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Abstract
The worrying decline of social capital (Putnam, 2000) areddisappointing trends of
subjective well-being (Easterlin, 1974) raise urgent tjoas for modern societies:
is the erosion of social capital a general feature of westenmeties or is it rather a
characteristic aspect of the American one? Is there aoaktip between the trends
of social capital and subjective well-being? The availabl&lence suggests that
two of the richest countries in the world, US and Great Bmitaire following nega-
tive and considerably different trends of social capital anbjective well-being than
other western societies. Present work provides furthelemde focusing on Luxem-
bourg. This country is characterized by peculiar economé gocial conditions: it
is the country with the highest GDP per capita in the worldrenthan 40% of its
population is composed by immigrants and about 50% of itsrlédrce is composed
by cross-borders. All these elements raise strives andotensvhich are common
to many European countries making Luxembourg an intergstise of study. Main
results of the present research are the following: 1. thei@n®f social capital is not
a legacy of the richest countries in the world; 2. betweer91&%d 2008, people in
Luxembourg experienced a substantial increase in almesy @voxy of social capi-
tal; 3. both endowments and trends of social capital andestitag well-being differ
significantly within the population. Migrants participdess in social relationships
and report lower levels of well-being; 4. the positive rielaship between trends of
subjective well-being and social capital found in prevititgsature is confirmed.
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1 Introduction

Ten years ago Putnam (2000) stired the American social ahticabdebate publishing a
detailed research on the evolution across the previous 86 y# several indicators of US
social capital (SC). The evidence he provided suggestsdimae 1970s, the American society

experienced a drop in social relationships and in its systieshared values and beliefs.

These findings raised a considerable debate involving thégaopinion as well as aca-
demics. Much of the subsequent research on SC concentmati@tbong evidence to support
or to contend this statement. Further research confirmedebkne of US SC, although not
as dramatically as Putnam claimed. A comprehensive revighioliterature is provided by
Stolle and Hooghe: (2004).

The decline of SC highlighted by Putnam raises an urgenttique®r modern societies:
is this erosion a general feature of western societies trasher a characteristic aspect of the
American one? The answer to this question is not straightfat. Although comparable long
time series data on SC in hon US societies are scarce (Artslaimdan, 2004, Van Oorschot
et al.,[2006), some recent contributions concerning Ew@opeends of SC suggest that coun-

tries are following various patterns (Morales, 2004, Ad2008, Sarracino, 2010).

Looking at trends between 1980 and 2002 from the WVS and thegean Social Survey
(ESS) Morales| (2004) concludes that it is not possible ttestdnether a clear increase or

decrease in general levels of SC, as proxied by membershipups and associations.

Adam (20083) uses trends of generalized trust and membadrskigluntary organizations
as proxies of SC using data from WVS in the period 1980 - 200@. duthor finds evidence of
a non eroding SC in Europe even if he warns about signs ofraeak well as improvement:
he finds a decline in trust in individuals and a more complexdouaverage positive trend of

associational involvement.

Finally, [Sarracinol(2010) studies the relationship betw8€ and subjective well-being
trends across Europe using data from the WVS. The authos laiatke trends of four different
set of proxies of SC in eleven western European countriegfjnout that between 1980 and
2000 western European citizens have persistently lostaemée in the judicial system, in
religious institutions, in armed forces and in police. la #ame period, participation in various

kind of groups and associations and trust in others inccei@smany coutries. Overall, these



results confirm previous findings suggesting that SC follgarsous patterns across time. In
this framework the evidence about Great Britain is worth fieeing. Results suggest that this
is the European country - among the considered ones - wittvoingt trends of SC: 14 out of

the 15 adopted proxies have been declining between 198000td(3arracino, 2010).

This evidence adds to the previous one provided by Putnaf0j2ihd together they sug-
gest that two of the richest countries in the world, US anda@Beitain, are following negative
and significantly different trends of SC than other westexieties. Is this erosion a legacy of

the richest countries in the world?

This issue raises a second research question. Recent woBestolini et al. (2008, 2010)
shows that the erosion of SC in US resulted in a significanhkimg of people’s well-being.
Their decomposition of the effects of several variablesr &/B points out that SC - and
particularly relational S@- accounts for a large share of the overall SWB variation. imiag-
nitude of such effect is well summarized by an example: daten fthe US General Social
Surve@ reveal that, to compensate for the negative effect of thei@nawf SC on SWB (keep-
ing SC stable at its 1975 level), the growth rate of US GDP bdxktover 10%. This evidence
provides a convincing and powerful explanation of the Béiatparadox giving SC a new role:

a higher income increases happiness as long as it does rexiing SC.

Furthermore, Bartolini et al. (2009) show that the corietabetween SC and SWB trends
appears to be stronger than the one between SWB trends andyf@idEh. This evidence
makes present research question more intriguing: if thesttcountries in the world are char-
acterized by eroding SC and stagnating SWB (Easterlin argkkescu, 2009), is economic
growth failing to provide a higher well-being? In other werdhe second question to which

I'd like to reply is: are people in richest countries destine unsatisfactory, but rich lives?

Answering this question will concur also to the literaturetbe social outcomes of differ-
ent economic settings (Bowles, 2008). Such debate may apptarically out-dated, since
currently the only possible economic system appears to leeobithe various well-known
forms of capitalism. Nonetheless, recent research andvdikahility of new data and tools to
account for SWB allowed a broad reconsideration of the Wweilkg outcomes of different eco-

nomic settings. Indeed, as recently pointed out by Fidrnmec@erxhani!(2008), the sovietic

Iplease, refer to sectidh 2 for a more detailed discussioCoftSdefinition and measurement.
2WWW. NOT C. uchi cago. edu/ GSS+Vebsi t e/
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system is regarded as the responsible of the lower level€ ah ost-communist countries. |
stress that available evidence seems to suggest that everot advanced market economies

show poor performances in SC and, more importantly, in Wweiikg terms.

In order to answer my questions, this article tries to findvahat happened to SC and SWB
trends in a third country, Luxemburg, which, in spite of itsal dimensions, is the country

with the highest income per capita

The focus on Luxemburg is interesting for many reasonst &fmall, because of scarcity of
data and probably its reduced dimensions, the literatugéentd this country. Thus, present
work tries to fill in this lack of information. Secondly, Luwdurg represent a peculiar ex-
perimental case because it is a country in which 40% of thelfatipn is immigrant, with a
highly heterogeneous economic, social and cultural seaibout 50% of the total labor force
comes from neighboring countries and is crossing its berdeeryday. All these elements
raise strives and tensions which are currently common toyrotiver European countries and
are significantly threatening the European unification gssc It is sufficient to recall what
happened in thbéanlieuesof Paris a few years ago, the separatist strains in Belgiutheor
political claims of Lega Nord in Italy to have an idea of théek@ance of the topic. Under-
standing the evolution of social norms and values in Luxenglman provide useful policy

hints to understand and face current social and econonwesin many European countries.

The case of SC in Luxemburg is contributes also to the reBemrsocial cohesion As
clearly pointed out by Dickes et lal. (2009), social cohesgoa multi-dimensional concept
in which many aspects of social life interact in differentywafrom equality of chances and
conditions to political participation, from trust in otlseto sharing common values and be-
liefs. From the conceptualization of the authors, it is ctbat several indicators pertaining to
different domains of people’s life should be considerednvaecounting for social cohesion.
SC appears as one of the constituents of social cohesion ang of the proxies adopted by
Dickes et al.|(2009) are usually adopted also in the empiliteaature on SC. Hence, an as-
sessment of the evolution of SC in Luxembourg can add sigmifimformation to the research

on measuring social cohesion.

Finally, the recently released EVS 2008 data, containirgeolations on SWB in Luxem-

SInternational  Monetary  Fund, World Economic  Outlook  Datsdy, October 2009,
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2009/02/vekta/index.aspx.



burg, allows the first evaluation of the evolution of welltiogin this country between 1999
and 2008.

Main results of my research are the following:

e the erosion of SC is not a legacy of the richest countries énvibrld: the social and
well-being outcomes of economic systems depend on theractaistic development
path. Luxemburgish system suggests that high economionpesthces are compatible

with a rich social environment and well-being;

e between 1999 and 2008, Luxemburg experienced a substmatiahse in almost every
proxy of SC. These trends are largely in line with those atter&zing other western

European countries;

e considering the distinction between nationals and imnmitgaboth endowments and

trends of the various proxies of SC differ significantly:

— immigrants report rising trends of trust in other peoplejlevhatives report stag-
nating trends. Nonetheless, differences in levels betwleetwo groups are not

significantly different when compared with average EU Isyel

— Luxembourg is characterized by high levels of confidencengtitutions such as:
social security system, education, judicial system aniceolAt the same time
nationals report lower levels of trust in religious instituns, armed forces and
labour unions than other EU citizens. Levels of confidenga@ss, the parliament

and major companies are in line with the European average;

— luxemburgish people enjoy a substantially higher paréitgn in groups and asso-
ciations than immigrants;

— the vast majority of the positive trends of confidence initagbns in Luxemburg
is driven by immigrants;

— nationals report on average higher levels of satisfactih their life than immi-
grants. Similarly, trends of subjective well-being arevgrggy for the first group,

while decreasing for the second one.

e the positive relationship between trends of SWB and SC foarmtevious literature is

confirmed.



The paper is organized as follows. Next section summarieestate of the literature on
SC and SWB. Sectidn 3 points out data adopted for the reseahile some methodological
aspects are presented in secfibn 4; Se€fion 5 reportssé&suit different regressions consider-
ing satisfaction with life and various proxies of SC as dejsm variables; differences among
natives and immigrants are further explored infHes@ction, while the last one presents some

concluding remarks.

2 Theoretical background
2.1 Social capital

Although SC has been longly a much debated topic, actuadiyllitacks a commonly agreed
definition (Van Deth, 2008). This notion has been developetiapplied in many different
social disciplines hence different definitions have beemaaded so far. Some of the fathers of

this concept propose different definitions for it.

Pierre Bourdieu, probably the first scientist introducihig term, defines social capital as
“the aggregate of the actual or potential resources whiehimked to possession of a durable
network of more or less institutionalized relationshipsmitual acquaintance and recogni-
tion ... which provides each of its members with the backihgatlectively-owned capitaHg’
Such a definition focuses on three important aspects of Iscayatal: 1) the existence of a
network of individuals; 2) participation in this networkdf) social capital as a public good.
Nonetheless, Bourdieu misses to precisely identify SCtpagron its sources: “the network

of relationships”.

James Coleman proposes the following definition: “socigiteis the set of resources
that inhere in family relations and in community social ergation and that are useful for the
cognitive or social development of a child or a young pef@om Coleman’s view the net-
work aspect is less emphasized, while he stresses the immgerof the group in which social
relations constitute useful capital resources. Such aegirean be related to the category of
“bonding social capital in contrast with that one adbfidging’ social capital (Schuller et al.,

2000). Bonding refers typically to “relations among mensbeir families and ethnic groups.

4quoted in_Schuller et al. (2000, page 5)
Squoted in S. Baron, J. Field and T. Schuller, Social capitgtical perspectives, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2000, p. 6



Bridging social capital refers to relations with distanefids, associates and coIIeagt&s."
These are two different forms of social capital that sho@@dnsidered mutual. In fact, while
the first form gives particular groups of people “a sense efidy and common purpose, with-
out bridgind ties that transcend various social divideg. (eeligion, ethinicity, socio-economic
status), bonding ties can become a basis for the pursuitrodwanterests, and can actively
exclude outsiders]’Such groups can be characterized by strong and co-operatives, but
low trust and co-operation with the rest of society beconargarrier to social cohesion and
personal development. Taking this aspect to its extremanggroup ties can lead to neglect

wider “public” interests promoting socially destructiveht-seeking” activities (Olson, 1982).

