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Introduction

Happiness — adherence to traditional values or achieving wellbeing
Happiness levels remain constant despite increase in wealth (Easterlin, 1995)
Individual happiness related to income only to a limited extent (Kahneman et al., 2006)

Social aspects of life (being in a relationship, spending time with others) strongly related to happiness (Hellwell,
2006)

People who engage in social activities often are happier than those who do it infrequently (Lloyd and Auld, 2002)

“If money does not make you happy, consider time” (Aaker et al., 2011)




Satisfaction with life in general

Satisfaction with life in general, EVS 1999, weighted
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Attitudes: Importance of the family

Importance of the family, EVS 1999, weighted
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Attitudes: Importance of friends

Importance of friends, EVS 1999, weighted
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Spending time with friends

Frequency of spending time with friends, EVS 1999, weighted
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Satisfaction with life - social values and social interaction

importance of family (ref. very important)

quite important -0.62***
notimportant 1187 What context is it embedded in?
not at all important -1.37%**

importance of friends (ref. very important) Spending little time with others in an
quite important -0.28*** individualistic society would be less of a
not important -0.67%** penalty than doing that in a collectivistic
not at all important -1.10%*** society.

time with friends (ref. every week)

once/twice a month 0.30%** Similarly — attitudes reflect social norms,
few times a year P and are related to behavioural patterns.
not at all 21,37 %**

Intercept 7.31%**




Project background

What macro-level variables are often used to account for the contextual variables?
GDP pc, Gini index

Social inequality/ earnings disparity (Muffels, Skygor and Dingemans, 2012) matter for general happiness. But less
explicit when only wealthy countries analysed (Gundelach and Kreiner, 2004).

Focus: Attitudes towards social values (family and friends, social leisure), social relationships (Hellwell, 2006; Soons
and Kalmijn, 2009), general social support/ willingness to help others (Dunn et al., 2008).

Macro-level VARs in the context of which social relations are analysed should reflect the same area of life: patterns
of social interaction (norms and customs).




Time use diary

source: h2.scb.se

Diaryy | =tarting [ Ending | Main activey Farallel activiy VNRD Wt Whete/modd

person | time time Alone | pouse | =mall | Cther | e of ranport

id child | pers.

A 04:00 (0720 |[Sleep At home

a 0y:20 107480 | Shower At home

a Filtsll 08:30 | Had breakfast Fead newspaper My At home

a 08:30 | 08:40 |Walked to bhus A By foot

a 08:40 | 09:00 |Bustojob oF [ By bus

a 09:00 11120 | Paid wark oOF [ AL weark

a 11:20 11140 [Lunch bhreak: Talked with COF [ AL weark
treal colleaq.

a 11:60 |12:00 |[Lunch hreak: Talked with oF [ By foot
wrd |k colleaq.

a 12:00 [12:30 |[Lunch hreak: A By foot
wed |k

a 12:30 16:30 | Paid wark COF [ AL weark

a 16:30 |16:80 |Busto home Fead newwspaper | A By hus




TUS Behaviours: Social support & social life

Participation rate: selected social activities, HETUS
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TUS Behaviours: Social support & social life

Average total duration of time spent on social activities, HETUS
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TUS: Time spent with other people /data quality issue?

Average time spent alone/ with others in mins, HETUS
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Control: Duration of paid work

Average duration of paid work (HETUS)
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Method 1/2

Individual level variables
Importance of (1) Family; (2) Friends and acquaintances; (3) Leisure time.
Importance of leisure time activities: (4) Meeting nice people; (5) Doing as | want.

Perceived level possible social support: (6) “Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that
they are mostly looking out for themselves?’

(7) Social participation (participation in organizations)

(8) Frequency of spending time with friends

Control variables: (1) Employment status (dummy); (2) Age; (3) Gender; (4) Educational attainment; (5) Self-
reported health (controlling for bad health); (6) Relationship status




Method 2/2

Country-level variables

(1) Average time spent on informal help to other HH; (2) Participation rate in informal help to other HH;
(3) Average time spent in participatory activities; (4) Participation rate in participatory activities;

(5) Average time spent on visits and feasts; (6) Participation rate in visits and feasts;

(7) Average time spent on other social life; (7) Participation rate in other social life.

(8) Average time spent alone (excluding sleeping); (9) Average time spent with other adult member of the HH;
(10) Average time spent with other person from outside of the HH.

Control variables: (10) Mean duration of paid work; (11) GDP per capita?




Research questions

Association between wellbeing & social relations in the context of macro-level social behaviours

‘To be social seems to pay off in terms of happiness’ (Muffels, Skugor, Dingemans, 2012)

- How it pays off in societies with a general high average level of involvement in social/ participatory activities?
(participation rate + average duration)

- How it pays off in societies with dominating particular type of social/participatory activities (socializing vs
informal help)

- How it pays off in societies where people spend relatively more time with others vs ‘solitary’ societies




Aggregated: attitudes & subjective wellbeing

Importance of friends and subjective wellbeing, HETUS/ EVS
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Aggregated: behaviours & subjective wellbeing

Average time spent on social life and subjective wellbeing, HETUS/ EVS
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