motivation of an individual to joia network is based on the positive
outcomes more or less directly related to the augon itself. However, there are many
rewards associated with social networks beyondrtaee benefit of interaction per se,
such as access to jobs or information. (Arrow, 20@he comprehensive theory that
pays tribute to extrinsic factors is Nan Lin’s netkwtheory of SC (2001a). For Lin, SC
describes investments in social relations by wimchviduals gain access to resources
that are embedded in these relations in order hame expected returns. Resources, in
turn, are defined as valued goods in society. TAsisoon as resources are invested for
expected returns in the marketplace, they becomer8iS theory suggests that capital
is captured in networks, and a member may borrosoukees, such as the other
members’ wealth, power, or reputatih.Consequently, individuals engage in

interactions in order to produce profits for thelnss.

In sum, this theory of SC focuses on how accesantb use of resources benefit the
individual. So when individuals invest in socialateons, e.g. someone gets involved in
civic organisations or socialises with friends,yttee then rewarded with access to
certain goods that become available through theratlketwork members (Lin, 2001b:
55; Lin & Erickson, 2008: 4). The mechanism by whambedded resources in social
networks enhance the outcomes of a member’'s acthomg be specified by four
aspects: (1) information, (2) influence, (3) soaa¢dentials, and (4) reinforcement
(Lin, 2001b: 19). More precisely:

1) Networks improve information flow. Hence, soaahnections provide an individual

with useful information about opportunities thatuke otherwise not be available. This

% Resources can take the form of wealth, power, ,ldmdises, cars, money, symbolic goods like
education, memberships in clubs, honorific degreesjility or organizational titles, family name,
reputation, or fame (Lin, 2001b: 43). Accordingdlg,friend’s bicycle is one’s social capital” (LirD@1a:
56).
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is especially important, for instance, when somasneoking for a job (see also Flap &
Boxman, 2001; Granovetter, 1982).

2) Networks can improve members’ influence andease their chances of success.
Other members can support an individual by "putting word“ (Lin, 2001b: 19).

3) The fact that one can resort to the network @swce of support if necessary is
perceived and acknowledged by others. Thereformgbmember of a network can
increase one’s status in society. In this respeativorks serve as “certification of the
individual’'s social credentials” (ibid.). They tdgtan individual’s ability to mobilise
resources beyond one’s personal capital.

4) Social relations reassure individuals of theentity. Recognition and reinforcements
are essential for the maintenance of psychologieditbeing.

According to Lin (2001a: 19), three types of resustand at the end of the causal chain
following those described mechanisms: physical theainental health, and life

satisfaction:

“It is expected that strong and homophilous tieemmte sharing of
resources, which in turn enhances life satisfactimnindicated by optimism

and satisfaction with various life domains”.

In sum, individuals can resort to SC in order tbiaee collective goals that they cannot
reach alone. An association, for example, allowspfe to unite “the energies of
divergent minds and vigorously directs them towarlsclearly indicated goal”
(Tocqueville, 1969 [1835]: 190). SC facilitates cker and wider diffusion of ideas
(Yip et al., 2006). Interacting frequently with etls increases an individual’'s chances to
get social support, useful information and helatial contacts (House et al., 1988;
Okun et al., 1984). The fact that a network canrowp information flow and access to
resources has also been described as being alpeteatially make the difference
between death and survival in a context of extremeerty (Halpern, 2005; Woolcock
& Narayan, 2000).

Role enhancement

A range of studies have also drawn on the idemlefenhancemerni order to explain
the beneficial effect of SC on SWB (e.g. Greenfi@llarks, 2004; Lum & Lightfoot,
2005; Moen et al., 1992; Musick et al., 1999). Aduog to this perspective, SC is
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associated with having multiple roles for peopleowtolunteer or who have a varied
and large social network. Such a role enhancemarttms a range of benefits which
may increase SWB, including role-privileges, oversthtus security, resources for
status enhancement and role performance, enrichroénthe personality, ego
gratification, power, prestige, resources, and ightened sense of identity (Morrow-
Howell et al., 2003; Sieber, 1974; Thoits, 1983839 Up to a certain point, those
benefits outweigh the stress that comes with pemifag multiple roles, i.etole strain
resulting overall in a “net gratification” (Siebet974: 567). For instance, gaining
multiple social identities (e.g. the number of piosis held by an individual and
validated in role relationships) was negativelyoassged with mental illness in a study
by Thoits (1983).

2.3.2 The different facets of social capital and theirlegionship with
SWB

Following the general remarks about SC and SWB abtiv next paragraphs will
focus on particular facets of SC in more detail. 8Asesult, these elaborations will

produce precise hypotheses for the empirical cingpfethis dissertation.

Trust

As outlined earlier when introducing the three faa# SC studied in this thesis, trust is
one good overall indicator for the quality of sdeilationships. Where such cognitive
SC (interpersonal trust) is high, social relatiopshmust be in a good state. If people
are able to trust each other, they do not neecklp an “expensive safeguards or
complicated contracts to support their economic somal ventures” (Helliwell, 2001:
47). Likewise, mistrust is a demanding state whiefuires “expensive protective
baggage” and produces stress (ibid.). Trust betyeeple also lowers the transaction
costs in society (Fukuyama, 1995, 2000) and redubes complexity of social
interactions (Luhmann, 1968). Hence, being abldarist others makes life “more
enjoyable and more productive by reducing the cadtsdealing with risk and
uncertainty” (Helliwell, 2001: 43). Trust enablesgple to interact better, thus “making
for a safer, more predictable, easier and theredfts@ probably a happier life. Most SC

scholars also claim that face-to-face social irttwas more directly lead to happier
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lives” (Bjgrnskov, 2008: 55). Thus, high trust sai@e a good predictor of increased
SWB levels.

“Virtually all contemporary research on subjectivell-being, quality of life,
happiness and satisfaction with life as a wholeashthat good interpersonal
relations contribute more than anything else teehdesirable states. If one
were to list plausible necessary conditions fordyaderpersonal relations,
trust would certainly be included in the list” (Miglos, 1990: 619).

Hg:  The more someone trusts other people, the higkérher SWB will be.

Civic engagement

A strand of the literature on SC deals specificaliyh the positive effects of civic
engagement for the active volunteers themselves.ré&Wwards can broadly be grouped

into an intrinsic and an extrinsic categdty.

Intrinsic rewards

A rich associational life of an individual resuitsthe fact that “feelings and ideas are
renewed, the heart enlarged, and the understamtingloped only by the reciprocal
action of men upon one another” (Tocqueville, 196835]: 515). More recently,
neuroscientists claim to have discovered that cadip® indeed not only rewards the
individual who receivesan altruistic act, but also the one wbommitsit. Damasio
(2003: 185) argues that if an individual cooperafessitive emotions like pride and
happiness are evoked through the recognition bgrethikewise, non-cooperation is
more likely to result in feelings of shame and gespecially if norms have been
violated. Brain measurement during “tit for tat” peximents also reported the
experience of positive emotions for those who caatge(Layard, 2003; Rilling et al.,
2002). Thus, pro-social behaviour such as voluirigas very much in the interest of

the rational agent, as it increases his or herwelftbeing.

A range of researchers conclude that samakributionssuch as giving to others, doing
things for others or volunteering may even contebmore to SWB thameceiving

support (Brown, 2003; Brown et al., 2003; Huppérale 2009; Meier & Stutzer, 2008;
Post, 2005). For instance, Brown et al. (2003) reglbhow giving support to others is

L For another survey of theories on volunteering 8B see Meier (2007) and Meier & Stutzer (2008).
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more important to longevity than receiving sociapgort. In this sense, pro-social
behaviour may lead to the volunteer feeling a “watow” (Andreoni, 1990: 464) and a
good conscience (Bierhoff, 2002). Helping othevles many people with a sense of
purpose, which lends meaning and structure to tlanteers’ lives (Musick et al.,
1999; Musick & Wilson, 2003). Also, it leads to@c&l recognition and strengthens the

volunteers’ sense of identity (Sieber, 1974).

Furthermore, many volunteers can be assumed tosehao activity that they simply
enjoy doing. For instance, “people who volunteer foefighting probably enjoy
working in teams to fight fires with modern equipntig(Meier & Stutzer, 2008: 41). In
the end, intrinsic motivation means that peopleagegin activities which provide
“novelty and optimal challenge” for them (Deci & &y, 2000: 235).

Civic engagement may also generate feelings ofulreess and increased self-esteem
(Morrow-Howell et al., 2003). Moreover, it is in ghnature of many kinds of
volunteering that the results of one’s work arecliy visible, which can be rewarding.
In a study by Argyle (1999), 67% of the interviewedlunteers reported that an
important source of satisfaction was the abilitydiectly see the results of their work.
Consequently, it seems unsurprising that voluntsaysthat the act of helping others

simply makes them feel good (Wuthnow, 1991).

Finally, Borgonovi (2008: 2321) proposes that vodemning might contribute to
happiness by shifting the volunteer’s “salient refiee group in subjective evaluations
of relative positions from the relatively bettef-afo the relatively worse-off.”
According to her study using data from the US,tnetaincome as centred around the
county mean is not significantly correlated witlppgess among volunteers as opposed
to non-volunteers, which she argues may be dueetdetct that volunteering encourages

downward social comparison.

Extrinsic rewards

Volunteering may alternatively be used as an imsémnt for other gains that do not lie
in the act itself. In other words, the motivatiom tolunteer may be extrinsic. For
example, the activity that a volunteer performs reagve him / her to increase his / her
human capital Volunteering can thus be considered an investmergkills which

improve a person’s standing on the labour marketckHet al., 2004; Menchik &
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Weisbrod, 1987; Musick & Wilson, 2003). Furthermairaividuals may get involved
in associations with the particular aim of gettiagcess to theesourcesthat will
become available through that social network (jafggportunities, etc.). So next to
gratitude and social recognition, volunteering albdngs access to resources
(Wuthnow, 1991). In addition, many employers, sahghip bodies or universities take
a candidate’s extracurricular activities activelytoi account during the selection
process. Thus, being a member of a civic networgraves an individual's social
standing and prestige (Harbaugh, 1998). Finallypaks like volunteers usually have
higher levels of all facets of SC, and they areadftge better socially integrated in
general (Wilson & Musick, 1999; Wilson & Musick, 98; Wuthnow, 19985

Ho:  The more someone is involved in associationsitpjeer his / her SWB

will be.

Socialising

Friends can be a vital source of assistance instiofedistress. As a matter of fact,
informal SC, i.e. connections with friends, neighiso and colleagues, can provide
social support which mediates the stress resuftiogp minor daily hassles to major
adverse life events (Irwin et al., 2008). David Husuggested that happiness can only
be pursued in connection with others (Bellebaum &Hhgier, 1997). Similarly, Rook
(1987) pointed out that people engage in sociaraations often simply for the sake of
self-disclosure, i.e. to be known and understoodghiare their personal aspirations with

like-minded human beings, which results in increasell-being.

Researchers have indeed bemoaned the previous dbaesearch orformal SC in
relation to SWB (Li, 2007). Consequently, Stanc@0@) tries to emphasisaformal
SC and its effect on SWB. He calls his approachgtradity of relational life (QRL).

2 Previous research was not able to determine whigects of volunteering are most rewarding for
SWB (Meier & Stutzer, 2008: 42). It also remainglear which particular kind of organisation prodsice
the greatest rewards for the volunteers in term&WB. So far, it has only been argued that, with
particular regard to church organisations, volumteefor such associations is more beneficial totake
health (in terms of less depression) than voluirigefor secular associations, at least in a USystud
(Musick & Wilson, 2003). This increased effect Hasen attributed to the idea that engagement in a
religious institution “is not only volunteering Wit a bureaucracy but within a family and a moral
community as well” (Musick & Wilson, 2003: 262). &leffect could also be down to the notion that
church volunteers are more likely to be intrindicahotivated than volunteers in a secular assamiats
young church volunteers were less likely than yopagple who volunteered in secular associations to
state instrumental reasons for their civic engagerdaring a study (Wuthnow, 1995). Finally, Lim and
Putnam (2010) reported that friends at church aréqularly ‘loaded’ in terms of SWB.
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“[The SC] literature has generally focused on atpescich as trust, social
norms and associational activity, whereas relativiiftle evidence is
available about interpersonal relationships. Aseoled by Vemuri and
Costanza (2006, p.132), ‘work to create an adequalex of social capital
that captures the importance of friends and faifnily would likely improve
our ability to explain individual life satisfactiorin order to fill this gap, this
paper proposes a new method for measuring thetgualirelational life
(henceforth, QRL)” (Stanca, 2008: 1-2).

The added value to the existing measurement of Y@ extension of QRL was to
include “time spent with others” and “family relatis”, next to the widespread indicator
“active participation to voluntary organizationsi the measurement of SC (Stanca,
2008: 4-5).

Hio:  The more someone socialises, the higher his EiieB will be.

2.3.3 Existing empirical evidence

Seminal empirical studies will be presented in ¢bening section in order to illustrate
the theoretical mechanisms outlined earlier. Thélylwe structured according to level
of analysis and, in a second step, by facet oft8@ied.

Individual level

In his seminal book on SC in the US, Putnam (208pdrted that SC is associated with
happiness. Involvement in community, public engagein trust and informal
sociability, as measured by the General Social &yrthe DDB Needham Life Style
Survey, National Election Studies and the Roperigs@nd Political Trends Survey,
were all positively correlated with SWB. The grapHhigure 12 illustrates the positive
relationship between (at least moderate levelstiof) SC variables (volunteering,
attending club meetings and church services, ateftaming guests at home) with an

index of “happiness with life”.

Similarly, Groot et al. (2007) found a significagffect of SC on life satisfaction in an
analysis of GPD survey data. There is even a sikaabome-compensating effect of
SC, as measured by the size of the social netvibekextent of the social safety net,
and membership of a union or association. Likewkitsler & Hadler (2006) confirmed
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that individuals who are participating activelysacial and religious organisations have

a higher SWB score than those who find themseluéside of such networks.
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Figure 12: Social capital variables and happines¢Source: Putnam, 2000: 334).

Further evidence comes from around the globe. Atigescorrelation between a
composite index of trust, reciprocity and mutudph&ith SWB was reported by Yip et
al. (2006). The authors analysed a sample of 1y28gondents from rural China.
Likewise, a study of work satisfaction in Spain riduthat SC is the best predictor for
SWB at the work place (Requena, 2003). Studying ffain a cross-sectional interview
survey in East Asia (Japan, South Korea, Singagohina, and Taiwan), Yamaoka
(2007) concluded that SC is positively associateith \8WB as well as health. For
Ireland, too, Healy (2005) confirmed that varioud &ariables are positively correlated
with SWB using data from the National Economic &atial Forum Questionnaire. In
a similar study on the determinants of SWB in Indlaising the ESS, Delaney et al.
(2006) reported that their SC variables (time spattt friends, time spent socialising,
religious participation and trust) are all positiwand robustly related to well-being. In
fact, the SC variables dominated the model to #ieng that there was no observable
effect of income and education on SWB. Finally, mupive social ties could even
partly compensate for the hardship that people rexpee in an urban slum, as reported
in a study of slum dwellers in Calcutta, India (B&s-Diener & Diener, 2001).

Decreasing levels of SC in Western societies hawm deen tipped as being partly
responsible for the aforementioned Easterlin pata@bong with the positional and

hedonic treadmill, i.e. social comparison and aalamt, see e.g. Layard et al., 2008).
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Following Putnam’s claim that SC has declined ie S over the last decades,
Bartolini et al. (2008) examined how far decreasiegels of SC contribute to
explaining the Easterlin paradox. They reportedsitijve association between SC and
happiness and concluded from their calculationst themericans would have
experienced a sizeable increase in happiness iprdsence of a stable endowment of
SC.”, i.e. if SC levels had remained as high ag/ there in 1975. In economic
language, “less frequent interpersonal interactenms lower consumption of relational
goods” (Stanca, 2008: 2) (see also Bruni & Sta@688) may have contributed to the

stagnation of SWB levels in Western societies desjgcades of growing GDP.

Two qualitative studies also aimed to shed lighttloa association between SC and
well-being. McMichael & Manderson (2004) looked hbw SC relates to the
psychological well-being of Somali immigrant womenAustralia. In the qualitative
interviews, the women reported that following imnaiion, their “social networks have
been eroded and fractured. This is a significant@®of sadness, distress, anxiety, and
depression” (ibid.: 88), especially as Australiacisty (where they live now) is more
individualised than Somali society (in which theyer& socialised). Previously, an
ethnographic study on mental health and sociahiswi of old-aged Somali men living
in East London by Silveira & Allebeck (2001) yiettsimilar results. The face-to-face
interviews showed that the respondents perceivestmsial support and loneliness to be

major factors that lead to depression and mertheihg.

Aggregate level

At the cross-national level, too, the level of $Caicountry seems to be closely linked
to the national mean SWB. The first scholars tacedie correlation between societies
with elevated scores of interpersonal trust andesmwed SWB were Inglehart & Rabier
(1984a, 1984b, 1986). In their seminal article tiadti “Why are the Belgians so much
happier than the French?” (1986) they discredimhemic and linguistic explanations
for international differences in SWB as insuffidieimstead, they assigned a central role
for the well-being of nations to interpersonal trum a related paper, looking at
European Values Survey (EVS) data for 11 counthiey observed that nations which

have superior levels of social trust tend to raigk lin SWB.
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The new millennium brought methodologically morelsisticated studies which also
lay emphasis on examining possible spuriousnefiseimssociation. Bjgrnskov (2003),
for instance, noted a correlation of the SC vadslgeneralised trust, civic participation
and perceived corruption with national mean SWBarBiing 32 countries from thé'4

wave of the WVS in his regression analysis, he kmiex that:

“at the national level, social capital indeed seem$ead to happiness over
and above its effects on income and uncertaintyildWhe paper corroborates
the previous findings that income, economic stghiliuture prospects and
certain other features influence people’s life dattion, the relationship
between social capital and happiness emergesagstnd remarkably robust
to testing for a set of supplementary ideas” (Bskav, 2003: 14).

The bivariate correlation between his SC index &WB was high (r = 0.75) and
strongly significant. Controlling for GNI, inflattoand income inequality, the effects of

SC remained significant with a beta valuéef 0.47 and p < 0.01.

In a similar analysis of over 70 nations based doviSMata, Kroll (2008) examined the
effect of SC on SWB at the cross-national levellsthilistinguishing between richer
and poorer countries. It was found that the impaaof civic engagement and trust is
greater in the first group. In the latter groupp@mic factors such as a country’s GDP
exerted a larger impact on national mean life &ati®on levels. In richer countries,

however, the importance of SC for national mean SE&¥Beeded that of any other
economic factor included in the regression analy&BP, inflation, unemployment

rate, inequality). Thus, Wilkinson’s assumption ttfance access to the material
necessities of life is assured, then the qualitgwfrelations with each other is almost
certainly the most important determinant of thel #bjective quality of our lives”

(Wilkinson, 2006: 8) is supported by this differattd analysis of rich and poor

countries.

Gundelach & Kreiner (2004) also reported SC to hee most important predictor of
happiness. Their analysis was based on the EV&aiwed at a similar conclusion to
Inglehart & Rabier two decades before.

“Societies differ in relation to the strength dfeir social ties, and this
influences happiness independently of the indiidusocial relationships.

[...] There are countries that simply create moreplyapeople than other
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countries do and that the main difference betweesd countries lies in the

social relationships” (Gundelach & Kreiner, 200833

Multi-level studies

Certain other studies have measured the effect®foB various levels, such as a
seminal paper by Helliwell & Putnam (2004). Theangrehensive analysis of over
83,000 cases from the WVS, plus the US Benchmarkegwvith over 28,000 cases and
the Canadian ESC with 7,400 cases revealed théividual and aggregate level SC
variables to correlate positively with happinedfg $atisfaction and subjective health.
Rejecting the idea that only relative SC affectdl-weing (as proposed by Nie et al.,
1996), they argue in favour of absolute SC to ls®aated with SWB.

Helliwell (2003) earlier examined SWB levels ingarwaves of WVS data including 46
countries by using a model featuring micro-leved amacro-level variables. As a result,
SC and economic factors are both positively astedtiaith well-being at the individual
level. However, income was found to have negatkteraalities (i.e. a higher income
of one’s fellow beings has a negative effect on’or®@NVB) while SC has positive
‘spillovers’. A similar result was reported by Bpmkov (2008), who found strong
positive externalities of social trust with regaadhappiness, based on a study of SC
and happiness in the USA at state level. Clark §20®), however, reported mixed

results with regard to the externalities of SC ith household unft

“Individuals like to live in households with activ@embers but they also
want to be more active than anyone else: there life-gatisfaction boost

from being the most socially-active person in tbedehold.”

A multi-level analysis of ESS data has been caroetlby Aslam & Corrado (2007).
The authors examined the impact of national, regioand individual variables,
including social connectedness, on individual SW#B Europe using multi-level
modelling. As a result, the authors conclude thatrhost significant influences of SWB

lie at the individual level, followed by the regalrievel. With regard to SC, there were

% n any case, SC is not subject to an adaptatifatteih terms of SWB, unlike many economic factors
related to happiness, such as income. Howevereffeet of involvement in religious associations was
weaker when controlling for respondent’s religipsi€lark (2008: 16) declares in this respect thats

also possible to use information from the two sefawaves to consider adaptation to social capgal.
the effect of a given amount of social activityVslave Nine smaller for those who were more active at
Wave Seven? Regression analysis provided no evédefnsuch an adaptation effect".
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positive correlations at the micro-level, as wedl some significant variables at the
regional level, such as “regional average trustiwidver, the effect of regional average
socialising and social intimacy (i.e. having somedm discuss matters with) on SWB
was even negative. Furthermore, the results variatkedly between the dataset for
2002 and the one for 2004.

Finally, Helliwell et al. (2010) show how the sdcand institutional context explains
more variation in the international differences life satisfaction than do income
variables. Their study of the first three waveshaf Gallup World Poll featuring 52,600
respondents from 80 countries yield very similaufes for both the satisfaction with
life question, as well as for the so-called Cangildef* as an outcome variable. They
included several SC variables from the individwetel, as well as the national level

(whereby the same value was given to all indivichkedervations in one country).

Studies on the different facets of social capitalral subjective well-being

Trust

Many studies on the link between SC and SWB includeeasure of interpersonal trust
as a proxy for the quality of social relations. iBes correlations were reported, for
instance by Helliwell (2003, 2008), Helliwell & Ram (2004), Inglehart (1990) and
Rotter (1980). Helliwell & Huang (2005) quantifyethmonetary value of workplace
trust on SWB for Canada, and argue that moving ng moint on a 10-point scale of
workplace trust results in an increase of life fattion that is equal to a 40% rise in
income. Meanwhile, Hudson (2006) showed that greaist in institutions (i.e. linking
SC), such as government, police and the legal myssealso positively associated with
life satisfaction.

Civic engagement

A body of literature examines the link between cighgagement as one particular kind
of SC with positive outcomes for the volunteer.slim, volunteers are more likely to
report high SWB (e.g. Thoits & Hewitt, 2001; Van ligen, 2000; Wheeler et al.,
1998), less likely to suffer from depression (Wils& Musick, 1999), have stronger

4 The Cantril ladder is a self-anchoring scale orictvitespondents have to rate themselves between 0,
i.e. the worst possible life, and 10, i.e. the Ipastsible life (Cantril, 1965).
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physical health (Stephan, 1991), and they reptotvar risk of early mortality (Musick
et al., 1999). Mellor et al. (2009), for instanoeported a positive association between
volunteering and personal well-being, as well aghi®murhood well-being in their
study of 1,289 adults across Australia. What isipaearly noteworthy about their study
is that they controlled for psychosocial resouraed personality traits that are not
usually part of large surveys, but are considerednhtiuence both volunteering and
well-being. Therefore, they underline an independerechanism of volunteering

leading to increased well-being.

Similarly, Meier & Stutzer (2008: 46) reported alhly significant positive effect of
volunteering on SWB controlling for other factokskewise, an Israeli study found that
some young people claimed to have their most prafoexperiences of happiness in
relation to pro-social voluntary activities (Mageir§96). Morrow-Howell et al. (2003)
showed that volunteering has a beneficial effectS\/B beyond simply increasing the
number of friends, by controlling for informal S@¢asured as contact with family and
friends). At the macro-level, it is remarkable howlunteering rates vary e.g. across
Europe, from 67% of the population engaged in vialgnor charitable work in Norway
to only 7% in Bulgaria according to ESS data. Atedcearlier, the countries that score
high on volunteering also tend to have high lifastaction levels (Plagnol & Huppert,
2009).

An interesting finding was reported by White andd»o(2009), based on their analysis
of DRM data. Distinguishing the benefits associatth different daily activities, they
found that volunteering was relatively mamwarding than pleasurable. Meanwhile,

socialising was to a similar degree rewarding dedgurable in their study.

Socialising

A number of studies have investigated the impodaoicinformal SC, i.e. good and

close connections with other people such as friendgghbours and colleagues, for
SWB. Using the shadow pricing method, Powdthavé®&» estimates the monetary
value of interactions with friends, relatives arelgmbours. He reports that a change
from “seeing friends or relatives less than oneecath” to “seeing friends or relatives

on most days” would equal an extra income of $8%,80/ear in terms of enhanced

SWB. Likewise, Li (2007) concludes that having sgosocial ties with friends and
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neighbours is positively correlated with people’appiness over and above other
factors. Bruni & Stanca (2008) similarly found aspive and large effect of relational
goods on life satisfaction at the individual leviekewise, time spent with family and
friends is reported to be associated with higheelkof positive affect and lower levels

of negative affect (Kahneman et al., 2004).

Good social relations are related to both happiesk life satisfaction variables, as
further reported by an analysis of 41 countriestuiag macro- and micro-level
variables using World Values Survey data (HalleH&dler, 2006). The authors found
support for their hypothesis that life satisfactiwas higher among people, groups and
nations where individuals are better embedded eseclsocial relations and networks
(while actually associational membership was nghificantly related to SWB in this
study). A related analysis of 1,500 respondentSammany also found that strong social
ties, especially intimate ties and those to redetj\friends and neighbours, are highly
and positively associated with SWB (Deindl, 2008).addition, having low social
contact and few or no friends correlated with daseel levels of SWB (Lelkes, 2006).
Among older people, informal activities such agtwig friends not only lead to higher
life satisfaction, but also to reduced depressiympoms (Ritchey et al.,, 2001).
Likewise, adolescents who are well-integrated ifitendship networks report better
mental health (Ueno, 2005), and a survey of Bla&-Aiericans also reported a
positive correlation between social relationshgss heasured by e.g. number of friends,
frequency of contact with neighbours) on the on@dhaand happiness and life
satisfaction on the other (Taylor et al., 2001).

In sum, there is a vast body of literature showagositive relationship between
(various facets of) SC and SWB. Two more criticaésfion concern causality, as well
as ‘bad social capital’, which will both be addes$sn the following sub-sections.

234 Causality

For as long as the relationship between SC and $##Boeen studied, the question of
causality has been a heavily debated issue. Cgusaly indeed run both ways: SC can
causally enhance SWB, as illustrated earlier bggaeng many theoretical mechanisms
that support this assumption. At the same timeydghoit could be the case that happy

people simply tend to accumulate SC more easilyiléMtvo criteria of causality (an
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association between the two concepts and a lagipwfiousness) are fulfilled in most
existing cross-sectional studies, the questioreofpioral precedence between SC and
life satisfaction is more controversial and thesemuch less evidence. However, a
number of attempts have been made by researchatsetblight onto this issue using
various methods such as experiments, quasi-expet$mdongitudinal data, and

instrumental variables, as the following paragraphisshow.

On a similar note, many scholars do not rule oatghtential existence of unobserved
personality characteristics that may influence b®® and SWB as a third variable,
such as extraversion (as noted by e.g. Helliwdp12 Helliwell & Putnam, 2004;
Kawachi & Berkman, 2001; Meier & Stutzer, 2008; vdem Knesebeck et al., 2005;
Yip et al., 2006).

Causal effects from subjective well-being to socia@apital

Studies in social psychology on the constructiorsadial identities claim that a self-
selection mechanism may be at play, especially wilenoomes to associational
membership. In other words, only a certain kindeoftroverted, happy) person decides
to join a voluntary organisation in the first pla¢éooghe, 2008). People with a higher
SWB “should be more likely to seek (or to be sought community service” (Thoits &
Hewitt, 2001: 115) and can be assumed to have a&rwddcle of friends. In fact,
respondents with higher SWB scores in time peridd986) performed significantly
more volunteer hours at time 2 (1989), based oelgiata of two waves of a US survey
(Thoits & Hewitt, 2001) . Thus, past well-beingcsrrelated with present volunteering.
Similarly, Cunningham (1988) found in an experina¢isetting that people who are put
into a pleasant mood became more sociable as aeaqossce. In related research,
people who married had a higher chance than thbseremained single of being more
satisfied with life in the first place before mage (Lucas et al., 2003; Stutzer & Frey,
2006).

Causal effects from social capital to subjective vlebeing

On the other hand, there is ample evidence that&Gally influences SWB. Meier &
Stutzer (2008) lend support to this notion based tlogir study of longitudinal

volunteering data from the German Socio-EconomioePatudy (GSOEP). They
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observed that following the exogenous shock of if@ation, many East Germans lost

their opportunity to volunteer.

“As a result, we observed that their wellbeing éases compared with a
control group for which the volunteer status reradimnchanged. The result
is robust to the introduction of various controtighles (e.g. job loss) and to

the control of time-invariant individual heterogéwgé (ibid.: 55).

The authors concluded that this indicates a caunflaence of SC on SWB. Similar
analyses using panel data confirmed a strong caeiett of friendship and of
sociability on SWB (Becchetti et al., 2009; Powdiba, 2008).

Likewise, Moen et al. (1992) reported a significaositive effect of SC on physical
health and longevity in their longitudinal analyaimong a sample of women. A related
effect was found for decreasing mortality as a ltestivolunteering (Musick et al.,

1999; Oman et al.,, 1999). Using data from the Aozrs’ Changing Lives (ACL)

survey in 1986 and 1989, van Willingen (2000) fouhdt older adults who did not
volunteer reported significantly worse health thlose who did volunteer. Moreover,
there was a positive and significant net effectatinteering in 1986 on life satisfaction
and perceived health in 1989. Hence, defying thiesséection and reverse causality

argument, van Willigen concluded that:

“It was not simply the case that volunteers are kimel of people who are
more satisfied with their lives and healthier ire tfirst place. [...] Thus,
although physical limitations may restrict voluntesetivity, physical and

psychological well-being do not predict volunteefifibid.:S312).

Other studies also reported strong associationseaet SC and further QOL variables
for which a temporal precedence of SC is definitglyen, such as suicide rates (Argyle,
1999; Helliwell, 2008), and mortality (Musick et,al999). Meanwhile, resorting to the
technique of instrumental variables (IV), Borgonof2008: 2321) reports that
“volunteering has a positive, causal influence elfreported happiness”. The same is
true for interpersonal trust and SWB, as anothealyais using IV has shown
(Bjgrnskov, 2008).
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Psychological experiments are another way of exaigiocausation. Pavot et al. (1990)
reported that the same individuals are happier wheg are with others compared to
when they are alone. Such within-person results towvards a causal effect of SC on
SWB. Likewise, Kahneman et al. (2004) found thatirdy 14 out of 15 activities of
daily living (e.g. exercising, resting, commutiragyd working) the respondents’ affect
balance (i.e. someone’s positive minus negativetiems) was more positive when
people were doing them together with others; onyying seemed to be more enjoyable
in solitude (see also: Krueger et al., 2008) (far positive effects of religious activity in

company see Lim & Putnam, 2010).
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Figure 13: Satisfaction with life before and afterdivorce and the death of a spouse. (Source: Diener

& Seligman, 2004: 19).

In another analysis of longitudinal data by Lucasak (2003), it was furthermore
reported that people who lose a spouse througlh a@eativorce experience lower well-
being, and they take several years to return to the& initial level of SWB (as quoted
by Diener & Seligman, 2004) (see figure 13). Theetaauthors subsequently concluded
in their overview of the literature that “it is e@lethat positive social relationships are an
importantcauseof well-being” (ibid.: 21, my italics). Summing wgxisting studies on
the causal effect of SC on SWB, Veenhoven (2008alk®d argues that:
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“empirical research has indeed shown strong relatlmetween intimate ties
and subjective well-being, and in this case theral$o evidence for causal
effects of the former on the latter (e.g., Luca®rk; Diener, & Georgellis,
2003). The causal mechanism seems to be socialogupgther than

protection against negative stereotyping”.

From all this evidence, the Stiglitz Commissiongas far as concluding that:

“For no other class of variables (including stgicticonomic variables) is the
evidence forcausaleffects on subjective well-being probably as gjras it
is for social connections” (my italics) (Stiglitz &., 2009: 184).

Causal effects in both directions

The aforementioned studies suggest that the assoclzetween SC and SWB is to a
certain extent reciprocal. Some longitudinal anedysxplicitly conclude that causality
runs both ways (Li & Ferraro, 2005; Thoits & Hew001). So even if cross-sectional
studies, such as the one in this thesis, only measurelation and not causation, we
can assume that SC does indeed causally influevwi Isased on previous research on
this topic, while acknowledging the effects in thgposite direction from SWB to SC.
Moreover, the theoretical mechanisms outlined eaiiin this chapter highlight the
manifold reasons why there is a plausible, caughlance of SC on SWB. In the end,
Kawachi & Berkman (2001: 459) formulate the profesal consensus in this regard by
concluding that:

“Such difficulties notwithstanding, most research@ow agree that social

ties have a salutary effect on mental health agdhsogical well-being.”

The perspective taken in the theoretical chaptees dndeed focus more on causal
effectsfrom SCto SWB and not vice versa. Nonetheless, the aimisfthesis will not
be to prove causality in one direction or anothestead, slope heterogeneity in the
association between SC and SWB shall be the mairsfof the empirical analyses (see
section 2.4 for more detailed explanations of timasaof this thesis) regardless of
causation. Due caution shall hence be express#gtihimitations section of the thesis
in chapter 9.
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2.3.5 Bad social capital

So far, this chapter has illustrated why SC is ligueonsidered to be a positive
outcome of social relations that enhances wellgeldowever, due to a range of
mechanisms SC can also be negative to an individual society. It is important to
discuss such alternative views of SC with regarithéoempirical part of this thesis.
Putnam et al. were accused of presenting a ond-sider of SC because they allegedly
portrayed it as an “unmixed blessing” (Portes & dalh 1996: 2). In all fairness,
though, Putnam did mention possible downsides ol in his 2000 book, even if
his overall conclusion of the consequences of Sfianes a very positive one. In this
respect, Woolcock & Narayan (2000) distinguish wi@ws of SC. Theeommunitarian
view proposes ‘the more SC the better’. This perspecguores potential downsides of
SC, though. A more balanced outlook on SC isnéevork viewaccording to which
SC can be good or bad, rather like a “double-edgextd” (ibid.: 231).

In fact, network analyses have discovered how npoly dhappiness, but also

unhappiness, spreads through social ties. A stadgd that when a person is happy,
nearby friends have a 25 percent higher chanceiojthappy themselves. Moreover,
the tendency to be happy is higher at the centrsoafal networks than at their

periphery. Also, happy and unhappy people tendldster within a reach of three

degrees of separation in a network, i.e. somebotggpiness correlates with the
happiness of people they are connected with at @rssecond degree (Fowler &
Christakis, 2008). A similar result has been regmbitty Agneessens & Wittek (2008:
630) for job satisfaction. According to their studyperson is more likely to be satisfied
with the job if it has interpersonal ties to peopleo feel the sam®.

Thus, while SC certainly grants individuals valwablccess to resources, it may also
place a certain amount of group pressure, obligadiod commitment on them. Portes
(1998) pointed out four negative consequences aof é&Clusion of outsiders, excess
claims on group members, restrictions on individvaédom, and downward levelling
norms. The term “social cage” was proposed eddiesuch phenomena (Mariansky &
Turner, 1992). From a “capabilities” perspectiver{S1999), SC can have negative

outcomes because groups with a high internal cohesiay imply a high burden of

% Both these studies refine earlier SC researchdoljng that it is not only how many social ties that
impacts individual well-being (popularity hypothgsi They consider the characteristics of the nades
which people are tied. However, examination of siagiors is not possible with the data sets fromgda
surveys but needs to be restricted to network aealy
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responsibilities and duties for the individualghem, at the expense of their individual
freedom (Comim, 2008). However, SC and connectedaés bear the potential for

individuals to improve their capabilities (ibid.).

An illustration of the downsides of SC was given Bsown & Harris (1978), who
investigated the effect of SC on mental health agmamen living on the Outer
Hebrides. While higher participation in communiife |(church-going and craft work)
was associated with lower rates of depressiona# also correlated with higher rates of
anxiety disorders. Drawing on Durkheim’s idea ttratitional societies aim for both
“réglementation” (social regulation) and ‘“intégaati, the authors concluded that
participation in community life had both a bendicias well as a detrimental effect on
women’s SWB. The “repressive nature of social ragoih” (Kawachi & Berkman,
2001: 463) led the women to suffer from increasexiedy disorders in this context. A
similar notion was expressed by Halpern (2005:) vily referring to “twitching
curtains” in neighbourhoods with high amounts of, 8@derlining that the benefits of
social connectedness may come at the price ofaserkpressure for social conformity,

observation and judgement by others.

While the majority of the aforementioned negatieturns fall back on the individual,
another range of important negative consequencesrtdin kinds of SC are not felt by
the members of a group themselves, but by socretyna them. Especially bonding SC
may exclude outsiders and unite members of a gtougnds that are detrimental to
parts of or the overall society. For instance, rtredia, friendship ties between corrupt
politicians, the Ku-Klux clan, or terrorist netwarlall have a high amount of bonding
SC. While the high levels of internal reciprocitydatrust may facilitate the functioning
of the group enormously and be beneficial for itsnmbers, the effect on the outside
world may be devastating. Cartels may foster behavihat worsens overall economic
performance, ‘old boy’ career networks can be aridarto social mobility and
transparency, and religious groups can divide conities (Fukuyama, 2000; Graeff,
2009; Halpern, 2005; Portes & Landolt, 1996; Waraa08).