Robert Putnam defines social capital as the “features oéklife - networks, norms, and
trust - that enable participants to act together more eéfelgtto pursue shared objectivgs’ln
this way the author identifies crucial aspects of socialtehppecifying their role in social re-
lationships: they enable different people to co-operater{(@inconsciously) to reach common

goals.

More recently; OECD| (2001b) adopted a very similar definitio the one proposed by
Putnam et &l. (1993) considering SC as a “network togethtr shared norms, values and

understandings that facilitate co-operation within or agngroups”.

Similarly, Bartolini et al. (2008) proposed a more opergtitefinition of SC intended as
“the stock of bothnon-market relationsindbeliefs concerning institutiorthat affect either
utility or production functions@f. Basically, the authors adopted Putnam’s framework (i.e.
networks, norms and trust) comprising all those aspectstenmaaand immaterial - that can
contribute to develop mutual trust and co-operation. Irtipalar, they point to two main
aspects of SC. First, every non-market relationship amodiyiduals which allow people to
communicate each other and to develop mutual trust. Theytethis aspect aglational SC.
This dimension is further articulated in intrinsically aextrinsically motivatedelational SC
depending on whether the incentives to act come from withioutside the individual. They

define asintrinsic SC(alternatively defined aselational good3 those elements “that enter

€OECD (20014, p. 42)
T0ECD (20014, p. 42)
8Putnam et al. (1993, p. 56)
9Bartolini et al. (2008, p. 5)



into people’s utility functior@; andextrinsic SGhose components that do not “directly enter
into peoe’s utility functions but are instrumental to stining else that may be considered

valuablell.

This distinction allows to go deeper in the analysis of thitegary of relational SC. Indeed,
quoting Deci’s work (1971), they focus on the non-instrutaénature of intrinsic motivated
activities. This peculiarity allows to focus on a broademponon-market relations are not

alw.ai/s intrinsic; there can be extrinsic relational SC (orghy extrinsic) as well as intrinsic

on =-

Second, they consider the system of values or beliefs th&esnpeople act coherently

usually labelled ason relationalSC.

Measurement of SC is a further critical aspect of this kindtefature, but recently some
concensus has been reached. Trust in others and levelsajemngnt or interaction in social
or group activities are broadely adopted as proxies of S@épn/ 2000). Nonetheless, when

observing SC we should keep in mind the following aspectsGDF20013a):

e we should pay attention to causal connections since squitoestions and outcomes

may be confused;

e SC is mainly characterized by tacit and relational aspebisiware naturally difficult to

observe, to measure and to codify;

¢ usual variables of SC (trust, membership, voting, etc.)vip proxy measures and

should not be confused with the underlying concept.

2.2 Subjective well-being

Subjective well-being literature is a relatively new copicgeveloped in sociological and psy-
chological studies. Recently also the economic researebtele increasing attention to this
topic reconsidering the meaning of the term well-being arappsing new tools to help ac-

counting for it.

8Bartolini et al. (2008, p. 5-6)
HBartolini et al. (2008, p. 5-6)
12please refer to tabl 1 in the appendix for a summarizing sehem



In this context, the words “happiness”, “life satisfacti@md “subjective well-being” are
considered synonyms and are generally referred to as amagiead of one’s own life regarded

as a whole.

These kind of data revealed to be precious and reliable sswfcinformation concerning
people’s well-being. Their reliability has been tested iany ways: data about SWB have
been found consistent with more objective measures of besitg (heart rate, blood pressure,
duration of Duchenne smile, neurological tests of braiivag} (Blanchflower and Oswald,
2008a, van Reekum et al., 2007), they show a high correlatitm other proxies of SWB
(Schwarz and Strack, 1999, Wanous and Hudy, 2001, Schimsatatk 2009) and are consis-
tent with evaluations about the respondent’s happinessd&d by friends, relatives or clinical

expertsi(Schneider and Schimmack, 2099,ayard, 2005).

Furthermore, these data revealed to be widely availablesasy to collect even in Less
Developed Countries (Graham, 2005, Blanchflower, 2008)t dwdy, but many of the so-
called “happiness studies” showed that SWB data reveakisttieég stories about our societies

(Diener and Suh, 1997, Diener ef al., 2009).

Probably, the aspect that most captured the attention deatias as well as policy-makers
and media concern the so-called “Easterlin paradox” (Hast@974). In his influential contri-
bution using SWB data in US, Easterlin showed that on aveiager people are happier than
poorer ones, but over time this relationship disappeawsn fhe Second World War onward
income in US (and in many other industrialized countrie&wgup, while perceived well-
being stayed constant. Although this finding has been aigdié (Stevenson and Wolfers,
2008, Sacks et al., 2010), many other recent studies havalpbfurther supporting evidence
corroborating the existence of this paradox (Easterlinfamgelescu, 2009, Bruni and Stanca,
2008, Becchetti et al., 2006, Blanchflower and Oswald, 26fliwell, 2002, Di Tella et al.,
2001).

Currently, a considerable part of the explanations focusherrole played by relational
goods and, in general, by SC in determining happiness. Hrtopthe literature argues that
efforts to increase income may turn out in reducing quasiéind quality of human relation-
ships negatively affecting individual SWB_(Bruni_and Stan2003, Bartolini et al., 2008,
2010, 2009, Becchetti et al., 2006, Helliwell, 2002).

Happiness data have been widely used also to assess theisropather non-economic

8



aspects on individual happiness. One of the first contmgtirom this point of view is pro-
posed by Oswald (1997), who explored the relationship betvemcio-demographic aspects
(such as age, gender, marital and employment status, inaacheducation level, traits and

cognitive dispositions) and happiness.

Another field in which happiness economics is providing reséing insights is macro-
economics. Observing directly individual response toedléht macro-economic variables has
proved to be a good way to evaluate economic policies. FampieDi Tella et al. (2001,
2003) and Di Tella and MacCulloch (2006) first confirm Easterésult and then assess the
impact of inflation and unemployment on individual happsdsrom a different perspective,
Kenny (1999) tries to assess the effects of economic growthappiness and subsequently
focuses its analysis on less developed countries searfdriagconnection between economic
growth and SWBI(Kenny, 2005). Alesina et al. (2004) poser tagention on the relationship
between inequality and happiness in Europe and US. Theargkfinding is that “individuals

tend to declare lower happiness levels when inequality éapfo be hights.

Further research has been developed to evaluate the effguasticular policies on peo-
ple. This is the case, for example, of some studies aboutrainpise or other environmental

aspects (Van Praag and Baarsma, 2004).

Finally, a more substantial part of the literature focusedhow political institutions affect
subjective well-being (Frey and Stutzer, 2000, 2002b, 2007

3 Data

The analysis of SC and SWB trends for Luxemburg is constddnyethe availability of data.
From this point of view, the European Values S@UEVS), probably the most comprehensive
source of information on the topic, allows to study the etioluof SC and SWB in Luxemburg
and to compare these trends with what has been happeningieoaga, in other western
European countries. EVS contains data on SC and SWB for Loxegronly in the last two
waves that were run in 1999 and 2008, respectively. Furtbexnthe last wave of 2008 EVS

survey doesn’t contain information on Italy, Sweden andaG&ritain. In order to include

SAlesina et al.|(2004, p.2035)
“nttp: // www. eur opeanval uesst udy. eu
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these three countries in present analysis, data have bgmted from the fifth wave of the
World Values Surv& (WVS).

Although EVS and WVS are two separate sources of data, theeylieectly compara-
ble Indeed, EVS and WVS are two wide compilations of surveysectdld in more than 80
countries representing more than 80% of the world’s pomriaflhey collect information on
sociocultural and political change on randomly selectedpas of 300 to 4,000 individuals
per country. In particular the two data-bases provide mftron on “individual beliefs about
politics, the economy, religious, social and ethical tgppersonal finances, familiar and social
relationships, happiness and life satisfac@n’EVS data have been collected in four waves
from 1981 to 2008 every 9 years, while WVS has been admimidterfive waves (1981 - 84;
1989 - 93; 1994 - 99; 1999 - 2004 and 2005 - 2007).

Since the focus of the present study is on trends of SC and SMBgs for Luxemburg,
the sample available includes only the waves in which thasltlve been collected. Further-
more, in order to provide a comparison of Luxemburgish tsewith the broader European
ones, | consider also a sample of western European coufrieghich information on SC
and SWB are available in both the fourth (1999-2001) and (#005-2009) waves. Countries
satisfying this requirement are: Austria, Belgium, Denkn&inland, France, Germany, Great
Britain, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Malta, Netherlands, Bgdl, Spain and Swedgh Descriptive
statistics concerning the observed countries and the mgissss of SC and SWB proxies are
available in tal. 2 on padell2, tab. 3 on page 13[fab. 5 onjihgedtabl b on page B30 in the
Appendixi.

According to the majority of the literature on SC which is migireferring to Putnam’s
definition and operationalization of SC (Paxton, 1999, &a@std Kahn, 2003, Van Schaik,
2002), | observe theeliefscomponent through several reports of confidence in ingiist
namely armed forces, police, parliament, civil servicessp, religious, judicial system, ed-

ucation system, labour unions and major companies. Ansiedigese questions range on a

Bhitp://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/

160n the WV'S web-site it is possible to download a four wavesgrdted data-set from WVS and EVS and a
set of instructions on how to integrate WVS with the last wal/EVS data.

Bruni and Stanca (2008, p. 6)

8Data about Great Britain, Italy and Sweden are retrieveah fitee fifth wave of the WVS

®Aggregated descriptive statistics for the observed samipluropean countries are omitted for reasons of
space, but are available on request to the author.
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1 to 4 point scale going fromone at allto a great deal To measureon-market relationgl
use trust in individuals, membership and unpaid voluntaoykwn various groups and orga-
nization@. Detailed descriptive statistics on membership and unyalightary work by year
and by country are provided in the Appendix (see tablés [7],s81d210 on pagds B1 ahd32).
Two new dummy variables have been created: one for group mesiip and the other one
for unpaid voluntary work. Both variables are set equal ththhe respondent performs at least

one of the mentioned activities and 0 otherwise.

membership

Relational social capital unpaid voluntary work
trust in others

religious institutions
armed forces

police

press

educational system
parliament

social security system
civil service
judicial system
labor unions
political parties
major companies

Confidence in

Non relational social capital

Table 1: Summarizing scheme of the different constituehs®oial capital.

SWB is proxied by reportetife satisfaction a variable ranging from 1 = “dissatisfied” to
10 = “satisfied” depending on the answers to the followingstjoa: “all things considered,

how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?”.

A major issue in this context is the availability of some o fhroxies of SC and missing
data. Information on confidence in political parties are ptately missing for the fourth wave.
The same survey is missing data on confidence in politicéigsareducational system, social
security system, judicial system and major companies foed®&n. This aspect reduces the
possibilities of comparative assessment of the Luxembhr§IC with other European coun-

tries, but doesn’t hinder present econometric analysisedinese data are missing completely

2ONamely, | consider participation in social welfare servioe elderly; religious organization; education,
arts, music or cultural activities; human rights; consgorg the environment, ecology, animal rights; sports or
recreation; peace movement; organization concerned wility labour unions; professional associations; youth
work; political parties; local political actions; otherayps. Each variable is expressed as a dummy variable.