In fact, Olson (1982) claimed that SC in generatatyeprotects the interest of special
groupsat the expense of societyome studies have consequently tried to distinguish
between ‘Putham groups’ (from which society in gahbenefits), and ‘Olson groups’
(which are harmful to overall society) (see e.grt@®ai et al., 2008; Den Butter &
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Mosch, 2005; Knack & Keefer, 1997). The operatimadion, though, is problematic as
a clear categorisation of an organisation into @nie two groups often remains rather
speculative. At the end of the day, Putnam (20@Q822) writes that:

“Social capital, in short, can be directed towardalevolent, antisocial
purposes, just like any other form of capital] [Therefore it is important to
ask how the positive consequences of social capitamutual progress,
cooperation, trust, institutional effectiveness -ahde maximised and the
negative manifestations — sectarianism, ethnoceniri corruption —

minimised.*“

Therefore, the empirical chapters in this thess® alught to explore whether bad SC
may need to play a more prominent role in SC th@omye future, especially as far as

certain societal subgroups are concerned (se®setd).

2.3.6 Social capital and its consequences apart from sdbjve well-
being

Over the past 20 years, a range of studies havmiegd the effects of SC on many
economic, political and social outcomes. The follmyvsummary will show how there
are not onlydirect links from SC to SWB. There are alsalirect effects - through e.g.
health, economic performance and democratic gowema by which SC affects well-
being. The direct links from SC to life satisfactimay be better documented in the
literature, and they are likely to be of greateeatetical and empirical significance
(Helliwell, 2001). Nonetheless, the beneficial etfef SC for SWB through these third
variables ought to be noted here.

SC has been reported to correlate with higher dotunzd attainment (Coleman, 1988),
more income equality (Kawachi et al., 1997), bettbild welfare, more effective

government (Putnam, 1993), and lower crime rateslpgin, 1999, 2005; Putnam,
2000), higher levels of human capital (OECD, 20@1greased social cohesion (Berger-
Schmitt, 2002; Castiglione et al., 2008). For instg with regard to democratic
governance, it has been noted that the regionsrthern Italy show higher levels of SC
as measured by participation in associations, gotind reading newspapers on a
regular basis, as well as trust towards strangermam et al. (1993) concluded that this

was the reason why the political and economic systevere more developed in the
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north, and that “good government is a by-producsinfing groups and soccer clubs”
(ibid.: 176).

Social capital and economic development

SC is reported to enhance economic development vedoemparing countries. The
reason behind it is that SC reduces the costsigksl of transactions, while it increases
the opportunities for trade. All in all, this resuin greater economic efficiency (see e.qg.
Fukuyama, 1995; Grootaert, 2001; Knack & Keefer97)9 Figuratively speaking,
“trust acts like a lubricant that makes any groumanization run more efficiently”
(Fukuyama, 2000: 98). SC may therefore be called'tissing variable” when trying
to explain economic outcomes only through natupalysical, financial, and human
resources (Castiglione, 2008: 555). At the end h&f tausal chain, the economic
development resulting from high SC environments nbayg about an economic
optimism that also affects SWB levels. Also at ith@ividual level, studies have found
people with much SC to be in an advantageous pasiti terms of finding employment
and business opportunities, resulting in a posgenomic outcome (Flap & Boxman,
2001; Granovetter, 1982).

Social capital and health

Many studies have tested the link between SC araltthend found a positive
relationship. They hypothesised that SC improveslthethrough psychosocial
processes and health behaviours (e.g. a healthyleBs smoking, seeking health care).
SC may increase the subjective life expectancy pkson by creating reassurance
about the future, by reinforcing healthy habits,itmproving current health and finally
the individual's SWB (Ross & Mirowsky, 2002). Sdciaarticipation increases the
likelihood of an individual getting health promaimessages via information channels
(Kawachi et al., 1999). SC is usually associateth wimore healthy behaviour, while
unhealthy behaviour such as drinking, poor diet gimgsical inactivity are often related
to social isolation (Berkman & Glass, 2000; Halpez@05). SC promotes good health
by preventing isolation and its associated negatffects (Kawachi & Berkman, 2001).

At meso-levels, SC may be beneficial to health ufglo the diffusion of health
information, through health promoting norms, highdls of social control, lower crime

rates, and access to services and amenities. \Fiaalinacro or state-levels, SC can be
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assumed to facilitate health sector functioning drehlthcare delivery (von dem
Knesebeck et al., 2009Ylany empirical studies support this notion (e.grkBegan &
Glass, 2000; Kawachi et al., 1999; Kawachi et &B97; Pollack & von dem
Knesebeck, 2004; Subramanian et al., 2001). Stunliggss field furthermore link SC to
lower overall mortality rates (Berkman & Syme, 19FR®djas & Carlson, 2005), lower
tuberculosis rates (Holtgrave & Crosby, 2004), angher subjective life expectancy
(Ross & Mirowsky, 2002).

Although the same mechanism that was outlinedegariirelation to bad social capital
and its effect on SWB also applies to health asoartome, the literature overall
suggests that SC has a positive relationship wiéhvariables described in this sub-

section.

2.3.7 Summary of hypotheses derived from previous resbkarc

The preceding chapters have reflected the statheofesearch on SC and SWB. In
doing so, a range of hypotheses were generatedshtiadit be included in this thesis.

While they will aim to corroborate (or contradictarlier findings, a set of further

hypotheses will be developed in the following cleaptefore the empirical part of this
thesis in order to test new ideas and to signiflgaadvance the current understanding
of the association between SC and SWB.

Control variables

Hy:  SWBis higher in young and old age, while ilower in the middle age groups.

H.:  The higher someone’s income the more satisfigld Me he / she will be.

Hs:  The SWB scores of women will be higher than éhokmen.

Hs:  The healthier someone is the higher his / her SMIBoe.

Hs:  SWB levels are higher for those who are marrigahgared to those who are
divorced, widowed or separated.

He:  People who are unemployed will have a lower SWB.

Hz:  The more religious someone is the more satisfigll life he / she will be.

Social capital variables

Hs:  The more someone trusts other people, the higkérher SWB will be.
Ho: The more someone is involved in association$itjeer his / her SWB will be.
Hio:  The more someone socialises, the higher his $WéB will be.
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2.4 What research gaps does this thesis aim to fill?

2.4.1 Research gaps

This chapter will highlight the existing researcipg in the current literature that my
thesis aims to address. In doing so, explicit neseguestions will be developed after
showing deficits in the state of the knowledge arghlighting the importance of the
proposed research.

A major shortcoming in the literature on SC and SVaB presented above, lies in the
fact that most previous studies assume the asswctia¢tween the two concepts to be
identical for everyone. It is taken for grantedtttiee relationship between SC and SWB
is exactly the same for men as for women, for yoasdor old, for the married as for

non-married, etc. However, when one thinks aboig thore rigorously, such an

assumption is problematic in the light of sociot@ditheory, as my study hopes to
show?® Speaking in statistical terms, the existing litera on this topic assumes the
slopes in the empirical relationship between SC &WHB to be homogenous across all
kinds of different societal subgroups. My thesigsldnges this assumption and thus

wants to expand the existing knowledge about hovafi&tts SWB.

In short, sociological theories such as role-idgritieory or socialisation theory suggest
that there are differences in the association betv&C and SWB bg) gender, b) age,

c) parental statusand d) marital statusas the subsequent chapters 4-8 will argue at
their respective beginning and examine empiricdlpreover, there is good reason to
believe that the association between SC on SWeydetween subgroups because the
theoretical mechanisms related to the effect ofdBCSWB outlined in chapter 2.3.1
(e.g. SPF theory, network theory of SC, role the@iyect subgroups differently, as
people have different tastes and find themselveslifferent circumstances (more
detailed elaborations on these reasons, for instamated in sociological role-identity

theory, will be discussed at the onset of eache@sge empirical chapter).

This approach will meet an important need in theBSNterature, as the criticism has
been made that:

% The respective sociological theory will be outtine depth at the beginning of each empirical chapt
It is not feasible to develop only one overarchthgoretical framework as they differ between the
subgroups studied in this thesis to a certain éxten
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“[a] gap in the happiness literature is the narrfmgus of most of the
empirical analyses on entire national populatidaguably, there is reason to
expect that the impact of country-level determisamtxamined varies
between different subpopulations and socio-demducagharacteristics”
(Bjgrnskov et al., 2008: 121).

Similarly, in a summary of the state of knowledge WB so far, Dolan et al. (2006:
76) argue that “the distribution of well-being assosociety and across different
population sub-groups has largely been ignorechénliterature to date” The same
point is raised by Veenhoven (2007: 60) whose dasmn of future challenges for
SWB research outlines that thgroblem is that there is little specification Binds of

people [i.e. societal subgroups], yet this is resyii.

In a general review of the literature on sociak tend mental health, it has been
remarked by Kawachi & Berkman (2001: 458) that tiier work is needed to deepen
our understanding of [...] the characteristics ofividlials who benefit the most [from
social capital]”. Without conducting their own empal analysis on this particular
question, the authors hypothesise that the asgotiadm SC to SWB may particularly
be modified by gender, socioeconomic position, stade of life (ibid.: 459). Similarly,
Newton (2007: 12) concludes from a review of thestaxg literature on SC and SWB:

“there is a need to do more work on identifying @kawhich community or
voluntary activities are associated with the masitive effects, and when in
the life cycles these effects are most likely towwgcand who is more likely to

benefit from them”.

In addition, for the particular operationalisatioh SC that is volunteering, Meier &

Stutzer (2008: 53) highlight that “much more reshais needed to investigate the
conditions under which the benefits to the volurdes volunteering are more or less
pronounced”. It needs to be examined precisely “whikely to benefit the most from

volunteering” (ibid.). Obviously, though, this qties does not need to be restricted to
volunteering, but needs to be answered for alltfacé SC. Hence, if one was to
rephrase the aim of the empirical chapters intcs@alanguage, then the goal of the

analyses would be to illustrate ‘who benefits miosin which kind of SC (and who

"|n the same manner, but with regard to healthnasudcome variable, Kim et al. (2006: 122) argue in
their analysis of US data that “the evidence offediintial returns to health of community social itzp
[...] highlight the importance of considering hetezogous groups and underlying complexities for
average population associations”.
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does not)’. However, as indicated earlier when esking causality, the main focus of
this study is on slope heterogeneity. Strictly &pep causal interferences cannot be
made robustly on the basis of this dissertatiothoalgh findings from studies using
longitudinal design and the theoretical mechanisutdined in chapter 2.3 would

provide some basis for this.

A note must be made here regarding the selectidheofour subgroup distinctions. Of
course, many more subgroups would be imaginableh sg different ethnic groups,
migrants vs. natives, or distinctions by employmstiatus, education, socio-economic
status, religious affiliation. Also, ideally one uld like to distinguish all these groups
at the same tim& However, a limit was imposed by the restrictedpscof a doctoral

dissertation. Furthermore, the four groups seledteti the strongest theoretical
foundations as a distinguishing feature in the @asion between SC and SWB. As
such, they were finally chosen after an extensiwesultation process that involved
presentations and feedback at academic conferetateieg to experts from a number
of disciplines (see Acknowledgements), and consmild wide range of literature. That
is not to say that future studies may not find neséing results looking at other
subgroups. It is an inherent part of the pioneenature of this analysis that it is only
the first step in a hopefully promising directiohazademic research that will uncover

many interesting findings.

Coming back to the state of the knowledge, it ilemorthy that although the need to
study the relationship between SC and SWB acroffereit subgroups has been
acknowledged as a problem by a small number ofladjceven fewer have actually
tried to fill parts of this prevailing research gajtempts to solve pieces of the puzzle
are mostly restricted to using health or meptablemsas an outcome variable, instead
of (positive) SWB, as the following brief review lnshow. More detailed and targeted
recourse to related studies from the health liteeatvhich examine slope heterogeneity
among relevant subgroups will feature in each esaichapter before the respective
data analysis. The purpose of the following sedisaio give an overview that illustrates
how my approach fits into the existing researcmdgeand how it will make an original

contribution to it.

%8 This particular point is not feasible due to liations in sample size and the need to strike anbala
between inadequate, confusing complexity on thehamal and due specificity in the examination on the
other hand.
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2.4.2 Related studies in quality of life research invahg subgroup

comparisons

Health as response variable

With regard to health as response variable, Lesd. 2008) justify their study on the
differing returné® from SC in terms of better health across gendérage groups by the
fact that:

“the previous studies have rarely examined theceffef both age and sex on
social participation; rather, they have restricgténtion to certain subject
groups such as the elderly, women, or men (Bukal.eR002 ; Cheng et al.,
2000; Hanson, 1994; Van Willigen, 2000), or theyéhfocused on a specific
social activity such as religious service attenéaftdyyppa & Maki, 2003),
volunteer obligations (Van Willigen, 2000) and j&Epation in clubs
(Veenstra, 2000). Accordingly, these studies canarplain precisely
whether and why those who are involved in more aoactivities are
healthier or if the health effects differ by agel @ex” (ibid.: 1043-44).

The authors go on to explore the effects of meeadibgndance, religious participation,
and volunteer obligations on health differentiabydage and sex of the South Korean
respondents. Furthermore, a research gap is thaiops studies usually focus on one
subgroup only (e.g. the elderly) and hardly compheegroups? Hence, “studies that
have examined the influence of social participabonhealth have examined restricted
age groups, population sizes, or specific sociavities” (Lee et al., 2008: 1053). For
example, Morrow-Howell et al. (2003) examine thieets of volunteering on self-rated
health, functional dependency, and depression fsamaple consisting exclusively of

older adults based on US data.

Distinguishing ethnic subgroups, Krause (2002) tbwlder Black people gained
greater benefits from church-based social supg@h tolder White people in a US
study, while van Willigen (2000) reports that Black the USA under age 60 had
significantly smaller improvements in perceived Ittearesulting from increased

volunteer work than did non-Blacks. More recenBgaudoin (2009) assessed whether

29 Although the studies quoted here often talk ofifnes’, ‘benefits’, and ‘effects’, the majority papers

is actually based on cross-sectional data. Thexgfomore cautious interpretation of the findingsuld

be of a ‘stronger relationship’ between the vagablFor more details on the issue of causalityrenvd it

is treated in this dissertation see sections A8#9.2.

%0 For a review of studies focussing on SC and mérealth among either young or old respondents only
see Almedom (2005).
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the effect of SC on health status varied betweeckd and Whites in the US. In sum,

auxiliary friendship was more beneficial for Whitbésn Blacks.

At the same time, low-income Blacks benefited mieds from auxiliary friendships

than did high-income Blacks, and the same wasftuw- or high-income Whites. In

a related analysis, bonding SC was noted to hatierradarmful effects on the health of
immigrants in Sweden compared to more beneficiadigiong SC (Rostila, 2008).

Likewise, cross-level interactions of community 8@h ethnicity were reported by

Kim et al. (2006) and Engstrom et al. (2008). Therier found support for the notion
that community bonding SC has, in fact, negativierenalities for the health of ethnic
minorities, while the majority benefits from it iterms of increased health. Also,
individuals with lower levels of SC reported low8WB in high trust communities,

while individuals with much SC stated that they avér worse health when living in

low-trust environments (Kavanagh et al., 2006; Katnal., 2006; Subramanian et al.,
2002). Meanwhile, other studies reported no evidesfcross-level interaction between
SC at micro and macro-levels (Poortinga, 2006; Sulanian et al., 2001).

Subjective well-being as response variable

Existing studies investigating slope heterogenieitierms of SC and SWB either focus
only on volunteering as SC, or they even resthetrtSC measure to a specific kind of
volunteering. One analysis, for instance, investigdhow the role of volunteering for
SWB varies between people over vs. under 60 yehige (Van Willigen, 2000),

thereby ignoring other facets of SC as well as aendlifferentiated age categorisation.
Similarly, Krause & Wulff (2005) reported that clebrbased social ties matter more for
older people than for younger people in terms diiced depression symptomatology,
but they neglect other kinds of SC as explanataenyables, as well as positive SWB

outcomes as response variables.

Other related studies equally leave out the smeddsues that this thesis aims to
address. For instance, a Ph.D. thesis in this examines whether the relationship
between SC and SWB varies between the three m#joicegroups in the US, i.e.
Whites, Blacks, and Latinos, but finds no differahteffect (Boyas, 2007).
Distinguishing subgroups of respondents who areingitally vs. extrinsically

motivated, Meier & Stutzer (2008) conclude fromithenalysis with interaction terms
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that intrinsically oriented people benefit morenfravolunteering in terms of SWE.

Bjgrnskov et al. (2008) examine how 54 differenigragate political, economic,
institutional, human development, and cultural destexert differential effects by
running separate regression analyses for peoptevinrmiddle, and high income groups,
men and women, and people voting to the left orititle. However, the authors include
as the only SC indicators “confidence in parliamend generalized trust among
citizens, [which] turn out to be not robustly reldtto life satisfaction” (ibid.: 159)

across their dataset of 90,000 observations fromoridtries.

Meanwhile, slope heterogeneity across distinct subgs of the population fancome
and SWB was studied bRartram (2011a). Using data from the WVS, the paper
demonstrated that there is interesting heterogendien comparing migrants and natives in
the US. The study found that the association betwtbe variables was stronger for
immigrants than for natives, although even for igprants the correlation was relatively
weak. Similarly,Clark et al. (2005) used latent class techniquemddel intercept and
slope heterogeneity simultaneously in the relabhgndetween income and reported
well-being across twelve European countries. Thbas thereby examined “not only
whether ‘money buys happiness’ but also ‘for whotmuys the most happiness™ (ibid.:
C119). Clark et al. intended to “challenge the txgsliterature somewhat, by showing
that there is slope heterogeneity in the incomel-lgthg relationship”, as people
apparently differ in their ability to transform mme into well-being depending on class.
The probability of belonging to a certain class asrrelated with individual
characteristics, such as income, education andiragke study.A study by Stanca
(2008) adds in this respect that the associatiotwdmn income and SWB is
significantly stronger in nations with lower GDPrmpita and higher unemployment
rate, based on a study of World Values Survey ftata 81 countries. Meanwhile, the
effect of unemployment on well-being is strongenations with higher GDP per capita

and a higher unemployment rate (ibid.).

On an additional note, it has been stated thatrdutesearch ought to investigate
interaction effects between personality and enwvitental conditions, as not everybody

perceives their life circumstances in the same (iagner et al., 1999: 295). Last but

31 However, the validity of the authors’ operatioration of extrinsic vs. intrinsic motivation may be
considered problematic, as they capture ratherdgbpondent’s orientation towards family and friends
versus towards income and career. In their own syaespondents “rated inter alia the following area
family, friends, income, and career success onugpoint scale. We define the first two areas &snisic
and the last two as extrinsic” (Meier & Stutzerp2053).
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not least, Morrow-Howell et al. (2009) argue thadividual characteristics may not be
the only criteria by which the benefits of SC vainvestigating the returns of
volunteering among older adults, they found thatveeincome and lower-educated
volunteers reported more benefit in terms of feglihetter off” due to volunteering.

Moreover, aspects of the volunteer experience fjtselich as the amount of
involvement, adequacy of training and ongoing sup@nd stipends also influence in

how far an individual benefits from civic engagernen

Three facets of social capital

Another big question in the SC literature is stitich aspect of SC increases SWB to
what extent. So far, comparisons of the respedfiects of trust, sociability, or civic
engagement on SWB are rare and there is much “smmfuegarding which elements of

the concept are driving the relation with happinéBgarnskov, 2008: 47).

Bjgrnskov (2008), as a positive example, concludeda comparative analysis of

aggregate SC in 48 US-states that social trustensathost for happiness, while the
other forms (informal socialising, and even lesgistc engagement) had much less of
an effect on happiness. Likewise, Li (2007) argines the distinction between informal

and formal SC is an important one with regard ®&irthespective effect on SWB, and
that this distinction is not yet fully appreciatedthe SC research community. In his
study, only informal SC, not formal civic engagemevas significantly associated with

SWB. This research gap is not restricted to SCRWB, but extends to the literature of
SC and health, according to Ferlander (2007: 126):

“it is vital to distinguish between these differefiarms of social capital,
theoretically and empirically, because their impagh health are likely to
vary [...] More research is needed on the impactdifédérent forms of social

capital have on health”.

As a result of these shortcomings of many existinglies, this thesis will work with
three distinguished measurements of SC in the eapahapters in order to assess their

relative impact on SWB: trust, membership and disomg (see section 2.2).
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2.4.3 Research questions for the empirical analyses

The preceding subsection reviewed related studileish tried to address the now often
cited need for more nuanced analyses in the rdseaeas of SC and QOL. In sum, to
the best knowledge of this author, there is yet systematically comparative,

comprehensive account of how the association betwiéerent facets of SC with SWB
within a country varies by a) gender, b) age, cgmdal status, d) marital status, and e)
combinations of these subgroup distinctiodsnce, this will be the contribution of this
thesis in five empirical chapters.

Such an aim ought to be achieved, first, by poghtat at the start of each empirical
chapter why there should be differences betweenrdbpective subgroups, based on
sociological theory; and second, by systematicadsimining differences in the levels
of SC and SWB followed by an examination of intéi@t effects in regression analyses
using data from the ESS. In doing so, the followiagearch questions will be pursued

in the empirical part.

5. How does the relationship between SC and SWBrdiffggendef

6. How does the relationship between SC and SWB diifenssage group8

7. How does the relationship between SC and SWB difygrarental statu3

8. How does the relationship between SC and SWB differoss subgroups
distinguished bynarital statu®

(N.B. Research questions 1 to 4 were already amsivarthe theoretical chapters.)

In order to to take as much account as possibkaeitcomplexity of the social world
(which is limited, on the other hand, by the sampiee of a subgroup and an
unreasonable complication of the interpretatiompartant cross-over dimensions of
the aforementioned socio-demographic categoriedl dfea examined. Hence, an
additional fifth empirical chapter will look at cdmmed subgroups, such as fathers,
mothers, childless women, and childless men. Tahlkistrates the logic behind this
systematic approach in a matrix. Thus, the follgviuestions will be subject to the

more specificombined subgrougnalysis in chapter 8.
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9. How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffegender and parental

statu®

10.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffjeyender and age

11.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diifeage and parental

statu®

12.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffemarital status and

age?

13.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffemarital status and

parental statu®

14.How does the relationship between SC and SWB diffemarital status and

gendefR

Table 2: Matrix of research questions 5 to 14 andmapirical chapters

IS

The association gender age parental status  marital stat
of SC and SWB
by...
gender guestion 5 guestion 10 guestion 9 guestion 14
chapter 4 chapter 8.2 chapter 8.1 chapter 8.6
age guestion 6 guestion 11 guestion 12
chapter 5 chapter 8.3 chapter 8.5
parental status question 7 | question 13
chapter 6 chapter 8.4
marital status guestion 8
chapter 7
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3. Methods

3.1 Analytical strategy

In order to maximise comparability with previousearch in this area, and to increase
external validity that allows the findings to bengealised to a wider population, a
large-scale quantitative approach is chosen fos ftiiesis. By challenging the
assumption of slope homogeneity in the associdigiween SC and SWB, this thesis
responds to concerns raised by eminent scholathisnarea of research. First and
foremost, Helliwell & Putnam (2004) highlighted ghissue in their seminal article.
They understand their paper to be a “tour d’horizetith the aim of pointing out
promising domains for future work in the researtdaaof SC and SWB, and they come

to the conclusion that in future there is a need fo

“enhanced research to explore possible mechanigmhind
social capital and subjective well-being, to loak tontextual
and interaction effects(Helliwell & Putnam, 2004: 1445, my

italics).

Interaction effects describe a statistical modelwhich the partial effect of an
explanatory variable x1 (here: SC) on the respaas@ble y (here: SWB) depends on
the value at which another explanatory variabléexg. gender, age, marital status, etc.)

is fixed:
y=a+hx+byx+ b (Xix2)

In substantive terms, this implies an analysishef link between SC and SWB across
subgroups of society with the aim of investigatimgether the association is stronger
for some compared to others. In fact, a few studiested in chapter 2.4 have tried to
compare subgroups (albeit not the precise subgrangvariable specifications that are
the unique focus of this dissertation). Those mewistudies, however, usually resorted
to a highly problematic technique when making ieferes about subgroup differences:
by calculating separate regression equations fah egroup and testing for the

significant slope of Y on X in each group sepasatélccording to Jaccard & Turrisi,

(2003: 36) this procedure is not valid:
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“[In much of the applied social science literatur@] group
difference is said to occur if the slope is sta#gly significant
in one group but not in the other. This is usualbpr analytical
practice. Most important, the analysis does natlteé:s a formal
test of the difference in slopes between the tvaugs and such

a test is necessary if one is going to speak affgdifferences.”

In order to avoid such pitfalls, this dissertatioitl examine slope heterogeneity using
the method of interaction terms. The data analysls take place in 5 empirical
chapters, distinguishing a range of societal suljgscand the respective associations
between SC and SWB for those groups. The choicsubfQroups is rooted in a
respective sociological theory that will be outtingt the start of each empirical chapter.
Hence, chapter 4 will look at the difference betweaeen and women in this respect.
Chapter 5 will distinguish age groups, while chaf@ewill examine parents and non-
parents. Chapter 7 ought to shed light on marnetreon-married respondents. Finally,
in an attempt to take account of the complexitythe#f social world, a final empirical
chapter 8 will investigate subgroup combinationgy.(egender and parental status,

gender and age, etc.).

Each empirical chapter 4 to 7 will be structuredha same way. They all begin with a
discussion of why these particular subgroups shbeldtudied, and a brief discussion
of their usual levels of SC and SWB according te likerature. This is followed by

developing a specific, theoretical framework of ethreasons justify the assumption of
slope heterogeneity in each respective case regptde relationship between SC and
SWB. Explicit hypotheses will be formulated on thesis of those reflections. Finally,
ESS data will be examined in two steps. The finstigtical step consists of a look at the
descriptive statistics, in order to determine ltheelsof SC across subgroups of society.
The second analytical step is based on regressmatyses which will test the

aforementioned hypotheses of varying slopes irSB&SWB relationshif?

Breaking up the analysis into those two consecufpsets allows a thorough
examination of theevealed preferencespproach versus the SWB approach. Revealed
preferences are a widespread measure of well-beggecially in economics and

economic sociology. Rational choice theory andhitv&o economicus approach assume

%2 As it is common practice in the social scienchs,¢hoice of the reference category in the regrassi
shall always be guided by theoretical reasons.
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human beings to act according to their preferemtaesder to maximise utility. Thus,
the standard hypothesis of the revealed prefereappsoach would be that those
societal subgroups thaavea lot of SC will also be the ones thnefitmost from it in
terms of SWB. By contrast, the SWB approach idesihow certain variables are
correlated with life satisfaction, and only themws conclusions about how beneficial
those variables really are. My analysis will assigs appropriateness of the default
revealed preferences approach by comparing leeBCowith the associated SWB

across societal groups in each of the empiricabiehs.

The structure of empirical chapter 8 will be slightifferent as its theoretical basis will
have been outlined in the earlier chapters. Hemaeil feature a larger proportion of

pure empirical data analysis and less theoretafldation than chapters 4 to 7.

Although, strictly speaking, the response variafdeneralised life satisfaction) is
ordinal in nature, many past SWB studies havedtedtas numerical by using ordinary
least squares (OLS) (linear) regression. Using OwSich assumes the response
variable SWB to be a continuous, interval-leveliatale, was in the past justified by the
finding that “assuming cardinality or ordinality ¢fie answers to general satisfaction
questions is relatively unimportant to results”r(ée-i-Carbonell & Frijters, 2004: 655).
By contrast, ordered logit treats the responseab&iSWB as an ordinal variable whose
categories from 0-10 can be put in an order, baiiritervals between the categories are
not necessarily treated as equal (based on thayirec that the difference between 1
and 2 on the 11-point life satisfaction scale mayhpps not be the same as the
difference from 8 to 9). The coefficients that ledtom this method allow for the
calculation of the probability by which the value the response variable y (SWB) for a
respondent is more likely to be going towards th&ximum y or the minimum y
depending on a one unit change in the explanatanaime x (SC). In other words, one
can calculate whether the odds of a response io tiee satisfied direction (i.e. Y |
rather than y < j for any answer category j of lifee satisfaction variable) improve or
decrease significantly with every category increas8C. This thesis will therefore use
both OLS and ordered logit. Given the fact that GQkSnore widespread, easier to
illustrate using graphs, and most readers are r@aondiar with it, ordered logit will
function rather as a further robustness test taclchehether the method makes a

difference to the results.
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Thus, one analysis in each chapter will treat #sponse variable as continuous and
interval-level, whereas another will assume itéoolbdinal. Potential differences will be
pointed out in the respective empirical chapters.

In order to distinguish the effects across thewvaaté societal subgroups and to make
valid statements about possible slope heterogeneigraction terms will be formed by
multiplying the various SC variables with each bé trelevant subgroup dummies.
Slope heterogeneity is visualised based on the @le¥ficients using fitted values for
the main results — whereby usually only the siatiiy significant graphs whose
coefficient shows a p < 0.05 will be displayed. &lttat for all figures displaying such
fitted values for a SC variable in relation to SWiBe control and the other SC variables

are fixed at the mean.

3.2 Dataset and main variables

The dataset used in this article is the third ro(@@D6) of the ESE as it allows the
examination of various facets of SC. The analysisestricted to the UK (N = 2394,
with 1768 cases entering the regression analysegallistwise deletion and missing
values mainly on the income variabf8)SWB as response variable is measured by the
widely used 11-point generalised life satisfactogurestion:All things considered, how
satisfied are you with your life as a whole nowafaylease answer using this card,
where 0 means extremely dissatisfied and 10 medansneely satisfiedThis variable
was shown to be a valid and reliable indicatorhe tognitive aspect of human well-

being (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006).

SC is operationalised by three distinct indicatdosmal SC (i.e. civic engagement),
informal SC (i.e. socialising), and trust. This m@&@ment serves to ensure maximum
comparability with previous research, as well asliggsinguish the respective effect of
each facet of SC on SWB, and finally to comply wilik definition favoured by the UK
Office for National Statistics (Office for Nationdtatistics, 2003). Formal SC is

captured by an index of the respondents’ involvamenwork for voluntary or

% The data and further information are availablbtet://www.europeansocialsurvey.org.

% An additional multiple imputation procedure of keyodels showed no significant differences to the
results featuring listwise deletion. Although ormuld boost sample size by including further cowsri
such a procedure would be contrary to the argurpesgented in this dissertation. The point of this
empirical exercise is to show if and how variougist@l groups have potentially heterogeneous
relationships between SC and SWB. Mixing up sotmthgroups from different societal contexts (such
as middle-aged men from the UK and Latvia) wouketéifiore be counterproductive.
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charitable organisations, as well as how oftenrdspondent has helped or attended
activities in the local area over the last 12 menoth items contain a 6-point answer
scale ranging frommeverto at least once a wedkCronbach’s alpha: 0.66). Informal SC
is measured by asking respondents how often they ragularly with friends, relatives
or colleagues. The answers range on a 7-point $cateneverto every day Finally,
trust was included as the standard “rough-and-reéadigator” of SC (Halpern, 2005:
34). It was measured by an 11-point index of whetlespondents think that most
people can be trusted or you can’t be too carefolst people try to take advantage of
you or try to be fair, and most of the time peogie helpful or are mostly looking out
for themselves (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.70). Answenewecoded where necessary so that
high scores uniformly indicate high SC. The fullrdimg of the main variables can be

found in the appendix.

3.3 Control variables

Several standard control variables as discusses#ation 2.1 will be included in the
study. Health is measured by asking people tothatie general health on a 5-point scale
from very goodto very bad Answers were recoded in order to let higher scoeflect
better health. Furthermore, the ESS inquires albo@trespondent’'s net household
income in twelve income bands (elg990 to under 3,310 GBP per montithe per
capita monthly income of each respondent was caiedlby dividing the middle GBP
value of the respective income band by the squastaf the number of people in the
respondent’s household. Age groups (young, midgee aldf were computed in line
with a life course perspective and as a consequeintte often repeated finding of a u-
shaped relationship between age and SWB. The pddtdl-time education enter the
study, as well as a self-rating of respondentsrofilapoint scale from beingpot at all
religious to very religious Finally, dummy variables were formed regardingritab
status (married or civil partner, single, divorceddowed, separated), unemployment,
gender and parental status. For a more precisstigagon and in accordance with the

% Note that two middle age groups will feature impter 5, but only one middle age group in chapter 8
and as control variables in the remaining chapfhis is because the sample size of the subgroopsdw
get very small if four age groups were further safg by gender, marital status, and parental statu
Moreover, interpretation of too many slopes pempautmay do more harm than good because of too
detailed and confusing results. But perhaps mogoitantly, the crucial theoretical distinction that
should be tested empirically is between middleage/oung and old age — and not lower middle age vs
upper middle age - as illustrated by role-identityory in chapter 5. Likewise, marital status is
distinguished by married or civil partner vs. sangb. separated vs. divorced vs. widowed in chaptdo

7, but will be simplified to the distinction mardeor civil partner vs. non-married in chapter 8 toe
same reasons.
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aims of this thesis, certain dummies were once raobedivided in chapter 8 to enable
the more nuanced subgroup analysis (e.g. fathesthers, childless women, childless
men). A table of the descriptive statistics for @introl variables is displayed in the

appendix.
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4. Gender differences in the relationship between sai

capital and subjective well-being

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 Why is there a need to look at these subgroups?

Does SC play the same role for both sexes? What ttheerelationship between SC and
SWB look like for men and women? Such questionsehearely been asked, and
feminist scholars have for a long time criticiséatt generally, the SC literature is in
fact “gender blind” (Staveren, 2002: 1) (see alsolyvleux, 2002; Morrow, 2001). In
other words, most previous studies on SC tend tsienea gender perspective and do
not refer to the differing mechanisms associateth \&C for women and men. The
causes, quality and consequences of SC, howewveheassumed to vary between the
sexes (Gidengil & O'Neill, 2006). More precisely,one was to introduce a gender
perspective to the study of SC, the following aspsbtiould be investigated, according
to Gidengil & O’'Neill (2006: 4):

“A gendered analysis of social capital brings te flere larger questions
about the distribution of social capital, differescin the nature of social
capital, and differences in the way that socialitehfs used. Comparisons of
the amount and type of social capital availablenen and women highlight
inequalities in accessing social capital andhe returns [e.g. SWBio be

derived from activities that generate it” (my ita).

Out of the range of possible topics regarding geadd SC, this study will focus on life
satisfaction associated with the different facetsS€ for men and women. More
precisely, this chapter will shed light on how t&cial context of well-being differs
between men and womé&hAs Osborne et al. (2009: 222) proclaim in thisarel

“This is an important avenue for future researshif & important to consider
how social capital is shaped by intersecting gendeultural and
socioeconomic inequalities, and the implicationshese intersections for the

health and mental well-being of diverse groups ofmgn and men.”

% The empirical results from chapters 4, 6, andvéelie published in 2010 in Social Indicators Redearc
(Online First) asDifferent Things Make Different People Happy: Exaimy Social Capital and
Subjective Well-Being by Gender and Parental Stdd@: 10.1007/s11205-010-9733-1).
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4.1.2 What are the subgroups’ usual levels of subjectwell-being?

The effect of gender alone on SWB is disputed. @bénder is routinely included as a
control variable in happiness equations, findingsenbeen highly ambivalent (see
section 2.2). While women are sometimes reportdthte a higher SWB, analyses that
use bipolar scales found women to have higher sconeboth positive and negative
affect (Dolan et al., 2008). Hence, a new appraagduggested here by looking at the
interaction of gender with third variables suchS&& This procedure will advance our
knowledge on the unresolved issudlad happier gendeMore specifically, taking into
account third variables will illuminate under wiatcumstances men and women are
more satisfied with their livesThus, a new level of complexity is introduced te th
analysis by including the third variable SC in bieariate relationships between gender
and SWB.

4.1.3 How much social capital do the subgroups usuallyve®

Men and women have different ‘social capital profies’

In the literature, a dichotomy can be found, evajvirom previous analyses on the
baseline levels of SC among men vs. women. In sharstnen tend to accumulate
slightly more informal SC, while men are often rgpd to have a higher rate of formal
SC. Also, the kinds of organisations that men arwnen participate in are rather

different in nature.

Lowndes (2006: 234), for instance, observed gesgdecific patterns of social activity.
While men tend to get involved in associationstesldo sports and recreation, women
have a higher chance of volunteering in the ardafealth, social services and
education, nurturing children and supporting othdrs doing so, both sexes are
reinforcing expectations about gender roles. Exargirextensive SC data from the
2000 / 2001 British General Household Survey (GH®)wndes reported men and
women to have different “social capital profilesbid.: 221). Women have a higher
likelihood on average than men “to know and trb&irt neighbors, have more contact
with friends and relatives, and have access tormméb sources of social support.” In
sum, women’s SC “appears to be more strongly emdzbdd neighbourhood-specific

networks of informal sociability” (ibid.: 221).
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Analysing WVS data from over 50 countries, Norridrfglehart (2006) confirmed that
most associations are “stongly sex-segregated’lewdnly a few prove to be “gender
neutral” (ibid.: 93). Also, women spend more timehwamily members and relatives.
Moreover, the authors report this kind of inforn® to be negatively correlated with
formal membership and engagement. On the other, hiamel spent with workmates and
friends, where men traditionally have higher ratean women, was positively
correlated with formal civic engagement. In sums finding leads Norris & Inglehart
to conclude that an agency explanation is moshfiteaccount for the fact that women
have lower rates of formal SC than men becausesfsite networks of friends and
workplace colleagues draw people into belongingawial organizations* (ibid.: 94). In
support of this notion, Putnam (1995) had also ofegkthat working women are on
average members of more associations than non-wgpvkomen. Earlier, it was already
claimed that men generally tend to have more beforimal associations than women
(Booth, 1972). Similarly, in her analysis of thestdibution of SC in Canada, Erickson
(2004) concludes that there are large gender diifgs in terms of SC. She sees men in
an advantageous position to accumulate SC, dudeofdct that “men have more
strategic locations in social structure on the whttey are better placed to meet many

others, and to enter their networks” (ibid.: 48).

Umberson et al. (1996: 842) also found “strikingdewce for gender differences in
most relationship characteristics” in terms of theantity and quality of social ties.
Women are usually more involved in intimate andinfal social ties, are more likely
to have a confidant, to receive social support ffaends and family, to visit friends,
and to provide care to impaired individuals. Fornvem, social ties are often more
intimate and interactive. Men, on the other hamguemulate more of the instrumental
aspects of relationships, such as having someormalkmn for advice or help. This
notion is supported by the empirical finding thagnrare more successful in capitalising
on their networks by using them to acquire resaugch as jobs, as observed for

example among Mexican immigrants in the US (Liviogs 2003).