11



at randor@. As such, they are not liable to bias estimates.

Similarly, tables 2 anfl]3 inform that in 1999 some data fordmkurg are missing. The

problem concerns mainly proxies of non-relational SC: #st tolumn on the right reporting

percentages of missing data informs that between 10 - 12¥%eaftspondents didn’t provide

data on confidence in political parties, labor unions, @eilvice, parliament and major com-

panies. Unfortunately, given the subjective characteuohssariables, imputation techniques

are not easy to implement requiring strong assumptionsntiagt easily result arbitrary. For

that reason and considering the limited number of variabttested by this problem, | con-

sider a safe choice using data without imputing them, bemgignt in drawing conclusions

on them.

variable mean sd min max obs % missing
trust in others 0.248 0.432 0 1 1151 0.0495
membership in at least 1 group 0.582 0.493 0 1 1211 0
unpaid voluntary work in at least 1 group  0.302  0.459 0 1 1211 0
confidence: religious institutions 2.400 0.990 1 4 1160 104
confidence: armed forces 2.496 0.882 1 4 1128 0.0685
confidence: police 2.790 0.783 1 4 1164 0.0388
confidence: press 2377 0.787 1 4 1128 0.0685
confidence: educational system 2.769 0.785 1 4 1144 0.0553
confidence: labor unions 2.487 0.807 1 4 1074 0.113
confidence: political parties 2.076  0.807 1 4 1058 0.126
confidence: parliament 2.611 0.776 1 4 1077 0.111
confidence: civic service 2,582 0.750 1 4 1086 0.103
confidence: social security system 2918 0.707 1 4 1139 8.059
confidence: judicial system 2.622 0.803 1 4 1113 0.0809
confidence: major companies 2273 0.797 1 4 1075 0.112
confidence: satisfaction with life 7.809 1.872 1 10 1201 828
year 1999 0 1999 1999 1211 0

age 40.35 16.84 15 86 1211 0
age2 1912 1522 225 7396 1211 0
female 0.520 0.500 0 1 1211 0
non-Luxembourg 0.373 0.484 0 1 1211 0
religiosity 0.692 0.462 0 1 1211 0
number of people in the household 2.805 1.090 1 4 1211 0
do you have any children? 0.583 0.493 0 1 1211 0
marital status 2.621 1.860 1 5 1211 0
highest educational level attained 2.396 1.042 1 4 1211 0
professional status 7.627 3.652 0 14 1211 0

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for Luxembourg - 1999

For what concern remaining variables, missingness peagestare much smaller and,

according to the majority of the literature on missing %tﬁney are negligible.

2For a more detailed discussion on pattern of missingnesghaidimplication for econometric analysis,
please refer to Schafer (1997, 1999), Allison (2001).
23Allison (2001)
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variable

mean sd min max obs % missing
trust in others 0.311 0.463 0 1 1529 0.0503
membership in at least 1 group 0.636 0.481 0 1 1593 0.0106
unpaid voluntary work in at least 1 group  0.412  0.492 0 1 1595 .00982
confidence: religious institutions 2.252  0.969 1 4 1549 703
confidence: armed forces 2,534 0.865 1 4 1524 0.0534
confidence: police 2.895 0.808 1 4 1587 0.0143
confidence: press 2.440 0.764 1 4 1579 0.0193
confidence: educational system 2792 0.824 1 4 1556 0.0335
confidence: labor unions 2,553 0.794 1 4 1493 0.0727
confidence: political parties 2.263 0.769 1 4 1504 0.0658
confidence: parliament 2.747 0.764 1 4 1512 0.0609
confidence: civic service 2775 0.735 1 4 1545 0.0404
confidence: social security system 3.185 0.671 1 4 1584 0.016
confidence: judicial system 2.805 0.819 1 4 1540 0.0435
confidence: major companies 2.365 0.780 1 4 1500 0.0683
satisfaction with life 7.881 2.015 1 10 1608 0.00124
year 2008 0 2008 2008 1610 0
age 39.54 17.50 18 88 1610 0
age2 1870 1608 324 7744 1610 0
female 0.506 0.500 0 1 1610 0
non-Luxembourg 0.501 0.500 0 1 1610 0
religiosity 0.701 0.458 0 1 1610 0
number of people in the household 2.865 1.033 1 4 1610 0
do you have any children? 0.534 0.499 0 1 1610 0
marital status 2.956 1.892 1 5 1610 0
highest educational level attained 2.693 1.058 1 4 1610 0
professional status 7.534 3.949 0 14 1610 0

Table 3: Descriptive statistics for Luxembourg - 2008

4 Methodological aspects

In order to study SC and SWB trends between 1999 and 2008 iarhbyrg, | adopt a very

simple methodology regressing the proxies of SC on a “tinaiable containing the years

1999 and 2008 (Aguiar and Hurst, 2006).

Regression techniques to estimate the coefficietid change depending on the nature

of the dependent variable. Provided that the aim of preserk v8 to evaluate the evolution

of SC and SWB in Luxemburg adopting the performance of othestarn European countries

as a benchmark, | adopt a probit model with robust standaodsereporting marginal effects.

Hence, in case of a dummy variable (i.e. trust in others anthineeship or unpaid voluntary

work in groups and organizations) the resulting equation is

1 if z; >0,

SC; = (1)

0 if z; <0,

Wherezi =TIME; - 6+€Z‘ y € NN(O,I)
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This model is repeated for each country separately.

In case of an ordered dependent variable taking discratesalrom 1 to 4, (i.e. confidence
in institutions and satisfaction with life) the most suitedression techniques are ordered pro-
bit or logit (see Ferrer-i Carbonell (2005)). For the afoegritioned reasons, in this case | opt
for an ordered probit model with robust standard errors naggpmarginal effects. Assuming
that the dependent variable is orderedhindifferent categories the resulting model has the

following form:

1 if ZZ'SO,
2 if0<2’i§01,

Y, = 3 if 1 < z; < e, (2)

K if Cr—1 < Zj.
where 0< ¢y < cy < ...<cCr_1
Z; =T[MEZ 'ﬁ"'EZ’,GZ‘ NN(O,l)

andcg_, are unknown parameters to be estimated.

Also in this case, | run a separate regression for each gountr

In both model§]l and 2 indexstands for individuals. The variablé stands for the various

ordered dependent variables, namely confidence in instisiand life satisfaction.

Marginal effect of the coefficient of th€ 1M E variable reflect the slope of the line that
best fits the distribution over time of its observations. Aststhey can be interpreted as the

average yearly change of the dependent varigble.

In order to check whether the trends from equatidns 1[and 2atréhe outcome of pe-

culiar unobserved individual or social features, | run alfer set of regressions including

23] am aware that marginal effects (MFX) estimated at the mesdnevof the independent variable are not
the best tool to allow comparisons across time, countriglsnandels. Average marginal effects (AME) would
best accomplish this task by providing the effect over theedelent variable when the independent moves from
its minimum to the maximum value. Still, a comparison betwi#X and AME shows that MFX are a good
approximation of AME for what concern both the significance dhe magnitude of the coefficienis (Mood,
2010). The advantage in using MFX is that Stata providestaibieamework to store and deal with these results.
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different groups of socio-demographic control variablHsese are: age and age squared; gen-
der; number of children; religiosity; marital and profes®sl status and educational level .
This is a standard set of control variables in this kind oflsts. Their effects on SWB have
been largely studied in previous works (Blanchflower and &gy2003, 2004, Oswald, 1997,
Clark and Oswald, 1994) and they are usually included to@aucfor individual unobserved
heterogeneity. In particular, age squared is included tarobfor eventual non-linearities in
the relationship between age and well-being, while a comiver the religiosity of the re-
spondent is included because, as clearly put forward by lich Rutnam|(2009), attending
the church enhances people’s well-being by promoting@péiion in religion related groups.

In order to account for these differences | included a dumenyable set equal to 1 if the

respondent declares to attend religious services at leastger month, O otherwise.

Overall, results from the univariate regressions are rotauthe inclusion of all the listed
variable@. This evidence suggests that the trends of SC and SWB arpendent from the

specific socio-demographic composition of the sample.

5 Results

| report and discuss results from several regressionsveltt equation§]1l and 2. Marginal
effects of theT' I M E variable over SC and SWB proxies are summarized in[fab. 4lewhi
detailed estimates are reported in tables fforh 11 on page &bt on page 48 in the
Appendix.

5.1 Trends of relational social capital

The first three lines of tabl 4 report marginal effects of fioieits for three proxies akla-
tional SCin Luxemburg and for a sample of western European counffigsires suggest that
between 1999 and 2008 nationals increased their pariioipat groups and associations and
trust in others raised.

Nonetheless, a more careful analysis unveals some pepali@rns.

To start with, between 1999 and 2008 the number of people keinburg declaring to

trust other people increased on average by 0.005 points otodl Gcale. That is to say a

%4see tables frofa11 on pajgel 33 to fall. 26 on page 48 in the Appendi
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average annual growth between 4th and 5th wave

Luxembourg sample of European countries
coeff. RobustS.E. Obs coeff. RobustS.E. Obs
trust in others 0.005 (0.002)** 2631 0.004 (0.001)*** 38863
membership 0.005 (0.002)** 2754 -0.009 (0.001)*** 40367
unpaid vol. Work 0.013 (0.002)*** 2756 -0.002 (0.001)*** 367
religious -0.013 (0.005)** 2660 -0.008 (0.001)*** 39253
2 armed forces 0.006 (0.005) 2604 0.022 (0.001)*** 38882
£ police 0.014 (0.005)** 2703 0.016 (0.001)*** 39855
§ press 0.011 (0.005)** 2664 -0.006 (0.001)*** 39454
E educational system 0.002 (0.005) 2653 -0.003 (0.001)* 3550
£ political parties 0.023 (0.006)*** 2522  n.a. n.a. 20084
8 labor unions 0.003 (0.006) 2530 0.009 (0.001)*** 37834
@ parliament 0.009 (0.006)* 2547 0.008 (0.001)*** 38723
% social security system  0.046 (0.006)*** 2679 0.014 (0.081) 35326
g civil service 0.026 (0.006)*** 2589 0.014 (0.001)*** 38671
judicial system 0.027 (0.005)*** 2609 0.018 (0.001)*** 38&
major companies 0.010 (0.005)* 2536 -0.006 (0.002)***  3B88
subjective well-being 0.005 (0.005) 2760 -0.006 (0.00%1)**40175

Table 4: Trends of SC and SWB proxies for Luxembourg and fanase of western European
countries. Marginal effects of weighted probit/orderedlpr estimates with robust standard
errors in parentheses. * significant at 10%; ** significarb%t; *** significant at 1%.

0.5% increase each year. This result is in line with what reesnkhappening on average in
western Europe: in the same period, the percentage of Eamogigzens declaring to trust

others increased by 0.4% on an yearly basis.

Figure[1 reports average levels of the three proxies ofioglat SC in 1999 and 2008
showing that levels ofrust in othersin Luxemburg are steadily lower than the average Eu-
ropean one: in 1999 25% of people in Luxemburg declared &1 titner people and in 2008
this amount increased to 31%. These levels are significkowigr than the European average:
36% in 1999 and 39% in 2008.

Overall, data suggest that, during the first decade of ye@0,2€ust in othershas been
increasing in all western Europe. In this framework, Luxengbshows lower endowments,

but stronger growth rates.

At the same time, people in Luxemburg increased their ppéiion in groups and asso-
ciations: both variables ahembershi@gndunpaid voluntary workn groups and associations
increased in the considered period (+0.5% and +1.3% rasplgt This growth is positive
and at odds with the experience of other European count@esfficients in the second and
third line of tab[4 suggest that in the same period Europeantcies experienced a decrease

in membershif-0.8%) and in involvement innpaid voluntary worK-0.4%). In 1999 levels

16



1999 - 2001 2005 - 2009

Luxembourg EU countries Luxembourg EU countries

I membership [ unp. vol. work
I trust in others

Graphs by wave

Figure 1: Average levels of relational social capital pesdor Luxemburg and western Euro-
pean countries. Proxies are listed on the x-axis. Fromaefight, the chart reports member-
ship in groups and associations, unpaid voluntary work augs and associations and trust in
others. The y-axis ranges on a 0 to 1 scale reflecting thenattigcaling of each variable.

of both variables for Luxemburg and, on average, in Europewery close: 58% of people
in Luxemburg declared to be member of at least one group @nazgtion versus an European
average of 56% and 30% of Luxemburgish people were perfgrmimpaid voluntary work

versus an average of 32%. From this point onward, trendsgéde they have been shrinking

for most western European countries and increasing for mioxeg (see figurel 1 on pagel17).

Between 1999 and 2008 Luxemburgish active participatigmaaps and associations grew

up about three times faster than the European one.

In a period of widespread decline of involvement in groups associations, Luxemburg

is characterized by positive trends.

5.2 Trends of non-relational social capital

The following twelve lines of tal.]4 consider the evolutiontime of non-relational SC as

proxied by confidence in institutions.

Overall, figures suggest a framework of generalized impr of confidence in institu-

tions even if some worrying aspects arise.
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To start with, data suggest that confidencesdligious institutionssignificantly declined
all over western Europe. The rate of this decrease in Luxegnappears to be higher than
the European average. It is worth recalling that variablbesieconfidence in institutiongary
on a 1 to 4 point scale. In this case an yearly decrease by3@60ihts means a drop by
-0.32% per year. Indeed, while the average 1999 levetonfidence in religious institutions

in Luxemburg and Europe were very close, in 2008 the gap veidésee figurel2 on pagel18).

1999 - 2001 2005 - 2009

Luxembourg EU countries Luxembourg EU countries

I rcligious inst. armed forces
I police I <ducational inst.

Graphs by wave

Figure 2: Average levels of non-relational social capitaiqes for Luxemburg and western
European countries. Proxies are listed on the x-axis. Feftntd right, the chart reports
confidence in: religious institutions, armed forces, pobnd educational institutions. The y-
axis ranges from 1 (not at all) to 4 (a great deal) following ¢higinal scaling of each variable.

In the same period;onfidence in armed forces, educational system and labamnsiaire
stagnating. In all these cases variations across time argigraficantly different from zero,
suggesting a flat trend. This doesn’t mean that Luxembuggsiple have low levels of trust
in these institutions. Indeed, figuiés 2 and 3 show that$esfatonfidence in armed forces and
in labour unions are generally low, while people reveal teehguite high levels of confidence

in the educational system. This figure is in line with the wasEuropean average.

On the other side, between 1999 and 2008 confidence of Luxgishiypeople irpolitical
partiesraised by 0.023 points per year, an increase of about 0.57#artunately, in this case

a comparison with the other European countries is unaveiladcause this variable was not
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1999 - 2001 2005 - 2009

Luxembourg EU countries Luxembourg EU countries

I press [ 1abour unions
I political parties [ parliament

Graphs by wave

Figure 3: Average levels of non-relational social capitaiqpes for Luxemburg and western
European countries. Proxies are listed on the x-axis. Feftntd right, the chart reports
confidence in: press, labor unions, political parties artigraent. The y-axis ranges from 1
(not at all) to 4 (a great deal) following the original scaliof each variable.
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1999 - 2001 2005 - 2009

Luxembourg EU countries Luxembourg EU countries

I civil services [ social sec. system
I justice system BB major companies

Graphs by wave

Figure 4: Average levels of non-relational social capitaiqes for Luxemburg and western
European countries. Proxies are listed on the x-axis. Feftntd right, the chart reports
confidence in: civil services, social security system,ipgssystem and major companies. The
y-axis ranges from 1 (not at all) to 4 (a great deal) followithg original scaling of each

variable.
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observed in 1999 (see fab5 on pagk 30 in the Appendix).

Finally, all the remaining institutions report positivedasignificant trends. In particular,
the trend of confidence isocial security systems the most impressive. This institution is by
far the most succesfull in Luxemburg ranking well above thedpean average: in 1999 17.4%
of respondents declared to be highly confidensatial security systemThis percentage
jumped to 32% in 2008. At the same time the percentage of tiedaring to have only a few
or not at all confidence in this institution dropped by 25% @99 to 13% in 2008. Overall,
the average annual growth of confidenceaeial security system about 1.15%, almost three

time higher than the European average (0.35%).

At the same time also confidence aivil service judicial systemand political parties
have been increasing significantly and well beyond the gesEuropean growth rate. The
percentage of people declaring to be very confident in Luxegibh civil service rose from
58% in 1999 to 70% in 2008, while those declaring to have laxleof confidence went from
40% to 29%. Overall, confidence in this institution has beewing by 0.65% on a yearly

basis.

The years between 1999 and 2008 in Luxemburg are also cheract by a strong growth
of confidence in thgudicial systen{on average 0.67% per year). In this case, the growth rate
is almost two times higher than the European average. Humtire, in 1999 the percentage
of respondents declaring to trust a lot or quite a lot theqgiadlisystem was 60% versus an
European average of about 49%. In the same period thoseidgdiahave low levels of trust
in justice were 40% in Luxemburg and 41% in Europe. Almostytears later, the group of
people trusting this institution increased to 70% in Luxengand 57% in Europe, while those

not trusting it reduced to 30% and 49%, respectively.

In line with what happens in the rest of European countrieseimburg experiences also
an increase of confidencepolicewith an annual growth of about 0.35%. This growth is only

slightly lower than the European average (0.42%).

Finally, in a period characterized by declining Europeamds of confidence imajor
companiesand inpress Luxemburgish trends of confidence in these two institiise on

average by 0.26% per year.

Following some recent results from SWB literature pointing a positive correlation be-

tween SC, particularly relational SC, and SWB trends, tliggges show a picture in which
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Luxemburgish SWB should have increased over time (Hell\2€l08, Helliwell et al., 2009,
Becchetti et al., 2008, 2009, Bartolini et al., 2010).

Surprisingly, the evidence contradicts this hipothegis:last line of tald. 14 shows that the
trend of SWB in Luxemburg is not significantly different frararo. Apparently this evidence
confirms the hipothesis that rich countries are destinethgnating trends of well-being and
that SWB trend is independent from SC trends. After US and lLikkemburg is confirming
that people in the richest countries in the world are notmgtiappier over time (Easterlin and
Angelescu, 2009, Sarracino, 2010). Still, a more carefk lat the estimates reveals that this
is not all the story: while in the previous two cases econaognasvth and SWB decline were
accompanied by an erosion of SC, Luxemburgish SC is floumgshihere is something more

here to be explained.

6 Differences between immigrants and Luxemburgish people

Tabled 11l on pade B3 to tdb.] 26 on pAgke 48 provide some infemtatstart looking deeper
into this puzzle. Besides the coefficient of the time vagabbme control variables are show-

ing peculiar patterns common to all the proxies of SC and SWB.

Figures suggest that in many cases there is a U-shapednslaipp between some proxies
of SC and age. This is the case of trust in others, memberskip@apaid voluntary work in
groups and associations, confidence in religious insbitgtiin armed forces, in educational
system, in major companies and judicial system. In othedg;an all these cases SC reduces

in the early stages of life reverting in late adulthood.

Consistently with the literature, the same relationshipesr between SWB and age. In-
deed, even if thege variable in tab.[ 26 on pade 48 is not significant, its squaeech tis
significant and consistently close to zero confirming thendped relationship. This result is
summarized in fig[]5 reporting the scatterplot of predictaellies of SWB and age and their

curvilinear relationship.

Being a woman is significantly and negatively correlatechyai@rticipation in groups and

associations and confidence in civic service, major congsaand political parties.

The educational level of the respondent is in many cased#isantly correlated with SC

proxies. For example, people with secondary or higher lef/elducation report on average
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(] Linear prediction (cutpoints excluded) 95% CI
Fitted values

Figure 5: U-shaped relationship between predicted valtiBfe gatisfaction and age.

higher trust in others and participation in associatioifel(kee tables 11,12 and|13 on pages
[33,[34 and_35). By the same token, education is often nedyatieerelated with confidence
in institutions. More educated people are less confidentnred forces and in religious insti-
tutions, while reporting higher trust in the parliament.ugdtion is negatively correlated with
confidence in labour unions, police and major companiesplBauith lower levels of educa-
tion are less confident in the judicial and the social segggistems. Interestingly, confidence
in educational system is negatively correlated with thecatianal level of the respondent.

The higher the educational attainment, the less negatite isonfidence.

Among the proxies on professional status, belonging totamyliprofessions or being a
student is highly and negatively correlated with confideimceducational system (see {aB.16
on pagd_3B). Similarly, being a student, a white collar oraalér is positively correlated
with trust in others and membership in groups and assoomtighile only being a student is
correlated with voluntary activities. People with hangicaport less confidence in religious
institutions, while being an unskilled worker is positiyebrrelated with higher confidence in
armed forces. Civil servants, students and unskilled wsrkeport higher confidence in civic
service. Finally, almost all categories excluding miljtarofessions are positively correlated

with confidence in major companies and subjective well-fgpein

A more interesting pattern arises if we consider correfetioetween being immigrant, SC

and SWB. In this case, data suggest that there are not satifidferences between nationals
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and immigrants in the endowments tofist in othersand confidence in labour unionsOn
the contrary, being immigrant is significantly and negdyiveorrelated withparticipation in
groups and associatior{s0.24),unpaid voluntary work- 0.22),confidence in political parties

(-0.14) andSWB(-0.26). These relationships hold even after includingvariables.

Correlation with lower levels of relational SC can be expéal in many ways. A plausible
one is that people coming from abroad have more difficultidsuilding networks of relation-
ships and actively participating in the social life of a nesuitry. In a similar way, result
concerning political parties may reflect the fact that imrargs are less involved in local so-
cial and political life. But why do immigrants enjoy theivdis less than their fellow citizens?

I'll answer this question at the end of this section.

Some more patterns are arising which are worth mentionimgledd, being immigrant
appears to be positively correlated with 11 out of 12 vaaalf confidence in institutions. In
other words immigrants are significantly more confident thatives inconfidence in religious
institutions, armed forces, educational system, presiicggarliament, civic service, social

security system, major companies and judicial systems

Summarizing, being immigrant is positively correlatedhwibnfidence in institutions, neg-

atively correlated with relational proxies of SC and with BW

These differences represent a challenge for present obsgaestion casting the doubt that
the evolution of SC and SWB over time might be different betweatives and immigrants.