In conclusion, the findings regarding gender ddferes in SC “suggest the need for
considerable caution in estimating overall patterihsocial capital [...] [and] studies of

social capital need to take explicit account ofdgnrather than assuming that this is a
gender-neutral phenomenon” (Norris & Inglehart, 093). General statements about
the causes and consequences of SC which do noatgkader dimension into account
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therefore seem myopic. Hence, the following analgsins to meet this urgent need of a

gender perspective.

4.2 Theoretical arguments: Why would the association
between social capital and subjective well-being ffier

between these subgroups?

4.2.1 Socialisation theory: Girls will be girls and boyaill be boys

Socialisation theory holds some important impleas for the gendered association
between SC and SWB. According to this theory, th&adisation process of children

brings about gender differences in preferencespodiions, and personality

characteristics, particularly with regard to a#itlve style. More precisely, women are
assumed to be more at ease with intimacy, emoticoaimunication, and close

interpersonal relationships than men as a resulttheir particular socialisation

(Cyranowski et al., 2000; Haines et al., 2008; ®Bar& Turner, 1999; Umberson et al.,
1996). Hence, socialisation theory supposes “wotoelbe more related and affiliated
than men” (Haines et al.,, 2008: 167). In other woprdvomen are socialised to
emphasise relationships more, while men are seetlio be less relationship-oriented
(Chodorow, 1978; Parsons, 1955).

Boys, on the other hand, are usually encourageshtav typically male behaviour
patterns such as aggressiveness and competitiveviem®as girls are often expected to
restrict such feelings in favour of more empathitogons. Refraining from aggressive
behaviour then allows girls to establish closetr@hships more easily than boys, with
the latter being caught in an inner conflict betwsbowing aggressive behaviour and
allowing intimacy (Marini, 1988; Umberson et al.996). These early childhood
experiences have a lasting effect on how men andemoform relationships in later
life, and on the way they give and receive soaigp®rt, with social support affecting
women more strongly both when receiving it pasgivehd when giving it actively
(Haines et al., 2008; Kessler & McLeod, 1984).

Socialisation theory in this respect was enrichgdChodorow’s (1978) theory of the
reproduction of mothering. According to this apmimathe fact that mothers are the

primary caretakers of new-born infants makes céildake up a feminine identification
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initially. The major gender difference is that bay® then encouraged to establish a
masculine identity by breaking with that feminirgemtification. Girls, however, tend
not to form their own gender identity but keep timgial bond. Chodorow argues that
even in later life, women are more likely to busdtrong intimate ties and remain
attached to others as they did not experience th@neipating separation experience
that the boys had. Women thus maintain a strongresesof connectedness and tend to
have a “loss of self in overwhelming responsibilfty and connection to others”
(Chodorow, 1978: 599’

In a similar way, Gilligan’s (1982) theory of difentiated moral development describes
that gender-role socialisation makes girls develapore fundamental moral sense of
caring for others compared to boys. Just like Chodts theory proclaims, women end
up with a greater sense of connectedness accali@gligan. The gender differences
produced by socialisation are then in later lifmfierced by the peer group, education,
and the mass media, resulting in very differentdgerroles in society (Browne &
England, 1997; Marini, 1988; Umberson et al., 1998) the following section will

further demonstrate.

4.2.2 Role-identity theory: The mother mothers and theHar fathers

“The ruler rules, the minister ministers, the fattiathers, and the son sons.”
(Confucius as quoted in Biddle, 1979: 58)

A second theoretical approach that demands the maeced approach to the study of
the social context of well-being proposed hereoig-rdentity theory. It suggests that

normative societal expectations dictate appropteieaviour and preferences (Mead,

37 A consequence of this “loss of self” may even bevifomen to be more deeply affected personally
when people around them encounter problems (J&93;1Kessler & McLeod, 1984). Indeed, women
not only maintain more emotionally intimate socglationships, they are also more likely to givpysort

to others, resulting in a support gap between nelnveomen that can make the latter more susceptble
depression in dyadic relationships (Belle, 1982privén in fact more often provide care to sick and
elderly relatives, which leads Umberson et al. 6:9839) to even conclude that “women’s roles and
relationships are often seen as more demandindeaadewarding than men’s, therefore more conducive
to depression”. In short, women simply “suffer mdrem other people’s problems” (Kawachi &
Berkman, 2001: 462). Women indeed have a SC pritfdereflects an ethic of care and an obligatmn t
support others in the community, up to the poinemehthey are actually burdened by their involvement
(Boneham & Sixsmith, 2006; Molyneux, 2002; Osboateal., 2009). Therefore, the analysis will also
test if SC perhaps lowers SWB for women especiaiypared to men due to such a “loss of self” or if
the benefit outweighs the burden.

112



1934; Merton, 1949; Parsons, 1951; Turner, 200husT roles are “parts played by
actors in scripts written by society” (Hindin, 200I). Those normative societal
expectations, along with the resulting appropribhaviour and preferences, are
different for men compared to women. Hence, a geigdmtity “changes the ‘pay-offs’

from different actions” (Akerlof & Kranton, 200017). The various facets of SC may
therefore have pay-offs that are more beneficialdioe gender's SWB than for the

other’s.

According to role-identity theory, behaviour is text specific and results from an

individual's social position and situation. A ralientity is defined as “an actor’s

subjective interpretation of himself or herself @$ occupant of a social position”

(Carter, 2007: 1) (see also McCall & Simmons, 1978jus, the self emerges out of
social interaction. More precisely, the self cotssisf a collection of identities, which

are each based on occupying a certain role. Inr atbeds, a role-identity is basically

what an individual replies to the question ‘who Bfh(Desrochers et al., 2002; Stryker,
1968; Stryker & Burke, 2000). Hence, examples dé-identities would be father,

mother, man, woman, spouse, colleague, pensiobter, depending on the specific
social context. Role identities have an importanpact on an individual's behaviour

and thinking because every role is usually accomegaby a set of meanings and
expectations. The expectations that come with icertdes are internalised by the actors
during their socialisation (Carter, 2007; StrykeB&rke, 2000).

The roles that people have in society and the éapens they are met with vary for
men and women. This has implications for the typ&8® that people accumulate, and
implications for how much people value social iattions for their personal well-
being. Men and women can be assumed to differeir tiole identities, and in those
expectations for the self. Their differing gend#zntities hence lead to specific patterns
of behaviour and thinking, and in this case a difig perception and evaluation of the

importance of (certain types of) SC for their SWB.

As a result of one’s own ideals and desires, a prence hierarchy of one’s identities
emerges. This prominence hierarchy represents aess self (Carter, 2007; McCall &
Simmons, 1978). Coming back to SC and SWB, satisfagvith life may be defined as
the degree to which one’s image of the ideal setfangruent with one’s perception of
one’s actual self. Due to specific expectation®eissed with male and female roles in
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society, the ideal female self is different frone ildeal male self. For instance, an ideal
(i.,e. happy) man may have a different SC profilenfran ideal (i.e. happy) woman,
according to societal norms and roles. Consequethtly analysis also measures how
far people’s actual self (in terms of the SC thayd) measures up to their ideal self (in
terms of how much SC they should have accordingoke expectations). Since that
ideal self varies between men and women, differemeethe returns from SC can be

expected.

4.2.3 Other considerations regarding gender differences

On a more practical level, the roles that men arnen occupy in society are
associated with differing opportunities, lifestylesd living environments, particularly
with regard to the social connections that peopieeh The types of relationships we
have may be the mere outcome of our structural ppiies, constraints and demands
resulting from work and life arrangements thatetifbetween the sexes (Umberson et
al., 1996). Some have argued, for instance, thahevomay become socially isolated
due to childrearing and family responsibilities €aly et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2008).
There are also gender differences with regard eoiging care for elderly parents and
parents-in-law (Henz, 2009, 2010).

Last but not least, the type of voluntary engagdnemlso probably relevant for the
SWB that is associated with it. As the SC profitesre shown earlier, the areas in
which men tend to get involved in are often sportsecreation. Women, on the other
hand, are more likely to participate in areas saglnealth, care and support for others.
It is likely that these various kinds of associaichave differing SWB effects on the

volunteers.

Drawing on the example of social support from chuassociations, Krause et al. (2002:
27) conclude that it is the institutionalised clutea of the church-based SC that makes
such formal SC more beneficial for men in term&exilth:

“[Men] generally do not occupy a subordinate positin the church. In
addition, because men do not have large networksideuof church, the
assistance they receive from coreligionists magdpecially useful to them.
Moreover, due to socialization experiences, men fimalyit more difficult to

ask for help when it is needed. As a result, mery riad the formal
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mechanisms that are established in the churchxchanging support (e.g.,

Bible study and prayer groups) to be especiallptphle to them”.

In addition, a study on civic engagement in Germimund that men still tend to take
up the more senior positions in formal associatiaeen in areas that have a large
female majority of volunteers (BMFSFJ, 2008)Osborne et al. (2009) similarly
remarked that formal associations tend to reinfgeeder inequality, which may lead
to potentially severe negative consequences reganmiental health for participating
women. The authors’ qualitative interviews with 3@male volunteers in South
Australia brought to light a range of factors tmay explain why women’s civic
engagement might actually be detrimental for SWRr knstance, the female
respondents reported difficulties in combining thavic engagement with their family
responsibilities, a sign of the demanding expemtatithat women encounter in society.
Moreover, they experience stress resulting fromohaging social interaction within
civic groups that either reinforced gender hierasln favour of men, or ended up with
women suffering from arguments and disputes widirtfellow volunteers. In general,
the nature of their participation in community gosuwas largely shaped by their
identities as mothers. Hence, their civic engagéntethem seemed rather an extension
of their maternal ‘nature’ and was rather basedperceived role identities than on
completely discretionary decisions (see also Cathgbdovchelovitch, 2000). As for
those women who did not have children, working vathldren was reportedly valued
as a good way to be connected to children (a distim by gendeand parental status

combined will be made in the analysis in chapter 8)

Regarding the aforementioned finding that civicoaggtions may reinforce gender
inequalities (BMFSFJ, 2005; Osborne et al., 200@)mal SC seen from a gender
perspective may work in ways that are closer torBiew’s understanding of SC than
Putnam’s. While the latter praised SC mainly asoarce of well-being, Bourdieu

claimed that the main purpose of SC is for privel@éggroups (here: men) to exclude
others (here: women) and to maintain existing satieierarchies (here: patriarchal
structures) (Osborne et al., 2009, see also thg#oseon bad social capital in sub-
chapter 2.3).

% |nquiring about the motivation for getting invotvén the first place (e.g. meeting other people,
improving society, etc.), no gender difference whserved in the study (apart from the fact that men
have a very slightly higher chance than women eling their involvement as a sort of political
engagement). Last but not least, the report coratbs the finding that women tend to get involved i
areas based on health and caring for others (BMFZSIb).
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Moreover, as a result of the gender differencespgsed by role-identity and
socialisation theory, the theoretical links from 8CSWB as outlined in chapter 2.3
may affect men and women differently. For instarmeemen’s socialisation towards a
more relationship-oriented identity would mean ttiety appreciate confirmation and
affection, as described by the social productiamcfion (SPF) theory, more for their
SWB than men. With regard to stress-buffering Hlastrated in the theoretical model
by Cohen & Wills (1985) - women are reported to rhed more social support in times
of stress than men (Belle, 1982). One example Hwr ability to handle stress is that
after the death of a spouse, widows are better mbope in terms of physical and
mental health than widowers as found in a stud$tgebe & Stroebe (1983).

Men, on the other hand, are likely to value thdrimeental aspects of SC more than
women, given their aforementioned orientation tasathe practical aspects of
friendships (such as getting someone’s practicaica)l (Umberson et al., 1996).

Hence, for men the extrinsic factors associateth WIiC, as outlined in Lin’s network

theory of SC in sub-chapter 2.3, would be moreiatun explaining how certain types

of SC increase their SWB.

4.3 What have related studies found?

Although the positive association between SC andB38\vell-established in the QOL
literature, few studies have tried to examine hdowg fink varies bygender Also,
existing evidence on this topic is sparse in gdnanal the cited works stem from
different cultures and regions. Actually, resulsrevso far found only regarding gender
differences in the effect of SC drealth or on mentalliness— and the results were
mixed (studies on health: Denton et al., 2004; Dent Walters, 1999; Ellaway &
Macintyre, 2007; Gallicchio et al., 2007; Kavanaghal., 2006; Khawaja et al., 2006;
Krause et al., 2002; Lee et al., 2008) (studiestmmtal illness: Ahem & Hendryx,
2008; Cyranowski et al., 2000; Haines et al., 200Hn et al., 2007; Lindstrom &
Mohseni, 2009; Turner & Turner, 1999; Turner & Muerj 1994; Umberson et al.,
1996). Also, many studies concentrate only on valering as SC, and they often

examine only one subgroup as opposed to compaso@toups.
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Studies with mental illness as dependent variable

Ever since Umberson et al. (1996) bemoaned a laoksearch of gender differences in

the effects of SC on mental health, few scholave liallowed their appeal.

“Although most studies [on social support and psyogical functioning]
include a control variable for sex of respondehe possibility of gender
differences in the effect of social support on viing typically is not
explored” (ibid.: 839).

Those scholars who did follow in their footstepgwever, found contradicting
evidence. Umberson et al. themselves investigatethen relationships affect the
psychological functioning of men and women difféherby estimating the effects of
social ties on depression and alcohol use, basddSosurvey data. While they noted
striking gender differences in terms of the quanéihd quality of SC (with women
having many more, and closer, social ties), thelyrdit find any gender differences in
the correlation between social relationships angipslogical functioning. Contrary to
their hypotheses, women were not more psycholdgic@Ensitive than men to the
circumstances and quality of their relationshipsoréprecisely, social relationships
affect levels of depression and alcohol use of weth women in almost equal ways.
The only significant finding of a gender differencethis respect was that informal
social integration decreased the probability ohgemon-drinkers among men but not
among women, and having a confidant was positivetyrelated with alcohol
consumption for men only. Interestingly, though,wiomen did not have higher levels
of social involvement than men, they would exhibiten higher levels of distress

relative to men than they currently do” (ibid.: $37

More than ten years after the aforementioned artilaines et al. (2008: 165) still

argued that existing

“studies have largely neglected the question ofthdrenetwork structure
may affect perceptions of social support or defwessymptoms of women
and men in different ways or to different degreps.] correcting that

deficiency is important.”

Consequently, the authors hypothesised that theee gander differences in the

relationships of network structure and perceiveckgadcy of social support to
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depressive symptoms, and that the effect of netsvork mental health is stronger for
women, based on a sample of over 500 US Hurricacteng. The only observable
gender difference regarding mental illness, howewars that being embedded in a

larger network increased depression for women only.

Ahem & Hendryx (2008) reported in their analysidteé Wisconsin Longitudinal Study
that community participation, in the form of volesting, religious attendance, and
engagement in community organisations, was relavededuced risk of first-time
depressive symptoms among women but not among Ties.finding supported their
hypothesis that community participation protectamga from depression more than it
protects men. Men’s risk factors in getting depressymptoms were instead pain and
low income. For women, additional risks next to leemmunity participation were

widowhood and lower education.

Turning to elderly Koreans, Jeon et al. (2007) stigate gender differences in the
correlates of mental health among 930 people a§egkérs or older who took part in
the Korean National Health and Nutrition Examinati®urvey. They found a gender
difference, in that living alone was significantigsociated with depressive symptoms
and suicidal ideation among men but not women. Kagh et al. (2006) report a
gender difference between SC variables and hdalttheir Australian study, political
participation and neighbourhood safety were poalyivassociated with better women’s

health, but not men’s.

No gender difference, however, was found when emengithe effect of SC on
depression by Turner & Marino (1994). The authesort social support from several
relationships to have similar effects on men’s amoimen’s levels of depression.
Similarly, Gallicchio et al. (2007) noted that des large gap in health related quality
of life between men and women, SC was not respln$io the difference, as social
support had the same effect among men and womest. did not least, Fischer &
Rodriguez (2008) examined gender differences ineffect of political institutions on

suicide in Swiss regions.
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Studies with general health as dependent variable

Krause et al. (2002) show that formal church-basedal support is associated with
better health, and how this varies by gender. Th#hoas investigate the gender
differences using data from a longitudinal natiashevisurvey of members of the
Presbyterian Church in the USA. As a result, menebe more from church-based

support in terms of better health.

In a study based on data from the Canadian Nat®opulation Health Survey, Denton
& Walters (1999) found that social structural fastosuch as being in the highest
income category, working full-time, caring for arfdy and having social support, play
a more important role for health among women coexgbdo men. This finding was
confirmed when Denton et al. (2004) examined datenfthe Canadian National
Population Health Survey, showing that self-ratedlth, functional health, chronic
illness and distress depend more on social stralctund psychosocial determinants for
women, while behavioural determinants such as smgokalcohol consumption, and

physical activity were more important predictorsiiten’s health status.

Lee et al. (2008) explored the effects of meetitbhgnalance, religious participation, and
volunteer obligations on health differentiated lge and sex, based on data for 59,000
South Korean respondents. The results indicated thea association between social
participation and self-rated health became stromgtr age and was larger in women
than in men. In fact, the beneficial effect of S@swmaximised in elderly women.
Finally, Khawaja et al. (2006) found support foe thotion that formal SC is more
beneficial for men compared with women, at least oteprived context. Their study of
Palestinian refugees living in a camp in Jordanngtbthat civic engagement was a
powerful predictor of health among men, but not aghavomen. The authors end by
hypothesising that in this particular context, worselow literacy and a persisting

patriarchy were responsible for the non-significamtrelation among women.

Studies with SWB as dependent variable

Almost no work exists on gender differences regaydhe effect of SC on the response
variable SWB, to the best knowledge of the autore broadly related analysis, on the
determinants of happiness and life satisfactiorgégder, was conducted as part of a

cross-national comparison by Bjgrnskov et al. (300810 examine how 54 different
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aggregate political, economic, institutional, hunaevelopment, and cultural factors
exert differential effects by running separate esgron analyses for men and women.
Of all the many macro-factors they examine, mostkwo the same way for men as for
women. An exception is that living in a post-comisticountry is more detrimental to
women'’s life satisfaction than men’s. Moreover, adBhist or an Islamic tradition in
one’s home country was more conducive for womeW#BS Likewise, Lindstrom &
Mohseni (2009) found that political trust in thek®lag (the national parliament in
Sweden) was positively associated with SWB in ailammagnitude for men and
women. For teenagers, Schwartz et al. (2009) examined egediferences in the
relationship between helping behaviour with healtid well-being. However, their
focus was on altruism during adolescence, rathem tim three kinds of SC and their

relationship with life satisfaction among adults,isthe case in this chapter.

In conclusion, the following analysis will focus @ariables that still mark a blind spot
in the existing literature. Central to this chapteitl be how three facets of SC
(interpersonal trust, civic engagement, and infdreagialising) are related to SWB in

terms of life satisfaction by gender.

4.4 Hypotheses

In sum, the theoretical arguments outlined eadead to the formulation of the

following hypotheses:

Hii:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary between men
and women.

Hi2:  The relationship between SC in termgic engagemerdand SWB will vary
between men and women.

His:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

between men and women.
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4.5 Analysis and results

Table 3 contains the descriptive levels of SC aWdBSwithout controlling for other
factors. It turns out that men’s and women'’s le\als very similar regarding informal
SC, as well as concerning trust. Women have sggmtly higher scores on civic
engagement, which in some earlier studies was tegao be higher among men. The
distribution (not pictured here) of SC was almantical between men and women.
Finally, the sexes are almost equally satisfiedhwheir lives, with men reporting only a
slightly higher score.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiorand social capital by gender

Means Life Trust Civic Socialising N
(Std. Dev.) Satisfaction Engagement
Women 7.22 5.62 1.38* 4.10
1257
(1.98) (1.60) (1.53) (1.55)
Men 7.23 5.58 1.24* 4.08
1137
(2.91) (1.64) (1.46) (1.57)
Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
2394
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56)

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

The unstandardised OLS estimates for the respamsable life satisfaction are shown
in table 4 while the ordered logit coefficients atisplayed in table 5 as a further
robustness test. The following section will examthe findings in more detail. The
OLS regression models 1 and 2 in table 4 largetyoborate earlier findings from the
SWB literature. In terms of the control variablesitired exclusively in model 1, life
satisfaction is significantly higher among thoseowdre healthy, rich, of old age,
married, not unemployed, and religious. Likewisepdel 2 confirms the positive
association between all three facets of SC andshfesfaction. The more people trust
others, as well as the more formal and the morermél SC they have, the higher is

their life satisfaction.
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Table 4: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlated tife satisfaction; social capital by gender

constant

health

income

female

aged 15-29ref.30-64)
aged 65+

single(ref. married®)
separated

divorced

widowed
unemployed
education in years
parent

religiosity

trust
civic engagement
informal socialising

female x trust
female x civic eng.
female x socialising

trust sq
civic eng. sq.
socialising sq.

female x trust sq.
female x civic eng. sq.
female x socialising sq.

Observations

R square
Adjusted R square

1 2 3
5.343*** 4.059*** 4.189***
0.513%* 0.428*+* 0.430***
0.164*** 0.132** 0.133**
0.020 -0.005 -0.235
0.210 0.203 0.191
0.582*** 0.404** 0.401**
-0.364* -0.419** -0.415**
-0.976** -0.992** -0.990**
-1.083*** -0.987*** -0.969***
-0.532** -0.608** -0.611**
-0.708** -0.811* -0.819**
-0.006 -0.019 -0.020
0.034 0.037 0.021
0.064*** 0.046** 0.046**
0.205*** 0.213***

0.067* 0.102*

0.162*** 0.110**

-0.022

-0.069

0.110*

1768 1768 1768

0.133 0.186 0.189

0.127 0.179 0.180

4

4.263***

0.441%+*

0.127**
0.315
0.205

0.404**
-0.416**
-1.011**

-1.004*+*

-0.643**

-0.818**
-0.021
0.014

0.045**

0.077
0.328**
0.228

-0.219
-0.411*
0.157

0.013
-0.057*
-0.016

0.018
0.085*
-0.007

1768

0.194
0.183

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001, ** p < @0* p < 0.05.

%9 As outlined in the methods chapter, the full tifehe category is “married or civil partner”.
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Table 5: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by gender

Life Satisfaction =0
Life Satisfaction = 1
Life Satisfaction = 2
Life Satisfaction = 3
Life Satisfaction = 4
Life Satisfaction =5
Life Satisfaction = 6
Life Satisfaction = 7
Life Satisfaction = 8
Life Satisfaction =9
health

income

female

aged 15-29ref.30-64)
aged 65+
single(ref. married)
separated

divorced

widowed
unemployed
education in years
parent

religiosity

trust

civic engagement
informal socialising
female x trust
female x civic eng.
female x socialising
trust sq

civic eng. sq.
socialising sq.
female x trust sq.
female x civ.eng. sq
female x soc. sq

Observations

1
-3.320%**
-2.769%**
-2.178%**
-1.250%**

-0.599*
0.253
0.838**
1.733%*
3.166***
4.353%*
0.530***
0.131*
0.063
0.143
0.635%+*
-0.265
-0.751**
-0.978***
-0.451*
-0.661**
-0.011

0.048
0.058***

1768

2
-2.148%*
-1.592%**

-0.994**
-0.067
0.598*
1.485**
2.086***
3.026***
4.506***
5.725***
0.453***
0.103*
0.037
0.153
0.473**
-0.349*
-0.891**
-0.912%+*
-0.561**
-0.757**
-0.026*
0.030
0.045**
0.212*+*
0.084**
0.148***

1768

3
-2.233%**
-1.676%**

-1.078**
-0.150
0.517
1.406***
2.010***
2.951%**
4,431+
5.650***
0.458***
0.104*
-0.126
0.142
0.467*+*
-0.342*
-0.888**
-0.893***
-0.558**
-0.767**
-0.026*
0.021
0.045**
0.218*+*
0.120*
0.107**
-0.018
-0.074
0.090

1768

4
-2.860***
-2.306***
-1.711*
-0.789
-0.122
0.765
1.367**
2.313***
3.814%**
5.052%**
0.480***
0.105*
0.559
0.148
0.458**
-0.335*
-0.930**
-0.969***
-0.625**
-0.810**
-0.027*
0.016
0.043**
-0.109
0.352**
0.100
-0.292
-0.515**
0.226
0.032*
-0.059*
0.001
0.024
0.108**
-0.019

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001, **p < @0* p < 0.05.
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Fitted values in figures 14 to 16 illustrate thedings. In the same way as all the
following figures of this kind, the graphs wereaadhted by fixing the control variables
and those SC variables which are not the respextimesach figure at a certain valtfe.

Thus, to illustrate, for figure 14 the regressiauation (based on the coefficients in

model 2 of table 4) is the following.

y= 4.059 +2.99 - 0.428 +1.502 - 0.132 - 188019 + 3.99 - 0.046 +
4.09 - 0.162 + 1.31 - 0.067 + x - 0.205

8,51

Life Satisfaction

5,5

5,0

T T T T T
0 1 2 3 4 ] G

Trust

10

] ]
(=]
(=]

Figure 14: Fitted values for trust and life satisfation (full sample)

“° The value at which the controls and the altereaSC variables are fixed is usually the sample neean
(in the case of dummy variables) the referencegcaye However, this decision only affects the inegat.
The important value here is the slope in the retesthip between the respective SC variable undeystu

and SWB.
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Life Satisfaction
9

6,5

T T T
0 1 2 3 4 5

Civic Engagement

Figure 15: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction (full sample)

Life Satisfaction

Socialising

Figure 16: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction (full sample)
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The patterns found in the OLS regression are aoefir by the ordered logit in terms of
direction, significance, and approximate relativeesof the coefficients. The only
deviation in table 5 is that once SC variables vartered, the control variable income
is no longer significant, while education then bmes significant. Nonetheless, the
results for the analytical variables are reiteratedhe sense that the odds of a response
being in the satisfied direction (i.e>yj rather than y < j for any answer category j of

the life satisfaction variable) improve significgnitvith every category increase of SC.

8,57

8,07

Life Satisfaction

6,0

T T T
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Socialising

— MEN
==="WOMEN

Figure 17: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by gender

Models 3 and 4 in both tables 4 and 5 investigatalgr differences in the relationship
between SC and SWB by including interaction terratvben gender and the three
facets of SC. For the OLS regression, table 4 shmwmgnificant interaction term for

women’s socialising, thus indicating that the agsam between informal SC and SWB

is stronger among women than nférfigure 17 illustrates this finding using fitted

41 Attentive readers will have noted that the inceems R when introducing interaction terms is small.
This is, however, not to be interpreted as a weskinéthe model. The purpose of introducing intéoac
terms is not to explaimore variancebut to analyse whether significant differencegbyder emerge.
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values for a respondent with mean scores on allra@loand the other SC variables,
based on OLS model 3. The plot shows that, cepanigous, a woman who does not
socialise is less satisfied with her life than annadho does not socialise. But a woman
who does socialise a lot (several times a week@ryeday) is more satisfied than a man

who socialises that much.

Seen from a different perspective, meanwhile, nh \@aomen who socialisence a
week(value 4 on the x-axis) do not differ in their é&wf life satisfaction. Gender does
make a noteworthy difference to SWB, though, farsthwho socialise daily and even
more so for those who do not socialise at all. Thiis ‘happier gender’ seems to be
women under the condition of heavy socialising,levitiis men under the condition of
no socialising. At the same time, the correspondnoglel in table 5 shows that there is
no significant gender difference in the relatiopstbetween socialising and life
satisfaction when ordered logit is used. This @pancy demonstrates the importance
of the method when analysing SWB data and demardgii#ous interpretation of this

particular OLS finding.

Moving on to model 4 which examines potential climearity in the SC SWB

relationship, there is a gender difference in tesoaiation between formal SC and
SWB, as indicated by the respective significantnattion terms in tables 4 (OLS) and
5 (ordered logit). The corresponding fitted valuesfigure 18 based on the OLS
coefficients demonstrate that for men, the assocdabetween formal SC and life
satisfaction is positive at infrequent levels ofuwdary work but turns negative at high
levels. For women, meanwhile, the relationshiplighly u-shaped with the highest

levels of SWB for those who volunteatrleast once a week
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Figure 18: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction by gender

4.6 Conclusions

First of all, this analysis has shown support foraage of hypotheses regarding the
socio-demographic control variables developed inotice 2.1. Life satisfaction is

significantly higher among respondents who arethgalich, of old age, married, not
unemployed and religious, as outlined in hypotheBeand 4 to 7. Meanwhile,

hypothesis 3 is not supported by these data andthgpis 1 only regarding older
respondents. Furthermore, a generally positivecaatson was confirmed between trust,
formal and informal SC and SWB, as assumed by Ingsets 8 to 10 in both the OLS

and the ordered logit regression.

More importantly, though, new insights were disaede since the relationship between
SC and SWB does vary by gender to a certain exiidmre are gender differences
regarding the association between formal SC and SW@&ure 18 shows that the

marginal utility of formal SC increases at highdés/for women while it decreases at
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high levels for men. Thus, ceteris paribus, womé&h no and high levels of formal SC,

and men with moderate levels of formal SC, reduethighest life satisfaction.

Furthermore, the OLS analysis shows that men sedya more indifferent than women
when it comes to the importance of informal SC floeir SWB. Among women,
socialising matters more to life satisfaction, Iegdsupport to the notion that women
are more at ease with social connectedness asul oésheir relationship-oriented
socialisation. This particular result, however, wed confirmed by the ordered logit
regression, which indicates that the choice of wetis important in SWB research, as

it can make a difference to the outcome of a stadkis context.

Finally, there is no support for hypothesis 11 rdgay differences in the relationship

between trust and SWB by gender in these data.

An open gquestion remains whether the gender difta® in the social context of well-
being discussed here are at all affected by pdretétus, marital status, and age.
Therefore, chapter 8 will take a closer look atggsabps by gender combined with such

other factors.
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5. Differences in the relationship between social caail and

subjective well-being between age groups
5.1 Introduction

5.1.1. Why is there a need to look at these subgroups?

Figures 19 to 21 highlight an interesting paradax.reported earlier, SC and SWB are
usually positively related. However, the assocratietween age and SWB is normally
u-shaped (Blanchflower & Oswald, 2007; Clark & O&ly&2006) while levels of civic
engagement are invertedly u-shaped (Putnam, 200@%e findings seem puzzling to a
certain extent, since the phase of life in whichiacparticipation is highest therefore
also seems to be the most miserable one (see akohdven, 2008). Could it be that
the kind of participation during these years simiglpf a lower quality in terms of its
returns in SWB? Is it a less discretionary, morkgalion-related kind of SC that is less
advantageous for the individual's life satisfactiemel? Are people in the middle age
groups stressed from their busy job and family, litssulting in a greater likelihood of
suffering from role strain in their social lives? @b they simply not care about SC and
hence it does not matter for their well-being? Twminished SWB for middle age
people in the face of growing engagement in puidan fact leads to an assumption of
diminished returns from SC in terms of SWB for tpésticular age group.

25

0.5

Average Number of Associational Memberships

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Age
Figure 19: Membership in associations over the lifeycle. (Source: Putnam, 2000: 249).
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Mean Life Satisfaction. BHPS 2004
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Figure 20: SWB over the life cycle. (Source: Clarl& Oswald, 2006: 9).
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Figure 21: Depression probability over the life cyle. (Source: Blanchflower & Oswald, 2007: 33).

Furthermore, in a review of the SWB literature, &okt al. (2006: 53) have remarked
that regarding the effects from community partitipa on SWB, it will be crucial to
determine “when in the life cycle these effects raest likely to occur”. The following
chapter ought to explore this question with regardhe varying relationship between
SC and SWB by age.
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5.1.2.  What are the subgroups’ usual levels of subjectwell-being?

A range of studies have shown that life satisfact®ohigher among young people, as
well as among older people. Ceteris paribus, thadlaiage group tends to report lower
levels of SWB (see e.g. Blanchflower & Oswald, 2802008; Clark & Oswald, 2006;
Ferrer-i-Carbonell & Gowdy, 2007; Hayo & SeiferQ(3; Inglehart & Rabier, 1986;
Michalos et al., 2001).

5.1.3. How much social capital do the subgroups usuallyve®

There are differing views of how the quantity ofcisb ties develops over the life
course. Some argue that they decrease as people @der due to widowhood,
retirement and children leaving their parental hofdeause & Wulff, 2005). More
precisely, as people reach old age they were reghdot have only half as many social
connections compared to younger people (Lang &t€asen, 1994; Lang et al., 1998).
Older people’s participation in community life iften limited at this stage due to poor
health (Li & Ferraro, 2006). Proponents of the owtof active ageing, however, insist
that social ties may indeed increase in old agetdurore free time for socialising or
the arrival of grandchildren and an extension effdmily. Older people have also often
been reported to use their free time increasingtyblunteering (Dosman et al., 2006),
and participation in associational life may be mongortant if alternative sources of
SC have faded away in old age (Musick & Wilson, 200

Nonetheless, formal SC has often been reportecttatlihe highest level among the
middle age group. A range of studies have foundly ear that those who are in the
middle span of adult life have a higher chanceadfinteering (Putnam, 2000; Sundeen,
1990; Van Willigen, 2000). It is usually assumedttigrowing work and family

responsibilities lead to people in the middle agrupgs to take up more voluntary work.
For instance, parents of school-aged children nmgage in activities related to their
children’s sports club or school. Also, this is ttime for most adults to take up
increasing responsibility in their communities, .elry getting involved in political

associations.
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5.2 Theoretical arguments: Why would the association deveen
social capital and subjective well-being differ bateen these

subgroups?

Life course perspective

In order to pursue the research question of thagpidr, dife course perspectivghall be
taken. This is both a concept and theoretical aaprothat views an individual's
existence in terms of life stages (e.g. childhaatylthood), status passages (e.g. from
youth to adulthood, from professional to pensignaryd life events (e.g. marriage,
retirement). Thus, the life course perspective hars age to be a social construction
which allocates individuals into social statuses;hsas student, worker, or pensioner,
on the basis of age. What it means to get olderoisjust determined by a natural
process of aging but is mainly shaped by sociatitut®ns. More precisely, the
meaning of roles and activities change acrossslidges. This perspective is therefore
closely linked to role-identity theory and providasframework for identifying the
mechanisms that connect lives with social strustusence it views one’s life as an
“age-graded sequence of events and social rolésstleembedded in social structures”
(Elder, 2007: 1; Elder et al., 2004).

Middle age: Social capital is simply an outcome adther roles and less beneficial

According to the life course perspective, the roldéch people occupy change as they
get older. Hence, the role context changes, tooth&spersonal circumstances of the
adults (e.g. marital status, family size, employtretatus) change over the life cycle, so
does the form of their social environment andntpartance to their well-being (Moen
et al., 1992; Morrow-Howell et al., 2003). Very ymuand old people, for instance, are
less likely than people in middle age to be invdive employment, child rearing or
care for an elder parent (Henz, 2004). As a corssmp) the latter “occupy more
extensive social roles” (Li & Ferraro, 2006: 51I). fact, their SC may be a mere
outcome of role expectations and social obligatiassa parent or work colleague
(Krause & Wulff, 2005; Sundeen, 1990; Van Willig&®00; Wilson & Musick, 1997).
Here, the “paradox is that ‘voluntary’ associatamtivity may not be purely voluntary”
after all (Li & Ferraro, 2006: 500).
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SC may be more normative and come with a degresbligation during middle age
(Cress et al., 1997) resulting in the fact thas farticular group faces the downsides of
SC as described by Portes & Landolt (1996) morensetly than young and old people.
While having school-aged children may lead to higaeels of SC for parents (Offer &
Barbara, 2007), getting socially connected for ychitd’s sake may entail a series of
obligations and “place important demands on tharepts” (Li & Ferraro, 2006: 500).
Social participation may sometimes be a necessitpdople in the middle age group to
maintain work contacts or to facilitate their cindd’s social life, while in old age it may
rather be a welcomed alternative to spending titnéocae (Lee et al., 2008; Van
Willigen, 2000). Consequently, SC may be less beiafto SWB during middle age

compared to young and old age.

People in the middle age period have a higher @haridoeing busy with their job,
family, and a range of other commitments. In mocenemic terms, the costs of
socialising and participation in associations Wwél higher for the middle age group who
are more likely to have to divide their time betwebeir varied obligations. This will
also have an impact on the perceived benefits f8@n The larger degree of social
integration for people in the middle age group Hartmore means that the marginal
utility of SC would be smaller for them.

Also, people in the middle age group were showihédamotivated to accumulate SC
rather due to extrinsic factors, such as mateesirds for themselves or their families,
or with the aim of gaining skills that can be beciaf in the labour market (Fischer &

Schaffer, 1993). They are more likely to accumufa@for extrinsic causes that do not
promote health or well-being as much as intring@sons do (Meier & Stutzer, 2008;
Omoto et al., 2000).

Young and old age: more discretionary social capita

For the young (below 30) or old (above 65), SC rthaye a more discretionary nature
(Chambre, 1987; Herzog & House, 1991). This meaoserfreedom regarding who to
spend time socialising with and which associatiorvalunteer in, resulting in higher
beneficial returns from SC. While young and old gdedhave greater freedom of choice
regarding their socialising and civic engagemetivgies and are thus “more in control

of their ‘acts of benevolence™, people in the ma@dge group might “see volunteer
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work as simply unpaid labor tantamount to a sootaligation” (Musick & Wilson,
2003: 268). Finally, the type of activity and idated SWB outcomes are also likely to
vary across age groups. Older people, for instahaee been shown to accumulate
formal SC often in church-related groups whichssally associated with large benefits
in terms of SWB (Lim & Putnam, 2010; Musick & Wilsp2003).

With particular regard to the old age group, somsearchers claim that in later life
people strive for social ties that are more emaiigrmeaningful, and disengage from
more peripheral social relationships (Carstens@821Krause & Wulff, 2005). This

view is elaborated in socio-emotional selectivitedry (SST) (Charles & Carstensen,
2009). According to this approach, people who rebeHatter decades of their lives pay
more attention to the fact that their time on ea@tlimited. As a result, they reprioritise
goals and shift the balance to activities thatfalfdling to them. This usually includes

a switch from setting and reaching personal goals¢reasingly providing help for

others (ibid.). From this perspective, social atég may become more selective in old
age and increasingly rewarding, with higher bemafiecturns in terms of SWB. Thus,

SC is likely to be of a different kind in old agme that is more strongly related with
positive SWB. Furthermore, common sense and analcdoidence suggests that more
mature people value the simple things in life meregh as spending time with friends.
This idea, in combination with lowered aspiratidnsold age, may result in greater

benefits from SC in older age.

Moreover, being productive, having a purpose ia &hd doing “something useful” is
an important part of social approval, one’s idgntand is a significant source of self-
esteem in our society. Many people experience tfeedags of recognition when they
have a job or raise children. But when people reatihement they can face a loss of
purpose. Civic engagement and socialising, forams, can be a substitute for the loss
of paid work and its related non-pecuniary benefitd become more important sources
of SWB as a result (Fischer et al., 1991; Musickvéison, 2003; Okun, 1994). Exiting
the work or active parent role may pose a challelmgenany older adults. SC can
provide meaningful social roles that act as a wagrsure a feeling of fulfilment and
usefulness for this group, as proposed by actiigory (Chambre, 1987; Herzog &
House, 1991; Musick et al., 1999; Van Willigen, @DORegarding volunteering,

Fischer & Schaffer (1993: 9-10) have chosen thent&noculation” for this view.
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According to them, “volunteer work can inoculate pootect, the older person from the

hazards of retirement, physical decline and in&gtiv

So especially among old people, social support lwanvital in maintaining mental
health. Studies have shown that social isolatiandramatically increase the chances of
depression among the elderly (Oxman et al., 199Kewise, SC was shown in
longitudinal studies that controlled for baseliragitive ability to prevent or at least
ease the decline of cognitive function in elder gleosignificantly (Kawachi &
Berkman, 2001).

In sum, the nature and quality of SC change adtussfe course. The context in which
the accumulation of SC occurs is crucial for itatienship with SWB. Because the role
contexts for SC are different across age groupgsladeaning of SC changes over the

life-cycle, the association between SC and SWBsis lkely to vary across age groups.

Role enhancement for young and old, role strain fomiddle aged

One can also think of the varying benefits from 8CSWB across the life course in
terms of role enhancement and role strain. Chahtd has described how SC may
enhance well-being througlole enhancementMultiple social roles, e.g. through

volunteering, can be a source of meaning in lifd arotect individuals from social

isolation (Li & Ferraro, 2006; Thoits, 1985). Beiteffrom role enhancement include
role-privileges, overall status security, resourcks status enhancement, and
enrichment of the personality (Sieber, 1974). Amgoging people, the benefits of
multiple roles through SC may also be greater bexat helps them to develop a

personality.

At the same time, multiple roles may lead to proideRole strainoccurs if the
demands of the multiple roles are conflicting, fets assessment concerning one’s
performance in roles deviates from the assessnfeathers, or if an individual has
accepted roles that are beyond his or her capdgityinstance, a woman who is all at
once a full-time employee, a mother, and a daughtdrcares for her sick parents may
be under enormous pressure to fulfil those varaelsr(Evandrou et al., 2002; Hindin,
2007). The problems described here lead to thetasiler having difficulties in meeting
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the normative expectations of the roles, whichssoaiated with inner conflict and can

be assumed to decrease SWB.

Up to a certain degree, the benefits of multipléeso(role enhancement) tend to
outweigh the stress that comes with occupying s¢vetes (role strain) resulting in a

“net gratification” (Sieber, 1974: 567). It is likethat the point of net gratification (i.e.

role enhancement minus role-strain) depends la@elthe role context, i.e. the setting
and content of the roles (Moen et al., 1992). Imeotwords, individuals who are more
integrated into society through their family and ppoyment may benefit less from

additional SC than, for example, those who lacklagnd close family ties (Musick et

al., 1999). For the latter group, the point at higle enhancement turns into role strain
through additional SC is likely to be later, comgzhto the first group. As visualised in

figure 22, the relationship between SC on SWB thilis be different.

In brief, young and old people are likely to havedelayed point at which role
enhancement turns into role strain, due to relptif@wer other social obligations on
average compared to the middle age group. Sincple@@o the middle life years are
likely to already have a range of demanding rofeshe work and family sphere, an
increase in SC through additional roles as volunte#ebecause of heavy socialising

leads them to experience role strain earlier thdrand young people.

In fact, “an area of growing empirical research stdars whether the benefits of
multiple roles outweigh the stress caused by th@tiridin, 2007: 1). This study can be
added to such an endeavour in a sense that it egarhiow this relationship between

benefit and stress varies across subgroups oftgdbiere: across age groups).
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SWB
aged 30-65 aged 15-29 and 65plus

social capital

Figure 22: Simplified theoretical model of role stain and role enhancement in relation to social

capital and subjective well-being by age group.

Period- or cohort-effects

Similarly, an argument of differences in the socahtext of well-being between age
groups can be made on the basis of socialisatiearyh According to this view, the
environment in which one grows up has a lastingaffon a person’s values and
attitude, such as the importance of social faatorglation to well-being. For example,
cohorts that grew up in more materialistic (Ingieh&990) decades may differ in the
value they attach to SC compared to those whosmatire years fall in a post-
materialistic era. The same is true for so-calledaqal effects, i.e. events that may have
affected some age groups but not others, most Iyotlaé drive for race, gender, and

sexual orientation equality in the 1960s and eB9ly0s.

5.3 What have previous studies found?

Musick & Wilson (2003: 261) criticised that “rarefyre the effects of volunteering on
the psychological well-being of younger and oldepylations compared.” Indeed, the
few studies which do examine populations by agthis regard most often restrict the

comparison to two age groups, focus on volunteaasignly one facet of SC, and study
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the effects on health or mental illness rather tiifansatisfaction. Hence, this analysis

will make a valuable, original contribution to teete of the knowledge.

Studies on old people only

Some studies have, instead of comparing age gréapsssed exclusively on old adults
in this regard. For instance, Lum & Lightfoot (2Q0Q%se longitudinal data from the
1993 and 2000 panels of the Asset and Health Dyssamong the Oldest Old Study
(AHEAD) to show how volunteering slows the declineself-reported health and the
increase in depression levels among the elderlypo&itive relationship between
volunteering and physical and psychological welhgeof older people was reported by
a range of papers (see Van Willigen, 2000: 30&fooverview). For instance, Harlow
& Cantor (1996) found that older adults’ participatin community service and other
social activities correlates with higher life sttion. Examining social activities more
generally by analysing data from the English Lamgjmnal Study of Ageing (ELSA),
McMunn et al. (2009) found that among people ofespgension age or older, those who
took part in social activities had a higher welldge(life satisfaction and depression).
Likewise, the frequency of contact with friends walso positively associated with
SWB among the elderly in a study by Pinquart & $eo:m (2000). Meanwhile,
Windsor et al. (2008) studied people aged 64 tar&Breported an invertedly u-shaped
relationship between volunteering and psychologiazl-being for this group.

SC and health by age

Other studies have investigated how the effect@fof healthvaries by age, such as
Lee et al. (2008). Their study based on survey dat9,000 Koreans examined if the
association between self-rated health and socidcipation differs between men and
women, and among age groups. The authors repdriattimugh the level of social
participation decreases with growing age, the benels measured by health status
actually increase with age in this analysis. Irt,fte relationship of SC with health was
strongest among women above the age of 65. Inghiticular group, those who
“participated in more than two activities had mtran twice the odds of self-rated good
health of those who did not participate in any\atés” (ibid.: 1042). However, their
method of comparing the coefficients of the difféareegression analyses conducted for
age groups and gender sub-samples separatelydrsteiaing interaction effects is not

valid for their conclusions. This approach wasiased by Jaccard & Turrisi (2003) in
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their methodological contribution on interactiorfeets, with which this dissertation

shall comply.

SC and mental iliness by age

Krause & Wulff (2005) report that church-based abties matter more for older people
than for younger people in terms of reduced depressymptomatology. While older
and younger adults were equally likely to have rdage proportion of friends in church,
having more friends at church was associated wveitvef symptoms of depression only
among older age groups (from 50 onwards). SimilaMsick & Wilson (2003)
analysed the effect of volunteering on depresswmpéople aged under and above 65
separately based on data from three waves of theridams’ Changing Lives survey
(1986, 1989, 1994). They report no association eetwolunteering and depression in
the younger sub-sample. However, for people abbgeage of 65, volunteering had a
negative effect on depression. Also, Li & Ferra20(6) found life course variations in
the relationship between volunteering and mentalthe Volunteering was only
beneficial to mental health in the older age gronpt in the middle age group.
Moreover, the authors report how volunteering haaefits for both physical and
mental health in later life, but did not find sugtbenefit mechanism in the sample of

middle aged adults.

SC and SWB by age

Regarding self-esteem as an outcome of volunteamiaghospice, Omoto et al. (2000)
report the self-esteem of the older volunteersaweehrisen over time, while the self-
esteem of the younger volunteers decreased. Finallya study on the effects of
volunteering on life satisfaction and perceivedltiei the USA, van Willigen (2000)
investigates the age groups below and above 60radepa Based on data from the
Americans’ Changing Lives 1986 and 1989 surveys,rsin separate regressions for a
sample of respondents under 60 and a sample of tged over 60, and then compared
the unstandardized coefficients. It turned out that number of volunteer hours was
associated in a positive and linear manner witisfsation among older adults, while
the relationship was curvilinear for younger adult®ie latter in fact experienced
negative effects from their volunteer work afte? 2wours per week. Thus, seniors

benefited more from volunteering than those unkeraige of 60.
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This study shall use such results as a startingtpélowever, besides studying a
different country (the UK instead of the US), agarof refinements will be introduced.
First of all, it will investigate four age groupsstead of two, in order to reflect the
stages of the life course more accurately (youtlrlyeadulthood, later adulthood,
retirement). Secondly, it will incorporate variodacets of SC instead of only
volunteering. Third, the method will be differeas interaction terms are used to make
statements about slope heterogeneity across agegynmstead of comparing the

unstandardised coefficients of sub-samples.

5.4 Method

This chapter uses the same method as previousethape. OLS and ordered logit
regression and fitted values to illustrate the ltssinteraction terms are again formed,
in this case between age group dummies and the ®&@: variables. To reflect four
different stages across the life course, the agepgr were distinguished as follows:
young (15-30 years), lower middle age (30-44 yeansper middle age (45-64) and old
(above 65 yearsy

5.5 Hypotheses

Based on the theoretical remarks the following ligpses will be examined in this

chapter.

His:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary by age (with a
weaker relationship among the middle age groups).

His:  The relationship between SC in termgivic engagemerand SWB will vary
by age (with a weaker relationship among the middje groups).

His:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

by age (with a weaker relationship among the neiddje groups).

2 Although the regression analyses in the empiritelpters usually control for three age groups (and
although later chapters will go back to using theige groups), chapter 5 will distinguish two middtge
groups, and thus four age groups in total. Thic@dare will allow for more precise results on ttie |
course to emerge from the analysis.
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5.6 Analysis and Results

Table 6 displays the descriptive statistics and ghows the levels of SC and SWB
across age groups. First of all, it is apparertt-timat controlling for other factors - life
satisfaction is highest in old age and lowest ipargmid age. Moreover, trust increases
with age in a linear fashion. This could eitherabeohort effect of old people having
been socialised in a ‘more trustworthy world’, aign of the fact that - in line with
SST - older people are more selective in choogieg social environment and thus

have opted for a more trustworthy one.

Table 6: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiormnd social capital by age

Mean Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

Young (15 - 29) 7.26 5.36**+* 1.02%** 4.78*** 514
(1.65) (1.50) (1.31) (1.36)

Lower Mid age (30 - 44) 7.17 5.50 1.45* 3.85%** 569
(2.03) (1.47) (1.45) (1.50)

Upper Mid age (45 - 64) 7.14 5.63 1.37 3.80%** 803
(2.99) (1.70) (1.50) (1.57)

Old (65 plus) 7.42* 5.9 x+* 1.34 4.13 474
(2.01) (1.76) (1.66) (1.59)

Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.
N.B. When there are subgroups of more than twagcaites, the t-test reflects the distinction dummy

variable (e.g. old) vs. rest of the sample.

Corroborating the results of earlier studies, cieitgagement is highest in (lower)
middle age according to these data; it is lowestragrthe young. In reverse, however,
socialising is lowest in (upper) middle age anchkegf among the young. Thus, from a
life course perspective there is an important gwitchow people accumulate SC at the
threshold between youth and middle age (around38ydrom informal to formal SC.

As people reach this age they stop meeting frienftsmally to a certain extent and

shift their social connections to formal voluntaagsociations. Chapter 6, and in
particular chapter 8.3, will be able to illuminatkether this pattern of increased civic
engagement and reduced socialising is due to tttetliat people in the middle age
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group are more likely to have young children (p#read effect), or whether those
fluctuations in formal and informal SC are the tesof a genuine life cycle
development (age effect). In sum, from a revealedepences perspective, the (lower)
middle age group should benefit most and young lpesipould benefit least from civic
engagement. Likewise, the (upper) middle age gshguld benefit least and young
people should benefit most and from socialising.

Table 7 contains OLS estimates for the dependamdhla life satisfaction, while table
8 is based on ordered logit estimation to serva agther robustness test of the OLS
results - just like in the other empirical chaptddentically to chapter 4, model 1 in
both tables examines the control variables and mdde addition displays the SC
coefficients. The models differ from other empitichapters only in so far as they are
based on four age groups as explained above. Baéigeshow in this regard that there
are no significant differences from the model withee age groups in chapter 4. Ceteris
paribus, old age is significantly associated witighkr life satisfaction than the
reference category lower mid age. Likewise, cohihglfor 4 age groups does not alter

the positive association between SC and SWB in irbdea substantial way.

Finally, model 3 examines age group differenceshm association between SC and
SWB by featuring interaction terms of age and S@o Tesults become obvious from

table 7. First, socialising is more strongly asated with SWB among young and old
people compared to the reference category, i.eplean the lower middle age group.

Figure 23 illustrates that, ceteris paribus, yopegple who do not have any informal
SC have the lowest life satisfaction. However, ygppaople who socialise daily report a
life satisfaction that is 1.72 points higher thhattof their peers who do not socialise at
all. Their SWB scores, at higher SC levels, alspass the average life satisfaction of
people in the middle age group. A similar resulfioisnd for old people. They report an

average life satisfaction that is lower than thiathe middle age group during lower

levels of informal SC. During higher levels of imieal SC, though, old people’s

average SWB is higher than that of the middle agem
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Table 7: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlated tife satisfaction; social capital by age

1 2 3
constant 5.280*** 4.018*** 4.653*+*
health 0.517** 0.431*** 0.425%+*
income 0.164** 0.132** 0.126**
female 0.024 -0.002 -0.009
aged 15-29ref. 30-44) 0.245 0.227 -0.726
aged 45-64 0.093 0.064 -0.691
aged 65+ 0.635*+* 0.441* -0.747
single(ref.: married) -0.349* -0.409** -0.409**
separated -0.972** -0.989** -0.982**
divorced -1.087*** -0.990%*** -0.984***
widowed -0.537** -0.612** -0.630**
unemployed -0.705** -0.809** -0.813**
education in years -0.006 -0.019 -0.018
parent 0.030 0.035 0.024
religiosity 0.063*** 0.046** 0.044**
trust 0.204*** 0.129*
civic engagement 0.068* 0.157**
informal socialising 0.161** 0.077
aged 15-29 x trust 0.026
aged 15-29 x civic eng. -0.081
aged 15-29 x socialising 0.209*
aged 45-64 x trust 0.128
aged 45-64 x civic eng. -0.149*
aged 45-64 x socialising 0.067
aged 65+ x trust 0.115
aged 65+ x civic eng. -0.117
aged 65+ x socialising 0.175*
Observations 1768 1768 1768
R square 0.134 0.186 0.194
Adjusted R square 0.127 0.179 0.181

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.

43 Models with squared terms (not shown) in thishar tollowing chapters did not yield any significant
results and are therefore omitted.
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Table 8: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by age

Life Satisfaction =0
Life Satisfaction = 1
Life Satisfaction = 2
Life Satisfaction = 3
Life Satisfaction = 4
Life Satisfaction =5
Life Satisfaction = 6
Life Satisfaction = 7
Life Satisfaction = 8
Life Satisfaction =9
health

income

female

aged 15-29ref. 30-44)
aged 45-64

aged 65+

single(ref.: married)
separated

divorced

widowed

unemployed

education in years
parent

religiosity

trust

civic engagement
informal socialising
aged 15-29 x trust
aged 15-29 x civic eng.
aged 15-29 x socialising
aged 45-64 x trust
aged 45-64 x civic eng.
aged 45-64 x socialising
aged 65+ x trust

aged 65+ x civic eng.
aged 65+ x socialising

Observations

1
-3.253%*
-2.702%*
-2.110%*
-1.182%*

-0.531
0.322
0.907**
1.803***
3.236***
4.423%*
0.536***
0.130**
0.068
0.180
0.101
0.693***
-0.247
-0.747*
-0.982%**
-0.456*
-0.658**
-0.011
0.043
0.058***

1768

2
-2.111%%*
-1.554%x*

-0.957**
-0.029
0.636*
1.523***
2.124%*
3.064*+*
4.545%+*
5.763**
0.457*+*
0.103*
0.039
0.176
0.062
0.509***
-0.338*
-0.888**
-0.914***
-0.563**
-0.756**
-0.026*
0.027
0.044**
0.211%*
0.084**
0.148***

1768

3
-2.792%**
-2.231%**
-1.630***

-0.700
-0.034
0.857*
1.460***
2.406***
3.902%**
5.128*+*
0.452*+*
0.098*
0.022
-0.771
-0.724
-0.913
-0.347*
-0.899**
-0.912%**
-0.575*
-0.779**
-0.024*
0.017
0.044**
0.122*
0.197*+*
0.067
0.036
-0.082
0.199*
0.148*
-0.214**
0.070
0.156*
-0.125
0.177*

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001.

**p < @0*p <0.05.
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Figure 23: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by age

All'in all, socialising seems to make less of daitiénce to SWB among the middle age
group, while it matters more to old and young peopit the same time, age makes the
biggest difference to SWB at very high and very ltavels of informal SC. No

significant differences were found in this regaetvieen the lower and upper mid age

groups.

The second result to emerge from this model is that engagement and SWB are
more strongly correlated for the lower middle ageug than for the upper middle age
group. In fact, for the latter, civic engagemenesimot seem to matter at all for life
satisfaction, while there is quite a strong positassociation for people aged between

30 and 44, as illustrated by figure 24.
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Figure 24: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction by age

The ordered logit analysis confirms the resultanfrthe OLS regression mentioned
above regarding the direction and significancehefdoefficients. In addition, however,
model 3 in table 8 shows that the association betvirist and SWB is stronger for the
upper middle age group and older people compar#uetoeference category, the lower
middle age group. Finally, a model examining a po& non-linear association

featuring squared terms for SC and its relatedracten terms (not shown) did not
yield significant results for both OLS and ordetedit. Hence, there are no curvilinear

differences in the association across age groups.

5.7 Conclusions

The aim of this chapter was to examine the relahgnbetween SC and SWB across
age groups. This approach delivered fruitful resuhh several ways. First, the

relationship between informal SC and SWB variestyy, lending support to hypothesis
16. Second, hypothesis 15 receives some empirazimg, as civic engagement is not

positively associated with life satisfaction foethpper middle age group, while there is

147



quite a strong positive relationship for peoplecagetween 30 and 44. Third, at least
the ordered logit results support hypothesis 14thay indicate that the relationship
between trust and SWB is stronger for the upperdiaiige group and older people
compared to the lower middle age group. Howevaes, higpothesis was not supported
by the OLS results.

It will be helpful to discuss these findings in ssrmore detail. The relationship
between informal SC and SWB is stronger for veryng and old people, while it is
weaker for the (loweff middle age group. Applying a causal perspectieepte in the
middle years of adult life benefit less from sosialg than very young and old people.
Coming back to the theory, this result is in linghwthe idea that the young and old age
groups have more freedom in deciding who to samalvith resulting in greater
benefits. Their SC is more discretionary than tbiapeople in the mid age group.
Moreover, SST proposes that as people get oldgrdheose to build such social ties

that are more emotionally meaningful to them.

Furthermore, this finding fits the notion that pEom the mid age group have “more
extensive social roles” (Li & Ferraro, 2006: 51hdaheir informal SC may be a mere
outcome of role expectations and social obligatiassa parent or work colleague.
People in the middle age groups have less freetioainaosing their informal SC, as
many role obligations dictate how their free tirmaused. Put simply, spending free time
with your work colleagues or your child’s friendgarents (which is probably more
common during the middle life years) may be lesseheial than seeing fellow students
or fellow pensioners. However, this conclusion doomly ultimately be verified with a

survey that asks about who people socialise witbre one can only make probabilistic
statements about who people from the different grgeips are most likely to spend

their time with.

In more economic terms and through a causal |&esbtisyness of the (lower) middle
life period seems to increase the costs of somgliand diminish its benefits. Those
who are well-integrated in other roles during stesge of the life cycle (e.g. job, family)

can also be assumed to have a lower marginalutititn meeting friends. Furthermore,

4 Strictly speaking, the statements about differsringhe slope between SC and SWB are valid only fo
the reference category of lower middle age vs. ad young. However, there were no significant
differences in slopes between lower and upper reiddie groups in this regard. Hence, a certain
similarity among the two middle age groups candsmimed.
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the diminished benefits from informal SC among (loever) mid age group may be an
indication of role strain due to other roles. Hu very young and old, socialising seems

to provide a greater amount of role enhancement.

The fact that civic engagement does not seem ttemattall for life satisfaction for the
upper middle age group, while there is quite angfrpositive association for people
aged between 30 and 44, indicates that role stnathis context really hits in upper
middle age and diminishes any potential positiveelies from civic engagement. This
result is somewhat in line with the revealed pmfiees approach. Table 6 shows that
the upper middle age group, who do not benefitllafrem civic engagement, have
slightly lower levels than the lower middle age w@vo Thus, people do seem to cut
down on their voluntary work at this stage in thiwes following the diminished

returns they gain from it.

The findings of the descriptive statistics, meanghlargely confirm what earlier
studies have reported, in a sense that civic emgageis highest among the middle age
groups. However, as this study distinguished fge groups rather than the usual two,
more precise statements can be made. In particaainteresting switch was noted
from informal to formal SC at the passage from ypuo middle age. Also, young
people’s high levels of socialising were especialbteworthy, particularly since they
were matched with greater benefits in terms of SWB,line with the revealed
preferences approach. Likewise, older respondeviis, also socialise more than the
middle age groups, have similarly great benefitsnfrinformal SC to young people.
Thus, people who are very young or old socialiseenfrobably because they also

benefit more from it in terms of SWB than the maldge groups.

One could also argue from this cross-sectionalyaisathat the age differences yield a
period- or cohort-effect. Regarding the resultsrdarmal social capital, for instance, it
could be proposed that older people were socialiséeks individualised times that put
more emphasis on maintaining good social relationgh friends, relatives and
colleagues. On the other hand, as there was alstroager effect for the young
respondents, it seems more plausible to attritheedifferences to life course effects
and the changing role context. As long as no colngeargument can be made why
those born between 1942 and 1977 (i.e. the midg#egeoup) should uniquely stand out
from the rest based on events that would havetefigqueople’s socialisation during that
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period with a decisive effect on the relationshgaiween SC and SWB, the life course

approach appears more convincing to this author.

The remarks concerning causality from previous trapalso apply to this one. From a
reverse causation perspective, these results veoigigest that being satisfied with one’s
life is less of a pre-requisite for heavy socialgsin middle age than it is in young or
old age. However, effects in the other directioonf SC to SWB, remain the focus of

this study, as outlined in detail earlier.

Coming back to the initial research question of mvire the life cycle positive effects
from SC are most likely to occur it can be concthdeom these data that positive
effects from civic engagement are more likely tawcin lower than in upper middle
age. Moreover, the benefits from socialising ansest strongly in young and old age,

while they are weaker in the (lower) middle spamadilt life.

One purpose of this chapter was to address thel@athat civic engagement is usually
higher during the middle life years when SWB is gyaifly at its lowest — despite SC
being positively related to SWB in general. In tbanmtext, it was hypothesised that the
‘returns’ from SC may be smaller for people in theiiddle life years. Indeed the
analysis found that SWB is lower and formal SCighar during the middle life years.
Also, people in the upper middle age group did @btushow a non-association
between formal SC and SWB, which supports the thgsis outlined earlier of smaller
‘returns’ from SC for this group. However, this éxmation for the paradox does not fit
for thelower middle age group who had the highest rates of &®C and displayed a

positive association, thus leaving room for furtBeploration of this phenomenon.

In order to take a closer look at how the socialtert of well-being varies across the
life cycle, chapter 8 will include an examinatiohtbe relationship between SC and
SWB by age and parental status, by age and gesslerell as by age and marital status.
These distinctions will give a more precise ideahoW far the variations across age
groups revealed here are affected by parenthoodiegend marriage.
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6. Differences in the relationship between social catail and

subjective well-being by parental status

6.1 Introduction

6.1.1 Why is there a need to look at these subgroups?

Having children can profoundly change one’s lifeisTmay be especially true for one’s
social environment and how one relates to it. Tolowing chapter will therefore

expand the life course perspective outlined in pmeceding empirical chapter to
examine whether, and how, the social context of-taahg varies by parental status.
Similar to the gendered analysis earlier, this appin will add significant value to the
SWB literature regarding the still unclear questidiow parenthood is associated with

life satisfaction by introducing SC as a third adie in this regard.

6.1.2 What are the subgroups’ usual levels of subjectwell-being?

The existing research evidence on the effect céngapod on SWB is mixed (Dolan et
al., 2006, 2008). Many studies report no effegparfental status on SWB (e.g. Bergman
& Daukantaite, 2006). Haller & Hadler (2006) reparpositive, significant association
between having children and life satisfaction, bunhon-significant association for
happiness. Thus, the cognitive aspect of SWB sdentenefit from being a parent,
although having children puts strains on the enmatidife of those who raise them. In
addition, a number of intervening factors have bewsmstigated in the relationship
between parenthood and SWB, such as marital s{tey & Stutzer, 2002), income
(Alesina et al., 2004), country of residence (Dildet al., 2003), old age, single living,
low education (Dykstra & Hagestad, 2007), or gendeye, educational level, and
marital status (Hansen et al., 2009). However, &€ rfever yet been factored into the
equation to the best knowledge of this author. Thared crucially, the following
empirical analysis ought to provide new insight®ionder what (SC) circumstances

parental status is beneficial or detrimental forEBW

6.1.3 How much social capital do the subgroups usuallyve®

Although it is generally understood that change$amily roles, such as becoming a

parent, may affect one’s social relationships (®emg 1990), not much research has
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examined the particular question of how parenthaffdcts SC. It has been said,
however, that parents with children in the houselaoé reported to have higher rates of
formal SC (Sundeen, 1990; Wilson & Musick, 1997pwéver, this is not the case
among young parents, as reported by Oesterle €G04). In their study, the authors
reported that parents with pre-school children Haveer volunteering rates than non-
parents of that age. By contrast, a study by OffeBchneider (2007) reported that
parents often gain additional SC through their dreih. Through their children’s
networks, parents often connect with other peolplés not clear, however, to what
degree such SC - that is not chosen directly byptrents but is established through
their children - fosters parents’ SWB (in companigo fully discretionary SC). What
does emerge apparently, though, is that parerdssabled or sick children tend to have
lower rates of SC (Aldridge, 2008; Schultz et 2009; Seltzer et al., 2001).

6.2 Theoretical arguments: Why would the association heveen
social capital and subjective well-being differ bateen these

subgroups?

Life course perspective and role-identity theory

A similar approach to the life course perspectivehapter 5 is taken here, in a sense
that major life events such as becoming a paremidcamatically change the roles one
has, and the normative expectations one is met Whie analysis will in this context
focus on parenthood and its potentially moderagifigct on the association between SC
and SWB.

If, according to the life course perspective, if@an age-graded sequence of events with
consequences for one’s circumstances and societes r(Elder, 2007: 1), then
parenthood can certainly be considered a fundamewtat that shapes or at the least
influences the nature of one’s social connectiéis. parents, the accumulation of SC
may be less discretionary but may be a mere outajrather social roles. For example,
parents may get involved in the local Parents aeacfiers Association as a result of
normative expectations rather than a desire toviotheir interests. Likewise, they may
find their own interests compromised by gettingoiwed in associations related to their

children’s interests or socialise with their chddis friends’ parents rather than their

152



own friend4® (Sundeen, 1990; Van Willigen, 2000; Wilson & Musi¢997). This may
result in differing empirical relationships betweB& and SWB for parents vs. non-
parents. Furthermore, it may be helpful to distisyarents of younger children from
parents of older children and childless people seeond step of the analysis, in order

to get a precise idea of how the social contextealf-being is affected by parenthood.

6.3 What have previous studies found?

The question of how the effects from SC on SWB many between parents and non-
parents has largely been neglected by the litexatilana’iaupuni et al. (2005)
discovered that parents’ social networks exert sitpe impact on theirchildren’s
health. Similarly, McNeal (1999) reports that paatnnvolvement in schools has a
positive effect on theichildren’s educational outcomes. However, a focus on SWB, let
alone a comparison between the effects of SC orpdinents themselves versus non-

parents, is still missing.

6.4 Method

This chapter uses the same method as previousethape. OLS and ordered logit
regression and fitted values with all other varahithan the ones displayed fixed at the
mean to illustrate the results. Interaction termes a&gain formed, in this case between
parental status dummies and the three SC variahléisst analysis is concerned with
the distinction between parents and non-parentgeimeral, while in a second step,
parents whose (first) child is under 16 are distisged from parents of older children

and non-parents.

6.5 Hypotheses

Hi7z  The relationship between SC in termgrastand SWB will vary between
parents and childless people.

Hig:  The relationship between SC in termgivic engagemerdnd SWB will vary
between parents and childless people.

His:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

between parents and childless people.

4 Of course, one’s children’s friends’ parents mayidentical to one’s own friends but this is laksly
compared to a situation (applicable to childlesspbe where no such constraints are in place.
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H.o:  The relationship between SC in termgrastand SWB will vary between
parents of under 16s, parents of 16s and olderchittiess people.

H.::  The relationship between SC in termgvic engagemerand SWB will vary
between parents of under 16s, parents of 16s ldied @and childless people.

H.2:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

between parents of under 16s, parents of 16s lded and childless people.

6.6 Analysis and results

Table 9: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiorand social capital by parental status

Means Life Trust Civic Socialising N
(Std. Dev.) Satisfaction Engagement
Parents 7.23 5.64 1.38** 3.91%+*
1643
(2.01) (1.65) (1.53) (1.58)
Childless 7.21 5.52 1.16%** 4.48** 250
(1.79) (1.55) (1.40) (1.44)
Parents of under 16s 7.19 5.56 1.47* 3.79%** 518
Parents of 16s and older 7.26 5.68* 1.35 3.96%** 501
Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
2394
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56)

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.
N.B. When there are subgroups of more than twagcaites, the t-test reflects the distinction dummy

variable (e.g. parents of under 16s) vs. rest®Btmple.

Without controlling for other factors, the life sdfaction levels of parents and non-
parents are rather similar. Further distinguishpagents of younger children vs. parents
of older children, however, reveals that the forimave lower and the latter have higher
life satisfaction levels compared to childless oesjents. Comparing parents’ and non-
parents’ SC, it becomes clear that socialisingsrate lower for the former, while they

have higher rates of civic engagement than chidfesople. The switch from informal

to formal SC between non-parents and parents igasito the one found between the

young and middle age group earlier. Thus, while-parents more often meet people
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informally, parents are more likely to get involvedvoluntary organisations or help
with activities in their local area. These form& &ctivities may well be related to their
children and thus be an outcome of their parentdé, ras the aforementioned
discrepancy between formal and informal SC is ewene pronounced among parents
of younger children. In fact, the latter group mdpothe highest levels of civic
engagement and the lowest levels of socialisingadveChapter 8.3 will examine in
how far the SC patterns found here are an agetedfegenuinely related to having
children. In terms of the revealed preferences welgvassume parents (especially of
younger children) to gain more satisfaction fromiciengagement, while childless
people seem to enjoy socialising more. Finally,epts (especially those of older
children) have more trust than childless people.

Table 10 contains OLS estimates for the dependmmhle life satisfaction, while table

11 is based on ordered logit estimation to serva fasther robustness test of the OLS
results - in an identical manner to the other ermglichapters. Model 1 in both tables
considers differences in the SC SWB relationshifwben parents and non-parents,
while model 2 additionally distinguishes parentsyofinger children (under 16s) vs.

parents of older children.

Model 1 reveals that civic engagement is more glyoassociated with SWB among
childless people compared to parents. Figure 25tithtes how childless people who
never participate in community activities are, ostgaribus, less satisfied with their
lives than parents who do so. However, onwards tiMic engagement dt least once

every six month§SC values 2-5), the reverse is true. Overall, agnparents there is

less of a ‘satisfaction discrepancy’ between theke volunteer a lot and those who do
not volunteer at all, i.e. the graph is flatterrtHar nonparents. Also, being a parent
shows a detrimental effect on SWB at high levelsioic engagement, while for those
who do not have any formal SC, being a parent iefigal to SWB. Moreover, there

are no significant differences in the associatiebween either trust or socialising and

SWB between parents and non-parents.
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Table 10: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlates life satisfaction; social capital by parental

status

1 2
constant 3.994*** 4.885***
health 0.429%** 0.432%+*
income 0.134* 0.128**
female -0.016 -0.015
aged 15-29ref.: 30-64) 0.222 0.233
aged 65+ 0.401** 0.360**
single(ref.: married) -0.416** -0.405**
separated -1.008** -0.999**
divorced -0.984*** -0.975%**
widowed -0.608** -0.628**
unemployed -0.796** -0.815**
education in years -0.018 -0.018
parent 0.100
parent of 16s and older -1.109*
(ref.: parent of under 16s)
childless -0.905
religiosity 0.045** 0.045**
trust 0.213** 0.047
civic engagement 0.171* 0.116
informal socialising 0.133* 0.149**
parent x trust -0.008
parent x civic eng. -0.136*
parent x socialising 0.039
parent of over 16 x trust 0.215**
parent of over 16 X civic eng. -0.118
parent of over 16 x socialising 0.039
childless x trust 0.167*
childless x civic eng. 0.056
childless x socialising -0.018
Observations 1768 1768
R square 0.188 0.194
Adjusted R square 0.179 0.183

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001, ** p < @0* p < 0.05.



Table 11: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by parental status

Life Satisfaction =0
Life Satisfaction = 1
Life Satisfaction = 2
Life Satisfaction = 3
Life Satisfaction = 4
Life Satisfaction =5
Life Satisfaction = 6
Life Satisfaction = 7
Life Satisfaction = 8
Life Satisfaction =9
health

income

female

aged 15-29ref.30-64)
aged 65+
single(ref. married)
separated

divorced

widowed
unemployed
education in years

parent
parent of over 16

(ref. parent of under 16)

childless

religiosity

trust

civic engagement
informal socialising
parent x trust
parent x civic eng.
parent x socialising

parent of over 16 x trust
parent over 16 x civic eng.
parent over 16 x socialising

childless x trust
childless x civic eng.
childless x socialising

Observations

1
-2.107%*
-1.550%*
-0.952*
-0.022
0.645
1.532%+*
2.133%*
3.073%*
4.556***
5.778%*
0.454%*
0.103*
0.026
0.171
0.466***
-0.347*
-0.919**
-0.915%+*
-0.558**
-0.748**
-0.025*
0.075

0.043*
0.208***
0.195**
0.130*
0.008
-0.148*
0.025

1768

2
-3.264**
-2.707%*
-2.106***
-1.172%*
-0.503
0.389
0.993*
1.939***
3.431%**
4.659%+*
0.461%+*
0.098*
0.033
0.172
0.414**
-0.334*
-0.915**
-0.912%**
-0.591**
-0.749**
-0.024*

-1.502**

-1.177*
0.044**
0.010
0.128*
0.123*

0.280***
-0.113
0.053
0.201*
0.069
0.005

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001, ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Figure 25: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction by parental status

If parents are further distinguished into parentsyounger children vs. of older
children, it emerges that for the first group thésealmost no positive relationship
between trust and SWB - in contrast to the latteug and childless people. Thus,
trusting or not trusting others does not mattemash for parents’ life satisfaction if the
children are under 16 years old. Ceteris paribasgmnis of an older child or a childless
people who do not trust others around them arevamage approx. 2.5 points less
satisfied with their lives than their high-trustipgers. Meanwhile, this difference is less

than a mere 0.5 points on the life satisfactiohestta parents of young children.

Finally, the results of the ordered logit regressio table 11 confirm the OLS findings

in terms of direction and significance of the caméints.
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Figure 26: Fitted values for trust and life satisfation by parental status

6.7 Conclusions

Extending the life course perspective outlined apter 5, this chapter examined
differences in the relationship between SC and SWParental status. A first analysis
revealed that formal SC has a stronger positivecefbn non-parents’ SWB. Thus,
hypothesis 18 receives some support. Although pareave higher rates of civic
engagement than non-parents, parents seem to toessfirom their formal SC, if one
interprets these findings in a causal manner. it cansequently be assumed that
parents’ participation in community life is lesssclietionary and may be a mere
outcome of their social role as a parent. As disedsearlier, their participation may be
linked to their children’s activities rather thdreir own. Likewise, a certain role strain
could be at play here. Where the civic engagemess devolve around the parent’s
interests it may come at the price of a guilty @rsce from potentially neglecting
family responsibilities (Osborne et al., 2009). &y, given parents’ high levels of

voluntary work, this result contradicts the revegbeeferences approach.
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When parents were split into those of younger ceiidvs. those of older children in a
second analytical step, however, it emerged thatetlare no longer any differences
regarding civic engagement and SWB, in contrasthat hypothesis 21 would have
predicted. In particular, the relationship betwe&d® and SWB was not significantly
weaker for parents of younger children, as one rhaye assumed based on the

theoretical reasoning.

While there were no differences regarding trust 8WB between parents in general vs.
non-parents, as hypothesis 17 would have preditted analysis featuring a further
division of parents into two groups did yield somteresting results in this regard. The
finding that generalised trust does matter muck testhe SWB of young children’s
parents is in line with hypothesis 20. There wasoat no difference in terms of life
satisfaction, ceteris paribus, between a parenat yifung child who thinks that we live
in a trustworthy society and one who thinks thdteotmembers of society cannot be
trusted. This particular result, however, seemsesamat counter-intuitive. Actually,
one might have assumed that while bringing up tbieidren, this group is particularly
concerned about what happens in society around #mehin how far they feel that they
live in a trustworthy environment. However, an exption of this paradoxical finding
could be that young children draw their parentsitae of attention (and the sources of
their joy and worry) away from society and makenthfecus on the core family. Thus,
it may matter more to those parents what happesidartheir own home, and they may

become somewhat more indifferent to what goes ouarsr it.