Indeed, differences in levels may imply differences in ti®n

In order to provide some insight in this regard | run a furtbet of regressions in which
interaction between the time variable and the immigrant miymariable is included among
the regressors. The interaction term allows to test the tingsts that trends of SC and SWB
proxies for immigrants are significantly different from thaxemburgish ones. Formally, |

estimate a probit model:

1 if z; >0,
SC; = (3)

0 if z; < 0,

Wherezi=TIMEi -ﬁ+n0n—Luxi 62+T[MEZ '63 -non—Luxi+XZ- yte, €6
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N(0,1).
and an ordered probit model:
1 if Zi S O,

2 if0<2i§01,

Yi=93 if ¢; <z <co, (4)

K if Cr—1 < Zj.
where 0< ¢y < cy < ...<cCr_1
2z =TIME; - B +non — Luz; - By + TIME; - B3 - non — Lux; + X; - v +¢;, ¢~ N(0,1)

ck_1 are unknown parameters to be estimated.

where again the choice of the model depends on the qualityealépendent variables; is a
vector of control variables as listed in sectidn 4 on dageritbiadexi stands for individuals.
Each model from equatios$ 3 ahd 4 is run for each country atgggr Results are reported
from tab[2Y¥ on page 49 to tdb.]32 on pagk 54 in the Appendix.

The picture arising is significantly richer than the one hasg from sectiori b. The inter-
action term shows that trends of 8 variables out of 16 chahge sign. The positive trend
of trust in othersis entirely driven by immigrants. Similarly, immigrantspat increasing
confidence irreligious institutions police, press parliament civil serviceand major com-
panies Between 1999 and 2008, confidence of natives in the sameutists either didn't
significantly change or decline. This is the case, for examgl confidence ireducational
systenwhose trend didn’t grow up over time: results in the third &math column of tald. 29
on pagé 51 show that natives’ confidence in this institutias heen decreasing from 1999 to
2008, while both the interaction term and the dummy on natipnsuggest that immigrants

report both positive trends and higher levels of confidence.

The evidence brought about by this new set of regressiomggoit that much of the pos-
itive Luxemburgish trends of confidence in institutions iven by immigrants. This conclu-

sion is contraddicted in mainly two cases: 1) people in Luxeuarg, and particularly nationals,
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experienced an increase in confidenc@atitical parties social security systemndjudicial
system 2) membershi@and unpaid voluntary workshow that immigrants have significantly
lower levels of participation in social life than Luxembisig people and, as reported by the

interaction term, their trends are not significantly difer from zero.

Hence, the evolution of SC between 1999 and 2008 appeaificagily different from the
previous one: the various proxies of SC followed differenjdctories in different groups of
population. Non relational proxies of SC are performingipafarly well among immigrants,

while relational SC proxies are considerably growing amoatyes.
What has been happening to SWB in the light of this diffesan?

Table[32 on page 54 shows that SWB of natives turns out to beasing over time. Both
the equation with and without controls (columns 1 and 2,eespely) reveal that well-being
has been growing up by 1.1% yearly. Indeed, in 1999 nativelsudeg to be very satisfied with
their life (the top 2 categories) where about 40% of the tsd@mhple. In 2008 this percentage
rose to 49%. At the same time the percentage of those regdess satisfaction with their life

(the bottom 2 categories) basically remained constantuah8% of the sample).

On the other hand, immigrants appear to have significanaigtdevels of satisfaction with
their own life (-0.124) and a trend of SWB which is about 1. @4ér than the Luxemburgish

one with a net decreasing trend of about 0.7% per year.

This evidence suggests a different conclusion from the geeiqusly formulated. Ac-
cording to the hypothesis formulated at the beginning from literature on SC and SWB,
nationals report growing participation in groups, assomie and unpaid voluntary work and,
consistently, rising SWB. Immigrants, who are characestizy both lower levels and trends of
relational SC, but growing trends of confidence in instdns, report slightly negative trends
of satisfaction with their lives. This evidence is consi$teith previous results from the lit-
erature on SWB pointing out a positive relationship betwsetial connections and SWB.
Hence, immigrants may have been enjoying their lives leas their fellow citizens because

they are less involved in the social life of Luxembourg.

26



7 Conclusions

This paper describes the evolution of several proxies of @CSWB in Luxemburg between
1999 and 2008 using the available information from EVS-W\&Baebase. Adopting a very
simple regression technique, it contributes to the litemain several ways: 1. it explores the
relationship between SC and SWB trends in rich countrientgsa) whether the erosion
of SC is an unavoidable feature of the richest and most mocuntries in the world and
b) whether people in rich countries shouldn’t expect anyldveing improvements in their
lives; 2. providing figures about what happened to the Luxegibh SC and SWB. Such an
information, considering a wide spectrum of variables, méssing mainly because of scarcity
of data. Beside these two main aspects, present reseandgsdruitful information about
the Luxembourgish society in several ways: it informs peBcaimed at improving people’s
well-being; it highlights which is people’s feeling abouany fields of social life: schooling,
justice, social security, politics and religion. Furthema, it informs about the differences
among all these dimensions within the Luxemburgish soci€igally, from an international
perspective, it shows that the quality of the chosen devedspt path matters in determining
people’s quality of life: high economic performances arenpatible with prosperity of SC

and increasing well-being.

The overall result from the analysis of available data battv@99 and 2008 characterizes
Luxemburgish society as rich in various forms of SC, fromolsrement in social life and
activities to trust in others and confidence in institutionscross the investigated 9 years
almost every proxy of SC has been increasing, confidenceligious institutionsbeing the

only proxy with a negative evolution.

Luxemburgish SC performs very well also when considered imgernational perspective.
The same analysis run over a sample of 15 western Europeantriesureveals that in the
same period various proxies of SC have been following miatems: on average, proxies
of participation and social involvement have been decnggaind European citizens have been

loosing confidence ireligious institutionspress political partiesandmajor companies

In the same period, people’s perceived well-being has beeredsing across western Eu-
rope, while, for what concern Luxemburg, the trend doegpear to be significantly different

from zero. This evidence stands at odds with previous e$utn the literature. While the
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European average trends of SC are compatible with a worgefipeople’s well-being, the
flourishing of Luxemburgish SC should be accompanied bymgisubjective well-being, but

this doesn’t seem to be the case.

A deeper analysis accounting for the large percentage ofignamts within the Luxem-
bourgish society reveals that this picture is partial arat ®C and SWB trends have to be
evaluated in the light of the specific composition of the etycilndeed, both trends and levels
of various forms of SC and SWB are substantially differentMaen natives and immigrants.

Present results suggest that:

1. the positive evolution afrust in othersin Luxemburg is entirely driven by immigrants.

Natives don’t show any significant increase in this respect;

2. on the contrary, natives have been significantly imprabedr participation in social
activities and voluntary groups and associations, whilmignants report both lower

endowments and non-varying trends of this form of relati@&

3. the positive trends of confidence police press parliament civic serviceand major
companiess led by immigrants. Political parties, social securitgtgyn and judicial
system have been gaining increasing trust from both natimesimmigrants, with the

last group reporting higher coefficients. Two further caaesworth highlighting:

i. confidence ireducational systemrows up only for immigrants, while the trend turns

out to be negative for natives;

ii. negative trend of confidence meligious institutionsis mainly driven by natives,

while immigrants report slightly positive trends.

4. natives enjoy higher levels and growing trends of satigfa with their lives, immigrants

experiencing decreasing trends.

A first conclusion of this work is that the various forms of S©w up in a non uniformely
way across people in Luxemburg. With the only exceptiortra$t in others natives enjoy
higher participation in relational SC, while immigrantpoet high levels of trust in institutions,

that is to say non-relational SC.

Secondly, this research found further evidence on theigesglationship between trends

of SC and SWB. Consistently with previous results from therditure, positive trends of re-
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lational SC are associated with growing trends of well-ggeimhile non-relational SC trends
are less correlated with SWB trends. Nonetheless, poliagers should carefully consider
the disappointing trends of confidence in many institutigkithe same time, in order to pro-
mote social inclusion and well-being, more attention stidaé devoted to the social life of

immigrants.

Notwithstanding these results, present work is constdaiiyesome limits: the availability
of time-series data prevents a comparison over a longerpened; it doesn’'t perform an
analysis on the causes of the variations. This is in partusscthe former focus of this paper
was to describe what happened and in part because an aralgsigsality requires a richer
data-set than the available one. Indeed, there can be masibffactors affecting SC: the
small dimensions of the country, the low number of inhaligaits opulence, the institutional

framework or even the presence of European institutions.

Independently from these constraints, present reseaiokegoout some peculiar features
of the Luxemburgish society that are not immediately apmaaad provided evidence to state
that richer societies are not destined to SC erosion and happy lives. Luxemburg is an
example of social and economic organization liable to guaehigh economic performances

together with enjoyable lives and a good social environment

Still, this system turns out to be imperfect since the Luxerglsh society seems to be not
inclusive showing a sort of polarization between immigsaard residents. Whether this is a
real social issue or just a matter of time is a raising quasgguiring a separate analysis. The
availability of longer and possibly richer time-seriesaatill allow researchers to deal with

this issue.

Present work just set the scene for broader research gquesinal provided evidence that
Luxemburg represents a peculiar case that is worth studgirtipe insights it can provide for

policy-making.
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8 Appendix: tables

variable mean sd min  max obs % missing
membership in groups and associations 0.559 0.497 0 1 19520 0
unpaid voluntary work in groups and associations  0.316 .46 0 19520 0

trust in others 0.365 0.481 0 1 18686 0.0427
confidence: churches 2,508 0.951 1 4 19007 0.0263
confidence: armed forces 2.581 0.829 1 4 18851 0.0343
confidence: the police 2762 0.787 1 4 19284 0.0121
confidence: educ. system 2.820 0.755 1 4 18176 0.0689
confidence: the press 2.268 0.770 1 4 19170 0.0179
confidence: labour unions 2.244 0.803 1 4 18399 0.0574
confidence: political parties . . . . 0 1
confidence: parliament 2.310 0.785 1 4 18771 0.0384
confidence: civil services 2.342 0.750 1 4 18752 0.0393
confidence: social sec. system 2.555 0.799 1 4 18043 0.0757
confidence: justice system 2.446 0.833 1 4 18011 0.0773
confidence: major companies 2299 0.796 1 4 11547 0.408
satisfaction with your life 7.505 1.985 1 10 19385 0.00692

Table 5: Aggregate descriptive statistics for the sampEwbpean countries {4wave.

variable mean sd min  max obs % missing
membership in groups and associations 0.488 0.500 0 1 20910 0
unpaid voluntary work in groups and associations  0.298 70.45 0 20910 0

trust in others 0.395 0.489 0 1 20235 0.0323
confidence: churches 2.485 0.969 1 4 20303 0.0290
confidence: armed forces 2.727 0.811 1 4 20086 0.0394
confidence: the police 2.870 0.760 1 4 20628 0.0135
confidence: educ. system 2.810 0.751 1 4 17383 0.169
confidence: the press 2.228 0.764 1 4 20341 0.0272
confidence: labour unions 2.307 0.808 1 4 19488 0.0680
confidence: political parties 1991 0.742 1 4 20138 0.0369
confidence: parliament 2.354 0.798 1 4 20005 0.0433
confidence: civil services 2420 0.757 1 4 19971 0.0449
confidence: social sec. system 2.638 0.795 1 4 17335 0.171
confidence: justice system 2.567 0.838 1 4 20239 0.0321
confidence: major companies 2250 0.784 1 4 19385 0.0729
satisfaction with your life 7.401 1.970 1 10 20852 0.00277