Although socialising levels were higher among nanepts, the analysis has shown that
the association with SWB is not stronger for théma sense, they therefore do not
seem to benefit more from their elevated inform@l i® terms of life satisfaction.

Likewise, the fact that parents reduce their s overall does not mean that it is
significantly less important for SWB compared togarents. Thus, hypotheses 19 and

22 receive no support from these data.

The results revealed here call once more for a masenced analysis, which will be
provided in later chapters. In particular, the stgation of variations in the social
context of well-being by parental status oughteduother modified by gender, age and

marital status.
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7. Differences in the relationship between social catail and

subjective well-being by marital status

7.1 Introduction

7.1.1 Why is there a need to look at these subgroups?

Getting married is an important step in life widgpercussions for a range of af8aén
many levels, married people therefore differ fromnimarried people. Indeed, the
social context of one’s life may be the life dom#mat is most strongly affected by
whether one has a spouse or not. Therefore, th@Molg chapter will look at whether
married people have systematically different lexdlSC and SWB compared to non-
married people, but also at how far the relatiomdieétween those two concepts varies

between those groups.

The question could be raised at this stage whdibegrg married is not SC in itself?
Chapter 2 had outlined and justified why close fgmelationships are not considered
SC in this thesis. But answering that questionds an decisive or even a necessary
precondition in order to conduct the analysis feadun this chapter for the following
reasons. If the answer to it was ‘no, being marrgedot SC in itself’, marital status
would be treated here as an exogenous criterionwhigh respondents are divided into
groups under the assumption of slope heterogemeitye association between SC and
SWB. Meanwhile, if the answer to the question wees, being married is a kind of SC
in itself’, then marital status would still be alidacriterion by which subgroups can be
divided. If the latter approach was taken, it wop&thaps be advisable to introduce a
distinction between “external SC” (socialising, mmarship) and “internal SC” (family,
partner) to the literature in the future, as intkdain chapter 2. We can then speak of
the married as those who have high “internal S®@e @&nalysis in this chapter would in
that case aim to find out in how far the assocmtletween external SC (i.e.

volunteering and socialising) and SWB differs beawéhose who have a lot of internal

“ The distinction made here is by marital status aoidby cohabitation. This is due to the fact it
existing SWB literature, which this thesis has &msis and which it aims to refine, has, likewfseused

on marriage rather than cohabitation. From a sabgtapoint of view, it could furthermore be argued
that there is a significant difference in the qiyabf a relationship when two people are united in
marriage rather than by occupying the same hous®(@h this is not the topic of this dissertatiomor
these reasons, people who are not married (butmdowell live with a partner) are grouped according
to their legal marital status as non-married, whilgrried people (who may potentially live in a difint
place from their spouse) are classified as married.
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SC (the married) and those who have no internal(t8€ non-married). Thus, this
chapter would be looking at the differential redaghip between external SC and SWB
for groups with different baseline levels of inte$C. The procedure would in both

cases be identical, as well as (at least in esyémeenterpretation of its results.

7.1.2 What are the subgroups’ usual levels of subjectwell-being?

As indicated in chapter 2, the married are generabre satisfied with their lives than
the non-married (Haller & Hadler, 2006; Hayo & ®eif 2003; Helliwell, 2003; Myers,

2000; Stutzer & Frey, 2006). Interestingly, Li (Z)0reported in a study that once
gender, income and social capital are controlled foarriage was no longer
significantly associated with higher SWB, although aforementioned studies did find
a robust positive (and in some cases even a cawtatjonship between marriage and

SWB despite a range of control variables.

7.1.3 How much social capital do the subgroups usuallye®

In a similar fashion to the observed patterns miggr SWB, there is a general

consensus in the literature that married people tragher levels of SC than the non-
married. This may be due to the fact that marriedpte usually have greater access to
extended kin, neighbours, friends, and spouse’raglies and friends (Li, 2007). A

competing idea in this regard could be Coser'samotof marriage as a “greedy

institution” that “attempts to reduce the claim®nfr competing roles and status
positions on those they wish to encompass witheir thoundaries” (Coser, 1974: 4).

In general, all changes in family roles such asriage, parenthood, or divorce can
affect the probability of participating in volunyamassociations and informal social
activities, as argued in the previous empiricalptées (Knoke & Thomson, 1977;
Oesterle et al., 2004; Sundeen, 1990). Some stutimsever, revealed that only
marriage was a factor that consistently raisedl$evkcivic engagement across all ages
(e.g. Rotolo & Wilson, 2004). Also, married peoplee at least to some degree more
likely to fall into the category of (especially) dale aged parents who are the most
likely to play a leading role in the civic life ¢ieir communities, as argued in chapters

5 and 6 (chapter 8 will clearly disentangle theagowus variables). Likewise, the non-
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married are relatively more often to be found amgogng people (who have not yet

married) and old people (who are more likely talb®rced or widowed).

7.2 Theoretical arguments: Why would the association beveen
social capital and subjective well-being differ bateen these
subgroups?

A spouse may be a vital source of support resultmgicreased SWB. Meanwhile,
those without a partner (i.e. those who are singjgrced, separated, and widowed)
may try to compensate for not having one througtreased SC. In fact, 75% of
widowers and widows name loneliness as their mersviss problem (Hunt, 2005). For
this group, the beneficial effects of SC can beaiaesl to be higher than for somebody

who is married and already draws social supporhftbeir spouse. In other words, the

marginal utility of SC ought to be larger for themmarried than for the married.

A social institution such as marriage may not ogert an influence on the levels of
participation in community life over the life coer¢Li & Ferraro, 2006; Omoto et al.,
2000) but it may also affect the relationship w8WB that results from such
participation. The accumulation of SC through sksirag or volunteering takes place in
a different role context for married vs. non-matrpeople. Thus, this chapter can again
partly resort to role-identity theory in order tgpothesise that the association between
SC and SWB differs between married and non-maipeaple. As marriage is usually
considered to be an important stage in the lifdecywith consequences for how and
who people spend their time with, there is als@lement of the life course perspective
here. Therefore, marital status may indicate att\stege of the life course people find
themselves and what impact this has on their sdiégaland its importance for their

well-being?’

Furthermore, the married seem to have more SCttleanon-married. This may have
consequences for the relationship between SC anB. 3Waddition, coming back to
the causality discussion from chapter 2, a reveasisality perspective could imply that

high life satisfaction is not so much a ‘motor f8€’ among the married compared to

“"n this regard, chapter 8 will examine more prdgi$®w far marital status differences in the SC SWB
relationship are affected by age, parenthood, andey.
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the non-married, as the former are potentially aalye better connected through a

spouse.

Speaking in economic terms, the costs of acquifegernal) SC through socialising
and civic engagement are higher for those who aeied (i.e. have a high amount of
internal SC). Partners put demands on one’s tinderatiuce the time one has for other
social activities. Moreover, married people arelykto spend some of their socialising
with their partner’s friends (who may or may notdog to one’s own primary circle of
friends). All these discrepancies may result inyivey SWB outcomes related to the

accumulation of SC.

In addition, different kinds of SC may result in re@r fewer benefits in terms of SWB.
It is likely that the married accumulate SC in sysétically different spheres than the
non-married. This question cannot conclusively h&agered with the dataset at hand, as
it contains no information on the type of assooratihat respondents are involved in.
However, at least the distinction between formal amformal SC can be made and

differences in this regard will be examined.

7.3 What have related studies found?

An analysis among Japanese parents as distinguisheshrital status brought to light
that the relationship between social, human andnfiral capital with health was
stronger for single parents compared with marrieceipts (Bassani, 2008). That study,
however, does not examine differences by usingaot®n terms. Instead, it splits the
dataset for a regression into four sub-samplesotapare the groups, a technique
heavily criticised by (Jaccard & Turrisi, 2003). Mover, the SC variables used are not
conventional, as they draw (exclusively) from wankd the close family sphere, e.g.

number of days worked, number of children, etc.

Likewise, a study of the association between vaennhg and mortality rates among
older adults in the US claimed that the positivieets of volunteering [on health] are
strongest for respondents who report low levelgfrmal social interaction and who
do not live alone” (Musick et al., 1999). According that analysis, the relationship
between volunteering and the risk of mortality iosger among those who are better

socially integrated. Those results were challerigeah extent by Van Willingen (2000),
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who reported that respondents who are young ane higi levels of social integration
experience greater increases in health from voduimg than those who are young but
spent less time with family and friends. Likewisearried older adults who volunteer
reported higher levels of perceived health thaséhader adults who were not married
or did not volunteer, according to the latter studly investigation such as the one
proposed here, however, is still missing in theréiture, and it can thus shed light on a
number of important, so far neglected aspects.

7.4 Method

The analysis below will proceed in similar stepstite previous empirical chapters.
Interaction terms are formed once more, in thie dastween marital status dummies
and the three SC variables. The distinction willdegween married and non-married
people. As the non-married subgroups single / wibbyseparated / divorced are quite
small in themselves, they will be summarised undee label in order to make
meaningful statements using the quantitative amgbrd@atured in this thesis. Following
the discussion of descriptive levels of SC and S&¢Bss the sub-groups studied here,
OLS and ordered logit regression analyses will mgatamine slope heterogeneity.

Finally, fitted values will illustrate the main rdts as usual.

7.5 Hypotheses

H.s:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary by marital
status.

H.4:  The relationship between SC in termgivic engagemerand SWB will vary
by marital status.

H.s:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

by marital status.
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7.6 Analysis and Results

The descriptive statistics in table 12 indicate th@hout controlling for other factors,
life satisfaction, trust and civic engagement aghér among married than non-married
people. The latter, however, socialise more thanftimer which somewhat makes
intuitive sense but is contrary to what some easdiedies have suggested. Thus, the
revealed preferences examined in table 12 wouldestghat married people ought to
benefit more from civic engagement, while a strongesitive association between
socialising and SWB can be expected for the norrigtafrom this perspective. All
means compared here yield highly significant déferes; therefore, it seems that the
distinction by marital status chosen here is vargartant and promising with regard to
SC and SWB.

Table 12: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by marital status

Means Life Trust Civic Socialising N
(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement
married (or civil partner) 7.44%** 5.70*** 1.42%** 3.86*** 1389
(1.83) (1.54) (1.51) (1.54)
non-married 6.92%* 5.46%+* 1.15%* 4.42%*x 991
(2.07) (1.72) (1.45) (1.53)
Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

Model 1 in tables 13 (OLS) and 14 (ordered logiaraine once more only the control
variables. The only notable difference from eartibapters, however, is that here the
distinction by marital status is non-married vs.rmea, with the latter being the

reference category. The coefficients do not varykexdly from earlier chapters. Ceteris
paribus, the married are more satisfied with thees than the non-married. The same
is true for the addition of the SC variables in mlod. The only identified deviation

from model 2 in chapter 4 is that the coefficient ffoung age has now become

significant as a result of the simpler, dichotordigearital status variable.
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Table 13: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlates life satisfaction; social capital by marital

status
1 2 3

constant 4.757** 3.424*** 2.972%*
health 0.507*** 0.421*** 0.418***
income 0.168*** 0.134** 0.132**
female 0.007 -0.017 -0.016
aged 15-2ref.. 30-64) 0.381* 0.343* 0.313*
aged 65plus 0.619%*+ 0.419%* 0.412**
married 0.665*** 0.676*** 1.427*+*
unemployed -0.695** -0.797** -0.805**
education -0.005 -0.019 -0.018
parent -0.061 -0.044 -0.042
religiosity 0.063*** 0.045* 0.047**
trust 0.209*** 0.227***
civic engagement 0.069* 0.074
socialising 0.165**+ 0.247%+*
married X trust -0.038
married X civic engagement -0.007
married x socialising -0.130*
Observations 1768 1768 1768
R square 0.126 0.182 0.184
Adjusted R square 0.121 0.175 0.177

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Table 14: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by marital status

Life Satisfaction = 0
Life Satisfaction = 1
Life Satisfaction = 2
Life Satisfaction = 3
Life Satisfaction = 4
Life Satisfaction = 5
Life Satisfaction = 6
Life Satisfaction =7
Life Satisfaction = 8

Life Satisfaction =9
health

income

female

aged 15-29ref.: 30—64)
aged 65plus
married
unemployed
education

parent

religiosity

trust

civic engagement
socialising

married X trust

married X civic engagement

married x socialising

Observations

1
-2.834**
-2.283%*
-1.692%+*

-0.770**
-0.125
0.721*
1.302%**
2.193%*
3.621%*
4.805***
0.520***
0.134**
0.046
0.300*
0.654***
0.545*+*
-0.656**
-0.010
-0.039
0.057***

1768

2
-1.579%**
-1.022**
-0.425
0.497
1.157%**
2.038**
2.636***
3.573%*
5.051%*
6.268***
0.444%*
0.105*
0.020
0.288*
0.475***
0.600***
-0.746**
-0.026*
-0.048
0.043**
0.215*+*
0.085**
0.153*+*

1768

3
-1.202**
-0.643
-0.044
0.884*
1.547%*
2.432%*
3.033***
3.973%*
5.450***
6.665***
0.442%+*
0.103*
0.023
0.258
0.474**
1.241**
-0.740**
-0.025*
-0.047
0.045**
0.232*+*
0.086
0.222***
-0.035
0.000
-0.108

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Model 3 finally examines differences in the relaship between SC and SWB by
marital status. Table 13 shows that the associdtegween informal SC and SWB is
stronger for non-married than married people. Faqif illustrates this finding. In fact,

non-married people who do not socialise reportezmély low life satisfaction levels

when all other variables are fixed at the mean.s€hnon-married respondents who
socialise daily reach at least the same SWB lesaharried respondents who do not
socialise at all. But despite a steeper slope fofrmmal SC for the non-married, overall
they do not match the elevated SWB levels of therigthwho have the same level of
informal SC. Besides, the gap in SWB between nthraed non-married is largest
among people who never socialise and smallest arheagy socialisers. Thus, the
positive effect of marriage on SWB is most pronahfor people with no informal SC.

8,07

Life Satisfaction

5,57

| I T
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Socialising

— MARRIED
===-NONMARRIED

Figure 27: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by marital status

The ordered logit coefficients in table 14, howewstow that the association between

socialising and life satisfaction is no longer diigantly different for married and non-
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married respondents when using this estimation ogetHence, the OLS results in this

regard ought to be viewed with a certain degrezaation.

7.7 Conclusions

Given the potential importance of the social ingitn of marriage for a person’s social
context of well-being, this chapter examined défeges in this respect between married
and non-married people. As assumed by hypothesjstib relationship between
socialising and SWB varies between the two grouipis tlve relationship being stronger
among non-married people, at least when OLS wad. Wshile married people who
socialise a lot are not very different from thoseowdo not socialise much in terms of
life satisfaction, there is huge variation among tton-married. Non-married people
who do not socialise are in fact rather dissatisfigth their lives. This finding is
somewhat in line with aforementioned statisticsoading to which 75% of widowers
and widows name loneliness as their most seriooislgm (Hunt, 2005). However, the
non-married report SWB levels closer to those ofried people at higher levels of
informal SC. Thus, it can be assumed that the bsicig takes place in a different role-
context that entails a way out of isolation for th@n-married, and which is therefore
associated with greater benefits in terms of SWBr the married, meanwhile,
accumulating SC carries an aspect of a smallerimargtility, or even role strain, and
thus diminished benefits. Also, the costs of sigiia) seem to be higher for the married

when there is a spouse, as argued earlier in edorterms.

The findings regarding informal SC and SWB areime with the revealed preferences
approach: The levels of informal SC are not onlwydo among the married, they are
also less strongly correlated with SWB for themudhit may be argued that the
decreased benefits associated with socialising ugage the married to pursue this

activity less often.

The state of the knowledge on how marriage is tated with SWB can be improved at
this stage by saying that marriage has a very gtimpact on people at lower levels of
informal SC, while among heavy socialisers the edédhce that marriage makes

regarding SWB is a lot smaller.
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As is the case for all previous chapters, the teddre do not establish causality. Thus,
there is also the alternative plausible interpretathat among the married, being very
satisfied with one’s life is not such a great pgesisite to having a rich social life as it is
for the non-married. This result also makes inteitsense, given the fact that the
married have access to their spouse’s social nkfwlorthermore there could be
underlying personality factors not covered in tl&SEhat drive both the likelihood of
getting married as well as the intensity of sosialj. However, as in the rest of this
thesis, the analytical focus of the study andntsrpretation is on the effects from SC
on SWB.

No significant differences were found, however, areling formal SC and trust,
meaning that for the married and non-married there very similar relationship
between these SC facets and SWB. Consequentlyppoguor hypotheses 23 and 24
can be drawn from these data.

The results revealed in this chapter provoke agafgurther questions. For example,
are the differences in the social context of wellRg discussed here affected by
parenthood? Furthermore, it could be argued thatpagbably plays an important role
in further assessing these differences. Finally,ritala status might affect the

relationship between SC and SWB to a different eedor men and women. Chapters

8.4, 8.5, and 8.6 will provide answers in this extp
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8. Combinations of subgroup dimensions to examine
differences in the relationship between social cafail and

subjective well-being

So far, the empirical part has revealed interestiegerogeneity between societal
subgroups concerning the levels of SC and SWB, elsas regarding the relationship
between these two concepts. Chapter 8 will take athalyses even further. While

previous empirical chapters divided the sample ahityg one dimension (gender, age,
parental status, or marital status, respectivéty3, chapter will systematically combine
two dimensions per section - as outlined in chaptérhis procedure will allow a more

nuanced picture of the social context of well-beimgsubgroups to emerge in order to
take the complexity of the social world into accbas much as possible, while keeping
the sample size of the subgroups large enough ke wmaid statements. In accordance
with the structured outline of this thesis as pnése in table 2 (chapter 2), the
systematic approach of chapter 8 will be as foltows

Table 15: Structure of empirical chapter 8

The association | age parental status marital status
of SC and SWB

by...

gender section 8.2 section 8.1 section 8.6
age section 8.3 section 8.5
parental status section 8.4

The sections of chapter 8 will be structured innailar way to the empirical chapters 4
to 7. However, the following sections will be ma@ncise. They will feature relatively
more pure data analysis and less theoretical reagoas the relevant theoretical
approaches have been laid out in the previous erapAlso, there will be hardly any
review of similar studies in the QOL literature,chase as far as | am aware, there is
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very little to no comparative research at all regay the combinations of subgroups

studied here.

8.1 Differences in the relationship between social caail and

subjective well-being by gender and parental statusombined

8.1.1 Background

The empirical analyses on SC and SWB by gendenapter 4 and by parental status in
chapter 6 have brought to light some interestingepas. First of all, the association
between socialising and SWB was stronger for worfa@beit only using the OLS

method and not ordered logit), and the sexes aféeretl regarding the relationship
between formal SC and SWB. Similarly, the relattopetween formal SC and SWB
was positive and strong for non-parents, while d@svalmost non-existent for parents.
These results call for a more precise investigaitioarder to provide a more nuanced

picture in this regard. Hence, this section shedineine whether:

a. The revealed differences between parents and n@mysain the social
context of well-being vary between men and women?
b. The gendered patterns in the social context of-aelhg are different for

parents and non-parents?

The following analysis will thus compare mothemhers, childless men and childless
women?® This procedure is not only a logical result of #trictured approach chosen
for this thesis which was outlined in table 2 (mapter 2) and table 15 (in this section).
There are further promising theoretical reasongHis sub-distinction. More precisely,
a qualitative study featuring interviews with 30sMalian women who are involved in
community life elaborated on the possible negatmesequences that civic engagement
can have for them (Osborne et al.,, 2009). In fawthers in particular, frequently
reported having a guilty conscience when volunteggtecause they felt they were

neglecting their family responsibilities by spergliime in civic engagement:

“8 Due to similar reasons given in chapter 5 foridggtishing only 3 instead of 4 age groups in chiaPte
notably a decreasing clarity of the analysis whenrhany subgroups are involved and lack of robgstne
due to a diminishing sample size, chapter 8 willydieature the distinction parents vs. non-parents
divided by the various aforementioned dimensiomsn@gr, age, marital status) instead of featuring
parents of younger vs. older children vs. non-paten
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“participating can create negative pressures winigly have an impact on
women’s mental health, in that when they undertagular activities for
their own, rather than their children’s benefisense of guilt at not being a
‘good enough’ mother may be fostered” (ibid.: 219).

Thus, expanding the role-identity approach outlimedarlier chapters, for those women
who have children the accumulation of formal SGvse& be more an outcome of their
role as a parent, and it could consequently bedisssetionary and beneficial. This may
concern mothers more than fathers as the forme+ atespite a certain value change
over the past 50 years - still viewed as the prynuarers for children in most Western
countries. This includes the UK (where the daté&sethis dissertation is from) as well

as Australia (where the aforementioned qualitatstedy by Osborne et al. was
conducted). Moreover, other qualitative studies ehadocumented the negative
emotional ‘cost’ for women of investing time andeegy in activities to support their

children (e.g. Reay, 2005). At the end of the dagborne et al.’s empirical study

vividly confirms the point made by role-identityetbry in this regard.

“Most of the participants reported that their catrer past involvement in
group activities was supporting children’s recreaél or educational
pursuits, and this was viewed as an extension dir tlparenting
responsibilities” (ibid.: 217).

In contrast to the mothers interviewed for thatdgfichildless womeroften reported
that they participated in associations as a resfulk conscious decision to surround

themselves with children and therefore enjoyedtdrenefits from their SC.

“For some women who were not mothers, participatiorgroups oriented
towards children’s activities was seen as an inggdrand meaningful way to
be connected to children. For Rhiannon, a woman s with her partner
and worked full-time, this connection with childrems an important part of
why she chose to become a leader in a local gugdasp: ‘I've gone into

that because | don't have children of my own anat tvas a conscious
decision of my own, but | also still wanted to etouch with that next
generation and | wanted to make a difference, diedt like | could do that,

doing this sort of work with the kids directly’ (Rimnon, Burnside, High
Participator, 43 years). Rhiannon’'s comments itatst how some women
who are not mothers identify the importance of bemble to make a

meaningful contribution to children’s lives” (ibid218).
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Despite the interesting results of the study qubter@, in the end it has to be said that a
systematic comparison of the association betweenad€ SWB between mothers,
fathers, childless men and childless women is stifising from the literature. This is
why the analysis proposed in this section is imgodrin order to shed more light on
whether the patterns discovered in the study quabexve are unique to women or if

they are equally applicable to men.

8.1.2 Hypotheses

H.s:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary by gender and
parental status (i.e. between mothers, fatheilslless women and childless
men).

H.7:  The relationship between SC in termgivic engagemerand SWB will vary
by gender and parental status (i.e. between mottaghers, childless women
and childless men).

H.s:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary
by gender and parental status (i.e. between ntfahers, childless women

and childless men).

8.1.3 Analysis and results

The descriptive statistics in chapter 4 revealey génilar levels of SC and SWB for
both men and women. An exception, however, was ¢hat engagement rates are
higher among women. A further distinction of gendygr parental status in table 16
highlights interesting qualifying results in thisspect. For instance, without controlling
for other factors, life satisfaction is slightlywer among mothers (compared to fathers),
and higher among childless women (compared to lelskdmen). Thus, there are certain
gender differences in SWB, as the ‘happier gensieeims to be men among parents and
women among non-parents. Furthermore, the prewionsted female advantage in
civic engagement is more pronounced among childigssple, as this analysis
illustrates. Finally, socialising levels are slighhigher among mothers compared to
fathers, while no gender difference can be notedranchildless people.

In a similar fashion the table permits addition@tesments about the levels of SC and

SWB by parental status (as discussed in chapterh@¥t also considering gender. It
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was noted earlier that parents have more trustfamdal SC, while they had less
informal SC and roughly equal SWB levels when comgavith non-parents. Now it
can be seen that the SWB levels do actually diffeparental status if gender is taken
into the equation, in a sense that being a pareightly beneficial for men and
detrimentalfor women regarding satisfaction with their livesot controlling for other
factors. Moreover, the aforementioned lower rafdemnal SC among childless people
turn out to be due to childless men only, as cedglwomen show almost equally high
levels of civic engagement compared with parentsst lbut not least, socialising is
lower for parents of both genders compared with-parents, albeit slightly lower still

for fathers.

Table 16: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by gender and parental status

Means Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. Dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

Mothers 7.19* 5.65 1.39* 3.96 952
(2.06) (1.64) (1.54) (1.59)

Fathers 7.29 5.63 1.36 3.85%** 118
(1.96) (1.66) (1.51) (1.57)

Childless
7.31 5.55 1.34 4. 48

women 332
(1.76) (1.49) (1.48) (1.37)

Childless men 7.14 5.50 1.03%** 4.49%** 18
(1.81) (1.60) (1.32) (1.50)

Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09

2394

(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56)

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.
N.B. When there are subgroups of more than twagcaites, the t-test reflects the distinction dummy

variable (e.g. mothers) vs. rest of the sample.

In the end, it should be noted here explicitly thd¢spite the previously discussed
burden that voluntary work may place on mothersythave the highest rate of civic
engagement of all four subgroups. Thus, takingetsesres as threvealed preferences

of respondents, one would have to conclude thahemstseem to be the ones who

thrive most on formal SC.
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Chapter 4 has highlighted gender differences inréha&tionship between informal SC
and SWB, and in the association between formal BCSWB. The coefficients for the

dependent variable life satisfaction in tables QL) and 18 (ordered logit) allow an

examination of the question whether these gend&rences affect parents and non-
parents equally. Similarly, chapter 6 revealed thatrelationship between formal SC
and SWB is stronger for non-parents compared wattemts. Tables 17 and 18 in this
section illuminate how far that finding is validrfooth genders or differs between them.

First of all, model 1 in both tables 17 and 18 hgjtis the effects of gender and
parental status combined whilst controlling foraamge of other factors. Thus, ceteris
paribus, there are no significant life satisfactdfierences between mothers, fathers,

childless women (reference category), and childiess.

Model 2 then examines differences in the SC SWatiaiship by gender and parental
status by distinguishing four subgroups at oncehttws a remarkable result regarding
women. While the association between civic engageéraed SWB is very strong and
positive for the reference category of childlessmea, it is slightly negative for

mothers (b = -0.023*), as further illustrated igure 28. For both male subgroups,
meanwhile, there is no significant deviation frohe treference category (childless
women) regarding the slope. Their graphs are displanext to the female subgroup

graphs in the subsequent figure 29.

Thus, the often proclaimed benefits of formal SCnibd seem to be felt by mothers.
Their graph in figure 28 shows that those mothédre wolunteer a lot are not any more
satisfied with their lives than those who do noluwmteer at all - in fact, they are even
slightly less satisfied. Meanwhile, childless wonsaee the subgroup in this thesis that
has the biggest difference in life satisfactionwssn those having no formal SC and
those having much of it. Furthermore, there is @amall difference in life satisfaction
between mothers and childless women at low levietsvac engagement. Thus, being a
female parentvs. femalenon-parenthas the largest effect on SWB at high levels of
formal SC, as illustrated by the large gap in $i&gisfaction between childless women

who volunteemt least once a weednd mothers who do so.
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Table 17: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlate life satisfaction; social capital by gender and

parental status

constant

health

income

aged 15-2@ef.: 30-64)

aged 65+

single(ref.: married)
separated

divorced

widowed

unemployed

education in years

religiosity

trust

civic engagement

informal socialising

childless merfref.: ch.less women)
childless men x trust

ch.less men x civic engagem.
ch.less men x socialising
fathers

fathers x trust

fathers x civic eng.
fathers x socialising
mothers

mothers x trust
mothers x civic eng.
mothers x socialising

Observations

R square
Adjusted R square

1

4.196*+*
0.430***
0.129**
0.200
0.391*
-0.409**
-0.992**
-0.976%**
-0.592**
-0.821**
-0.020
0.047**
0.206***

0.065*
0.163***

-0.252

-0.051

-0.155

1768

0.188
0.180

2

4.480*+*
0.430***
0.132**
0.203
0.378**
-0.418**
-1.015%**
-0.959***
-0.582**
-0.803**
-0.018
0.046**
0.120
0.215*
0.153
-0.827
0.152
-0.116
-0.020
-0.084

0.066
-0.119

-0.044
-0.685
0.096

-0.238*
0.082

1768

0.194
0.182

** indicates significance at p < 0.001, ** p < @Pand * p < 0.05.
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Table 18: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by gender and parental status

1 2

Life Satisfaction =0 -2.296%** -2.934%**
Life Satisfaction = 1 -1.739%* -2.379%*
Life Satisfaction = 2 -1.141** -1.780**
Life Satisfaction = 3 -0.213 -0.847
Life Satisfaction = 4 0.453 -0.178
Life Satisfaction =5 1.340%** 0.712
Life Satisfaction = 6 1.942%** 1.317*
Life Satisfaction =7 2.883*** 2.264**+*
Life Satisfaction = 8 4.364*** 3.753***
Life Satisfaction = 9 5.582%* 4.978%**
health 0.455*** 0.453*+*
income 0.100* 0.101*
aged 15-29ref.:30-64) 0.148 0.148
aged 65+ 0.465*** 0.440**
single(ref.: married) -0.339* -0.352*
separated -0.895** -0.930**
divorced -0.902*** -0.893***
widowed -0.545** -0.530**
unemployed -0.770** -0.747*
education in years -0.026* -0.024*
religiosity 0.045** 0.045**
trust 0.212%** 0.087
civic engagement 0.082** 0.269**
informal socialising 0.149*** 0.106
childless merref.: ch.less women) -0.232 -1.327
childless men x trust 0.201
ch.less men x civic engagem. -0.165
ch.less men x socialising 0.048
fathers -0.075 -0.400
fathers x trust 0.099
fathers x civic eng. -0.149
fathers x socialising -0.013
mothers -0.119 -1.043
mothers x trust 0.155
mothers x civic eng. -0.293**
mothers x socialising 0.111
Observations 1768 1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001, *p < @0*p <0.05and + g 0.1.
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Figure 28: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction by gender and parental status -
female subgroups only

How mothers and childless women differ regardinynteering and SWB can also be

demonstrated by calculating income compensatirfgréifitials. Based on the regression
coefficients and assuming a causal effect of x,ahig method allows estimating which

amount of income would be necessary to match amase in life satisfaction that is

associated with a change in SC. It turns out thrdray childless women, a shift from no

civic engagement to volunteering at least once ekvie on average associated with an
increase in life satisfaction by 1.075 on the linpecale. This rise corresponds to an
increase in income by £8,144 per month. For mothemsthe other hand, such an
intensification of civic engagement would have gwme life satisfaction effect as

reducing their monthly income by £870 (-0.115 pgjnt

Comparing the effect of parenthood between thessekenust be stressed that only the
interaction term for mothers is significant in mb&e(of both tables 17 and 18). This

result shows that the previously found differencesliopes between parents and non-
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parents in chapter 6 is actually mainly due todifference among female respondents,
i.e. between mothers and childless women. Themoisignificant difference in the
rising slopes between childless women, fathers,childless mer? meaning that only
the mothers stand out in this analysis. Hence,etherevidence of a “motherhood
penalty” regarding the benefits from volunteerifipis term was coined in a different
context by Correll et al. (2007: 1297) based on fimling that mothers were
discriminated against in the workplace comparedhitdless women, e.g. with respect
to their salary. Men, on the other hand, were restafised for being parents. Earlier
research had also revealed that the pay gap betwedthers and non-mothers is
actually larger than the pay gap between men anghemo(Crittenden, 2001). Such
results translate into the psychological benefitsaduntary work examined here: If we
think of increased life satisfaction as a non-manetreward usually associated with

volunteering, then mothers are not getting any,aflile fathers and non-parents do.
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Figure 29: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction by gender and parental status -
all subgroups

49 There still is no difference between these subgsceven when altering the reference category (not
shown).
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The ordered logit regression in model 2 of table cfirms this OLS finding.
Volunteering increases the chances of reportingdrigcores of life satisfaction for 3
out of 4 subgroups. Particularly for childless wamna single category increase on the
volunteering variable results in a 30.9% higherndeaof reporting higher rather than
lower life satisfaction (based on the calculatedsodhtios). The effects corresponding
to the civic engagement of fathers and childless are not significantly different from
the one for childless women in this regard. Forhact, however, there is no positive
effect of such formal SC on SWB, and the coeffitidiffers significantly from the
reference category (childless women). Hence, ththenbood penalty persists even if
ordered logit regression is chosen as opposed t8. ®others who volunteer more
have a slightljower chance of being in the higher life satisfactiomegaries. More
precisely, a mother's odds of reporting a ratloev life satisfactionscore (i.e. y< j
rather than y > j for any answer category j of lifee satisfaction variable) multiply by

1.024 for every point increase on the volunteeviagable.

Sensitivity analysis

At this stage, an additional sensitivity analysfstiee results will be conducted. This
chapter was chosen for this further analytical seyge, in the context of the whole
dissertation, this chapter has turned out to conteey findings. Although the
(explanatory) SC variables are treated as numenicé#his thesis, they could strictly
speaking be considered only as ordinal. Hencensitsaty analysis may be promising
in which the values of the socialising and the cighgagement variables have been
recoded so as to reflect the answer categorieglifieent manner (on a 10 point scale,
rather than a 6 and a 7 point scale as beforels Plocedure serves to counter a
potential criticism, that the ordinal nature of #eplanatory variables is not properly

represented by a numerical 6 or 7 point scale egiral distances between the pomits.

However, the findings reported in this section renpaesent even during the additional
sensitivity analysis as displayed in table 19. BGthS and ordered logit regression

*0 More precisely, in the sensitivity analysis theicengagement variable was recoded from [0 = never

= less often, 2 = at least once every six months,aB least once every three months, 4 = at least @
month, 5 = at least once a week] into [0 = nevet,ldss often, 2 = at least once every six morths at
least once every three months, 5 = at least ono®rth, 9 = at least once a week]. Likewise, the
socialising variable was recoded from [0 = never [ess than once a month, 2 = once a month, 3 =
several times a month, 4 = once a week, 5 = setiarat a week, 6 = every day] to [0 = never, 1ssle
than once a month, 2 = once a month, 3 = sevenalstia month, 5 = once a week, 7 = several times a
week, 9 = every day].
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coefficients mirror the result regarding the mottoerd penalty discussed earlier, with

the SC effects and interaction terms simply beimglker due to the coding on a 10-

point scale. Finally, it should be noted that mgngicant subgroup difference was found

regarding trust as a measure of SC in any modehimeal in this section.

Table 19: Sensitivity analysis with formal and infemal social capital variables recoded onto a 10-

point scale

Life Satisfaction =0
Life Satisfaction =1
Life Satisfaction = 2
Life Satisfaction = 3
Life Satisfaction = 4
Life Satisfaction = 5
Life Satisfaction = 6
Life Satisfaction =7
Life Satisfaction = 8
Life Satisfaction = 9

constant

health

income

aged 15-29ref.: 30-64)

aged 65+

single(ref.: married)
separated

divorced

widow

unemployed

education in years
religiosity

trust

civic engagement

informal socialising
childless merref.: childless women)
childless men x trust
childless men x civic engagem.
childless men x socialising
fathers

fathers x trust

fathers x civic engagement
fathers x socialising
mothers

mothers x trust

mothers x civic engagement
mothers x socialising

Observations
R square
Adjusted R square

4.643%**
0.437*+*
0.139*
0.207
0.342**
-0.451**
-1.066***
-1.022%**
-0.629**
-0.816**
-0.014
0.045**
0.118
0.140*
0.099
-0.909
0.156
-0.080
-0.009
-0.075
0.074
-0.094
-0.042
-0.618
0.098
-0.144*
0.033

1768
0.189
0.177

Ordered logit
-3.071%**

-2.517%*
-1.920**
-0.989
-0.322
0.565
1.167
2.110%**
3.596***
4.821***

0.457*+*
0.094
0.143
0.407**
-0.381**
-0.978**
-0.941%**
-0.566**
-0.756**
-0.021
0.043**
0.084
0.175*
0.072
-1.364
0.206
-0.112
0.030
-0.392
0.110
-0.117
-0.024
-0.996
0.159
-0.176**
0.051

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001, ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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8.1.4 Conclusions

Differences between parents and childless peopte ¥oeind in chapter 6 with formal
SC having a stronger positive effect on non-pareésWgB. That effect, however, was
mainly due to the female respondents, as reveajedhé analysis in this section
combining both the gender and the parental stataergion. While childless women
showed the strongest positive relationship betwesanal SC and SWB, there is a weak
and slightly negative association among motherspitke them having the highest rates
of civic engagement. This result supports hypoth@3i that the relationship between
SC in terms ofcivic engagemenbn SWB varies by gender and parental status.

Meanwhile, the analyses in this section do not stgpypotheses 26 and 28.

Two interpretations follow the strikingly differemtell-being effect of civic engagement
among women. First, childless women seem to thoiveolunteering. Bearing in mind
that the female SC profile is largely based ondfreas of care and nurture (Lowndes,
2006), voluntary work seems to provide them witkease of fulfilment that may be
rooted in their gender identity. More precisely,mmen who do not have children of
their own reported in qualitative interviews thiagy got involved in community life in
order to surround themselves with kids (Osbornal.e2009). This may give them an
opportunity - that they do not have to this degre¢heir families - to reinforce their
female gender identity.

Second, mothers do not seem to benefit from cingagement. This lack of a positive
association between civic engagement and SWB fohens with regard to them having
the highest levels of civic engagement seems mgat a first glance. Why would
mothers volunteer so much if this is not associatéd more (but even slightly less)
well-being? In fact, these results cast doubtsewealed preferences as a measure of
utility for this subgroup and are contrary to winational choice theory and the homo
economicus approach propose. Both assume that hbeiags act according to their

preferences in order to maximise utility.

Instead, this result reinforces the assumptiond bglrole-identity theory and the homo
sociologicus approach (Dahrendorf, 1973 [1958])cakding to this model, human
action is restricted by societal norms and expixtat Thus, homo sociologicus acts in
order to fulfil role obligations which entail pasig or negative sanctions by other

members of society (ibid.). Therefore, mothers lbarassumed to volunteer out of role
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obligations rather than to maximise their own tytilAfter all, in Osborne et al.’s (2009:
221) in-depth interviews, mothers described thettespread engagement in parenting-
based groups as “normal and inevitable”. Moreotlegy may suffer from feelings of
guilt when neglecting their family responsibilitidae to civic engagement as they often

have to ‘juggle’ several family and work-relatedpensibilities (ibid.).

The usual comments and disclaimers on causaliticfwhill be outlined again in detail
in the Limitations section, chapter 9) apply alsdHis section, of course. Nonetheless,
the analysis was able to show in how far the dfiees between parents and non-
parents in the relationship between SC and SWBrtegan chapter 6 vary between
men and women, as well as how the gendered patierie social context of well-

being which were outlined in chapter 4 are difféfen parents and non-parents.

8.2 Differences in the relationship between social cajal and

subjective well-being by age and gender combined

8.2.1 Background

The analyses on gender in chapter 4 and on ageaipter 5 have highlighted that the
relationship between socialising and SWB was s&orfigr women, and there were
gender differences in the relationship between &r®C and SWB. Likewise, for
people in the (lower) middle age group, socialisimas less strongly associated with
SWB than for young and old respondents. These teesldmand a more specific

analysis® to see whether:

c. The gendered patterns in the social context of-laeithg are different for
various age groups?
d. The age-related patterns in the social contextedkleing vary between

men and women?

1 as explained at the end of chapter 5, chapter Bbhsibased on 3 age groups (instead of 4 groups as
chapter 5). This is due to the fact that furthdittepg up these age groups by parental statusgeeand
marital status, as it is done in this chapter, rangsk of too small sample sizes and the clarftyhe
findings may suffer if there are too many subgrougso, the theoretically really interesting queatis
along the distinction of middle age vs. young alij and not lower middle age vs. upper middle age.
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8.2.2 Hypotheses

H.o:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary by gender and
age.

Hso:  The relationship between SC in termgic engagemerand SWB will vary
by gender and age.

Hsi:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

by gender and age.

8.2.3 Analysis and results

The analysis in chapter 4 found that the sexes fanrg similar levels of SC and SWB,
but that civic engagement rates are higher amongemo Table 20 reveals that the
latter difference is actually due to men and wornmetne middle age group, while levels
of formal SC are quite similar for both sexes irugg and old age. Trust and life
satisfaction levels do not vary much between thesacross age groups. With regard
to informal SC, however, it can be noted that nmsiadise slightly more than women in

young age, while women take a narrow lead on thisiddle and old age.

The descriptive statistics in chapter 5 have shtvat SWB is u-shaped over the life
cycle. Table 20 confirms that this pattern is rdygtentical for both sexes. Trust also
increases with age for both men and women (althdbghpeak in old age is slightly
higher for women). The interesting switch, notedcimpter 5, from accumulating
informal to formal SC when entering middle agepaltly plays out differently for men
and women. More precisely, the reduction in sogiiadj during middle age is stronger
for men, while the increase in civic engagemensinigller for them; a finding that may
be due to less free time during middle age givem'snevidespread role as primary
breadwinner. In fact, socialising rates are higlaesbong young men and lowest among
middle aged men, making for a drastic reductiomfifrmal SC for men on the border

between young and middle age.
Overall, old men have the highest life satisfactihile middle aged women have the

lowest. The fluctuations in SWB are higher by algentby gender, meaning that the

discriminatory power of age is larger than thagender in this regard.
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Table 20: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by gender and age

Mean Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

aged 15-29 female 7.24 5.37* 1.04** 4,73%* 250
(1.60) (1.43) (1.31) (1.37)

aged 15-29 male 7.28 5.35%** 1.00%** 4.83*** 264
(1.70) (1.57) (1.32) (1.36)

aged 30-64 female 7.14 5.59 1.50%** 3.85%** 730
(2.05) (1.60) (1.51) (1.53)

aged 30-64 male 7.15 5.58 1.30 3.78*** 642
(1.94) (1.60) (1.44) (1.54)

aged 65plus female 7.40 5.95%** 1.33 4.18 255
(2.13) (1.74) (1.68) (1.57)

aged 65plus male 7.44 5.85* 1.36 4.08 219
(2.01) (1.79) (1.64) (1.61)

Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.
N.B. When there are subgroups of more than twagcaites, the t-test reflects the distinction dummy

variable (e.g. aged 15-29 male) vs. rest of thepsam

We know from chapter 4 that civic engagement andalising are correlated in
different ways with SWB for men and women. Table(@LS) and table 22 (ordered
logit) examine whether these gender differences lmmbserved across age groups.
Similarly, chapter 5 has revealed that informaliS(&ss strongly associated with SWB
for people in the (lower) middle age group. Theresgion analyses in this section also

investigate if this is true for both sexes in taene manner.

First of all, it can be seen from model 1 in bahlés that, ceteris paribus, old women
are more satisfied with their lives than the reafiese category (middle aged men).
Hence, a certain gender difference can be obsemee age is factored in. Focusing on
the interaction terms in model 2 (of table 21),tutns out that informal SC is

significantly more strongly associated with lifdisgaction for all subgroups compared
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to the reference category middle aged men, exa@pydung women for whom the

interaction term is not significant.

These results mean that the gender differenceeinglationship between socialising and
SWB observed in chapter 4 is actually due to thedieiage group. During younger and
older age, the sexes do not differ as much in tleéationship between informal SC and
SWB. Moreover, the weaker association found in tdrap regarding informal SC and
SWB for people in the (lower) middle age groupdtually only due to the men of that
age. Women during middle age do not differ markddbyn young and old people in

terms of the importance of socialising for lifeistgtction.

It is indeed remarkable to see in figure 30 how Imoneddle aged men stand out. There
is almost no difference in life satisfaction betweriddle aged men who socialise a lot
and those who do not socialise at all. This is @sfig noteworthy given the fact that

young men have the steepest slope. Something happemeroas they reach middle

age, in a way that they not only reduce the frequexi their socialising (see descriptive
statistics in table 20), but also the intensityt@ir socialising ceases to matter for their
life satisfaction. It is only in old age that mesturn to a positive relationship between
socialising and SWB. For women, there are no gskgie differences throughout the

life course.

The gender difference regarding formal SC and SW8eoved in chapter 4 does not
reappear in this analysis.Due the combination of the two middle age groupsnf
chapter 5 into one single category, the previooblserved difference in the relationship
between formal SC and SWB is not examined any éuaritihthis section. Finally, it does
appear that a smaller coefficient for socialisisgaccompanied by a larger coefficient
for civic engagement when men reach middle agechvliould fit into the outlined
narrative of a switch in priorities at the transitito midlife. None of the interaction
coefficients for civic engagement in Table 21 dagnificant, though, so this particular

finding will not be interpreted as valid.

*2 The latter finding does not seem to be due to asige, as there are only a few less young women
than young men in the sample.

3 Again, an additional analysis featuring squarechsein order to examine curvilinearity did not el
any significant results.
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Table 21: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlates life satisfaction; social capital by gender and

age

1 2
constant 4.110%** 4.674**
health 0.428*** 0.422%**
income 0.129** 0.126**
single(ref.: married) -0.421** -0.433**
separated -1.005** -0.959**
divorced -0.980*** -0.951***
widowed -0.666** -0.689***
unemployed -0.822** -0.834**
education in years -0.018 -0.019
parent 0.040 0.044
religiosity 0.047** 0.045**
agel5-29 femal@ef.: age 30-64 male) 0.189 0.034
agel5-29 male 0.107 -1.254
age30-64 female -0.120 -0.798
ageb65plus female 0.489** -0.214
age65plus male 0.227 -1.169
trust 0.203*** 0.186***
civic engagement 0.068* 0.135*
informal socialising 0.161*** 0.027
aged 15-29 female x trust -0.120
aged 15-29 male x trust 0.044
aged 30-64 female x trust 0.031
aged 65plus female x trust -0.017
aged 65plus male x trust 0.108
aged 15-29 female x civic engagement 0.105
aged 15-29 male x civic engagement -0.199
aged 30-64 female x civic engagement -0.114
aged 65plus female x civic engagement -0.171
aged 65plus male x civic engagement -0.012
aged 15-29 female x socialising 0.179
aged 15-29 male x socialising 0.312**
aged 30-64 female x socialising 0.174*
aged 65plus female x socialising 0.259*
aged 65plus male x socialising 0.201*
Observations 1768 1768
R square 0.188 0.199
Adjusted R square 0.179 0.184

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.
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Table 22: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by gender and age

Life Satisfaction =0

Life Satisfaction = 1

Life Satisfaction = 2

Life Satisfaction = 3

Life Satisfaction = 4

Life Satisfaction =5

Life Satisfaction = 6

Life Satisfaction = 7

Life Satisfaction = 8

Life Satisfaction =9

health

income

single(ref.: married)

separated

divorced

widowed

unemployed

education in years

parent

religiosity

agel5-29 femal@ef.: age 30-64 male)
agel5-29 male

age30-64 female

age65plus female

age65plus male

trust

civic engagement

informal socialising

aged 15-29 female x trust

aged 15-29 male x trust

aged 30-64 female x trust

aged 65plus female x trust

aged 65plus male x trust

aged 15-29 female x civic engagement
aged 15-29 male x civic engagement
aged 30-64 female x civic engagement
aged 65plus female x civic engagement
aged 65plus male x civic engagement
aged 15-29 female x socialising

aged 15-29 male x socialising

aged 30-64 female x socialising

aged 65plus female x socialising
aged 65plus male x socialising

Observations

1

-2.185%*
-1.627%*
-1.029**
-0.10(¢
0.56¢
1.454%*
2.057**
2.999*+*
4.480*+*
5.699***
0.456***
0.102
-0.356°
-0.908**
-0.907***
-0.641**
-0.770**
-0.025’
0.03t
0.045*
0.13:
0.12(
-0.06¢
0.649***
0.271
0.211***
0.084**
0.148***

1768

2

-2.676%*
-2.112%*
-1.511%*
-0.57¢
0.09:2
0.987*
1.595%**
2.549**
4.049%+*
5.276%*
0.459***
0.099°
-0.374**
-0.829**
-0.876***
-0.653**
-0.816**
-0.026°
0.04
0.044*
0.06¢
-1.10(
-0.561
-0.29¢
-1.16¢
0.204***
0.141*
0.021
-0.10¢
0.01¢
0.00:
0.041
0.09:t
0.211
-0.21:
-0.121
-0.18¢
0.07¢
0.121
0.318**
0.172’
0.238°
0.19

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Figure 30: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by gender and age

The ordered logit coefficients in table 22 confitime results, with the exception that the
interaction term for old men and socialising is langer significant. This means that
when ordered logit is used, there is no significglape difference for informal SC and

SWB between middle aged and old men.

8.24 Conclusions

The results from chapters 4 and 5 received a fudpecification in this section in that,
with regard to informal SC, the gendered pattennthe social context of well-being are
different for various age groups. The previoushsatibed gender differences with
regard to socialising and SWB are actually duénéostubgroup of middle aged men, for
whom there is only a very slightly positive asstoia For all other subgroups, the
slope is markedly positive (with the exception lgeam insignificant interaction term for
young women, as well as — when ordered logit islus®ld men). Furthermore, this
means that the age-related patterns in the samikxt of well-being vary between men

and women, given that there is almost no age eéifieg in the slope for women, while
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as described earlier middle aged men do standout their younger and older fellows.
Thus, hypothesis 31 receives some support by #ies, evhile hypotheses 29 and 30 do
not since the interaction terms for trust and fdr8@ were not significant.

These results also indicate that the life courggageh taken in chapter 5 may further
be qualified by a gender dimension. For men, ilyeseems as if the roles they occupy
during their middle life years do have a rathertidgishing effect on their social
context of well-being. Socialising matters less fioeir life satisfaction, which could
mean that either the nature of the informal SC they acquire is of inferior quality, or
that the typical utility function for a member ¢iig group does not include socialising —
at least not to the extent of the other groups éxadnhere.

Finally, the gender approach as developed in chaptean be modified by the
observation that the gender differences play oustrsmnificantly during middle age.
This finding makes sense given that societal ratedikely to be at their most different
for men and women during those years, and spedii@iis may reach its peak (Becker
1981). The idea that such differences and speaialis simply increase as people age in

a linear fashion cannot be supported by this dat&© and SWB.

The assumption stated in chapter 5 that for thedlmiege group the marginal utility of
SC will be smaller given their integration in thenk and family sphere seems to be
especially valid for the men of that subgroup. #k&s intuitive sense, as they are more
commonly the breadwinners, although this largersgoe can only conclusively be
disentangled if further distinctions by employmststus, time-budget, and the like are
taken into account (see chapter 9 on Future Rdgeddonetheless, the analysis in this
section has highlighted an interesting pattern ihatorth noting and promises fruitful
further exploration in the future.

Finally, a reverse causality perspective on thésgifgs would suppose that middle

aged men do not need to be satisfied with theasliwm order to socialise a lot. However,
the focus of interpretation here - as stated elsesvhis on the effects of SC on SWB.
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8.3 Differences in the relationship between social caail and

subjective well-being by age and parental status oabined

8.3.1 Background

Chapter 5 has shown variations across age groupdgrbthe levels of SC and SWB, as
well as regarding the association between the amzepts. For instance, among people
in the (lower) middle age group, socialising wasslstrongly associated with SWB than
for young and old respondents. Likewise, parentsram-parents differ in their social
context of well-being, as revealed in chapter 6réMarecisely, the relationship between
formal SC and SWB was positive for non-parents, levHor parents no such

relationship could be found (at most a very weakitp@ one).

Moreover, an interesting shift was observed indescriptive statistics of chapter 5 and
6 from informal to formal SC at the intersectionvieen young and middle age, as well
as for parents compared to non-parents. Thesermmtté elevated civic engagement
and reduced socialising during middle age and anpargnts (especially of younger
children) call for an examination to see whethaezytlare due to an age effect or a
parenthood effect. The more nuanced analysis s dhapter will be able to provide
clues in this regard. Hence, this section will pdeva more insightful analysis in order

to examine whether:

e. The age-related patterns in the social contextadfFbeing are different
for parents and non-parents?
f. The differences between parents and non-parerntgisocial context of

well-being are identical for all age groups?

8.3.2 Hypotheses

Hs2:  The relationship between SC in termdragtand SWB will vary by age and
parental status.

Hss:  The relationship between SC in termgvic engagemerdand SWB will vary
by age and parental status.

Hss:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

by age and parental status.
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8.3.3 Analysis and results

Table 23: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by age and parental status

Mean Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

aged 15-29 parent 6.95 5.14* 0.75%** 4.15 89
(1.98) (1.65) (1.24) (1.78)

aged 15-29 childless  7.33 5.41** 1.08*** 4.91%** 425
(1.57) (1.47) (1.32) (1.22)

aged 30-64 parent 7.21 5.58 1.45%* 3.80%** 1112
(1.98) (1.60) (1.49) (1.56)

aged 30-64 childless  6.88** 5.59 1.24 3.86* 259
(2.04) (1.59) (1.45) (1.43)

aged 65plus parent 7.36 5.89*** 1.34 4.15 411
(2.10) (1.75) (1.67) (1.55)

aged 65plus childless 7.79* 6.00 1.35 4.01 63
(1.90) (1.81) (1.65) (1.80)

Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.
N.B. When there are subgroups of more than twagycaites, the t-test reflects the distinction dummy
variable (e.g. aged 15-29 parent) vs. rest of amepde.

The descriptive statistics in table 23 reveal ageanf noteworthy results. First of all
(and again without controlling for other factors)ildless people in the middle age
group have the lowest life satisfaction, while clildless people report the highest.
Trust increases by age regardless of parentalsstatihough young and old childless
people report higher trust rates than parents éir #ame respective age group. Civic
engagement is lowest among young people who haildran and highest among
middle aged people who have children. Thus, amaca@mns the increase in civic
engagement at the transition between youth and lenigige is particularly strong. In
terms of socialising, there is a remarkable disaneg between young parents and the
young childless, with the latter having the highrasés of socialising of all groups. This
discrepancy between parents and non-parents shdrastically during middle age
where parents and non-parents have almost equak]evhereby middle aged parents

have the lowest rates of socialising of any grauhis table.
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Chapter 5 illustrated that SWB is u-shaped oveliteeycle. As can be seen from table
23, this pattern can actually only be found amohidiess people, while for parents
SWB increases over the life cycle. Likewise, chafeindicated that there are no
differences in life satisfaction between parentd aan-parents. However, this section
demonstrates that there is considerable fluctuatiohis comparison over the life cycle.
In other words, parents are more satisfied thanpasants during middle age, but less
satisfied during young and old age. Interestinglyile parents had higher levels of trust
than non-parents overall (as shown in chapteth@)reéverse is true if the comparison is
made between parents and non-parents for eacheahthe age groups respectively.
The advantage in trust levels for parents in tobaerved earlier seems to be due to the
large size of the middle aged parents group widr ttelatively high levels of trust. By
contrast, the biggest group of childless peopléhen sample is among young people,

where trust levels are generally lower.

Social capital over the life course: age or parenttod effect?

The findings in the descriptive statistics of clepb and 6 provoked the question
whether the patterns of elevated civic engagemedt r@educed socialising during
middle age and among parents were due to an aget @if a parenthood effect. The
more nuanced analysis in this chapter is able ¢oige clues in this regard. It can be
seen that formal SC rates peak in middle age foenps, while they increase gradually
over the life course for non-parents. Also, thestes are significantly higher among
middle aged parents compared to non-parents ofsdrae age. Thus, the peak in civic
engagement among middle aged parents does indesdtedbe due to parenthood and
we can assume that voluntary work in this life stag most likely to be related to
people’s children. As for socialising, there istguan analogous u-shaped development
over the life course for both parents and non-gareithough it is more drastic for the
former given the lower rates among young parentsvever, all in all the similarity
between parents and non-parents, especially regprtie reduction of socialising
during middle age, indicates that the developmémformal SC over the life course is
mainly due to an age effect (or other age-relatedtgsses except parenthood) rather

than down to parenthood.
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Table 24: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlates life satisfaction; social capital by age and

parental status

constant

health

income

female

single(ref.: married)

separated

divorced

widowed

aged 15-29 pareftef.: aged 30-64 parent)
aged 15-29 childless

aged 30-64 childless

aged 65plus parent

aged 65plus childless

unemployed

education in years

religiosity

trust

civic engagement

informal socialising

aged 15-29 parent x trust

aged 15-29 childless x trust

aged 30-64 childless x trust

aged 65plus parent x trust

aged 65plus childless x trust

aged 15-29 parent x civic engagement
aged 15-29 childless x civic engagement
aged 30-64 childless x civic engagement
aged 65plus parent x civic engagement
aged 65plus childless x civic engagement
aged 15-29 parent x socialising

aged 15-29 childless x socialising

aged 30-64 childless x socialising

aged 65plus parent x socialising

aged 65plus childless x socialising

Observations
R square
Adjusted R square

4.145%+*
0.421***
0.138*
-0.005
-0.418**
-1.009**
-0.978*+*
-0.597**
-0.051
0.195
-0.239
0.309*
0.698*
-0.805**
-0.019
0.046**
0.204*+*
0.064*
0.162***

1768
0.189
0.181

4.305%+*
0.427***
0.141*
-0.018
-0.427**
-1.019%**
-0.977**
-0.634**
0.258
-0.669
-0.302
-0.818
2.345
-0.772**
-0.018
0.043**
0.197*+*
0.021
0.143***
-0.151
0.008
0.080
0.077
-0.171
0.061
0.030
0.275*
0.006
0.045
0.093
0.164
-0.185
0.163*
-0.151

1768
0.202
0.186

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Table 25: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by age and parental status

Life Satisfaction =0

Life Satisfaction = 1

Life Satisfaction = 2

Life Satisfaction = 3

Life Satisfaction = 4

Life Satisfaction =5

Life Satisfaction = 6

Life Satisfaction =7

Life Satisfaction = 8

Life Satisfaction =9

health

income

female

single(ref.: married)

separated

divorced

widowed

aged 15-29 parefftef.: aged 30-64 parent)
aged 15-29 childless

aged 30-64 childless

aged 65plus parent

aged 65plus childless

unemployed

education in years

religiosity

trust

civic engagement

informal socialising

aged 15-29 parent x trust

aged 15-29 childless x trust

aged 30-64 childless x trust

aged 65plus parent x trust

aged 65plus childless x trust

aged 15-29 parent x civic engagement
aged 15-29 childless x civic engagement
aged 30-64 childless x civic engagement
aged 65plus parent x civic engagement
aged 65plus childless x civic engagement
aged 15-29 parent x socialising

aged 15-29 childless x socialising

aged 30-64 childless x socialising

aged 65plus parent x socialising

aged 65plus childless x socialising

Observations

1

-2.222%%*
-1.665%**
-1.066***
-0.13¢
0.530°
1.419%**
2.021%+*
2.963***
4.446%+*
5.664***
0.449*+*
0.108’
0.03¢
-0.354°
-0.907**
-0.904***
-0.550**
-0.133
0.15%
-0.21:
0.397*
0.650’
-0.765**
-0.025°
0.044**
0.211***
0.079’
0.148***

1768

2

-2.414%**
-1.853%**
-1.250%**
-0.31(
0.36¢
1.266***
1.871**
2.820***
4.316%+*
5.542***
0.462***
0.113
0.03:
-0.362°
-0.914**
-0.924 %
-0.590**
0.73¢
-0.80¢
-0.12¢
-1.01(
1.90(
-0.752**
-0.024°
0.044**
0.203***
0.02;
0.131*
-0.201
0.011
0.04:
0.10¢
-0.13¢
0.05:
0.06¢
0.277*
0.03(
0.05-
0.02(
0.171
-0.17(
0.176’
-0.11¢

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.
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Chapter 5 has shown that socialising was less @iyassociated with SWB among
people in the (lower) middle age group comparegiaiong and old respondents. This
section will analyse if such a result concerns p@greand non-parents in the same
manner. Similarly, chapter 6 has revealed thatétetionship between formal SC and
SWB was positive for non-parents but not for pasefthis section will provide a
clearer picture by examining whether these parestiztius differences in the social

context of well-being vary across age groups.

Model 1 in table 24 (OLS) and table 25 (orderedtjogxamines only the main effects
in this regard. Ceteris paribus, old parents arehewore so old non-parents are more
satisfied with their lives than the reference catgdmiddle aged parents). Hence, the
corresponding finding from the descriptive statistearlier in this section is confirmed

even after controlling for a range of other factors

8,0 *

7,57 i

7,07 Pid

Life Satisfaction
‘\
A Y

6,57

T I T
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— MIDAGE_PARENTS
-==MIDAGE_CHILDLESS

Figure 31: Fitted values for civic engagement andfé satisfaction by age and parental status
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Model 2 examines differences in the associatiowbdeh SC and SWB by age groups
and parental status combined. It turns out thata§sociation between formal SC and
SWB is stronger for middle aged non-parents thampéoents of that same age group. In
fact, for the latter there is rather a non-assmriabetween the two concepts studied
here, as further illustrated by figure 31. The Hraghows that among middle aged
childless people civic engagement really does nzalldéference to life satisfaction, as
those middle aged non-parents who are highly ertbage on average approx. 1.5
points more satisfied with their lives than thodeowhave no formal SC. On the other
hand, middle aged parents who volunteer a lot bn@st not any more satisfied with
their lives than those who do not volunteer at Hiiis finding comes despite the fact
that middle aged parents have the highest rateSf Thus, it is contrary to the
revealed preferences approach. Also, the otherpgiomteraction terms were not

significant.

This result indicates that the previously foundfed#nce between parents and non-
parents in this regard (see chapter 6) is mainby tdudiscrepancies within the middle
age group. Finally, among middle aged people whee heo or little formal SC, the
parents are more satisfied with their lives, wlaiteong the highly civically engaged in

this age group it is the non-parents who have rSows.

The second main finding to emerge from model & informal SC is more strongly
related to SWB for old parents than for middle agadents. Figure 32 illustrates that
while old parents who do not socialise are lessfead with their lives than middle

aged parents, the reverse is true for those whals®gca lot. No significant differences
were found regarding the other subgroups. Thusptbeious result that socialising is
more strongly related to SWB for older people tif@nrespondents in the middle age

group (chapter 5) seems to be mainly due to thenpsuin both age groups.
The ordered logit coefficients of the interacti@mnis in table 25 are identical to the

OLS coefficients with regard to direction and sfgr@ince, and therefore confirm the

aforementioned results.
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Figure 32: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by age and parental status

8.34 Conclusions

This section has shed more light on previous figgifrom chapter 5 and 6. It has
revealed that there is a positive relationship ketwformal SC and SWB for middle
aged childless respondents but a non-relationsiipnfddle aged parents. Furthermore,
socialising was more strongly related to SWB fa parents compared to middle aged
parents. In conclusion, this means that the agde@lpatterns in the social context of
well-being reported in chapter 5 are different f@rents and non-parents: While the
age-related patterns in the social context of wellhg do exist for parents in the two
ways reported in this chapter, non-parents aresnbject to those strong life cycle

variations.

Similarly, this section has found that the diffezes between parents and non-parents in
the social context of well-being are not identital all age groups. Such differences
play out mostly during middle age when societalesolcan be most demanding,

especially for parents, and are likely to havertegbngest effect on the individual. All
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in all, the results support hypotheses 33 and 3btoe extent, while no variations in

trust were observed (which is what hypothesis 3@ldvbave predicted).

It is particularly noteworthy that for middle agedrents, civic engagement is not
related to greater life satisfaction, compared &irang positive association for middle
aged non-parents. This finding supports the poiatdenby role-identity theory that

during middle age, civic engagement may be an owtcof one’s role as a parent and
less related to one’s own interests, leading tceloleneficial returns in terms of SWB.

Role strain may also have an effect here. As netetier, the usual disclaimer about
causality of course applies here, too, in a semgeparents during middle age may be
more likely to ‘have to get involved’ regardlessahappy or unhappy personality. In
line with the rest of the thesis, though, the foofisnterpretation here shall be on a

perspective on the returns from SC in terms of SWB.

Last but not least, the shift observed in the dpBee statistics of chapter 5 and 6 from
informal to formal SC at the intersection betweenrng and middle age, as well as for
parents compared to non-parents, could be illurachdurther in this section. This

section was able to clarify whether these pattezfiect an age or a parenthood effect.
In sum, while the progression of informal SC over life course seems to be mainly an
age effect, the peak in civic engagement duringdirichge for parents does indeed
seem to be due to parenthood. This observatiohdudtrengthens the theoretical point
that voluntary work in this life stage is most likdo be related to people’s children

with all the implications of the associated SWBha#tuch activities described earlier.
For middle aged non-parents, it seems that civiagament is more beneficial to SWB

than for middle aged parents, possibly becausenitare discretionary.

8.4 Differences in the relationship between social caail and
subjective well-being by marital status and parenthbstatus

combined

8.4.1 Background

Chapters 6 and 7 have revealed results regardirenta status groups and marital
status, respectively, which are worth following &s. mentioned earlier, the association

between civic engagement and SWB was quite strowlpmsitive for non-parents,
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while for parents at most a very weak positive erists. Moreover, parents had higher
rates of formal but lower rates of informal SC. Bamy, married respondent were
reported to have lower rates of informal SC buhbigevels of formal SC than the non-
married. Finally, the association between sociajisand SWB was stronger for the

latter group compared to the former. This sectidhtixerefore establish whether:

g. The patterns in the social context of well-beingelaling on the
respondents’ marital status are affected by whegibeple are parents or
non-parents?

h. The differences between parents and non-parertkeigocial context of
well-being vary depending on whether people arerigthror non-

married?

8.4.2 Hypotheses

Hss:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary by marital
status and parental status.

Hss:  The relationship between SC in termgvic engagemerdand SWB will vary
by marital status and parental status.

Hs7:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary
by marital status and parental status.

8.4.3 Analysis and results

Chapter 6 highlighted that parents’ levels of tiarsd formal SC were higher, while they
had less informal SC and approximately equal SWiltewhen compared with non-
parents. Table 26 reveals some noteworthy additiorthis regard. Life satisfaction
levels are actually lower among parents if distisgad by marital status than compared
to their respective childless married / non-marrggdup. Overall, parents were not
much less satisfied with their lives than non-ptsen chapter 6. This finding is most
probably due to the relatively large group of madrparents, who seemed to somewhat
outweigh the low SWB levels of non-married parents.

The finding that parents have more trust is alsermia further correction here in that it

is indeed higher among married parents, but notngnmmn-married parents. Similarly,

202



the result regarding parents’ formal SC is puténspective here given that a hierarchy
of formal SC emerges with married parents havirgiost, followed by the married
childless, non-married parents and non-marrieddtgss people. Finally, socialising
rates are indeed high among the non-married ckgd{eonfirming the findings from
chapter 6), but not so much among the married lels#g who are overtaken in this
regard by non-married parents. Thus, marital stappears to be slightly more
powerful in predicting the levels of socialisingwepared to parental status.

Table 26: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by marital status and parental

status

Means Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

married parents 7.43%** 5.70** 1.44%** 3.84*** 1208
(1.85) (1.56) (1.53) (1.57)

non-married parents 6.66*** 5.46 1.18* 412 429
(2.32) (1.86) (1.49) (1.60)

married childless 7.52* 5.72 1.29 3.98 180
(1.67) (1.37) (1.38) (1.37)

non-married childless 7.11 5.46* 1.14* 4.65** 562
(1.83) (1.61) (1.41) (1.43)

total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

N.B. The t-test reflects the distinction dummy wabie (e.g. married parents) vs. rest of the sample.

Chapter 7 has found the married to be more satisfiéh their lives, have more trust
and formal SC, but less informal SC than the nordet Indeed, life satisfaction and
trust levels are higher for the two married subgeoin table 26. This finding confirms
the results from chapter 7 and shows that marrigets these variables regardless of
parental status. The same is true for civic engagenalthough it is even higher among
married parents than among married childless. Finthle non-married in both parental
status categories have more informal SC than theiedawith non-married childless
being the heaviest socialisers. Altogether, withoomtrolling for other factors, non-
married parents are by quite some margin the sisfied with their lives, while SWB

is highest among married non-parents.
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Tables 27 and 28 display the regression coeffisi€OLS in table 27 and ordered logit
in table 28) for the dependent variable life satiibn. As can be seen from model 1 in
both tables, ceteris paribus, (the reference cagggamon-married parents are less
satisfied with their lives than married parents andrried childless (but not non-
married childless). Contrary to the findings frohe tdescriptive statistics in table 26,
married parents are most satisfied when other faace controlled for. This finding
again shows that marriage affects SWB more thagnpalr status.

Finally, model 2 and figure 33 examine slope hafeneity in the SC SWB relationship
by marital status and parental status. Chapterd67ahave shown that the association
between civic engagement and SWB was strongerdosparents than for parents, and
that the relationship between socialising and SWd3 wtronger for the non-married
compared to the married. Combining these two dimoess model 2 in this chapter
illustrates that there are differences for the affef socialising on SWB. For non-
married parents, informal SC has a stronger effiegh for married parents and for
married childless people. In fact, the SWB of thermed childless seems indifferent to
socialising, while the slope for non-married paseist very steep. Fixing all control
variables at the mean, figure 33 illustrates thatoa-married parent who does not
socialise reports an average life satisfactionesobronly approx. 5.4, while those non-
married parents who do socialise daily reach therape life satisfaction levels of
married parents (approx. 7.2 which means a rembldifierence of almost 2 points
between no socialising and daily socialising). Thias this particular group of non-
married parents the potential benefits of inforr8& are huge. Moreover, the results
indicate that the previously reported differenaeghie association between informal SC
and SWB between married and non-married peoplevaialy due to the parents in

both categories.

By contrast to the OLS findings, the ordered lagiefficients in model 2 of table 28

demonstrate no significant differences in slopagmming informal SC. However, the

association between civic engagement and SWB aogptd this analysis is stronger

for the married childless compared to non-marriacepts. In fact, the same result can
be found in the OLS table whereby the p-value w&5D and thus not significant

according to the 95% confidence level applied tghmut this thesis. The finding would

mean, however, that for non-married parents foiglis not positively associated with

SWB, while there is a strong positive correlationrarried childless people.
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Table 27: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlatex life satisfaction; social capital by marital

status and parental status

constant

health

income

female

aged 15-29ref.: 30-64)

aged 65plus

unemployed

married parent&ef.; non-married parents)
married childless

non-married childless

education

religiosity

trust

civic engagement

socialising

married parent x trust

married childless x trust

non-married childless x trust

married parent x civic engagement
married childless x civic engagement
non-married childless x civic engagement
married parent x socialising

married childless x socialising
non-married childless x socialising

Observations
R square
Adjusted R square

3.297%*
0.420***
0.135*
-0.005
0.307*
0.432%+*
-0.794**
0.793%+*
0.629**
0.236
-0.019
0.045**
0.209***
0.067*
0.164***

1768
0.183
0.177

2.710%*
0.418***
0.135*
-0.012
0.311*
0.419***
-0.781**
1.626***
1.768*
0.548
-0.018
0.045**
0.231***
-0.003
0.298***
-0.037
-0.041
-0.003
0.045
0.246
0.158
-0.166*
-0.301*
-0.119

1768
0.189
0.179

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Table 28: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisdction; social capital by marital status and parenal

status
1 2

Life Satisfaction = 0 -1.449%** -1.001*
Life Satisfaction = 1 -0.892** -0.441
Life Satisfaction = 2 -0.295 0.160
Life Satisfaction = 3 0.629* 1.093**
Life Satisfaction = 4 1.289*** 1.760%**
Life Satisfaction =5 2.172%** 2.649%**
Life Satisfaction = 6 2.772%** 3.251%**
Life Satisfaction =7 3.710*** 4.192%**
Life Satisfaction = 8 5.189*** 5.673***
Life Satisfaction =9 6.406*** 6.893***
health 0.444%% 0.444%
income 0.105* 0.104*
female 0.035 0.034
aged 15-29ref.: 30-64) 0.248 0.256
aged 65plus 0.491 % 0.481 %
unemployed -0.739** -0.715**
married parentéref.: non-married parents) 0.718%*** 1.371**
married childless 0.580** 1.625*
non-married childless 0.237 0.425
education -0.026* -0.025*
religiosity 0.043** 0.041*
trust 0.216*** 0.24 1%+
civic engagement 0.083** 0.022
socialising 0.151%** 0.250%**
married parent x trust -0.033
married childless x trust -0.075
non-married childless x trust -0.011
married parent x civic engagement 0.032
married childless x civic engagement 0.272*
non-married childless x civic engagement 0.136
married parent x socialising -0.122
married childless x socialising -0.238
non-married childless x socialising -0.073
Observations 1768 1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.
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Figure 33: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by marital status and parental status

8.4.4 Conclusions

This section took as its starting point the findirigpm chapter 6 and 7 on differences in
the social context of well-being by parental statg®ups and marital status,
respectively. It was reported earlier that form@l &d SWB were strongly related for
non-parents but not for parents. At the same tim®rmal SC was more strongly

related to SWB for non-married than for married gdeo Consequently, this section
shed more light on the latter patterns regardingtalsstatus, investigating if they are
affected by whether people are parents or non-pgrevhile also examining if the

differences between parents and non-parents vargndiing on whether people are

married or non-married.

As a result, further differences in the relatiopsbetween socialising and SWB can be
noted — thus supporting hypothesis 37. In particulan-married parents were found to
have a very strong positive association in thisarégwhile no such relationship exists
for married childless people. That is to say thed earlier finding about the social

context of non-married people can be elaboratecsdyng that, especially if non-
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married people have children, then the importarfceocialising for SWB is high. In
fact, the difference between a non-socialising, -mamried parent and one who
socialises daily was found to be almost 2 pointthenl1-point life satisfaction scale. In
other words, the former are quite miserable whenhhaving any informal SC. By
contrast, the life satisfaction of married peopl¢haut children does not seem to be
affected at all by whether they socialise or naheéd SC variables tested were not found
to be significant.

These findings seem puzzling to a certain extedtthay go against the stereotype of a
married but childless couple which seeks to saaadi lot given their freedom to do so
without having to find babysitters etc. In facte thescriptive statistics have shown that
this group has the second lowest levels of soaiglisy the comparison of this section.

Thus, the married socialise less regardless of lvenghey have children, although the

gap to the non-married is larger if they do.

The other remarkable result concerns the strorqedior non-married parents, although
this result is more in line with theoretical reasgnand intuition. Informal SC can be
viewed as a good indicator for the strength of smmaés social support network. These
networks are the more important for non-marriecepes, who are likely to benefit more
from outside support with regard to child-reari@undeen (1990: 483) noted in this
context that “single parents with preschool chitldrave neither the social supports of
married parents to share roles, nor the relatgedom enjoyed by single persons with
no children”. Hence, those without such supportraveh less satisfied with their lives
than those with. Of course, for this conclusioméofully robust more in-depth research
into this phenomenon is necessary, such as target®dys about people’s interaction
partners, child-rearing arrangements, etc. Suchsinyations are beyond the scope of
this more comparatively oriented thesis. Nonetlsglése potential for this interesting

phenomenon to be examined further shall be empasis
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8.5 Differences in the relationship between social catail and

subjective well-being by age and matrital status cobined

8.5.1 Background

As stated earlier, some promising differences & dbcial context of well-being were
highlighted in the data analyses on age in chdptend on marital status in chapter 7.
For example, socialising was less strongly assediatith SWB for people in the
(lower) middle age group than for young and olgpoeslents. Similarly, such informal
SC was more strongly correlated with SWB for nomied compared to married
people. These results demand a more precise analybioth dimensions combined in

order to investigate whether:

I. The patterns in the social context of well-beingtgrital status are
different for various age groups?
j.  The age-related patterns in the social contextedfbeing vary between

married and non-married people?

8.5.2 Hypotheses

Hss:  The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary by marital
status and age.

Hso:  The relationship between SC in termgvic engagemerand SWB will vary
by marital status and age.

Hso:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary

by marital status and age.

8.5.3 Analysis and results

Table 29 contains information of the descriptiveels of SC and SWB by age and
marital status. It was revealed in the descripstagistics of chapter 5 that - without
controlling for other factors - life satisfactionag lowest during middle age, that trust
increases with age, and that there is a sizeabtelsfvtom informal to formal SC at the
intersection of young and middle age. Table 29 shdwat the u-shaped bivariate
relationship between age and life satisfactioncisialy only to be found among non-

married people. While for married people SWB insemathroughout the life course,
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reaching similar levels in middle as well as in alge, the non-married experience quite

low SWB during middle age.