Table 6: Aggregate descriptive statistics for the sampEwbpean countries Y5wave.
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Luxembourg

wave 1999 2008
member: belong to social welfare service for elderly 0.14 130.
member: belong to religious organization 0.1 0.07
member: belong to education, arts, music or cultural daivi 0.17 0.16
member: belong to labour unions 0.12 0.17
member: belong to political parties 0.06 0.06
member: belong to local political actions 0.06 0.06
member: belong to human rights 0.11 0.09
member: belong to conservation, the environment, ecokrgynal rights  0.11  0.12
member: belong to professional associations 0.06 0.1
member: belong to youth work 0.08 0.07
member: belong to sports or recreation 0.25 0.32
member: belong to womens group 0.06 0.04
member: belong to peace movement 0.02 0.03
member: belong to organization concerned with health 0.0808 0
member: belong to other groups 0.04 0.06

Table 7: Distribution of people participating in asso@as in Luxembourg by wave. The
first column refers to the different associations, while filleowing ones refer to each wave
separately. Blank rows means that the variable wasn’t gbden the specific wave.

sampled European countries

wave 4" wave 5" wave
member: belong to social welfare service for elderly 0.079 .08@
member: belong to religious organization 0.175 0.175
member: belong to education, arts, music or cultural aivi 0.138 0.111
member: belong to labour unions 0.160 0.152
member: belong to political parties 0.055 0.054
member: belong to local political actions 0.036 0.036
member: belong to human rights 0.051 0.050
member: belong to conservation, the environment, ecokngynal rights 0.076 0.082
member: belong to professional associations 0.071 0.069
member: belong to youth work 0.045 0.037
member: belong to sports or recreation 0.202 0.181
member: belong to womenA’s group 0.032 0.032
member: belong to peace movement 0.013 0.010
member: belong to organization concerned with health 0.046 0.046
member: belong to other groups 0.076 0.062

Table 8: Distribution of people participating in asso@as in the selected European countries
by wave. The first column refers to the different associatjavhile the following ones refer
to each wave separately. Blank rows means that the variadde'tvobserved in the specific
wave.
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Luxemburg

wave

voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:
voluntary work:

1999 2008
unpaid work social welfare service for elgehandicappedord 0.07  0.09
unpaid work religious or church organipati 0.06 0.06
unpaid work education, arts, music or cdt@activities 0.08 0.11
unpaid work labour unions 0.03 0.06
unpaid work political parties or groups 8.0 0.04
unpaid work local political action groups .08 0.05
unpaid work human rights 0.05 0.04
unpaid work environment, conservatiorinaal rights 0.04 0.06
unpaid work professional associations 10.00.05
unpaid work youth work 0.06 0.05
unpaid work sports or recreation 0.08 0.19
unpaid work womens group 0.02 0.02
unpaid work peace movement 0.01 0.01
unpaid work organization concerned witlaltie 0.03 0.04
unpaid work other groups 0.02 0.04

Table 9: Distribution of people performing unpaid volugtarork in associations in Luxem-
bourg by wave. The first column refers to the different asgamis, while the following ones
refer to each wave separately. Blank rows means that thablarivasn't observed in the
specific wave.

sampled European countries

wave 4™ wave 5" wave
voluntary work: unpaid work social welfare service for elgehandicapped or d 0.053 0.064
voluntary work: unpaid work religious or church organipati 0.071 0.067
voluntary work: unpaid work education, arts, music or adtactivities 0.065 0.069
voluntary work: unpaid work human rights 0.024 0.029
voluntary work: unpaid work environment, conservatioripaal rights 0.024 0.024
voluntary work: unpaid work sports or recreation 0.025 Q.02
voluntary work: unpaid work peace movement 0.024 0.016
voluntary work: unpaid work organization concerned witlaltie 0.026 0.023
voluntary work: unpaid work labour unions 0.027 0.031
voluntary work: unpaid work professional associations 30.0 0.032
voluntary work: unpaid work youth work 0.086 0.108
voluntary work: unpaid work womenA’s group 0.016 0.018
voluntary work: unpaid work political parties or groups 010 0.005
voluntary work: unpaid work local political action groups .061 0.028
voluntary work: unpaid work other groups 0.042 0.051

Table 10: Distribution of people performing unpaid volugtavork in associations in the
selected European countries by wave. The first column réfetise different associations,
while the following ones refer to each wave separately. Blaws means that the variable
wasn’t observed in the specific wave.
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Table 11: Trustin others

@ @ 3 4 5) (6) ™ ® (C)] (10) (
year 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.004* 0.005** 0
age 0.009*** 0
age2 —0.000** —0
female (d) —0.017 0
non-Luxembourg (d) 0.010 0
f028b —0.001 -0
hhsize==2 (d) 0.021 -0
hhsize==3 (d) 0.037 0
hhsize==4 (d) 0.016 -0
do you have any children? (d) 0.008 0
separated (d) —0.065 -0
divorced (d) —0.067* -0
widowed (d) —0.078* -0
marrried (d) 0.028 0
professional educ. (d) 0.025 0
secondary educ. (d) 0.083*** 0
higher educ. (d) 0.207*** 0
military professions (d) —0.005 0
policy-makers (d) 0.298*** 0
intellectual professions (d) 0.292*** 0
physic & technic professions (d) 0.193** 0
civil servants (d) 0.167* 0
traders, merchants & vendors (d) 0.219** 0
skilled workers (d) 0.111 0
artisanal workers (d) —0.005 0
factory workers (d) 0.080 0
unskilled workers (d) 0.045 0
retired (d) 0.145* 0
houseworker (d) 0.035 -0
student (d) 0.157* 0
handicapped (d) —0.043 -0
Observations 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631 2631
PseudaR? 0.002 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.007 0.023 0.029 0

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10," p < 0.05, " p < 0.01



Table 12: Membership in groups and associations

1%

@ @ 3 4 5) (6) ) G C) (10)
year 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.006*** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.004* 0.005*
age —0.002
age2 0.000
female (d) —0.077***
non-Luxembourg (d) —0.244***
f028b —0.000
hhsize==2 (d) 0.012
hhsize==3 (d) 0.006
hhsize==4 (d) 0.022
do you have any children? (d) —0.063***
separated (d) —0.175*
divorced (d) —0.067
widowed (d) —0.041
marrried (d) —0.059**
professional educ. (d) 0.101***
secondary educ. (d) 0.177***
higher educ. (d) 0.208***
policy-makers (d) 0.140*
intellectual professions (d) 0.242%**
physic & technic professions (d) 0.259***
civil servants (d) 0.145**
traders, merchants & vendors (d) 0.087
skilled workers (d) 0.267***
artisanal workers (d) 0.102
factory workers (d) 0.018
unskilled workers (d) 0.006
retired (d) 0.179***
houseworker (d) 0.035
student (d) 0.231%**
handicapped (d) 0.163
Observations 2754 2754 2754 2754 2754 2754 2754 2754 2754 2747 p
PseudaR? 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.044 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.004 0.024 0.034

Marginal effects ]
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 13:

Unpaid voluntary work in groups and associations

@ @ 3 4 ®) (6) ™ G C) (10)
year 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.014*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.012*** 0.01:
age 0.003
age2 —0.000
female (d) —0.017
non-Luxembourg (d) —0.220***
f028b 0.000
hhsize==2 (d) —0.011
hhsize==3 (d) 0.029
hhsize==4 (d) 0.021
do you have any children? (d) —0.054**
separated (d) —0.185***
divorced (d) —0.036
widowed (d) —0.066
marrried (d) —0.051**
professional educ. (d) 0.119***
secondary educ. (d) 0.166***
higher educ. (d) 0.194***
military professions (d) 0.18:
policy-makers (d) 0.142
intellectual professions (d) 0.15¢
physic & technic professions (d) 0.19:
civil servants (d) 0.08¢
traders, merchants & vendors (d) 0.01:
skilled workers (d) 0.274
artisanal workers (d) —0.05:¢
factory workers (d) —0.10¢
unskilled workers (d) —0.08!
retired (d) 0.09:
houseworker (d) 0.002
student (d) 0.20:
handicapped (d) —0.06¢
Observations 2756 2756 2756 2756 2756 2756 2756 2756 2756 2756
PseudaR? 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.049 0.011 0.012 0.013 0.014 0.027 0.03¢

Marginal effects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10," p < 0.05, " p < 0.01
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Table 14: Confidence in religious institutions

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) ] (8) ) (10)
religious institutions
year —0.013** —0.015*** —0.013** —0.014*** —0.013** —0.012** —0.015*** —0.011** —0.012** —0.011** —
age —0.001 —
age2 0.000
female 0.025
non-Luxembourg 0.289***
f028b —0.003 —
hhsize==2 —0.064 —
hhsize== —0.096 —
hhsize== —0.030 —
do you have any children? 0.382%**
separated —0.002 —|
divorced 0.072 —
widowed 0.691***
marrried 0.357***
professional educ. —0.419*** —|
secondary educ. —0.483*** —|
higher educ. —0.519*** —|
military professions —0.279
policy-makers —0.253 —|
intellectual professions —0.339* —|
physic & technic professions —0.193 —|
civil servants —0.169 —
traders, merchants & vendors —0.080 —|
skilled workers 0.236
artisanal workers 0.286
factory workers —0.016
unskilled workers 0.334*
retired 0.301*
houseworker 0.177
student —0.373** —
handicapped —0.553 —|
Observations 2660 2660 2660 2660 2660 2660 2660 2660 2660 2660 266
PseudaR? 0.001 0.014 0.001 0.007 0.001 0.001 0.011 0.014 0.015 0.023

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 15: Confidence in armed forces

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10) (11)
armed forces
year 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.007 0.006 0.005 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.008
age —0.023*** —0.031**
age2 0.000*** 0.000**
female —0.078 —0.076
non-Luxembourg 0.282*** 0.278***
f028b 0.003 0.004
hhsize==2 —0.045 —0.082
hhsize== —0.092 —0.112
hhsize== 0.004 —0.031
do you have any children? 0.109** 0.105
separated 0.096 0.146
divorced 0.046 0.014
widowed 0.134 —0.118
marrried 0.045 —0.028
professional educ. —0.241%** —0.148*
secondary educ. —0.231%** —-0.075
higher educ. —0.497*** —0.277***
military professions 0.371 0.450
policy-makers —0.352* —0.178
intellectual professions —0.282* —0.042
physic & technic professions —0.230 —0.056
civil servants 0.011 0.157
traders, merchants & vendors 0.038 0.110
skilled workers 0.266 0.371
artisanal workers 0.340* 0.322*
factory workers 0.136 0.135
unskilled workers 0.372** 0.373*
retired 0.163 0.189
houseworker 0.053 0.160
student 0.010 0.025
handicapped —0.281 —0.244
Observations 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604 2604
PseudaR? 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.014 0.026

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1

*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 16: Confidence in educational system

1) 2 3) 4 (5) (6) ] (8) 9) (10) (11)
educational system
year 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002
age —0.009 —0.038***
age2 0.000* 0.000***
female —0.103** —0.060
non-Luxembourg 0.430*** 0.424***
f028b —0.001 0.000
hhsize==2 0.077 0.053
hhsize== —0.075 —0.028
hhsize== 0.013 0.066
do you have any children? 0.192%** 0.099
separated 0.011 —0.124
divorced 0.005 —0.068
widowed 0.273** —0.036
marrried 0.181*** 0.005
professional educ. —0.364*** —0.211***
secondary educ. —0.484*** —0.276***
higher educ. —0.314*** —0.180**
military professions —0.491* —0.367
policy-makers —0.187 —0.128
intellectual professions 0.038 0.165
physic & technic professions —0.241 —0.081
civil servants —0.183 —0.037
traders, merchants & vendors —0.115 —0.048
skilled workers —0.411 —0.335
artisanal workers 0.125 0.039
factory workers 0.189 0.203
unskilled workers 0.277 0.198
retired 0.197 0.123
houseworker —0.085 —0.044
student —0.389* —0.381*
handicapped 0.124 0.175
Observations 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653 2653
PseudaR? 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.015 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.012 0.014 0.037