Table 29: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by age and marital status

Mean Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

aged 15-29 married 7.29 5.48 0.90** 4.04 92
(1.55) (1.57) (1.33) (1.61)

aged 15-29 non-married 7.24 5.34%+* 1.06*** 4,95%** 416
(1.68) (1.50) (1.31) (1.25)

age 30-64 married 7.44%** 5.66 1.49%** 3.77%* 992
(1.78) (1.51) (1.48) (1.51)

aged 30-64 non-married 6.34*** 5.36** 1.19 3.93* 372
(2.31) (1.82) (1.46) (1.61)

aged 65plus married  7.46* 5.92** 1.39 4.07 278
(2.07) (1.65) (1.66) (1.60)

aged 65plus non- 7.35 5.89* 1.27 4.22 196

married (2.08) (2.90) (1.67) (1.57)

Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

N.B. The t-test reflects the distinction dummy waaie (e.g. old married) vs. rest of the sample.

Trust increases with age for married and non-m@rpeople, albeit from a higher
baseline level for the former. The previously oledrincrease in civic engagement
from young to middle age is quite sizeable for tharried (who start from very low
levels in young age and reach very high levels iddie age) and smaller for the non-
married. In fact, civic engagement actually incesagroughout the life course for the
non-married, while for the married it peaks duringddle age. The bivariate
relationship between socialising and age is u-shémeboth married and non-married,
although the differences between age groups amgebifpr the latter who start from

very high levels in young age.

In a similar fashion, the analysis in chapter 7nfbahat the married are more satisfied

with their lives, have more trust and formal SC{ &acialise less than the non-married.
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Table 29 allows for an investigation of whethersindindings hold across all age
groups. Interestingly, the differences in life sktction by marital status are actually
smallest in young age and biggest during middle. dfferences in trust levels

between married and non-married people are moreoprced during young and

middle age, while they almost disappear in old dde previously found advantage in
terms of formal SC for the married is actually doea large gap during middle age,
followed by old age. Among young people, by confrass the non-married who have
more formal SC. Finally, the married socialise |#san the non-married consistently
throughout all age groups. However, the gap betwleem is by far at its largest during
young age, while it narrows considerably especidilying middle but also during old

age. Overall, life satisfaction is highest amond wolarried people and lowest among

middled age non-married people, without controlliogother variables.

Chapters 5 and 7 have shown that socialising s $&®©ngly associated with SWB
among the middle age group and the married. TluBasecombines both dimensions,
and tables 30 and 31 contain the relevant regmessiefficients (OLS in table 30 and
ordered logit in table 31). Ceteris paribus, middtged married people (the reference
category) are more satisfied with their lives timaddle aged non-married as shown by
model 1 of both tables. While this confirms the ggah pattern of higher life satisfaction
among the married and the lower SWB scores repantéde descriptive statistics in
this section, no other significant age and mastatus subgroup differences in this

regard were found.

Model 2 examines slope heterogeneity in the SC S@&ionship across the relevant
subgroups studied in this section. Table 30 indkahat the relationship between
informal SC and SWB is stronger for young non-ngatriand old married people
compared to middle aged married people. Fixingatitrol variables at their mean, as
figure 34 illustrates, young non-married people widwonot socialise report the lowest
life satisfaction score in all plots examined irstthesis (5.44). However, socialising is
so strongly related to their SWB that they readh dlerage life satisfaction levels of
middle aged married people at increased levelsfofmal SC.
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Table 30: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlates life satisfaction; social capital by age and

marital status

constant

health

income

female

aged 15-29 marrieftef.: age 30-64 married)
aged 15-29 non-married

aged 30-64 non-married

aged 65plus married

aged 65plus non-married

unemployed

education in years

parent

religiosity

trust

civic engagement

informal socialising

aged 15-29 married x trust

aged 15-29 non-married x trust

aged 30-64 non-married x trust

aged 65plus married x trust

aged 65plus non-married x trust

aged 15-29 married x civic engagement
aged 15-29 non-married x civic engagement
aged 30-64 non-married x civic engagement
aged 65plus married x civic engagement
aged 65plus non-married x civic engagement
aged 15-29 married x socialising

aged 15-29 non-married x socialising

aged 30-64 non-married x socialising

aged 65plus married x socialising

aged 65plus non-married x socialising

Observations
R square

Adjusted R square

1
4.220%*
0.416***

0.126**
-0.030
-0.118
-0.288

-0.990***
0.126
-0.027

-0.759**
-0.016
-0.056

0.043*

0.208***
0.067*

0.161%+*

1768
0.190
0.183

2
4.704%%
0.415%+

0.120%
-0.032
0.808
-1.764
-1.792%%
-1.567*
-0.113
-0.759*
-0.017
-0.057
0.045%
0.171%%
0.042
0.101*
-0.085
0.024
0.092
0.161
-0.018
0.136
-0.014
0.113
0.019
-0.022
-0.137
0.287*
0.041
0.178*
0.058

1768
0.201
0.187

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < A.0* p < 0.05.
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Table 31: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisfation; social capital by age and marital status

1
Life Satisfaction = 0 -2 .285%**
Life Satisfaction = 1 -1.728%*x
Life Satisfaction = 2 -1.128%**
Life Satisfaction = 3 -0.197
Life Satisfaction = 4 0.469
Life Satisfaction = 5 1.358%**
Life Satisfaction = 6 1.961***
Life Satisfaction = 7 2 .904***
Life Satisfaction = 8 4.385%+*
Life Satisfaction = 9 5.604%**
health 0.443%*+
income 0.099*
female 0.014
aged 15-29 marrieftef.: age 30-64 married) -0.215
aged 15-29 non-married -0.235
aged 30-64 non-married -0.889***
aged 65plus married 0.255
aged 65plus non-married 0.028
unemployed -0.719**
education in years -0.023
parent -0.052
religiosity 0.043**
trust 0.215***
civic engagement 0.082**
informal socialising 0.148%**
aged 15-29 married X trust
aged 15-29 non-married x trust
aged 30-64 non-married x trust
aged 65plus married x trust
aged 65plus non-married x trust
aged 15-29 married x civic engagement
aged 15-29 non-married x civic engagement
aged 30-64 non-married x civic engagement
aged 65plus married x civic engagement
aged 65plus non-married x civic engagement
aged 15-29 married x socialising
aged 15-29 non-married x socialising
aged 30-64 non-married x socialising
aged 65plus married x socialising
aged 65plus non-married x socialising
Observations 1768

2

S2.771%*
-2.205%**
-1.599%+*
-0.659
0.014
0.909*
1.517%**
2.469***
3.960*+*
5.182%*
0.450***
0.096*
0.011
0.722
-1.642*
-1.577**
-1.618*
-0.248
-0.710**
-0.024*
-0.049
0.046**
0.176***
0.049
0.102*
-0.081
0.024
0.092
0.182*
0.018
0.201
0.000
0.113
0.057
-0.021
-0.165
0.264**
0.009
0.175
0.052

1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.
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These results mean that the difference reportezhapter 5 regarding the relationship
between informal SC and SWB by age groups (withntihgdle age category showing
the weakest association) is actually mainly dua &tronger relationship between the
independent and dependent variable among youngnaoried and old married people
versus the weaker association for middle aged ethpeople. Similarly, the weaker
relationship between socialising and SWB for theried group observed in chapter 7

Is mainly due to a discrepancy between middle agadied vs. young non-married.

Moreover, it can be seen from these results thdemunonditions of heavy socialising,
being married or not makes almost no differencéféosatisfaction among these three
subgroups. Under conditions of no socialising, heevethere are huge discrepancies
with the middle aged married being most satisfidth life, followed by the old married

and finally the young non-married being rather dis$ied with life.
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Figure 34: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by age and marital status
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The corresponding model 2 for the ordered logitlysis in table 31 confirms the

significant slope difference for socialising and B\Wetween the middle aged married
and young non-married. However, the coefficientdocialising and old married people
is not significant in this table, while the modeled indicate that trust is more strongly
associated with SWB for this subgroup comparedh¢oréference category middle aged

married.

854 Conclusions

The aim of this section was to provide more detaitwo previous results from chapters
5 and 7. People in the (lower) middle age groupngitba weaker association between
informal SC and SWB than for young and old respatsleSimilarly, socialising was
more strongly related to SWB for non-married corepato married people. Hence, it
was interesting to examine if the findings on nadrdtatus are affected by an age
distinction, and if the life cycle patterns on swcial context of well-being were at all

different for married and non-married people.

It turns out that the more nuanced analysis in 8estion does lend support to
hypothesis 40. Young non-married people show it fhe steepest slope in the
relationship between informal SC and SWB. This afegl both findings in this regard
from chapters 5 and 7 where young people and nonedapeople, respectively,
showed steep slopes. By contrast, yooragried, as well asold and middle agechon-

married people do not differ significantly from theference category, middle aged
married, which has the weakest association betv#€zand SWB. Thus, the life cycle
variations observed earlier in this thesis are mprenounced for non-married
respondents, in the sense that the young non-rdastand out in particular from the
rest. Similarly, the marital status differences eabtin chapter 7 are at their most

pronounced at a young age.

The findings provoke the question of how far theiglising experiences themselves
differ between, for example, young non-married anilldle aged married people.
Surely, they take place in a different life coucsmtext which affects the role they play
for people’s SWB. Further research could look atowleople in these situations
socialise with in particular, in order to assess pphecise mechanism by which informal

SC for young non-married people is perhaps of &isopquality in terms of SWB, or
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simply of more paramount importance in those forveayears, especially if one is not

married.

No differences were noted with regard to trust amdc engagement when sub-
distinctions by marital status and age were exathingh the exception of a significant
interaction term for trust among older, married gdean the ordered logit regression.
Otherwise, trust seems once more to be of simi@ortance for all subgroups analysed
in this section. Finally, the previously found distions in the case of formal SC do not

show different patterns when these second staggaub distinctions are introduced.

8.6 Differences in the relationship between social cajal and

subjective well-being by gender and marital statusombined

8.6.1 Background

As outlined earlier, chapter 4 (on gender) and tdvag (on marital status) have
produced some noteworthy results regarding slopgerdgeneity in the SC SWB
relationship. The association between informal 8@ 8WB was stronger for women,
as well as for non-married people. Also, there wegender differences in the
relationship between formal SC and SWB. To taksdhedings further, the following
section will for one last time combine two subgrsupotably distinguished by marital

status and gender, in order to examine whether:

k. The gendered patterns in the social context of-laalthg are different for
married and non-married people?
|.  The differences in the social context of well-belmygmarital status vary

between men and women?

8.6.2 Hypotheses

Hs1:  The relationship between SC in termgrastand SWB will vary by marital
status and gender.
Hs2:  The relationship between SC in termgvic engagemerand SWB will vary
by marital status and gender.
Hss:  The relationship between SC in termsrdbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary
by marital status and gender.
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8.6.3 Analysis and results

The descriptive statistics in chapter 7 pointed that the married are more satisfied
with their lives, have more trust and formal SCt ss informal SC than the non-
married. Table 32 in this section indicates tha 8WB difference holds for both
genders with a larger gap between married vs. nami@d among men. Likewise, for
both genders the married have more trust and fo8@alwhereas the non-married men
have the least in both cases. Also, informal Skidgher among the non-married of both

genders, and it is the non-married men who soei#iie most.

Table 32: Descriptive statistics, life satisfactiomnd social capital by gender and marital status

Means Life Trust Civic Socialising N

(Std. dev.) Satisfaction Engagement

married male 7.45%* 5.69 1.41* 3.83** 682
(2.79) (1.56) (1.51) (1.54)

married female 7.43** 5.72* 1.44* 3.88%** 708
(1.87) (1.52) (1.52) (1.55)

non-married male 6.88*** 5.41* 0.98*** 4.46** 449
(2.03) (1.74) (1.32) (1.56)

non-married female 6.94*** 5.49 1.30%** 4.38 542
(2.10) (1.71) (1.53) (1.51)

Total 7.23 5.60 1.31 4.09
(1.95) (1.62) (1.49) (1.56) 2394

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

N.B. The t-test reflects the distinction dummy wahie (e.g. married male) vs. rest of the sample.

Similarly, the descriptive statistics in chaptere#ealed that men’s and women'’s levels
of SC and SWB are fairly similar, with the exceptiof higher civic engagement rates
among women. Table 32 is able to highlight someredting gender differences
though, once marital status is factored in. Fotaimse, while life satisfaction is similar
among men and women in the ‘married’ category, mamried men seem to be slightly
less satisfied than non-married women. The samerpatan be found for trust and
especially civic engagement. Indeed, the remarkédsy levels of formal SC among
non-married men must be responsible for the gedifference in civic engagement that
was observed in chapter 4. Among the married, fiaadly gender difference is to be

found as married men are almost equally involvednasried women. Finally, non-
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married men have the highest rates of informal 8&€sacialise slightly more than non-
married women, while there are almost no gendéeréihces among the married in this
respect. Thus, non-married men seem to have a kablarpreference for informal over
formal SC.

Table 33: Unstandardised OLS estimates, correlatet life satisfaction; social capital by gender and
marital status

1 2

constant 4.336*** 4.799%**
health 0.416%** 0.413***
income 0.104* 0.103*
married femaldref.: married male) -0.097 -0.422
non-married male -0.715%+* -1.619**
non-married female -0.626**+ -1.624%
unemployed -0.879*** -0.898***
education -0.025* -0.024*
parent -0.138 -0.129
religiosity 0.051** 0.054***
trust 0.216*** 0.190***
civic engagement 0.063* 0.121*
socialising 0.182%** 0.074
married female x trust 0.007
non-married male x trust 0.071
non-married female x trust 0.016
married female x civic engagement -0.125
non-married male x civic engagement -0.063
non-married female x civic engagement -0.056
married female x socialising 0.121
non-married male x socialising 0.153
non-married female x socialising 0.241*
Observations 1768 1768
R square 0.175 0.181
Adjusted R square 0.169 0.171

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.
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Table 34: Ordered logit, correlates of life satisction; social capital by gender and marital status

1 2

Life Satisfaction =0 -2.407*** -2.767***
Life Satisfaction = 1 -1.849%** -2.206***
Life Satisfaction = 2 -1.254%** -1.608***
Life Satisfaction = 3 -0.338 -0.686
Life Satisfaction = 4 0.315 -0.028
Life Satisfaction =5 1.190*** 0.854*
Life Satisfaction = 6 1.784*** 1.454***
Life Satisfaction =7 2.713*** 2.389***
Life Satisfaction = 8 4,181 3.857***
Life Satisfaction =9 5.398*** 5.072%**
health 0.423*** 0.424***
income 0.069 0.070
married femaldref.: married male) -0.047 -0.262
non-married male -0.622** -1.365*
non-married female -0.518** -1.311**
unemployed -0.829** -0.836**
education -0.031** -0.031**
parent -0.123 -0.111
religiosity 0.052** 0.055***
trust 0.223*** 0.204***
civic engagement 0.080% 0.141*
socialising 0.169*** 0.078
married female x trust -0.001
non-married male x trust 0.056
non-married female x trust 0.014
married female x civic engagement -0.132
non-married male x civic engagement -0.070
non-married female x civic engagement -0.058
married female x socialising 0.110
non-married male x socialising 0.136
non-married female x socialising 0.196*
Observations 1768 1768

*** indicates significance at p < 0.001. ** p < 0* p < 0.05.

Tables 33 (OLS) and 34 (ordered logit) display fioeints in order to examine slope
heterogeneity in the relationship between SC andBSAross the four subgroups
studied here. Earlier in this thesis it was regbtteat informal SC and SWB were more
strongly correlated for women (chapter 4), as wslifor non-married people (chapter
7). Also, the association between formal SC and StHiffered between the sexes.
Model 1 in both tables 33 and 34 illustrates howoanbination of marital status and
gender subgroups affects SWB while controlling dtrer factors. Ceteris paribus, the
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reference category married men are more satisfigld tveir lives than non-married
men and non-married women, but not more than nthwi@men. Thus, the lower levels

of life satisfaction for the non-married can berfddor both genders here.

8,07

Life Satisfaction

5,57

I
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Socialising

— MARRIED_MEN
=== NONMARRIED WOMEN

Figure 35: Fitted values for socialising and life atisfaction by gender and marital status

Furthermore, model 2 shows that the relationshigvéen informal SC and SWB is
stronger for non-married women (but not signifitardo for non-married men or
married women) compared to the reference categawyied men. The difference in
SWB between those married men who socialise anldttlaose who do not is not large.
By contrast, non-married women who do not socialseh are quite dissatisfied with
their lives. But those who have a lot of such infal SC reach almost the relatively
higher SWB levels of married men. In other wordapag heavy socialisers, there are
only small differences between non-married womeshraarried men. But among those
who never socialise, married men are approx. libtgponore satisfied with their lives

than non-married women.
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It shall be underlined that there are no significalope differences between the
reference category married men and either marriethem and non-married men. It is
only when both categories (matrital status and ggrdifer in combination from the
reference category that a significant interactiermt can be found here. Thus, the
previously found differences in the informal SC S\WéBationship between married vs.
non-married (chapter 7) are likely to be mainly daethe larger differences in this
respect between marriedenand non-marriedvomen Similarly, the gender difference
found in chapter 4 regarding informal SC and SWHBnisst probably based on larger
differences betweemmarried men andnon-married women. Finally, the gender
differences regarding formal SC were not found radeEre>® The ordered logit results
are in line with the OLS findings in terms of sifigance and direction of the

coefficients.

8.6.4 Conclusions

Earlier findings in chapter 4 and 7 highlighted ewsbrthy patterns with regard to
gender differences and marital status differenoethé relationship between SC and
SWB. Combining both these dimensions, this seciwestigated how far variations
between men and women are affected by maritalsstatuwell as how the marital status

distinction plays out differently for men and women

While finding no evidence regarding trust and fol®@& differences (as hypotheses 41
and 42 had proposed), the analyses in this sestipport hypothesis 43 on informal
SC. A significant difference between married menhdwshow a rather weak
association) and non-married women (whose slopeaiker steep) reveals some
interesting additions to earlier findings. In facgmbining the subgroup dimensions
supports previously found gender differences ifas@s the gender dimension turns out
to amplify marital status differences and vice wer$-or non-married women,
socialising seems to be of particular importanceilemhis is not so much the case for
non-married mem@and marriedvomen, whose slope was not significantly differgam
the reference category, married men. The lattarethirout to be the group with the

smallest delta in life satisfaction between heanyiaisers and no-socialisers.

> Also, an additional analysis featuring squarechgein order to examine curvilinearity did not yieldy
significant results.
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The follow-up question would of course be why te&ationship is so strong for non-
married women. It seems that theoretical mechanautisied in chapter 4 and 7 come
together in this case, resulting in the finding afremarkably steep slope. More
precisely, socialisation differences with women bagsing relationships more than
men go together with the greater marginal utilityerternal SC for people who do not

have a spouse.
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9. Conclusions

9.1 Revisiting the objectives of this dissertation

This dissertation hopes to make a distinct contidouto the knowledge on the social
context of SWB. It aims to do so by addressing irtgrd challenges in the very timely
research on SC and SWB (see introduction chapibe.key objectives resulting from

present shortcomings in the research literature Bréo examine slope heterogeneity
and thus perform a more nuanced analysis of thelsoontext of well-being that

overcomes the widespread homogenisation of erditiemal populations; 2) to integrate
existing and develop new, much-needed theoretiaahdworks in the empirically-

oriented study of happiness; 3) to advance thetdaebathe positive or negative nature
and outcomes of SC; 4) to generate new insights thie somewhat unclear
relationships between gender and parenthood witB;3)/and as a result to contribute

to the on-going development of a Sociology of Happs.

To achieve those aims, this dissertation first lbgave a comprehensive and critical
assessment of the research literature (chapt@w)of the identified shortcomings, the
particular approach of this thesis was developet! @rtlined (chapter 2.4 and 3). A
range of original findings were consequently disyed in the empirical part using data
from the UK (chapters 4-8).

The following chapter will review the findings with particular focus on how they a)
have achieved the aforementioned five objectiveshaf dissertation, b) have thus
contributed to meeting the key challenges in curregearch that were linked to these
objectives, and c) have therefore advanced they stiuthe relationship between SC and
SWB.

9.1.1 Examining slope heterogeneity

The main objective of this dissertation was to genf a more nuanced analysis of the
social context of well-being that overcomes the bgemisation of entire national
populations, which was identified as common in litexature. The review of existing
studies revisited a range of correlates of SWB thahy years of important research

have brought to light. In particular, chapter 2yided an overview of the current state-
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of-the-art in research on SC and SWB. Various #igzal approaches, from stress
buffering models to Durkheim’s concept of anomlettexist in parallel were drawn
together and discussed to show that this resesaichias indeed a solid foundation and

a rich past.

Crucially, that literature review also highlightéae challenges that this research area
faces at present. Having established 1) What is $WiBwhat influences it?, 2) What is
SC?, and 3) How is SC associated with SWB?, theedestion consequently turned
towards the future of this field of study by ouitig 4) What are the gaps in the existing
literature and why do they need to be filled? itdree apparent that almost all studies
have strived to find a unitary ‘happiness formutahsisting of a number of variables
for entire national, sometimes even internatioaahgles. As important as these studies
are, especially since they were ground-breakingHeir time, chapter 2.4 highlighted
the increasing demand for more detailed analysdiseiryears to come. In particular, a
number of scholars have emphasised the importahdeoking at different societal

subgroups when searching for the correlates ofihapg.

This dissertation therefore strives to go beyoradaterage case in examining the effect
of an explanatory variable on a response varidbbiowing an extensive literature
review and a consultation process that involvedgmtations and feedback at academic
conferences, as well as talking to experts fronumber of disciplines, it was decided
that this dissertation should look at gender, pgesntal status, and marital status in this
regard. Rooted in sociological theory, a rangeygidtheses were developed to analyse
slope heterogeneity in the association between &C SWB. During the empirical

analyses the following hypotheses did / did noérex empirical support.

The following hypothesedlid receive some empirical support:

Hi:  SWBis higher in young and old age, while itoger in the middle age groups.
[N.B.: The coefficient for young people was notrsfgant.]

Ho: The higher someone’s income the more satisfigla ke he / she will be.

Hs:  The healthier someone is the higher his / her SMIBoe.

Hs:  SWB levels are higher for those who are marrigthgared to those who are
divorced, widowed or separated.

He:  People who are unemployed will have a lower SWB.

Hz:  The more religious someone is the more satisfigll life he / she will be.

224



Hs:

H 10-

H 12

H 13

H 14

H 15-

H 16-

H 18

H20:

H25Z

H27:

H31:

The more someone trusts other people, the higkdrher SWB will be.
The more someone is involved in associationsitjeer his / her SWB will be.
The more someone socialises, the higher his EiéB will be.

The relationship between SC in terms of civic ergagnt and SWB will vary
between men and women.

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
between men and women. [N.B.: Only OLS.]

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dvB will vary by age (with a
smaller effect among the middle age groups). [NdBily ordered logit.]

The relationship between SC in terms of civic ergagnt and SWB will vary
by age (with a smaller effect among the middle grgeips).

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
by age (with a smaller effect among the middle gr@eips).

The relationship between SC in terms of civic eregagnt and SWB will vary
between parents and childless people.

The relationship between SC in termdrastand SWB will vary between
parents of under 16s, parents of 16s and olderchittiess people.

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
by marital status. [N.B.: Only OLS.]

The relationship between SC in terms of civic ergagnt and SWB will vary
by gender and parental status (i.e. between motfathers, childless women
and childless men).

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
by gender and age.

The relationship between SC in terms of civic ergagnt and SWB will vary
by age and parental status.

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
by age and parental status.

The relationship between SC in terms of civic emgagnt and SWB will vary
by marital status and parental status. [N.B.: Qmbtlered logit.]

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
by marital status and parental status. [N.B.: QLS.

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8&VB will vary by marital
status and age. [N.B.: Only ordered logit.]
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H40:

H43Z

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
by marital status and age.
The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary

by marital status and gender.

The following hypotheses dichot receive empirical support:

H3:

H11:

H 17

H 10-

H21:

H22:

H23Z

H 24.

H26:

H29:

Hgo:

H32:

The SWB scores of women will be higher than éhoEmen.

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dVB will vary between men
and women.

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dVB will vary between
parents and childless people.

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@dialising and SWB will vary
between parents and childless people.

The relationship between SC in term<vic engagemerdand SWB will vary
between parents of under 16s, parents of 16s ldied @and childless people.
The relationship between SC in termsndbrmal socialisingand SWB will vary
between parents of under 16s, parents of 16s lded and childless people.
The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dVB will vary by marital
status.

The relationship between SC in terms of civic ergagnt and SWB will vary
by marital status.

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8WwB will vary by gender and
parental status (i.e. between mothers, fatheilsiless women and childless
men).

The relationship between SC in terms of infors@ialising and SWB will vary
by gender and parental status (i.e. between ntfahers, childless women
and childless men).

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dvB will vary by gender and
age.

The relationship between SC in terms of civic ergagnt and SWB will vary
by gender and age.

The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8B will vary by age and
parental status.
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Hss:  The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dvB will vary by marital
status and parental status.

Hso:  The relationship between SC in terms of civic eregagnt and SWB will vary
by marital status and age.

Hs1:  The relationship between SC in terms of trust 8dvB will vary by marital
status and gender.

H42:  The relationship between SC in terms of civic eregagnt and SWB will vary

by marital status and gender.

It can be seen from the hypotheses that consideshybe heterogeneity was identified
during the regression analyses using UK data. Aamewiore detailed picture emerges
when looking at the b (slope) coefficients for S@ &WB across the various subgroups
studied in the empirical chapters. Tables 35 t@®Kide such a concise overview for

trust, civic engagement, and socialising.

For example, chapter 8.5 was able to show thagtisea particularly strong association
between socialising and SWB for young, non-marpedple. In fact, the difference
between someone from that group who does not ssxiat all and someone who does
so on a daily basis with regard to their life dattton level is, ceteris paribus, 2.33 on
the 11 point scale. The income compensating diftéak i.e. the amount of income
necessary to match that figure based on the camespy income coefficient, would be
£19,400 per month. By contrast, according to thmesaegression analysis, the
respective values for a respondent from the middke group who is married would be
only 0.606 points difference between a no-socialesed a heavy socialiser, and an

income compensating differential of £5,050.

Similarly, chapter 8.1 demonstrated stark contragth regard to civic engagement
between childless women and mothers. While thers wavery strong positive
association with SWB for the first group, for tlatér there was even a negative one. In
other words, the difference between a childless aomho never volunteers and one
who does so at least weekly equals, ceteris pardousncrease of 1.075 points on the
life satisfaction scale — equivalent to £8,144 rhbntFor mothers, the respective
figures would mean decreasen life satisfaction by 0.115, which correspondsan

amount of £870 per montbss
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Table 35: List of b coefficients for trust (OLS)

Strongest positive
relationship between
trust and SWB

T

medium

Weakest positive

relationship between
trust and SWB

aged 65plus married
aged 65plus male
aged 30-64 childless
aged 65plus parent
childless men

aged 30-64 non-married
parent of 16s and older
non-married male
aged 45-64

aged 65plus
non-married parents
aged 15-29 male
non-married childless
non-married

aged 30-64 female
non-married female
aged 15-29 childless
mothers

childless

men

whole sample

parent

aged 30-64 parent
married female

aged 15-29 non-married
women

married childless
married male

married

fathers

aged 30-64 male

age 30-64 married
aged 65plus female
aged 15-29

aged 65plus non-married
aged 30-44

childless women
aged 15-29 married
aged 15-29 female
parent of under 16s
aged 15-29 parent
married parents

aged 65plus childless

0.332
0.294
0.277
0.274
0.272
0.263
0.262
0.261
0.257
0.244
0.231***
0.23
0.228
0.227*+*
0.217
0.206
0.205
0.216
0.213***
0.213***
0.205***
0.205
0.197***
0.197
0.195
0.191
0.19
0.19*+*
0.189
0.186
0.186***
0.171***
0.169
0.155
0.153
0.129*
0.120
0.086
0.066
0.047
0.046
0.037
0.026

*** indicates significance of the respective intetian / main effect at p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, anpl <

0.05.
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Table 36: List of b coefficients for civic engagen (OLS)

Strongest positive aged 30-64 childless 0.296**
relationship between  married childless 0.243
civic engagement and aged 15-29 female 0.24
SWB childless women 0.215*
aged 15-29 married 0.178
childless 0.171*
T aged 30-44 0.157**
non-married childless 0.155
aged 30-64 male 0.135*
aged 65plus male 0.123
married male 0.121*
parent of under 16s 0.116
aged 30-64 non-married 0.115
men 0.102*
childless men 0.099
fathers 0.096
aged 15-29 parent 0.082
aged 15-29 0.076
non-married 0.074
whole sample 0.067*
. married 0.067
medium aged 65plus childless 0.066
. non-married female 0.065
aged 65plus married 0.061
non-married male 0.058
aged 15-29 childless 0.051
married parents 0.042
age 30-64 married 0.042
aged 65plus 0.04
parent 0.035*
women 0.033
aged 65plus parent 0.027
aged 15-29 non-married 0.024
aged 30-64 female 0.021
aged 30-64 parent 0.021
. aged 65plus non-married 0.02
l« aged 45-64 0.008*
parent of 16s and older -0.002
_ non-married parents -0.003
Strongest negative married female -0.004
relationship between  mothers -0.023*
civic engagement and  aged 65plus female -0.036
SwB aged 15-29 male -0.064

*** indicates significance of the respective intetian / main effect at p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, anpl <

0.05.
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Table 37: List of b coefficients for socialising (QS)

Strongest positive
relationship between
socialising and SWB

T

medium

Strongest negative

relationship between
socialising and SWB

aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 male
non-married female
aged 15-29 childless
aged 65plus parent
non-married parents
aged 15-29

aged 65plus female
aged 65plus married
aged 65plus
non-married

aged 15-29 parent
mothers

aged 65plus male
non-married male
women

aged 15-29 female

aged 30-64 female
married female

parent of 16s and older
non-married childless
whole sample

aged 65plus non-married
childless women
parent of under 16s
aged 45-64

aged 30-64 parent
aged 30-64 non-married
childless

childless men

married parents
married

men

fathers

age 30-64 married
parent

aged 30-44

married male

aged 30-64 male
married childless

aged 65plus childless
aged 15-29 married
aged 30-64 childless

0.388**
0.339**
0.315*
0.307
0.306*
0.298***
0.286*
0.286*
0.279*
0.252*
0.247***
0.236
0.235
0.228*
0.227
0.220*
0.206
0.201*
0.195
0.188
0.179
0.162***
0.159
0.153
0.149*
0.144
0.143*+*
0.142
0.133*
0.133
0.132*
0.117*
0.110**
0.109
0.101*
0.094
0.077
0.074
0.027
0.003*
-0.008
-0.036
-0.042

*** indicates significance of the respective intetian / main effect at p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, anp <

0.05.
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It is noteworthy that there are very few signifitameraction terms of the specific SC
facet trust resulting in little empirical supporf the respective hypotheses. Only
hypothesis 14, 20, and 38 could be supported wighdata, and only one of three did
sustain its significant finding through both OLSdanrdered logit analyses. The
particular interpretation of the stronger relatiopsbetween trust and SWB for parents
of under 16 year olds which this hypothesis dedth was given in chapter 6. On a
broader scale, however, the lack of significantiltssvith regard to slope heterogeneity
concerning trust means that this particular fadeS© — unlike socialising and civic

engagement — seems to matter to a very similariateed positive extent for all

subgroups in society. Almost everyone is equallyergatisfied with their life the more

they trust other people. The divergence of thettnusasure in this respect from the
other two kinds of SC in this study furthermoreiaades that the SC concept is indeed
multifaceted with distinct features. Consequenthe role of generalised trust as the
default “rough-and-ready indicator” of SC (Halpe2Q05: 34) may need to be re-

examined.

Nonetheless, the many significant findings espBcidbr socialising and civic
engagement provoke the follow-up question of howtfe nature of SC, e.g. the
socialising experience itself, differs between sohgs, e.g. young non-married and
middle aged married people. Surely, these exchamageslace in a different life course
context which affects the role they play for pegpBWB. Thus, informal SC for young
non-married people is perhaps of a superior qualiterms of its effect on SWB. An
alternative explanation would be that SC is simgfiynore paramount importance for
people in certain life situations, e.g. socialisingone’s formative years, especially if
one is not married. The section on future resedretow will make appropriate
suggestions to explore these issues further. Famstever, the theoretical framework
that was developed as the basis of the aforemetianalyses will be revisited in more
detail in the following section (9.1.2), as it pides important clues to explain the cited

phenomena.

In sum, the empirical chapters revealed interesfindings with regard to slope
heterogeneity in the social context of SWB acrdss subgroups studied here. At
opposite ends of the scale, some subgroups shoyvstemg positive relationships,
while others show non-associations or even negatins. \What both extremes have in
common, though, is their crucial deviation from #anple mean, which makes such an
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analysis valuable and casts doubt on the simpiiinawhich the sample averages
entail. Given such promising initial results, thissertation may hopefully spark a wave
of research on SWB which provides more nuance@msiinto its specific correlates
for societal subgroups in a variety of differenbtaxts. In the end, we should be able to
flesh out which factors in relation to SWB are aafiological constants, and which

ones are culturally and sub-culturally relative.

9.1.2 Developing theoretical frameworks

Perhaps as a consequence of a more applied intarélsé correlates of happiness,
combined with the often interdisciplinary nature afvestigations, theoretical
foundations have played only a subordinate rolgpast SWB research. Besides the
main objective of the dissertation as outlinedhe preceding section, the diagnosed
preference of existing studies to emphasise enapirfimdings rather than theory
therefore forms the basis of the second aim ofttiesis. Given the under-theorisation
of the SWB research field, which some have cridjsit appears crucial for future
research in this area to do a better job at comweaxisting findings in order to
formulate broader narratives. A stronger emphasistrbe laid on the development of
theoretical frameworks that guide the developmenhypotheses and the empirical

analyses.

To overcome such weaknesses, the first step indissertation in chapter 2 was to
review a number of diverse theoretical approachas ¢an be usefully applied to the
study of the social context of SWB. The approacteegge from Durkheim’s early
assertion that social connectedness is benefioiahdiman beings to more recent and
comprehensive theories from sociology and psycholdbe stress-buffering model and
the main-effect model by Cohen & Wills, for instanoutline ways in which SC may
lead to higher SWB. Similarly, the Social Produstleunction theory discusses how SC
brings confirmation and affection which may imprdi¥e satisfaction. Such approaches
are complemented by other scholars’ attempts tasfan the extrinsic value of SC,
such as Lin’s network theory of SC. Crucially, ttepter also elaborated on a strand of
literature on bad SC, to which this dissertation aso make a significant contribution

(see section 9.1.3).
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In the light of the findings of slope heterogeneitythe relationship between SC and
SWB, the aforementioned theoretical mechanismsbeareaffirmed while at the same
time some of them can be qualified. More precisglas postulated that having social
relationships was a basic human need. While thigeneral is supported by the
subgroup analyses in this dissertation, the theaurgt be qualified in the sense that not
all kinds of social relationships seem to be iraifve relationship with well-being for
all groups of society. For instance, middle aged nvbo socialise much are hardly any
more satisfied with their lives than those who mes@cialise. This casts new light on
general postulates such as the one about SC béiagi@ahuman need. At the very least,
it can be assumed that perhaps different kinds®t&n be substituted for each other,
which would be an interesting avenue for furthesesech. Similarly, while most
subgroups may well benefit from SC as a buffer regjaihe side effects of increasing
modernisation (e.g. individualisation and its negatomponents such as loneliness),
for the subgroup of middle aged men this buffernseeainnecessary or at least
ineffective. For a more detailed assessment of #h@ementioned theoretical
mechanisms and their relation to each subgroupehery more (especially qualitative)
data would be required, as the precsisgy in which SC is perceives a benefit by the
respondents cannot conclusively be inferred from ltdrge-scale survey data used in
this thesis.

Perhaps more important than the reinforcement alifgpation of existing theories on
the effect of SC on SWB, though, is that at theebraf each empirical chapter a
theoretical framework was developed from which reyotheses were drawn. These
frameworks were specific to the societal subgrosipslied in the respective chapters
(although some overlap between chapters can balfo&or instance, the existence of
gender differences in the relationship between $@ 8&WB in chapter 4 was
hypothesised on the basis of socialisation themig-identity theory, and other factors
resulting from the differing life situations thatemand women tend to find themselves
in. Similarly, socio-emotional selectivity theorpdathe differing role context in which
the accumulation of SC takes place across thecbigrse led to the anticipation of
varying slopes in the relationship under study s€@ge groups in chapter 5.

As the empirical findings on slope heterogeneitgt Hre range of hypotheses for which
empirical support could be gathered demonstrate theoretical perspectives
formulated in this dissertation proved largely fiwli It does indeed seem that one’s
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gender, marital status, parental status, and ageatronly associated with profound
changes regarding onelsvels of SC and SWB. Also, the statisticaeélationship
between the two concepts varies substantially actiegse four categories by which

society can be divided.

In addition, there is another way in which thisseidation can advance theoretical
discussions. Indeed, a long standing debate irstloéal sciences centres around the
termshomo economicuand homo sociologicusBoth of them are models to explain

human behaviour. However, they each give very dffe reasons for why we act the

way we do. The first is more widespread in econgnaind rational choice theory. It

assumes that human beings behave according topifeéarences in order to maximise
utility. Hence, individuals’'revealed preferences,e. the things they docontain

sufficient information about what makes them hafgee e.g. Ng & Tseng, 2008).

By contrast, the homo sociologicus approach considaman action to be guided by
societal norms and expectatiois hus, homo sociologicus is motivated to act rather
order to fulfil role obligations which are assoe@twith positive or negative sanctions
by other members of society. Conformity to rolesl @ssociated norms becomes the
key motive of behaviour here, thereby decreasing ittmportance of individual
preferences in understanding how people act. Aaegrib this theory, people acquire
their personalities during the process of sociiisaas a result of societal expectations
(Dahrendorf, 1973 [1958]; Weale, 1992).

The empirical analyses performed in this dissematillow us to disentangle under
which circumstances either approach to explaininghdn behaviour may be more
promising. More precisely, comparing levels of € & particular subgroup with the
associated SWB gives important clues regarding appropriateness of the homo
sociologicus vs. the homo economicus concept irp#racular context. In other words,
the levels of SC as displayed in the descriptiagistics of each empirical chapter can
be understood as revealed preferences. If they alith the strength of an association
between SC and SWB, then it can be assumed thabthe economicus approach is a

fruitful one in the respective case. If, howevérere is a mismatch between revealed

% This view supports James Duesenberry’s (1960: ®B3rvation that: “Economics is all about how
people make choices [...] Sociology is all about ibay don't have any choices to make.”
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preferences and SWB associated with a particul@rityc then the homo sociologicus

model appears to be more appropriate.

An illustration of such an approach is given h@mbles 38 and 39 provide a ranking of
the levels of the two behaviour based types of @Gc(engagement and socialising) as
the revealed preferences. In a second step, tleegampared to the b-coefficients in
tables 36 and 37 from the previous sub-section.s€quently, tables 40 and 41
summarise whether there is a match or a mismattiebe levels of SC and the
strength of the association of that SC with SWBr #os purpose, three categories
containing an equal number of subgroup items armdd: high, medium, and low
levels of SC. These groups represent the upperjumedand lower third of the
distribution and are defined as formal SC of thkues below 1.24, 1.24 — 1.36, and
above 1.36, respectively. The corresponding sctimesnformal SC are 3.93, 3.93 —
4.15, and above 4.15. Likewise, three categorieghe relationship between SC and
SWB are formed based on the following sizes ofttleefficient for formal SC: low =
below 0.04, medium = between 0.04 and 0.099, agk hiabove 0.099. For informal
SC, these values are: low = below 0.133, mediunetwéen 0.133 and 0.227, and high
= above 0.227 (see tables 36 and 37). A matchdsuaal if high levels of SC coincide
with a large b coefficient, medium levels of SClwé medium b coefficient, and low

levels of SC with a small b coefficient.

Tables 40 (formal SC) and 41 (informal SC) illugtran interesting dichotomy with
regard to the homo economicus and homo sociologippsoach. Rather than uniformly
supporting one of them, the results indicate thatdrtain contexts and situations one
model or the other is more feasible. A number oélifngs from this study support the
homo economicus theory in that there is an ovdrktveen the descriptive level of SC
and the size of the coefficient. That is to sayt thair revealed preferences, i.e. how
often they do something, is in line with the stngf the slope for the SC SWB
relationship. Young, non-married people, for exampbp both tables for informal SC.
They show the highest levels of informal SC whemparing subgroups by age and
marital status in chapter 8.5 (4.95***), as wellthe strongest association between that
informal SC and SWB (b = 0.388**).
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Table 38: Descriptive levels of formal social capet as revealed preferences

i—|igh levels of SC

Medium levels of SC

Low levels of SC

aged 30-64 female
age 30-64 married
parent of under 16s
aged 30-44

aged 30-64 parent
married parents
married female
married

married male
mothers

aged 65plus married
women

parents

aged 45-64

fathers

aged 65plus male
parent of 16s and older
aged 65plus childless
aged 65plus
childless women
aged 65plus parent
aged 65plus female
whole sample

aged 30-64 male
non-married female
married childless
aged 65plus non-married
aged 30-64 childless
men

aged 30-64 non-married
non-married parents
childless

non-married
non-married childless
aged 15-29 childless
aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 female
childless men

aged 15-29

aged 15-29 male
non-married male
aged 15-29 married
aged 15-29 parent

1.5***
1.49%+*
1.47*
1.45*%
1.45%*
1.44%*
1.44%
1.42%**
1.41*
1.39*
1.39
1.38*
1.38*
1.37
1.36
1.36
1.35
1.35
1.34
1.34
1.34
1.33
1.31
13
1.30%**
1.29
1.27
1.24
1.24*
1.19
1.18*
1.16**
1.15%**
1.14%
1.08***
1.06***
1.04*
1.03***
1.02%+*
1.0***
0.98***
0.9**
0.75**

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

N.B. The t-test reflects the distinction dummy waaie (e.g. married men) vs. rest of the sample.
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Table 39: Descriptive levels of informal social cafal as revealed preferences

i—|igh levels of SC

Medium levels of SC

Low levels of SC

aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 childless
aged 15-29 male
aged 15-29

aged 15-29 female
non-married childless
childless men
childless women
childless

non-married male
non-married
non-married female
aged 65plus non-married
aged 65plus female
aged 65plus parent
aged 15-29 parent
aged 65plus
non-married parents
women

whole sample

men

aged 65plus male
aged 65plus married
aged 15-29 married
aged 65plus childless
married childless
mothers

parent of 16s and older
aged 30-64 non-married
parents

married female
married

aged 30-64 childless
fathers

aged 30-44

aged 30-64 female
married parents
married male

aged 45-64

aged 30-64 parent
parent of under 16s
aged 30-64 male

age 30-64 married

4.95%**
4.91%**
4.83***
4.78%**
4.73%**
4.65%**
4.49%*
4.48**
4.48**
4.46*
4.42%*
4.38
4.22
4.18
4.15
4.15
4.13
412
4.1
4.09
4.08
4.08
4.07
4.04
4.01
3.98
3.96
3.96***
3.93*
3.91%**
3.88***
3.86***
3.86*
3.85%**
3.85**
3.85%*+*
3.84%+*
3.83*+*
3.8***
3.8***
3.79%**
3.78***
3.77***

t-test for equality of means: *** g 0.001, p **< 0.01, p *< 0.05.

N.B. The t-test reflects the distinction dummy waaie (e.g. married men) vs. rest of the sample.
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Table 40: Comparing the results for formal social apital with regard to homo economicus vs.

sociologicus

Subgroups which are in the same category,
resulting in support for the honswonomicus
approach

Subgroups which are not in the same category,
resulting in support for the honsmciologicus
approach

Formal social capital

parent of under 16s
aged 30-44

married male

fathers

aged 65plus childless
aged 65plus
non-married female
non-married parents
aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 male

aged 30-64 female
age 30-64 married
aged 30-64 parent
married parents
married female
married

mothers

aged 65plus married
women

parents

aged 45-64

aged 65plus male
parent of 16s and older
childless women
aged 65plus parent
aged 65plus female
aged 30-64 male
married childless
aged 65plus non-married
aged 30-64 childless
men

aged 30-64 non-married
childless
non-married
non-married childless
aged 15-29 childless
aged 15-29 female
childless men

aged 15-29
non-married male
aged 15-29 married
aged 15-29 parent

N.B. For the detailed matching tables see Appendix.
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Table 41: Comparing the results for informal socialcapital with regard to homo economicus vs.

sociologicus

Subgroups which are in the same category,
resulting in support for the honswonomicus
approach

Subgroups which are not in the same category,
resulting in support for the honsmciologicus
approach

Informal social capital

aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 male

aged 15-29
non-married
non-married female
aged 65plus female
women

parent of 16s and older
aged 30-64 non-married
parents

married

aged 30-64 childless
fathers

married parents

married male

aged 30-64 male

age 30-64 married

aged 30-44

aged 15-29 childless
aged 15-29 female
non-married childless
childless men
childless women
childless
non-married male
aged 65plus non-married
aged 65plus parent
aged 15-29 parent
aged 65plus
non-married parents
men

aged 65plus male
aged 65plus married
aged 15-29 married
aged 65plus childless
married childless
mothers

married female

aged 30-64 female
aged 45-64

aged 30-64 parent
parent of under 16s

N.B. For the detailed matching tables see Appendix.

An even larger number of subgroups, however, (@stl@ccording to this particular

categorisation) support the homo sociologicus apgro Here, there is no overlap

between what people do (levels of SC) and how theity is associated with SWB.

These subgroups can be assumed to accumulate S€roig obligations rather than to

maximise their own utility. This is particularly gmounced e.g. for mothers. Although
they show the highest levels of civic engagemerdliosubgroups in chapter 8.1, they
have a negative association between such formali@CSWB. Such findings seem

confusing at a first glance, as it does not seermake sense that mothers would

volunteer so much if this is not associated witlrenut even slightly less) well-being.

However, the homo sociologicus approach which Igygitd societal norms in shaping

human behaviour can resolve the confusion. Thusthen® do not participate in

voluntary work to maximise their own utility (or bast they do not participaie the
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particular kind of voluntary work which would increase their perabutility). Instead,
their activities seem to be more of a result ofrtisecietal role. In Osborne et al.’s
(2009: 221) in-depth interviews, for instance, neothevaluated their involvement in
parenting based groups as “normal and inevital/dSo, they allegedly suffer from
feelings of guilt when neglecting their family ressibilities due to civic engagement
since they frequently have to ‘juggle’ several fgnand work-related responsibilities
(ibid.).

Finally, it should be noted that this categorisatixd homo economicus vs. sociologicus
subgroups is far from definite or inevitable. Faample, it is oriented towards relative
values rather than absolute ones, and not all reatehtables 40 and 41 are based on
significant interaction terms. Hence, alternatiablés with absolute values and only
significant matches could be produced and discus€amhsequently, a different
classification in one high vs. one low group, oorg absolute levels of SC and
coefficient sizes would bring about a differentulesHowever, the procedure shall
serve as a first demonstration of the fruitfulneEsuch an approach without discussing

the relative merits of possible detailed specifara at length.

In sum, the categorisation and subsequent mataonigpdeed demonstrate the strong
potential of SWB research to advance long-standiegretical debates in the social
sciences. At the end of the day, this dissertatommitted substantial parts to
theoretical development with promising results. ther research could take these
approaches as a starting point for on-going refer@mMoreover, it seems appropriate
that future studies in the field of SWB researchtirely start out from sound
theoretical foundations. Such a procedure promigesdisciplinary enrichment for the
various disciplines involved, as all of them haweeful theoretical frameworks to

contribute.

9.1.3 Advancing the debate on social capital

Although much of this conclusion focuses on howeagsh on SWB can be advanced,
important implications regarding the second conaemter study, namely SC, should
not be forgotten. Chapters 2.2 and 2.3 discusseditdrature on this topic in detail. A
detailed presentation of the state of the knowlealgehe history and measurement of
SC eventually led to the formulation and operatiisation of the SC indicators used in
this dissertation: trust, civic engagement, andatising.
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The aforementioned chapters furthermore illustréted the majority of research on SC
has focused on the positive attributes of the gothcmncluding that those who have
more of it are more likely to be “housed, healthiyed and happy” (Woolcock, 2001:
12). A number of alternative studies, however, wpresented to demonstrate the
downsides of SC. According to this school of thau@C may be associated with a
range of negative outcomes. Bourdieu (1986), fataince, claimed that the main
purpose of SC is for privileged groups to excludees and to maintain existing
societal hierarchies. Likewise, Woolcock & Naray@®00: 231) have described the
nature of SC as a “double-edged sword” that maye haositive as well as negative

outcomes.

In order to contribute to progress in this longasiag debate, this thesis investigated
under which circumstances, more precisely: for Wisabgroup and which kind of SC,
SC is associated (more) positively or negativelthvBWB? Consequently, a look at
tables 35 to 37 illustrates that for a number dfggaups, e.g. middle aged and childless
people,formal SC is very strongly and positively related to SWBh the other hand,
for mothers there was a slightly negative relatgmsbetween the two concepts.
Similarly, informal SC is very strongly and positively associated wsw/B among
young and non-married people, while a non-associais found for married and

childless people.

The ambivalent outcomes of SC for the various sulgog presented here enable a
refinement of the opposing views of SC. More pregisthe quoted downsides of SC,
such as exclusion of outsiders, excess claims @upgmembers, restrictions on
individual freedom, and downward levelling normsg(ePortes, 1998; Portes &
Landolt, 1996), may be felt more heavily by certaibgroups such as mothers. Role-
identity approaches discussed in this thesis stighas the accumulation of SC takes
places in different contexts, which overall seemfdve a decisive effect on the SWB

related to it.

Finally, a distinction was proposed in this thebmstween internal/family SC and
external SC. It is proposed that such a distincii@ke its way into future research in
this area, as it has been successfully appliedhig dissertation. In particular, it was
argued that the quality of ties and the logic whgverns social relationships is

different between one’s family vs. non-family memheA related question that could
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be explored further in the future is whether widgard to SWB, informal SC in the
form of socialising can be some kind of replacenfentiacking family relationships.
Analysing SC in such a context of family studiesuldo add to the theoretical

development of the concept.

9.14 Revisiting the relationship between gender and patteood with

subjective well-being

It was noted at the beginning of this thesis, andng) the more detailed review of the
‘correlates of happiness’ in chapter 2.1 in patéicuhat the existing evidence regarding
some explanatory variables in SWB research is quited. More precisely, it remains
controversial how gender and parenthood are agedcwith SWB. In particular, the

often cited finding of a negative or non-associati@tween having children and SWB

regularly cause bewilderment among lay audiences.

As a result, this dissertation took a more nuarncek at these questions by performing
a more complex analysis of these bivariate relatigpgs that takes into account
interactions with the third variable SC - in fait, three facets. The procedure allows
distinguishing under which (SC) circumstances gelaael parenthood have what kind

of statistical relationship with life satisfaction.

Chapter 4 on gender and chapter 6 on parentalsstatiwell as the various sub-
distinctions of chapter 8, indeed brought to ligiteresting results in this regard. The

regressions mainly revealed that:

- When never socialising at all men are more satisfMth their lives than
women, while among those people who socialise daimen are more
satisfied. Meanwhile, under the condition of sasiafj once a week, there are
no gender differences regarding SWB.

- Men who experience moderate levels of civic engaggnare more satisfied
than women, while women are more satisfied at katreme ends of the formal
SC scale.

- When not volunteering at all, parents are moressati with their lives than
childless people. At high levels of formal SC, heee childless people are

more satisfied than parents.
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- Parents of under-16 year olds are more satisfi¢l their lives than parents of
older children and childless people, while the regas true at higher levels of
the trust scale.

These findings indicate that the relationship betwegender and parenthood,
respectively, with SWB is not as straightforwarchgsositive or a negative one. Instead,
this dissertation has drawn attention to the sociahtext in which people find
themselves. Whether they socialise a lot or notlhat whether they are civically
engaged, and whether they trust others around theannumber of cases affects the

relationship between gender and parental statusSWB.

9.1.5 Towards a Sociology of Happiness

At the start of this dissertation it was noted thaile the study of SWB has become
widespread in psychology and economics, it is yet) (@ popular topic in sociology. To
counteract the criticised negligence of SWB in slagy this dissertations aims to make
a contribution to an evolving Sociology of Happisief does so by investigating a
number of social correlates of SWB that are nop$ymeducible to economic factors or
individual psychological processes. Furthermorél, perhaps more importantly, several
sociological theories are fruitfully applied in shiissertation to overcome the problem
of under-theorisation in happiness research. Hetiig, thesis is also a case study to
show a) what could be the contribution of socioldgythe expanding ‘science of
happiness’ especially by addressing current blipokss as well as b) what that new
research field on SWB has to offer in order to aeasociology. The analysis of the
association between SC and SWB that was perforreegl is therefore an illustrative
example of how to connect sociological theory wathpirical research on happiness.
Consequently, this dissertation serves as a denadiost of win-win situations between

sociology and happiness research.

In sum, the ‘new science of happiness’ can deliveich-needed empirical tests of
sociological theories. At the same time, sociolabtbeory can be a significant gain for
the rather empirically-oriented research field VB The gains for the happiness
literature from this sociological investigation particular were that new insights into
the social context of well-being (i.e. variationg bender, age, parental status, and

marital status) were found. More importantly, théedings can be fruitfully linked to
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broader sociological narratives, e.g. of the lideirse perspective, gender socialisation
theory, socio-emotional selectivity theory, anceraentity theory. It was demonstrated
here how these theories can be used to formulatable hypotheses with regard to
SWAB, in particular about the changing societal Hamatext for various subgroups and
its significant implications for the relationshiptiveen SC and SWB. At the same time,
this study has shown how SWB research can offer pewapectives and approaches on
long-standing theoretical debates in the socialers@s like regarding homo

sociologicus vs. economicus.

Such sociological approaches as the one demortsirathis dissertation would indeed
lend themselves to further empirical application&WB research. For instance, studies
could investigate the association between incomeairtemployment, or marital status,
etc.) and SWB from a life course perspective, acgender lines, etc. Sociology can in
turn benefit from SWB research as a test for theremhentioned theories in a new
context: For instance, happiness research can lrenamative method of studying the

suitability of the homo sociologicus vs. economiousdel in different settings.

Thus, the potential for a Sociology of Happinesshiere, and it is increasingly being
exploited. Valuable emerging approaches to consectological theory with SWB
include Brockmann’s analysis of age and SWB (20%@)dies of postmodern values
and SWB by Delhey (2010), or Inglehart & Welzel @30 as well as the many
contributions by Veenhoven. In fact, according e fatter author, studies on life
satisfaction and happiness address questions ithadt Ithe heart of sociology, as
“subjective wellbeing is both an outcome of socsgktems and a factor in their
functioning. As such the subject belongs to the drsiness of sociology” (Veenhoven,
2008: 58). Finally, George (2010) recently claimiedhave identified four groups of
evolving theoretical schools in SWB research: @ipancy theories, social comparison,
strategic investments of resources, the sociatifatesion of SWB, and the social
indicators perspective. These five classificatioas be considered to contain (at least

partly) a sociological argumentation.

Many sociological classics were indeed already nakubtle statements about SWB in
their works, even though they did not explicitlyllca by this name. In particular,
Durkheim examined the relationship between so@hksion and anomie, while Comte
argued that ‘bonheur was the final reference pdmt Positivism, and Simmel
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considered individualism as a foundation of hapgsnéGlatzer, 2000; Veenhoven,
2000). Furthermore, while a concerted sociologmaispective on SWB is still to be
developed, a small number of sub-disciplines weye gy to look at least at some
aspects of subjective indicators on well-being heirt respective areas, such as job
satisfaction in the sociology of work, or maritaltisfaction in the sociology of the
family (Veenhoven, 2008). Similarly, there is a den tradition in sociology of
empirical social indicators research, see for imstaa recent contribution by Noll &
Weick (2010). The latter school of thought is alsstitutionalised in the International
Sociological Association’s Research Committee 55Sowial Indicators, or the more
recently founded Happiness Study Group in the Sritbociological Association, as
well as the Well-Being and Health Research Groupeatiniversity of Leicester.

In conclusion, a new research field called ‘PositRsychology’ has been established at
the end of the last century to complement the staflymental illness with the
investigation of positive outcomes, such as weihpgSeligman & Csikszentmihalyi,
2000). In this vein, it could be the time for a SRtve Sociology’, too: a science that
studies the social context of well-being at therovevel, and the determinants of ‘the
good society’ at the macro-level. The particulantdbution of sociology to happiness
research would be a thorough examination of théakdactors associated with well-
being, firmly rooted in sociological theory and wvsb empirical investigation.
Moreover, even critical constructivist approachesnf sociology could successfully be
applied to the study of happiness to examine uyithgrimechanisms (see e.g. Frawley,
2010). Finally, the vast majority of empirical rasgh on SWB has been quantitative.
Sociological research in other areas has resorbed trich array of qualitative
methodologies such as ethnographies and in-depghviews, which could be applied
to this field of QOL study. They would make an imgamt contribution to current blind
spots in the SWB literature, particularly by explgrthe precise mechanisms according

to which certain well-documented quantitative clates influence well-being.

9.2 Limitations

The limitations of this study should be pointed.cdthe first one is, as is the case with
all correlational analyses, rooted in the issuecaisation. This investigation cannot
establish whether higher levels of SC cause higifeesatisfaction or vice versa. Two

criteria of causation are fulfilled: a statistiGasociation was found between the two
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concepts, and a lack of spuriousness was ensurishisa to the extent in which certain
standard control variables were included in thelyses. The third criterion of
causation, temporal precedence, however, is ungigan that the ESS has a one-shot
design rather than a longitudinal one. Answerinchsa causal question was not the aim
of this dissertation, though. Rather than finding what causes what, the objective of
this thesis was to examine slope heterogeneitiggrassociation between two variables.
Furthermore, chapter 2.3 discussed previous lodigid research that has found causal
effects in both directions but mainly from SC to B\gee e.g. Meier & Stutzer, 2008;
Thoits & Hewitt, 2001). The primary perspectiveterms of theory and interpretation
that is taken and discussed in this thesis is f&nto SWB. Whenever remarks on

causality appear in this thesis, they are mad@emasis of such prior findings.

If one was to consider the results found here fram equally plausible ‘reverse
causality’ perspective from SWB to SC, then it cbide concluded, for instance
regarding chapter 8.1, that a possible self-se@leathechanism which makes satisfied
people more likely to volunteer does not apply totmers. Instead, members of this
subgroup seem to participate in community life rdigss of a more or less satisfied
nature. However, while outcomes in that other dioecare acknowledged, this study
discusses mainly the implications for a theoretmaispective from SC to SWB based
on the professional consensus that “most researcitev agree that social ties have a
salutary effect on mental health and psychologiegll-being” (Kawachi & Berkman,
2001: 459).

Second, one aim of this paper was to end the widadpgeneralisation in the SWB
literature of the mechanism between SC and SWBefdire national populations. It
could of course still be argued that men or womenthemselves are a very
heterogeneous group that ought not to be treatednasentity. For instance, some
women are in employment, some are housewives; s$ookeafter children, others do
not. However, there is a rather practical issua afiminishing sample size and thus
external validity the more specific and smaller ttespective subgroups become.
Moreover, this study shall serve as an importantititial step towards a more fine-
tuned understanding of the mechanisms influendiegatell-being of certain subgroups
of society. Thus, the promising results present@ mope to spark further debate and

research.
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Third, it is obvious that the explanatory, as wadl the response variable are self-
reported like in many other social science surtediss. Thus, they may suffer from a
response bias if a respondent tends to give sysitaityg high (or medium or low)

values by default on each variable. This is, howeseproblem that concerns much
social science research that is based on survegsthere is yet no reliable way to

objectivelymeasure either SWB or SC.

Fourth, the survey used in this paper containgif@mation whether volunteers occupy
a senior or subordinate position in their civicamggation. Given the hypothesised role
of inequalities with regard to gender differencese(chapter 4), future surveys should
routinely include such items in order to test thesumnption that inequalities are
reproduced in civic engagement, as this could hawetrimental impact on some
volunteers’ well-being. Also, it may be promisirggexamine whether civic engagement
in certain types of associations is more benefimaSWB than in others, and who
precisely people socialise with. In this regard, rida-Howell et al. (2009) have
conducted a promising in-depth study among oldeitadvith the interesting finding
that aspects of the volunteer experience, e.gatheunt of involvement, adequacy of
training, and on-going support, also influence Hawan individual benefits from civic
engagement in terms of feeling “better off’ due wolunteering. It would be

advantageous if such items were more often inclinledrveys about SC.

9.3 Further research

A range of proposals for future work in this areault from the approach outlined in
this dissertation. The successful demonstratiosiage heterogeneity in the relationship
between SC and SWB calls for an extension of theshod to other well-established
correlates of happiness. For instance, it couldniestigated further how far people
differ when it comes to the relationship betweenriage, unemployment, or income
with SWB — in addition to the few existing studi@s some of these aspects quoted in
chapter 2.4. Likewise, other subgroups need tdumies! in relation to the link between
SC and SWB that was examined in this dissertasoch as different ethnic groups,
migrants vs. natives, or distinctions by employmstatus, education, socio-economic
status, and religious affiliation. Going beyondratary happiness formula consisting of
a number of variables for a whole nation (or indédesl human race), such a strategy

could be promising to disentangle the question bfctv particular variables have a
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stronger effect on the SWB of which particular stali subgroup. Similarly, cross-
national differences in the correlates of SWB cdoddmore strongly examined using
this method?® Finally, further variables apart from SC couldtbsted in the context of
parenthood and gender to elaborate on their respeelationship with SWB using

third variables.

Future studies which also examine subgroups cofudhermore, resort to the
sociological theories that were successfully applie this dissertation to examine
subgroup differences. In doing so, future work ngagdually solve the problem of
under-theorisation in happiness research, andgerahtheories relevant for well-being
could be successfully connected to enrich this mamb area of investigation.

Sociology, and the social sciences in general,isanrn benefit more strongly from
SWB research in the future as a test for theirrieeoFor instance, studies that compare
levels of an activity (as people’s revealed prefees) with the associated SWB
coefficients can be an innovative method to stubg suitability of the homo
sociologicus vs. economicus concept in differettiregs, as demonstrated in this thesis.
Such a method allows for exploring in which sitaat and life domains people act in
order to maximise their own well-being, and in whaituations they comply with the
norms dictated by societal roles. This method dlaminate the long-standing debate

about the differindMenschenbildefconceptions of man) in the social sciences.

In addition, the preceding sections have repeategien an indication, where
appropriate, about what further research could¥olbn from a) the limitations of this
study, as for instance in the case of the suggesticexamine volunteers’ position in
organisational hierarchies when looking at the tr@ship with SWB, or further
experimental and longitudinal work to examine cétigaand b) a distinctively
sociological approach to studying SWB. The latteludes a stronger focus on the
social correlates of SWB, as well as more qualiéatind constructivist methodologies
in this research area. Furthermore, an extensidhisfanalysis to other countries and
other variables in addition to life satisfactiong(ehappiness, optimism, affect balance)

%6 |nitial findings that show the potential of thimd of inquiry indicate that, for instance, ineqtyals
associated with lower SWB in Europe but not the (Afsina et al., 2004). See also Helliwell et al.
(2010) and Delhey (2010) for related studies on dtwss-national similarities and differences in the
correlates of SWB.
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is desirable to explore the generalisability of thelings, as well as to compare the

characteristics and correlates of different lefichaide SWB variables.

Promising results about slope heterogeneity, ealgaoncerning civic engagement
and socialising provoke the follow-up question abitve precise mechanisms at play
here. Further (ideally qualitative and quantitatiwerk is necessary to understand how
far the nature of SC, e.g. the socialising expeegdiself, differs across subgroups, e.g.
between young non-married and middle aged marriedplp. Such interpersonal
exchanges take place in a different life coursedesdrwith differing results in terms of
SWB. Informal SC for young non-married people maydi a ‘better quality’ with
regard to life satisfaction. An alternative hypatiseto test in this context is that SC is
simply of a higher importance for people in certhfa situations, e.g. socialising in
one’s youth and old age, especially if one is natriad. Future research should also
look at the characteristics of the people that sedpnts socialise with, especially in
comparison to the respondents’ own characteristgsfor example, the effect of
bonding SC different from bridging SC, and does vWaeation play out differently
across subgroups? What role and importance do mdspts attach to socialising in
young, middle, and old age, respectively? Suchtgrescould get at the heart of the
mechanisms that this dissertation revealed, andhwihicould only describe based on

the statistical findings and theories.
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Figure 36: Phases and features of the Transition @je. (Source: Hopson & Adams, 1976).
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Finally, Hopson & Adams (1976) have drawn attentionthe development of well-
being over time following a life event, such asitgkup volunteering (see figure 36).
Their model illustrates how the well-being of apasdent may fluctuate over a few
months in relation to new circumstances. While fingt few months of taking up
voluntary work may be very enjoyable and are term&the “honeymoon phase”, they
are very likely to be followed by some sort of isvhose outcome may either be
quitting the activity, a partial recovery, or alftécovery with new confidence. Hence,
their approach suggests that the mediating varidlsie’ can be factored into the
relationship between formal SC and SWB. From th& E3ta it is not known which
phase of the cycle those respondents who did speng time in civic engagement
were in when the interview took place. Consequentlywould be an interesting
question for further longitudinal research to skeéhere are differences between the
subgroups studied here regarding their SWB inimglato SC over time. The results

brought forward by this thesis suggest to a cedanree that differences may exist.

9.4 Policy implications

This dissertation is concerned with the correlatds subjectively reported life

satisfaction. Are there any links between such rheavour and government policy?
Can such analyses be used to inform politiciand, slrould happiness be the aim of
public policy at all? While this concluding chapter being written, an increasing
number of initiatives are exploring such issuesniMaf them now appear to answer

those questions in a positive manner.

As indicated in the introduction to this thesiss tiK Office for National Statistics has
been commissioned by the Prime Minister to inclosasures of SWB in their surveys.
In a similar manner, the OECD is currently workomga handbook for measuring SWB
within its Global Project for Measuring the Progre$ Societies. The latter initiative is
trying to be a reference point for the current deb@n measuring and assessing the
progress of societies, which was taken up and diegblby the Stiglitz Commission (see
introduction). In many countries, national roundégsbare being created to explore anew
the role of well-being indicators for public policguch as the German Parliamentary
Commission on Growth, Prosperity, and Quality ofeLiThe European Commission

has similarly issued a report on measuring progditgésgond GDP” (see Kroll, 2010).
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Such projects are in line with calls by many SWBeachers who have proposed that
surveys on people’s SWB should play a more impontalle in policymaking (see e.g.
Diener et al., 2009; Diener & Seligman, 2004; Dataral., 2011; Dolan & White, 2007;
Halpern, 2010; Kroll, 2011; Layard, 2005; Veenhqv2@02). One major idea in this
school of thought is that the ‘science of happihissable to filter out the correlates, and
ideally even the determinants, of higher SWB. Ituldothen be up to governments to
take up the clues and foster the explanatory viesalm the population, resulting in
higher overall well-being. Supporters of the useSWB measures in public policy
indeed declare that “currently available resultggast that those interested in
maximizing society’s welfare should shift their eattion from an emphasis on
increasing consumption opportunities to an emphasigncreasing social contacts”
(Kahneman & Krueger, 2006: 22). Following this Ingiostering SC in society would
be a desirable goal for public polityOthers have argued that the task is much more
complex, as causality in many areas of well-beggat entirely straightforward. And
even if the direction of causation was always ¢laaother issue is whether government
policy would be able to improve our happiness, betler we would even want it to do
so (Bartram, 2011b).

In any case, increasing the opportunities for $@iahange and volunteering does form
the basis of the current UK Government’'s Big Sgcagenda. These goals are related
to the Prime Minister’s interpretation of the ekigtresearch evidence that people who
feel engaged are happier (see quotation in thedattory chapter). This dissertation
was able to qualify such policy conclusions in mmportant manner. While it was true
for many (indeed most) subgroups that SC is paditiassociated with SWB, there
were considerable differences in terms of the gtlerof the relationship. More
importantly, for some subgroups there was a nooesason, while for mothers in the
UK civic engagement was even negatively associatétl life satisfaction. The
regression analyses showed that a shift from niw @mgagement to volunteering at

least weekly is on average associated with a deenealife satisfaction which equals a

" It must be added here that — despite the widedpbeamefits of SC and emphasis on them in the
literature — an often omitted idea in this contiextinder which conditions the accumulation of Sketa
place. The ‘contact hypothesis’ (Allport, 1954)tivis regard suggests that if social ties are foroedier
favourable conditions then positive outcomes follddowever, if the encounter takes place under
unfavourable conditions, such as competition faoteces, then negative outcomes such as increased
prejudice and stereotyping follow from it (ibidAnother negative outcome of policy measures that ai

to increase SC, in particular volunteering, is thatatives which resort to external incentivesyntaowd

out people’s intrinsic motivation for doing so (Frel997). Therefore, a “challenge is in being able
understand under which institutional conditionswitéry work remains rewarding in itself” (Meier &
Stutzer, 2008: 56).
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pay cut of £870 per month (while for childless wantbe figure was an increase by
£8,144). Thus, pushing mothers - who have the Bighaes of volunteering already
compared with other groups - towards more voluntewyk with a policy agenda might
therefore make them even less satisfied with tess. In sum, more nuanced policy
interventions for specific target groups are needsdopposed to a one-size-fits-all

approach.

So how, for instance, could the ‘motherhood pehalig overcome and civic
engagement be made enjoyable for mothers, too? Aftethere was no difference
between fathers and childless men in the relatipnbbtween formal SC and SWB,
meaning that the benefits that men reap from thieic engagement seem unaffected by
parenthood. Two solutions are possible: The shwnttsolution would be to introduce
more flexible and family-friendly patterns of vobeering in order to allow mothers to
combine their family responsibilities with civic gagement. The long-term solution,
however, would be to work towards a more equal gerdentity that shares the burden
of family responsibilities between men and women more even-handed manner. This
way, mothers would be less likely to have a guiltyscience if they spend an evening

at the community centre or the running club.

All in all, critics of the use of SWB data in publpolicy doubt that - at present -
findings can be translated directly into actionsgoyernments. They argue that for this
to become possible, studies would first have t&€e‘tento account [...] the diversity of
communities and their values” (Duncan, 2010: 17His dissertation made an initial
but important step towards reaching such an amisitgoal. It will hopefully inspire
more research in a similar vein, so that if goventa are determined to go ahead with
using SWB data as a basis for policymaking thegaasing the best possible evidence.
The population’s well-being would benefit from it.
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Appendix

Table 42: Matching the levels of formal social capal and the coefficients

High levels of social capital

aged 30-64 female
age 30-64 married
parent of under 16s
aged 30-44

aged 30-64 parent
married parents
married female
married

married male
mothers

aged 65plus married
women

parents

aged 45-64

Large coefficient

aged 30-64 childless
married childless
aged 15-29 female
childless women
aged 15-29 married
childless

aged 30-44
non-married childless
aged 30-64 male
aged 65plus male
married male

parent of under 16s
aged 30-64 non-married
men

Medium levels

fathers

aged 65plus male
parent of 16s and older
aged 65plus childless
aged 65plus

childless women

aged 65plus parent
aged 65plus female
aged 30-64 male
non-married female
married childless

aged 65plus non-married
aged 30-64 childless
men

Medium coefficient

childless men
fathers

aged 15-29 parent
aged 15-29
non-married

married

aged 65plus childless
non-married female
aged 65plus married
non-married male
aged 15-29 childless
married parents

age 30-64 married
aged 65plus

Low levels

aged 30-64 non-married
non-married parents
childless

non-married
non-married childless
aged 15-29 childless
aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 female
childless men

aged 15-29

aged 15-29 male
non-married male

aged 15-29 married
aged 15-29 parent

Small coefficient

parent

women

aged 65plus parent
aged 15-29 non-married
aged 30-64 female
aged 30-64 parent

aged 65plus non-married
aged 45-64

parent of 16s and older
non-married parents
married female

mothers

aged 65plus female
aged 15-29 male

Italics = match normal style = mismatch
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Table 43: Matching the levels of informal social caital and the coefficients

High levels of social capital

aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 childless
aged 15-29 male

aged 15-29

aged 15-29 female
non-married childless
childless men

childless women
childless

non-married male
non-married
non-married female
aged 65plus non-married
aged 65plus female

Large coefficient

aged 15-29 non-married
aged 15-29 male
non-married female
aged 15-29 childless
aged 65plus parent
non-married parents
aged 15-29

aged 65plus female
aged 65plus married
aged 65plus
non-married

aged 15-29 parent
mothers

aged 65plus male

Medium levels

aged 65plus parent
aged 15-29 parent
aged 65plus
non-married parents
women

men

aged 65plus male
aged 65plus married
aged 15-29 married
aged 65plus childless
married childless
mothers

parent of 16s and older
aged 30-64 non-married

Medium coefficient

non-married male
women

aged 15-29 female
aged 30-64 female
married female

parent of 16s and older
non-married childless
aged 65plus non-married
childless women

parent of under 16s
aged 45-64

aged 30-64 parent

aged 30-64 non-married
childless

childless men

Low levels

parents

married female
married

aged 30-64 childless
fathers

aged 30-44

aged 30-64 female
married parents
married male

aged 45-64

aged 30-64 parent
parent of under 16s
aged 30-64 male
age 30-64 married

Small coefficient

married parents
married

men

fathers

age 30-64 married
parents

aged 30-44

married male

aged 30-64 male
married childless
aged 65plus childless
aged 15-29 married
aged 30-64 childless

Italics = match normal style = mismatch
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Table 44: Descriptive statistics of the control vaables

variable mean standard deviation min — max N
health 2.99 0.92 0-4 2393
monthly income (in _
£1,000) 1.502 1.07 0.02-7.45 1807
education in years 13.50 3.92 0-56 2362
religiosity 3.99 2.93 0-10 2388
variable frequency (%) N
parent 1643 (68.7 %) 2392
female 1257 (52.5 %) 2394
aged 15-29 514 (21.5 %) 2387
aged 30-64 1372 (57.5 %) 2387
aged 65+ 474 (19.9 %) 2387
married 1389 (58.4 %) 2380
single 604 (25.4 %) 2380
separated 46 (1.9 %) 2380
divorced 175 7.4 %) 2380
widowed 166 (7.0 %) 2380
unemployed 95 (4%) 2389
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Full wording of the social capital and subjectiveeli-being variables

Source: European Social Survey, 2006, Version@u&stionnaire,
http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org

Trust

Question A 8

Using this card, generally speaking, would you tkay most people can be trusted, or
that you can't be too careful in dealing with pe@dPlease tell me on a score of 0 to 10,
where 0 means you can't be too careful and 10 nthahsost people can be trusted.
00 You can't be too careful

011

022

033

04 4

055

06 6

077

08 8

099

10 Most people can be trusted

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer

Question A 9

Using this card, do you think that most people wdwy to take advantage of you if
they got the chance, or would they try to be fair?
00 Most people would try to take advantage of me
011

022

033

044

055

06 6

077

08 8

099

10 Most people would try to be fair

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer
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Question A 10

Would you say that most of the time people tryédelpful or that they are mostly
looking out for themselves?

00 People mostly look out for themselves
011

022

033

044

055

06 6

077

08 8

099

10 People mostly try to be helpful

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer

Civic engagement

Question E 1

In the past 12 months, how often did you get ingdlin work for voluntary or
charitable organisations?

01 At least once a week

02 At least once a month

03 At least once every three months
04 At least once every six months
05 Less often

06 Never

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer

Question E 3

And in the past 12 months, how often did you helfn wr attend activities organised in
your local area?

01 At least once a week

02 At least once a month

03 At least once every three months
04 At least once every six months
05 Less often

06 Never

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer
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Socialising

Question C 2

Using this card, how often do you meet sociallythvitiends, relatives or work
colleagues?

01 Never

02 Less than once a month
03 Once a month

04 Several times a month
05 Once a week

06 Several times a week
07 Every day

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer

Subjective well-being (life satisfaction)

Question B 24

All things considered, how satisfied are you witluylife as a whole nowadays? Please
answer using this card, where 0 means extremedatisfied and 10 means extremely
satisfied.

00 Extremely dissatisfied

011

022

033

04 4

055

06 6

077

088

099

10 Extremely satisfied

77 Refusal

88 Don't know

99 No answer
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