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



6€

Table 17: Confidence in press

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10) (11)
press
year 0.011** 0.010* 0.011** 0.011** 0.011** 0.012** 0.011** 0.012** 0.011* 0.012** 0.010*
age 0.003 0.013
age2 0.000 —0.000
female —0.053 —0.087
non-Luxembourg 0.126** 0.163***
f028b —0.000 0.000
hhsize==2 —0.050 0.035
hhsize== —0.096 0.009
hhsize== —0.064 0.047
do you have any children? 0.096* 0.093
separated 0.288 0.178
divorced —0.034 —0.166
widowed 0.302** 0.145
marrried 0.033 —0.141
professional educ. —0.115 —0.046
secondary educ. —-0.073 0.007
higher educ. —0.029 0.054
military professions —0.415 —-0.225
policy-makers 0.046 0.012
intellectual professions 0.072 0.094
physic & technic professions 0.045 0.107
civil servants 0.146 0.227
traders, merchants & vendors 0.123 0.210
skilled workers —0.261 —0.201
artisanal workers 0.039 0.049
factory workers 0.174 0.204
unskilled workers 0.052 0.086
retired 0.214 0.131
houseworker 0.121 0.165
student 0.069 0.222
handicapped 0.035 0.030
Observations 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664
PseudaR? 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.009

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 18: Confidence in labor unions

1) (2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10) (11)
labor unions
year 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.003 0.003 0.005
age —0.015* 0.005
age2 0.000* —0.000
female —0.070 —0.061
non-Luxembourg 0.032 0.027
f028b 0.003 0.003
hhsize==2 0.053 0.153
hhsize== —0.091 0.008
hhsize== 0.023 0.130
do you have any children? —0.071 —0.003
separated —0.517** —0.536**
divorced —0.113 —0.121
widowed 0.069 0.077
marrried —0.116** —0.154
professional educ. —0.205*** —0.199**
secondary educ. —0.103 —0.105
higher educ. —0.200*** —0.179*
military professions —0.022 —0.097
policy-makers —0.384 —0.331
intellectual professions —0.260 —0.219
physic & technic professions —0.265 —0.248
civil servants —0.103 —0.071
traders, merchants & vendors —0.275 —0.255
skilled workers —0.010 —0.087
artisanal workers —0.221 —0.257
factory workers 0.026 —0.037
unskilled workers —0.133 —0.177
retired —0.088 —0.059
houseworker —0.249 —0.200
student —0.046 —0.142
handicapped —0.195 —0.169
Observations 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530 2530
PseudaR? 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.009

Marginal efrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1

*p < 0.10,** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
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Table 19: Confidence in police

1) 2 3) 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) ) (10)
police
year 0.014** 0.013** 0.014** 0.013** 0.014*** 0.014*** 0.013** 0.015*** 0.014** 0.015%**
age —0.013
age2 0.000**
female —0.005
non-Luxembourg 0.129***
f028b 0.003*
hhsize==2 —0.107
hhsize== —0.144*
hhsize== —0.026
do you have any children? 0.116**
separated 0.201
divorced —0.070
widowed 0.315***
marrried 0.075
professional educ. —0.257***
secondary educ. —0.219***
higher educ. —0.330%**
military professions 0.622
policy-makers 0.092
intellectual professions —0.086
physic & technic professions —0.039
civil servants 0.128
traders, merchants & vendors 0.129
skilled workers 0.070
artisanal workers 0.232
factory workers 0.107
unskilled workers 0.272
retired 0.259
houseworker 0.099
student 0.115
handicapped 0.272
Observations 2703 2703 2703 2703 2703 2703 2703 2703 2703 2703 2'
PseudaR? 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.007

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 20: Confidence in parliament

1) 2 3) 4 (5) (6) (") (8) 9) (10) (11)
parliament
year 0.009* 0.009* 0.009* 0.009 0.010* 0.010* 0.009* 0.011** 0.008 0.011* 0.009
age —0.025*** —0.019
age2 0.000*** 0.000**
female —0.030 —0.022
non-Luxembourg 0.115** 0.164***
f028b 0.002 0.003
hhsize==2 —0.120 —0.196**
hhsize== —0.149* —0.126
hhsize== —0.030 —0.003
do you have any children? 0.032 —0.037
separated —0.237 —0.166
divorced —0.215** —0.137
widowed 0.262** 0.054
marrried 0.056 0.103
professional educ. —0.155** —0.041
secondary educ. —0.053 0.057
higher educ. 0.140* 0.300***
military professions 0.454* 0.609**
policy-makers 0.296 0.140
intellectual professions 0.160 —0.001
physic & technic professions 0.184 0.165
civil servants 0.050 0.076
traders, merchants & vendors 0.122 0.158
skilled workers 0.149 0.169
artisanal workers 0.109 0.133
factory workers —0.004 0.049
unskilled workers 0.129 0.172
retired 0.335 0.074
houseworker 0.181 0.107
student 0.341 0.334
handicapped 0.255 0.252
Observations 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547 2547
PseudaR? 0.001 0.007 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.019

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 21: Confidence in civic service

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10)
civic service
year 0.026*** 0.026*** 0.026*** 0.026*** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.028*** 0.025*** 0.028**
age —0.009
age2 0.000
female —0.127**
non-Luxembourg 0.272***
f028b 0.003
hhsize==2 —0.105
hhsize== —0.149*
hhsize== —0.010
do you have any children? 0.041
separated —0.062
divorced —0.184*
widowed 0.203*
marrried 0.028
professional educ. —0.210***
secondary educ. —0.194***
higher educ. —0.066
military professions 0.084
policy-makers 0.249
intellectual professions 0.290
physic & technic professions 0.248
civil servants 0.364
traders, merchants & vendors 0.262
skilled workers 0.119
artisanal workers 0.453**
factory workers 0.305
unskilled workers 0.457*
retired 0.460**
houseworker 0.281
student 0.389*
handicapped 0.394
Observations 2589 2589 2589 2589 2589 2589 2589 2589 2589 2589
PseudaR? 0.005 0.007 0.007 0.011 0.006 0.007 0.005 0.007 0.008 0.009

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 22: Confidence in social security system

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10)
social security system
year 0.046*** 0.045*** 0.046*** 0.045*** 0.046*** 0.046*** 0.045%** 0.048*** 0.044*** 0.048**
age —0.007
age2 0.000
female —0.082*
non-Luxembourg 0.210***
f028b 0.002
hhsize==2 0.101
hhsize== 0.002
hhsize== —0.006
do you have any children? 0.124**
separated 0.249
divorced —0.357***
widowed 0.292**
marrried 0.163***
professional educ. —0.425***
secondary educ. —0.276***
higher educ. —0.200**
military professions 0.578
policy-makers —0.135
intellectual professions 0.063
physic & technic professions 0.008
civil servants —0.058
traders, merchants & vendors —0.155
skilled workers —0.028
artisanal workers 0.057
factory workers —0.072
unskilled workers 0.188
retired 0.326*
houseworker 0.062
student —0.025
handicapped 0.464
Observations 2679 2679 2679 2679 2679 2679 2679 2679 2679 2679
PseudaR? 0.016 0.022 0.017 0.020 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.025 0.025 0.025

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



Table 23: Confidence in major companies
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1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10) (11)
major companies
year 0.010* 0.011** 0.010* 0.009* 0.011** 0.010* 0.010* 0.010* 0.010* 0.011** 0.011*
age —0.018** —0.019*
age2 0.000** 0.000
female —0.113** —0.113**
non-Luxembourg 0.324*** 0.278***
f028b 0.003 0.004*
hhsize==2 0.056 0.018
hhsize== 0.031 —0.030
hhsize== 0.107 0.044
do you have any children? —0.001 0.000
separated —-0.113 0.031
divorced 0.011 0.099
widowed —0.074 —0.053
marrried 0.002 0.046
professional educ. —0.311*** —0.244%**
secondary educ. —0.223*** —0.139*
higher educ. —0.288*** —0.144
military professions 0.509 0.623
policy-makers 0.549** 0.624**
intellectual professions 0.127 0.231
physic & technic professions 0.174 0.294
civil servants 0.354* 0.478**
traders, merchants & vendors 0.496** 0.591***
skilled workers 0.048 0.172
artisanal workers 0.522** 0.489**
factory workers 0.555** 0.540**
unskilled workers 0.728*** 0.715***
retired 0.418** 0.522**
houseworker 0.305 0.456**
student 0.558%** 0.562***
handicapped 0.299 0.361
Observations 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536 2536
PseudaR? 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.009 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.006 0.012 0.023

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 24: Confidence in judicial system

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10)
judicial system
year 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.028*** 0.026*** 0.027**
age —0.017**
age2 0.000**
female —0.094*
non-Luxembourg 0.233***
f028b 0.001
hhsize==2 0.016
hhsize== 0.056
hhsize== 0.115
do you have any children? 0.091*
separated —0.235
divorced —0.130
widowed 0.075
marrried 0.083
professional educ. —0.245***
secondary educ. —0.220***
higher educ. —0.061
military professions —-0.017
policy-makers —0.071
intellectual professions —0.028
physic & technic professions —0.105
civil servants —0.033
traders, merchants & vendors —0.060
skilled workers 0.060
artisanal workers 0.057
factory workers —0.096
unskilled workers 0.307
retired 0.027
houseworker —0.126
student 0.051
handicapped —-0.129
Observations 2609 2609 2609 2609 2609 2609 2609 2609 2609 2609
PseudaR? 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.009 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.009 0.009

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 25: Confidence in political parties

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10)
political parties
year 0.023*** 0.023*** 0.023*** 0.023*** 0.022*** 0.023*** 0.022*** 0.024*** 0.022*** 0.024**
age —0.006
age2 0.000
female —0.187***
non-Luxembourg —0.140***
f028b —0.002
hhsize==2 0.092
hhsize== 0.064
hhsize== 0.060
do you have any children? 0.090*
separated —0.258
divorced —0.198*
widowed —0.009
marrried 0.069
professional educ. 0.006
secondary educ. 0.051
higher educ. 0.097
military professions 0.585
policy-makers 0.369
intellectual professions 0.235
physic & technic professions 0.248
civil servants 0.384
traders, merchants & vendors 0.220
skilled workers 0.364
artisanal workers 0.156
factory workers 0.322
unskilled workers 0.079
retired 0.467**
houseworker 0.097
student 0.314
handicapped —0.482
Observations 2522 2522 2522 2522 2522 2522 2522 2522 2522 2522
PseudaR? 0.004 0.006 0.007 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.006 0.004 0.012

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 26: Subjective well-being

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6) ] (8) 9) (10) (11)
satisfaction with life
year 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.006 0.005 0.007 0.006
age —0.007 —0.010
age2 0.000* 0.000
female —0.086* —0.084
non-Luxembourg —0.260*** —0.211%**
f028b —0.002 —0.001
hhsize==2 0.244*** 0.155*
hhsize== 0.102 0.106
hhsize== 0.082 0.109
do you have any children? 0.121%** 0.055
separated —0.401* —0.393
divorced —0.079 —0.120
widowed 0.173 —0.041
marrried 0.188*** 0.065
professional educ. 0.065 0.047
secondary educ. 0.062 0.061
higher educ. 0.053 0.055
military professions 0.769** 0.712**
policy-makers 1.046*** 0.987***
intellectual professions 0.742%** 0.714***
physic & technic professions 0.802*** 0.756***
civil servants 0.678*** 0.645***
traders, merchants & vendors 0.760*** 0.765***
skilled workers 0.781** 0.673**
artisanal workers 0.724*** 0.697***
factory workers 0.684*** 0.690***
unskilled workers 0.403* 0.463*
retired 0.999*** 0.740***
houseworker 0.832*** 0.749***
student 0.716*** 0.730%**
handicapped 0.519 0.470
Observations 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760
PseudaR? 0.000 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.008 0.015

Marginal etrects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 27: Differences in trends of relational social cdgaetween immigrants and Luxembourgish people

Trust Membership Unp.Vol.Work

(€] @ 3 4 ®) (6)
year (d) 0.011 —0.009 0.078*** 0.070** 0.142%** 0.138***
non-Luxembourg (d) —0.039 —0.012 —0.215*** —0.212*** —0.194*** —0.183***
year*non-Lux (d) 0.096** 0.093** —0.058 —0.055 —0.054 —0.046
age 0.014*** 0.010* 0.019***
age2 —0.000* —0.000** —0.000***
female (d) 0.016 —0.060** —0.009
f028b —0.001 —0.001 —0.000
hhsize==2 (d) —0.021 0.030 —0.012
hhsize==3 (d) 0.008 0.043 0.049
hhsize==4 (d) —0.010 0.080* 0.062
do you have any children? (d) 0.005 —0.015 —0.038
separated (d) —0.076 —0.157 —0.178**
divorced (d) —0.101** —0.041 —0.028
widowed (d) —0.103** 0.060 —0.015
marrried (d) 0.011 —0.013 —0.029
professional educ. (d) 0.031 0.060* 0.070**
secondary educ. (d) 0.074** 0.128*** 0.083**
higher educ. (d) 0.151*** 0.158*** 0.105**
military professions (d) 0.155 0.106
policy-makers (d) 0.193* 0.067 0.080
intellectual professions (d) 0.208** 0.154** 0.066
physic & technic professions (d) 0.161* 0.196*** 0.114
civil servants (d) 0.149 0.090 0.025
traders, merchants & vendors (d) 0.227** 0.077 —0.012
skilled workers (d) 0.154 0.215%** 0.190
artisanal workers (d) 0.007 0.119* —0.042
factory workers (d) 0.118 0.004 —0.120
unskilled workers (d) 0.059 0.067 —0.060
retired (d) 0.061 0.168** 0.108
houseworker (d) —0.019 0.027 —0.027
student (d) 0.287*** 0.177*** 0.186**
handicapped (d) —0.068 0.182* —0.066
Observations 2631 2631 2754 2747 2756 2756
PseudaR? 0.004 0.056 0.045 0.085 0.050 0.084

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p<0.10," p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 28: Differences in trends of non relational socialitepetween immigrants and Luxembourgish people

Rel. inst. Armed forces Police

1) 2 3) 4 (5) (6)
main
year —0.218*** —0.216*** —0.014 0.018 —0.025 —0.006
non-Luxembourg 0.155** 0.182** 0.196** 0.191** —0.082 —0.079
year*non-Lux 0.262%** 0.241** 0.166 0.170 0.412%** 0.411***
age —0.023* —0.031** —0.011
age2 0.000** 0.000*** 0.000
female 0.022 —0.080 0.010
f028b —0.001 0.004 0.005**
hhsize==2 —0.159* —0.081 —0.113
hhsize== —0.078 —0.111 —0.112
hhsize== —0.027 —0.034 —0.000
do you have any children? 0.143 0.108 0.083
separated —0.131 0.137 0.150
divorced —0.134 0.011 —0.148
widowed 0.110 —0.119 0.041
marrried 0.093 —0.028 —0.009
professional educ. —0.245*** —0.146* —0.177**
secondary educ. —0.199** —-0.073 —0.109
higher educ. —0.141 —0.278*** —0.189**
military professions 0.031 0.445 0.803*
policy-makers —0.258 —0.187 0.190
intellectual professions —0.276 —0.049 0.040
physic & technic professions —0.075 —0.063 0.077
civil servants —0.066 0.150 0.247
traders, merchants & vendors —0.041 0.103 0.202
skilled workers 0.376 0.375 0.145
artisanal workers 0.247 0.313* 0.252
factory workers 0.016 0.122 0.124
unskilled workers 0.223 0.364* 0.248
retired 0.044 0.181 0.182
houseworker 0.067 0.159 0.102
student —0.211 0.022 0.223
handicapped —0.601* —0.234 0.289
Observations 2660 2660 2604 2604 2703 2703
PseudaR? 0.009 0.043 0.007 0.026 0.006 0.018

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 29: Differences in trends of non relational socialitzdpetween immigrants and Luxembourgish people

Press Educ. syst. Lab. Unions

1) 2 3) 4 (5) (6)
main
year —0.047 —0.049 —0.150** —0.136** —0.010 0.002
non-Luxembourg —0.089 —0.049 0.200*** 0.206*** —0.027 —0.034
year*non-Lux 0.413*** 0.413*** 0.451*** 0.433*** 0.114 0.118
age 0.013 —0.038*** 0.005
age2 —0.000 0.000*** —0.000
female —0.096* —0.071 —0.062
f028b 0.000 0.000 0.003
hhsize==2 0.035 0.059 0.154
hhsize== 0.008 —0.024 0.008
hhsize== 0.037 0.061 0.129
do you have any children? 0.101 0.110 —0.001
separated 0.159 —0.140 —0.542**
divorced —0.173 —0.072 —0.123
widowed 0.142 —0.040 0.076
marrried —0.144 —0.000 —0.155*
professional educ. —0.040 —0.205*** —0.197**
secondary educ. 0.014 —0.270*** —0.102
higher educ. 0.052 —0.183** —0.180*
military professions —0.230 —0.363 —0.096
policy-makers 0.002 —0.132 —0.334
intellectual professions 0.089 0.168 —0.220
physic & technic professions 0.096 —0.085 —0.248
civil servants 0.222 —0.038 —0.071
traders, merchants & vendors 0.200 —0.053 —0.257
skilled workers —0.185 —0.308 —0.081
artisanal workers 0.037 0.032 —0.258
factory workers 0.177 0.180 —0.044
unskilled workers 0.075 0.190 —0.180
retired 0.121 0.117 —0.061
houseworker 0.169 —0.034 —0.198
student 0.227 —0.371* —0.140
handicapped 0.065 0.210 —0.159
Observations 2664 2664 2653 2653 2530 2530
PseudaR? 0.006 0.013 0.019 0.041 0.000 0.010

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10, " p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 30: Differences in trends of non relational socialitzpetween immigrants and Luxembourgish people

Pol. parties Parliament Civ. service

1) 2 3 4 (5) (6)
main
year 0.138** 0.135** 0.011 0.007 0.071 0.094
non-Luxembourg —0.256*** —0.228*** 0.010 0.059 0.034 0.066
year*non-Lux 0.218** 0.210** 0.202* 0.204* 0.459*** 0.453***
age 0.002 —0.019 0.000
age2 0.000 0.000** 0.000
female —0.145** —0.025 —0.138**
f028b —0.002 0.003 0.004*
hhsize==2 —0.008 —0.194** —0.115
hhsize== —0.003 —0.123 —0.097
hhsize== 0.012 —0.007 0.037
do you have any children? 0.155* —0.034 —0.008
separated —0.305 —0.175 —0.090
divorced —0.308** —0.137 —0.210
widowed —0.205 0.055 0.031
marrried —0.036 0.103 —0.038
professional educ. 0.005 —0.036 —0.095
secondary educ. 0.055 0.061 —0.059
higher educ. 0.122 0.301*** 0.064
military professions 0.600 0.607** 0.268
policy-makers 0.267 0.137 0.184
intellectual professions 0.159 —0.001 0.287
physic & technic professions 0.213 0.163 0.327
civil servants 0.391 0.074 0.486**
traders, merchants & vendors 0.259 0.155 0.358
skilled workers 0.333 0.182 0.193
artisanal workers 0.122 0.130 0.420*
factory workers 0.305 0.037 0.292
unskilled workers 0.156 0.169 0.480**
retired 0.352 0.069 0.362
houseworker 0.096 0.111 0.355
student 0.376 0.340 0.512**
handicapped —0.457 0.269 0.464
Observations 2522 2522 2547 2547 2589 2589
PseudaR? 0.006 0.020 0.003 0.020 0.016 0.028

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p <0.10," p < 0.05, " p < 0.01
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Table 31: Differences in trends of non relational socialitzpetween immigrants and Luxembourgish people

Soc. sec. system Judicial syst. Maj. companies

1) 2 3) 4 (5) (6)
main
year 0.293*** 0.313*** 0.105* 0.096 —0.053 —0.035
non-Luxembourg 0.045 0.070 0.038 0.010 0.123 0.084
year*non-Lux 0.325%** 0.331*** 0.379*** 0.382*** 0.388*** 0.379***
age 0.000 —0.029** —0.019*
age2 0.000 0.000*** 0.000
female —0.083 —0.091 —0.118**
f028b 0.004** 0.001 0.004*
hhsize==2 0.007 —0.057 0.019
hhsize== 0.004 —0.015 —0.026
hhsize== —0.041 0.020 0.039
do you have any children? 0.026 0.106 0.007
separated 0.175 —0.241 0.012
divorced —0.427*** —0.106 0.094
widowed 0.040 —0.019 —0.059
marrried 0.068 0.082 0.041
professional educ. —0.314*** —-0.136* —0.240***
secondary educ. —0.116 —0.101 —0.132*
higher educ. —0.077 0.079 —0.148
military professions 0.868* 0.121 0.624
policy-makers —0.210 —0.154 0.613**
intellectual professions 0.069 —0.065 0.229
physic & technic professions 0.075 —0.057 0.286
civil servants 0.053 0.042 0.476**
traders, merchants & vendors —0.057 —0.014 0.583***
skilled workers 0.102 0.139 0.191
artisanal workers 0.033 0.005 0.482**
factory workers —0.058 —0.093 0.516**
unskilled workers 0.175 0.304 0.702%**
retired 0.239 —0.133 0.512**
houseworker 0.087 —0.128 0.460**
student 0.095 0.079 0.566***
handicapped 0.479 —0.038 0.386
Observations 2679 2679 2609 2609 2536 2536
PseudaR? 0.022 0.046 0.012 0.023 0.013 0.026

Marginal effects

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1

*p <0.10,* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 32: Differences in trends of subjective well-beingimen immigrants and Luxembourgish people

) &)

satisfaction with life

year 0.119** 0.124**
non-Luxembourg —0.165** —0.118
year*non-Lux —0.187** —0.186*
age —0.009
age2 0.000
female —0.080
f028b —0.002
hhsize== 0.154*
hhsize== 0.105
hhsize== 0.112
do you have any children? 0.051
separated —0.385
divorced —0.118
widowed —0.038
marrried 0.066
professional educ. 0.043
secondary educ. 0.058
higher educ. 0.055
military professions 0.714**
policy-makers 0.992***
intellectual professions 0.715***
physic & technic professions 0.760***
civil servants 0.646***
traders, merchants & vendors 0.769***
skilled workers 0.663**
artisanal workers 0.702%**
factory workers 0.702***
unskilled workers 0.468**
retired 0.745%**
houseworker 0.747***
student 0.727***
handicapped 0.455
Observations 2760 2760
PseudaR? 0.004 0.015

Marginal effects
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
*p < 0.10," p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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